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From its small beginnings in the early nineteenth century, The Church 
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints has been a proselyting church, 
aiming to expand worldwide. Indeed, the Church has developed into a 
generally accepted organization in the United States and in other coun-
tries as well. This rapid growth has given us cause to stop and reflect on 
the challenges that the Church faces or is likely to face in the future. In 
this chapter, we will focus on the interaction between the doctrines and 
practices of the LDS Church and Europeans and attempt to explore 
some of the challenges the Church runs into as it tries to fulfill its mis-
sion in an increasingly secular Western Europe as well as in parts of 
Eastern Europe where countries are still coming to terms with their 
communist past.
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Working Out Our Salvation
One of the perennial debates in Mormonism, and indeed in 
Christianity, has been that of praxis vs. doxis, or practice versus doc-
trine. Although our understanding of doctrinal truth and access to it 
varies, its essential nature is unchanging. But working out how those 
truths are reflected in our everyday life takes time and often turns 
into a trial-and-error process. Sometimes error can be the result of 
incomplete understanding. However, more often than not, errors 
can be attributed to the environment in which these doctrinal truths 
are disseminated or from where they become disseminated. Cultural 
backgrounds, linguistic differences, and socioeconomic differences 
can then become important aspects of the acting out of one’s doctrinal 
teachings and beliefs.1 Swidler argues that “culture influences action 
not by providing the ultimate values toward which action is oriented, 
but by shaping a repertoire or ‘tool kit’ of habits, skills, and styles from 
which people construct ‘strategies of actions.’”2 Related to the impact 
that one’s culture has on that person’s understanding and practice 
of received knowledge is what Federici refers to as one’s own “inter-
textual literary, linguistic and cultural ‘baggage’ due to [one’s] ‘loca-
tion’ and identity politics.”3 Meanwhile, the interaction between one’s 
socioeconomic status and religious practices has been demonstrated 
through numerous studies, most of them following the publication of 
Weber’s The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism in 1905.

Distinguishing between Doctrines, Practices, 
and Local Customs and Culture
For the purposes of this paper, when we use the term “gospel,” we 
mean the doctrines and commandments, as taught by the prophets 
and the scriptures. When we speak of LDS practices, we mean a set of 
procedures that the Church and the Saints have accrued throughout 
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their history and that have been accepted generally by the Church at 
large, as they are taught by Church leaders. Examples of such prac-
tices include dress and grooming standards, prayer observances such 
as folding our arms and closing our eyes, the nonuse of crucifixes, 
the absence of facial hair for men serving in senior leadership posi-
tions, a lack of visible tattoos for missionaries, and the wearing of a 
white shirt and a tie when passing the sacrament.4 By local customs 
and cultures, we mean those accretions which have little to do with 
the gospel and yet, at times, are as pervasive and risk becoming as 
distinctively “Mormon” as the previous two categories.5 Of particu-
lar importance and consequence here is the association with and the 
attempt to justify and propagate one’s ideological, cultural,6 political, 
or socioeconomic views and preferences in the context of doctrinal 
truths. If we are to truly become an international church while keep-
ing the doctrine pure from local practices and cultures, it is important 
that we distinguish between doctrinal truth or the gospel, Church 
practices, and local customs and cultures. It is with this distinction 
and understanding in mind that we offer the following observations.

The Early New Testament Church 
and the Modern Challenge
The challenge of disentangling the gospel teachings and inspired 
practices from local practices, cultures, and traditions is not new. 
Instructively, the Apostle Paul’s fight against the Judaizers illustrates 
this well. After Christ’s death, as the first-century Christian Church 
attempted to leave the law of Moses behind and expand past its Jewish 
culture into the Gentile world, it struggled to escape its more recent 
past. Even after a powerful revelation to Peter, the chief Apostle (see 
Acts 10), and an official declaration by the Church (see Acts 15) stat-
ing that new members did not have to first accept the Mosaic law 
before becoming Christians, these Judaizers continued to push their 
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Jewish culture onto the Church, making it more difficult to fulfill its 
missionary assignment to the non-Jewish world.7

In addition, the government of the Roman Empire, while offering 
the advantages of security and order to Christian missionaries, nonethe-
less adjudicated disputes involving the young Church in seriously disad-
vantageous ways, including the execution of its founder and many of its 
leaders, partly because the empire conflated the Christian Church with 
its Jewish roots and questioned the New Testament Church’s political 
loyalty.8 The modern Church still faces the same double-edged dilemma: 
it must take a pure gospel to the rest of the world—untainted by the cul-
tural accoutrements which always collect around organizations—and it 
must also adhere to its own doctrines and practices without appearing 
disloyal and subversive to the world’s governments and their citizens.

The Church’s greatest modern challenge in this regard occurred 
towards the end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of 
the twentieth century as it dealt with unrelenting pressure from 
the American government and society to conform to the dominant 
moral and cultural standards which existed in the United States at 

the time.9 How the Church 
reacted to this challenge pro-
vides a good example of how 
the earthly Church of God, 
not yet part of the millen-
nial kingdom of God, must 
accommodate itself to the 
various governments within 
which it must coexist, as 
well as explaining why the 
Church currently grapples 
with its American roots.

After being chased 
out of Illinois in 1847, the 

A Roman denarius, with the image of Tiberius 
Caesar on the front. He was the Roman emperor 
during the period of the Savior’s ministry. It was 
his image that would likely have appeared on 
the coin that Jesus showed to the Herodians 
and said, “Render therefore to Caesar the things 
that are Caesar’s, and to God the things that are 
God’s” (Matthew 22:21).
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Latter-day Saints settled in what was then part of Mexico, though 
within a year’s time the United States had defeated Mexico in war 
and acquired the territory where the Church had settled. Mostly 
isolated from the greater United States, the Church over the next 
two decades developed a culture atypical of the American norm—
one that was economically cooperative, politically oriented to God’s 
kingdom, and socially unacceptable to most Americans because 
it accepted the validity of both monogamist and polygamist mar-
riages.10 After the American Civil War ended, as the nation’s atten-
tion turned to other issues, the construction of the cross-continent 
railroad helped end Utah’s isolation. The American government 
then began to insist that the Latter-day Saints adopt “American” 
values, meaning specifically that they become steadfast capitalists, 
patriotic and loyal members of the American republic, and strict 
monogamists.11

Map of Mexico in 1847 showing that the Utah Territory was not in the United States at 
the time that the Latter-day Saints first arrived there.
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This insistence by the U.S. gov-
ernment moved the Church’s leader-
ship to petition the Lord for guidance. 
Their choice was, as President Wilford 
Woodruff put it, to choose between 
keeping the original commandment 
regarding plural marriage and thus 
maintaining the political, economic, 
and social culture that it had devel-
oped over its first few decades (and 
by so doing suffer persistent legal 
harassment and possible dissolution 
at the hands of the U.S. government), 

or adapt the kingdom of God to the traditions and laws of the American 
republic so that the Church could fulfill its primary mission of preach-
ing to and administering the ordinances to the living and the dead.12 
Faced with this terrible choice, those who held the keys of the priest-
hood, the First Presidency and Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, wisely 
chose to seek new revelation which resulted in a change to the com-
mandment as well as the cultural practices surrounding it.

Over time, the Latter-day Saints, following suit, adopted 
American patriotism, capitalism, and monogamy with great enthu-
siasm.13 Reflecting on the difficulties of this transformation of the 
Mormon economic and social life following this turbulent period 
and the length of time it took to do so, one commentator questions 
Bloom’s14 assessment of Mormonism as a quintessentially American 
religion, at least initially, since Mormonism did not acquire many of its 
practices identifiable with the larger American culture until the twen-
tieth century, once “the economic and political behavior of Mormons 
ha[d] mirrored that of ‘middle America,’” leading to diminished ten-
sions and partial assimilation.15 Reflecting the indomitable spirit of 
the Church members and the indispensability of divine guidance, this 

President Wilford Woodruff, 1894.
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adoption served the Church well, allowing it to emerge out of obscu-
rity and to obtain a level of respectability that helped it use its base in 
the United States to take the gospel to the nations of the world.

An American Church in a European Court?
The Church is sometimes referred to as an American world religion,16 
and not just because it was founded in the United States and because 
its headquarters are in Salt Lake City. While the principle in this quote 
by J. Reuben Clark Jr.—“This is not an American church. This is the 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and its destiny as well as its 
mission is to fill the earth”17—is a basic premise, unavoidably, under-
standably, and often beneficially, much Americanism exists within this 
global institution. Unfortunately, the necessary cultural transforma-
tion of the Church, while contributing positively to the kingdom of 
God, may risk, at times, becoming a liability. As the Church continues 
to move into other countries and has to deal with other types of repub-
lics and monarchies, as well as economic, social, and cultural loyal-
ties, a sometimes excessive allegiance by the Church’s membership and 
some of its leaders to American culture, tradition, and politics often 
generates counterproductive reactions—ranging from bemusement 
to frustration and even to spiritual confusion—in the souls of some 
Latter-day Saints. This does not mean that non-American members do 
not appreciate the role the United States played and continues to play 
in the restored Church, only that they sometimes find it hard to deal 
with the parochialism and ethnocentrism that at times accompanies 
the acknowledgement of that role.

Europeans can and generally do politely listen to the occasional 
sacrament talk by U.S. missionary couples promoting good govern-
ment—complete with extensive quotes from Thomas Jefferson and 
James Madison. But the use of American political, economic, and cul-
tural perspectives in preaching, teaching, and decision making creates 
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an inappropriate expectation for some members of the Church. An 
Australian member, Marjorie Newton, explains it as follows: “No Latter-
day Saint would argue with the premise that America is a choice land, 
a promised land. Problems arise when American Latter-day Saints 
assume that America is the only choice land; that because the gospel was 
restored in America, American culture is also better than any other; and 
that, therefore, the Church has a mission not only to spread the gospel of 
Jesus Christ but to spread the gospel of Americanism.”18

To spread this “gospel of Americanism” would imply that American 
capitalism and its vision for the role of government is superior, which 
in the European context often can become an impediment to the 
spread of the gospel. Typically, as John McCormick explains, “in terms 
of how they conceive political rights, Europeans stand in particular 
distinction to Americans; while the latter emphasize individual rights 
and place an emphasis on self-reliance, Europeans are more communi-
tarian in their approach: they support more of a balance between indi-
vidual and community interests. On the economic front, Europeans 
are committed capitalists and supporters of the free market, but they 
place a premium on the redistribution of wealth and opportunity, and 
on the responsibility of government to maintain a level playing field.”19

It could be argued that this European willingness to lean toward 
community good and government and the social responsibility of faith 
communities on the ideological spectrum is an equally valid viewpoint. 
Conflicts and misunderstandings can arise from an insufficient self-
awareness of these socioeconomic patterns and understandings. Another 
potential conflict exists between many American and European Latter-
day Saints with regards to religious pronouncements on politics, war, and 
other important events. Many Europeans have a suspicion of religions in 
general and have learned through past experience that mixing church 
and state can lead to diminished freedom and rights by those who are 
not supported by a state religion. As a result, many Europeans are sensi-
tive to the need for a strong separation between church and state.20
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As the Church continues to expand its missionary efforts glob-
ally in places which face diverse, complex, and often unique politi-
cal problems, any assumptions by Church members that America’s 
political system is the only way to organize a democratic government, 
or that a particular American political ideology or party is the cor-
rect one, would accentuate the perception of parochialism, belying 
its claim to be a worldwide church. Moreover, at a time when most 
of the Church membership lives outside of the United States, official 
Church statements on American political matters carry greater risk 
than in the past because of the increased potential for adverse reac-
tion outside the United States or because they would run against the 
grain of what the Church is actually trying to accomplish.21

These concerns have been evident for some time, even as early 
as the 1980s. For instance, although the Church gave very reasonable 
arguments against the U.S. government’s plan to place MX missiles 
in Utah in 1981,22 the statement still seemed incongruent to many 
Europeans,23 especially because the Church did not similarly pro-
test the placement of nuclear warheads in Europe during the same 
period, when demonstrations in Europe played an important role in 
the ending of the Cold War between East and West. The Church’s MX 
missile statement may have been the correct response to the proposed 
policy, but the somewhat negative reaction to it in Europe emphasizes 
the Church’s growing challenge to communicate its own policies and 
administrative decisions to an increasingly culturally and politically 
diverse membership in such a way as to avoid giving unnecessary 
offense24 or promoting unintended viewpoints and consequences.

Other Cultural Challenges
Conflation with American culture is not the only challenge to sharing 
the gospel worldwide. Another dimension is communication between 
various cultures. What one thinks to have said and what others actually 
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hear often depends on their traditions. Language invariably involves 
interpretation and carries its own historical and cultural meaning. It 
comes preloaded with cultural and historical baggage, eliciting cul-
turally specific memories and understandings, which endow certain 
words and ideas with different meanings depending on the context. 
Short of adopting a universal language for all its membership, we 
would be wise to keep these features in mind. At stake in this discus-
sion is our ability to accurately teach and relay essential gospel prin-
ciples, such as the “gospel plan,” “baptism,” or “repentance.”

For example, some members of the Church in Belgium and the 
Netherlands debate how to understand the gospel term “plan of 
salvation.” In the southern and predominantly Catholic-influenced 
part of the Netherlands and Flanders, members of the Church prefer 
Catholic terminology, het plan van zaligheid, meaning “plan of joy” 
or “plan of bliss.” On the other hand, to members in the Protestant-
influenced northern part of the Netherlands the term heilsplan is 
preferred, meaning “plan of saving/healing/making whole.” The 
two different interpretations are culturally and historically signifi-
cant and arguably transmit different facets of one doctrinal truth. 
Furthermore, the term heilsplan carries additional baggage in that 
it can evoke memories of World War II and the German salute, “sieg 
Heil.” Some older Dutch people, therefore, take offense when they 
hear the term heilsplan.

In a similar dispute, some German Latter-day Saints argue that the 
Catholic phrase buße tun, meaning “penitence” or “paying the price”, 
best connotes a true understanding of the gospel principle of repen-
tance; others argue that the more typical Protestant term umkehr, 
meaning “turning around,” more aptly interprets its true sense.25 In 
this debate, the preference for which translation best fits an LDS 
understanding of the principle of repentance once again may hinge 
on one’s Catholic or Protestant cultural heritage. Both examples dem-
onstrate the influence that one’s cultural and historical background, 
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and even regional origin, can have on one’s understanding or concep-
tualization of what are considered basic gospel principles. As such, 
it behooves members and missionaries alike to pay attention to the 
impact of our own use of language and the potential effect it may have 
on how even basic gospel principles are taught and understood.

Another implication of the aforementioned examples is that as 
missionaries selflessly leave the comfort of their homes in the United 
States, they need to be extra sensitive to these cultural and histori-
cal differences. This is especially true in former communist countries 
where the term “loyalty,” for example, carries heavy baggage because 
for decades the Communist government demanded total loyalty to 
the party, the proletariat, and the Communist regime. In language 
similar to the admonitions given to Mormons to be faithful, true, and 
consecrated to the kingdom of God, Communist leaders called on 
the party members to develop certain qualities that make for a good 
and loyal communist.

For example, outlining the characteristics a party member should 
possess, Mao Zedong said, “At no time and in no circumstance 
should a communist place one’s own personal interests first.  .  .  . 
Hence, selfishness, slacking, corruption, seeking the limelight are 
most contemptible, while selflessness, working with all one’s energy, 
wholehearted devotion to one’s [  .  .  . ] duty, and quiet hard work 
will command respect.”26 Likewise, Liu Shaoqi noted a true commu-
nist “possesses high communist morality; acts with [.  .  .] courage; 
seeks the truth from fact and distinguishes what is true from what is 
false; most sincere, most candid, and happiest of men; should pos-
sess the finest and highest human virtues; and consider it a matter 
of course to die for the sake of the cause, to lay down their lives for 
justice, when that is necessary.”27 The point of this comparison is not 
to suggest that one is the source of inspiration for the other or that 
they are interchangeable ideologies. Far from it; rather, it demon-
strates the challenge the Church can face in making sure that it is not 
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misunderstood in its teachings and pronouncements, as well as the 
necessity for increased sensitivity to local cultures. Propagandized 
by this type of communist dogma, a member from former commu-
nist countries may react to talks on obedience, sacrifice, and con-
secration much differently than would a member from America or 
Western Europe.

Other examples of this challenge exist. In Albania, as well as in 
many countries in Eastern Europe, fears of government infiltration and 
spying on the Church and its programs are often the subject of gossip 
and discussion among the members. Some have suggested at times that 
the home and visiting teaching program suffers due to the members’ 
suspicions about the true motives of the visit. Events like general sus-
taining votes, Church conferences either at the local level or beyond, 
and even visits from Church dignitaries enter the minds of some of 
these members through a very different filter than in Northern Europe 
or the United States. While these attitudes are not overly pervasive or 
long-lasting (and most Church members perform their responsibili-
ties and attend their meetings with the same degree of devotion, safety, 
and comfort as any congregation in any other areas of the world), they 
do exist, especially among a very specific demographic.

 Should the Church cease using such terms, language, or prac-
tices in any of its meetinghouses in former communist countries? Or 
should it do away with home and visiting teaching? The answer is 
clearly no. But as the Church expands the need to be sensitive to cul-
tural backgrounds when teaching gospel truths or instituting Church 
procedures, members must understand that the local populations 
are not a tabula rasa and that such practices are not implemented 
in a vacuum. This phenomenon and therefore the need to increase 
our awareness as the Church increases its global reach is relevant in 
the case of Western Europe as well, where instead of the communist 
legacy, it is the religiously informed traditions and customs that influ-
ence a baptismal candidate’s or a recent convert’s thinking.
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It should not be surprising, then, that even the basic idea of what 
it means to “go to church” can elicit different responses from indi-
viduals investigating the Church depending on their background. 
For some European Catholics, for example, going to church typically 
means going through the ritual of the mass and other Catholic sacra-
ments in order to obtain God’s grace and approval.28 Priests are men 
who have studied extensively for their office, have dedicated their 
lives to the ministry, and are recognized by their black liturgical and 
clerical clothing, not sixteen-year-old boys who wear white shirts.29 
For some, being a Catholic is often just as much about being part 
of a long history of familial, national, and religious tradition as it is 
about learning and practicing one’s belief system. As a consequence, 
for some former Catholics, part of the conversion process to the LDS 
Church means learning to see Church activity as a way to build the 
kingdom of God and develop personal spiritual inclinations and to 
learn about God in ways that were not part of the older tradition.

Some European Protestants, on the other hand, while typically 
interpreting religiosity as a way to learn about God and his expecta-
tions for good behavior, would not favorably view joining a church 
led by a dominant priesthood hierarchy. Protestants typically do not 
have a hierarchical priesthood (though Anglicans are an exception). 
For most Protestant congregations, ministers do not have or need 
any more priesthood than anyone else in the church, other than a 
personal call from God. Ministers are not authorized leaders, but 
paid servants to serve among the flock. Thus for a Protestant, the 
conversion process to the Church includes learning to sustain those 
who hold priesthood keys and discovering the reasons for receiving 
priesthood ordinances and keeping one’s covenants.

Similarly, a candidate for baptism would approach an invitation 
to become baptized very differently depending on his or her reli-
gious background. Catholics often think of baptism as sanctification 
of a child. Protestants often think of it as accepting Jesus into their 



Gerald Hansen Jr., Hans Noot, and Medlir Mema

322

hearts. For Mormons, it means committing oneself to follow Christ 
and enduring to the end. Awareness of the meaning of gospel termi-
nology in the investigator’s mental context can help a missionary or 
member explain the Mormon meaning more precisely.

The Church’s close association and identification with the United 
States as a quintessentially American religion has additional draw-
backs. Even in countries such as Poland and Albania, in which people 
generally love most things American, the identification of the Church 
as the “American Church” has been a mixed blessing. In Albania, for 
example, in the short run, the identification has proven helpful to the 
missionary and outreach efforts because it provides the Church with 
immediate prestige with the population and the government officials. 
However, a potentially long-term detrimental aspect of the association 
of the Church with the American culture and its body politic is the 
opposition that investigators encounter from their local communities 
who accuse them of selling out their heritage and national identity.

This sentiment has been especially pronounced in areas where 
national identity and religious identity have become interchangeable 
and where taking up the latter also implies, in the minds of many, the 
surrender of the former. Under such conditions, any religious affili-
ation other than the inherited national religion is seen as betrayal of 
one’s heritage.30 Recent events in Kosovo and the Former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) have raised concerns about the 
possible targeting of the LDS membership and especially of the mis-
sionaries in some areas by extremist elements associated with Islamic 
fundamentalism. In this regard, the more the Church can be seen as a 
universal church, rather than an American one, the safer it is.31

Anticipating Zion
Because the theocratic millennial kingdom of God does not yet exist, 
its precursor, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, must 
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by necessity navigate the legal and social constraints of the countries 
that it finds itself part of. The twelfth article of faith prescribes that we 
be “subject to” local governments in “obeying, honoring, and sustain-
ing the law.” In Europe, history has shown that as we give heed to this 
exhortation, the potential for accrued good to the Church increases in 
marvelous, if not miraculous, ways. The permission to build an LDS 
temple in Freiberg, Germany (dedicated in 1985), by the Communist 
German Democratic Republic government provides a supreme, well-
known example for this argument,32 as does this follow-up story that 
occurred three years after the temple dedication.

In the month of October 1988, Erich Honecker, who as the gen-
eral secretary of the Socialist Unity Party led the East German govern-
ment from 1971 to 1989, invited the three main LDS leaders in East 
Germany, Manfred Schütze and Frank Apel (both stake presidents) 
and Henry Burkhardt (the temple president) to his office. They were 
told by Honecker that the government was considering presenting a 
gift to the LDS Church and that they were to come up with an appro-
priate proposal on what this gift should be. Not wanting to abuse the 
government’s offer and making sure that the Church presented itself 
properly, the Church leadership offered three options and suggested 
that German Democratic Government could choose whichever one 
it deemed best.

The first option was to allow East German boys to attend a 
Church-sponsored, Europe-wide, Boy Scout jamboree to be held in 
Brexbachtal, West Germany. The second was to allow young men 
from East Germany to go to the West and serve full-time missions. 
The third was to allow foreign missionaries to enter East Germany 
in order to proselyte. In spite of the fact that all three options were 
extremely sensitive issues at the time, Mr. Honecker, as head of the 
East German government, granted the Church all three in gratitude 
for the contributions and good behavior of the Church members who 
lived in his country. He said that he was impressed with the way the 
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Church organized the open house for the temple in East Germany 
a few years earlier and the way the Church supported the family. In 
fact, on this last issue, Honecker said that if all East Germans were 
Mormons, the country would be much stronger, since the basis for 
strong society is the family.33

The Savior’s admonition to “render  .  .  . unto Caesar the things 
which are Caesar’s” (Matthew 22:21) is more than a clever way for Jesus 
to fend off the Pharisees. It acknowledges the reality, which all insti-
tutions incorporated into a larger political entity must do, that God’s 
Church must and will abide by the government rules and regulations of 
its resident political entity. Recognizing the political complexities that 
exist in a globalized world is important, remembering that on more 
than one occasion—notably Missouri in the 1830s, Illinois in the 1840s, 
and Utah through most of the later part of the nineteenth century—the 

The Freiberg Temple, 2006.
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perception of the Church’s over-
involvement in politics unleashed 
serious backlash against it.

The Church has, over the last 
few decades, attempted to main-
tain strict neutrality in partisan 
politics,34 and it has advised its 
members that as a worldwide 
institution, it adopts no political 
party or ideology as its own. In 
fact, in its marvelous statement 
on political civility, the Church 
unambiguously declares: “As the 
Church operates in countries 
around the world, it embraces the 
richness of pluralism. Thus, the 
political diversity of Latter-day 
Saints spans the ideological spectrum. Individual members are free 
to choose their own political philosophy and affiliation. Moreover, 
the Church itself is not aligned with any particular political ideology 
or movement. It defies category. Its moral values may be expressed in 
a number of parties and ideologies.”35

Minus an official Church political ideology, Latter-day Saints 
need not fall into the psychological trap of believing that the pol-
itics and culture of their particular country are the same as God’s. 
Indeed, in making his case for government by God, John Taylor sug-
gested that all governments are deficient when compared to God’s: 
“Happiness and Peace are the gifts of God, and come from him. Every 
kind of government has its good and evil properties.  .  . . Our sys-
tems, our policy, our legislation, our education, and philosophy, are 
all wrong  .  .  . and our present position is a manifest proof of our 

Erich Honecker, general secretary and 
chairman of the GDR’s Council of State. 
May 1976.
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incompetency to govern; and our past failures make it evident, that 
any future effort, with the same means, would be as useless.”36

As the Church continues its push toward becoming a global 
institution, it will likewise continue to move past its American cul-
tural underpinnings and, by so doing, flourish. Without having to 
change the doctrine or even its core essential practices, much can be 
done to find a way to get the message across in a diversity of cultures. 
Recognizing which elements of the Church need to stay centralized 
and which elements could be left up to the leadership of local cultures 
will be a crucial element of this navigation. Those who hold the keys 
of the priesthood have helped the Church traverse rough political 
and cultural waters in the past during difficult transitional periods. 
They will continue to do so through this globalizing period. In fact, in 
ways perhaps unnoticed by many members, many leaders have, over 
the last few decades, given talks meant to broaden the Church’s cul-
tural and political vision preparatory to greater international growth, 
none being any better than this statement by President Gordon B. 
Hinckley: “Let us be good citizens of the nations in which we live. Let 
us be good neighbors in our communities. Let us acknowledge the 
diversity of our society, recognizing the good in all people. We need 
not make any surrender of our theology. But we can set aside any ele-
ment of suspicion, of provincialism, of parochialism.”37
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