“Utah Mormons Are Clannish”

The claim is about Utah Mormons.  According to an article in 2005 in the Salt Lake Tribune - 

· About 60% of Utah’s population is Mormon.

· Roughly 50% of Utah’s Mormons are church-going or practicing.  (From “Mormon Portion Of Utah Population Steadily Shrinking”, Salt Lake Tribune, 26 July 2005)
Therefore the breakdown of Utah’s population is –

1. 40% non-Mormon

2. 30% non-practicing Mormons

3. 30% practicing Mormons

Latinos make up 11 percent of the state's population. (“Latinos march en masse to urge fairness, respect”, Salt Lake Tribune, 10 April 2006)
Group #2 is sizeable.  Are they to be included as the ones being clannish?  Likely not, because by definition they are not grouping together with the practicing members attending church.

Are they to be included with the non-Mormons who feel excluded from the “clan”?  Again likely not, because most of them have elected to not join the practicing group.  It is difficult to argue that they are excluded when most often the opposite is the case.  The outreach on a ward, personal and especially family level from the practicing Mormons is huge.

Likely then the Utah Mormons referred to in the claim “Utah Mormons Are Clannish” are the 30% of practicing members.  Interestingly then there apparently are more Utahns (40%) being excluded from the smaller sized clan (30%).

However, the non-practicing Mormons are not invisible in this issue.  The charge of clannishness must reduce down to personal interactions.  Which then of the offish neighbors are practicing members and which are not?  Do we assume that all or at least most of the practicing members act coldly while all of the non-practicing members are open and warm?

Inherent in the charge of clannishness is an expectation of better behavior, but it will be difficult for active Mormons to implement change among those who disassociate themselves from the religion.  Where the charge is true, we must be sure to get the right medicine to the right people.

Generalizations in General

“Generalization” - some excerpts from the definition at Wikipedia.com –

Concept A is a generalization of concept B if and only if every instance of concept B is also an instance of concept A … For instance, “animal” is a generalization of “bird” because every bird is an animal, and there are animals which are not birds (dogs, for instance).

Our discussion is in trouble already because we immediately realize that probably not all Utah Mormons are clannish.  In fact, this would be a good follow-up question, “Do you feel that all Utah Mormons are clannish?”  If the answer is yes, there are obviously some deeper issues and biases because who can take such an inventory?  Even an answer of “most” is suspicious.  

A Man’s Best Friend Is His Dogma

Generalizations can mask the real issues and impede deeper investigation.  “Utah Mormons are phony.”  This type of statement is intended to be a final conclusion done with final authority, instead of an introduction to discussion.  It is dogmatic.

Dogmatic - Characterized by an authoritative, arrogant assertion of unproved or unprovable principles.

It begs follow-up questions such as -

1. Who did you hear this from and what exactly happened to them?  

2. Were your sources innocent victims of poor treatment or were they somehow themselves a negative factor in the outcome?  

3. Who were the people who mistreated your friends?  Did it happen because these people are Mormon or was that incidental?

However with such a dogmatic initial statement, follow-up questions are hard to pose without putting the person on the defensive.  Before asking such questions we should employ good negotiating, peace-making skills such as listening carefully, agreeing that poor behavior is bad, and otherwise honestly seek to and show that we understand.

Insufficient Sampling

This section’s purpose is not to say that few people voice the complaint against Utah Mormons.  It is to say that to generalize that all or even most Utah Mormons are clannish probably suffers from logic problems from the outset.  More from Wikipedia.com –

Hasty generalization is the fallacy of examining just one or very few examples or studying a single case, and generalizing that to be representative of the whole class of objects or phenomena.  … Also known as "fallacy of insufficient statistics", "fallacy of insufficient sample", "fallacy of the lonely fact", "leaping to a conclusion" …
As I have heard the charge over the years I have come to a realization: Despite living here and among Utah Mormons for decades I do not know enough of them to draw conclusions.  I only know the people in the particular ward boundaries I’ve lived in - and the people at my job, school and clubs.  I can only draw conclusions of good works, and of needs of repentance based on myself and the people I know personally.  I am unable to generalize on this issue except for a tiny portion of Utah’s population; I just do not know enough of them and I especially know too few of the circumstances behind the claims.

A biased sample is one that is falsely taken to be typical of a population from which it is drawn. Someone saying "Everyone liked that movie!" might not mention that the "everyone" was them and three of their friends, or a group of the star's fans.

Biased samples are not always an attempt to mislead: in 1936, in the early days of opinion polling, the American Literary Digest magazine called two million random telephone numbers, questioned the people who answered, and predicted the election result. They got it wrong because, at the time, telephones were far from universal, and telephone owners were not a good sample of the electorate as a whole. In contrast, a poll of only 50,000 citizens selected by George Gallup's organization successfully predicted the result, leading to the popularity of the Gallup poll.

Example - According to a survey of delegates at the Communist Party Convention, the Communist Party is the most popular political party in the country.
Vocal Respondents

Wikipedia.com -

Online and call-in polls are particularly at risk of this error, because the respondents are self-selected. At best, this means the people who care most about an issue will answer; at worst, people listening to a particular radio host, or on a political mailing list, flood the poll.
Here then is the next issue.  Are we hearing about the ills of Utah Mormons from those who speak negatively while at the same time there might be thousands or even hundreds of thousands who would speak positively but whose voices are not heard?  This is not an attempt to rationalize poor behavior among Utah Mormons.  This is an attempt to accurately diagnose the extent of the problem.  By proportion, how rampant is it really?  

As a partial corrective, on a personal level we can actively seek all non-members’ opinion rather than just hear it from those who voice it.

Because Some People Say So

A similar point to be cautious about is the provocative nature of the charge.  Being accused of clannishness incites an emotional response -

A special case of [bias] is the spotlight fallacy. This is the fallacy of assuming that all of a group correspond to those members that receive most attention, from the media or otherwise.

Examples -

   1. I would not like to go to America because of all the gun crime, we see it on the news all the time.

   2. Doctor: “Why don't patients make some effort to look after themselves? My surgery is full of people who eat, drink, smoke and don't get any exercise.” Of course she may have many more patients who do look after themselves and don't often turn up in her surgery.

   3. Why do young people all take drugs and go around mugging old ladies? You read about it in the paper all the time!
This is not attempt to brush the problem under the carpet.  Uncharitable behavior should be identified, openly shamed if needed and changed.  However a strong cautionary note is valid.

When I was a teenager, two friends and I tried to sell our labor to businesses in Layton.  All three of us were art students and we offered our service painting sales or promotions on the businesses’ windows with poster paints.  We were all scared stiff and shy to approach business people, so two waited in the car while a third went in.  We each took turns but we only tried in a few places.  One of us, Eric, is black, the other two of us are Caucasian.  He came out from a business and claimed he was turned down because of his race.  We asked what happened and got no evidence other than his general suspicion.  Because of the insulting nature of racial prejudice, we took his concern very seriously.  However the other friend and I had each been turned down in other places too.  What really happened?  I cannot draw a responsible conclusion.

“Clannish” – The Definition

We must be cautious.  Asking “do you think Mormons are clannish?” might give an inflated number of results by the very nature of the question.  Look at the definition of the word “clannish” -

Inclined to cling together as a group and exclude outsiders.

Of course Mormons are the first part.  To cling together as group is what community organizations, hobby clubs and churches do.  

The second part is even more interesting.  The word “exclude” used in the context of social groups dredges up emotional responses and personal insecurities in most of us.  Try these as a test - 

1. For teenagers: The high school football team is having a party tonight.  Do you feel excluded?

2. U.S. military bases have grocery and department stores with greatly reduced prices, but you must be in the military to shop there.  Do you feel excluded?

3. Amway has an entire island for a resort in the Caribbean for its neighborhood-level sales force. Do you feel excluded?

4. A group of a couple hundred people are lining up outside of convention center for ____ (fill in the blank, e.g. newspaper journalists, cowboy truckers, nuns who smoke pipes).  They are all wearing the appropriate attire for their group, plus Hawaiian leis and party hats, and are laughing and joking.  Do you feel excluded?

My initial response on each one is yes.  Then I start to think, “military people probably do not get paid as much as civilians, so that’s ok” or “wait, I don’t even want to be in Amway.”  Possibly everyone has a personal bias toward  feeling excluded, based on experiences as a child, a teenager and beyond.  Without knowing the hearts of most or all of the people in any of the four questions above, we form an immediate response.  We each generalize from our own person history; we draw a firm conclusion about something that is actually ambiguous.  

By its very nature then, asking about “Utah Mormons” in and of itself, and often without an attempt at prejudice, can carry a bias.

Is there bias in the complaints against Utah Mormons?  This is not an attempt to transfer blame but to accurately understand.  My mother’s knees have given her severe pain for years.  She finally got a thorough medical exam and was diagnosed with back problems.  After a spinal fusion her knee problems are gone.  Correct diagnosis is mandatory before we can help ourselves and others.

A final point on bias is that the word “clannish” has derogatory tone.  A person using it could have chosen instead something more neutral like “do you feel unwelcome?”  A derogatory term inflames accusers and defenders alike.  Emotional baggage hinders honest discussion.  

An Easily Targeted Group

Mormons are commanded to never take the offensive.  Protesters screaming insults before General Conference are not countered.  Unity and lack of contention are aspired to, and often achieved simply by letting an issue die from lack of attention.

Another factor in being easily targeted is that Mormons are equated with Utah.  It is easy then to equate anything outside of a person’s normal experience to the predominate group.  If a person moves to Oregon or Ohio and things are different, it is difficult to associate the difference with a particular group of people.  Move to a predominantly Jewish, Muslim, Baptist, Swedish, British or Belgian area and differences can be attributed to them – sometimes incorrectly.  At the very least in such an area, the newcomer can immediately feel like an excluded outsider.  Buying a newspaper or even walking a downtown street can be a self-conscious action.

Those Vegans Are Horrible

Imagine moving into an area in America where the population is openly vegetarian – and for you meat is a normal part of every meal.  How would you feel when you buy a roast at the grocery store?  Are the other shoppers taking note of it in your cart?  Is the clerk giving you a dirty look?  How much of the opposition you feel is real and how much is imagined?  

Would the prospect of doing a BBQ on your back porch cause feelings of anger and reproach about what the neighbors think?  Can you easily imagine defending yourself against one of them when they dare to bring it up to your face? 

Could you imagine yourself feeling this way even if no one had actually said anything or even given a sideways glance?   

Would the people you choose as personal friends be predominantly meat-eaters who naturally “understand”?  When you have friends over for a barbecue would you talk at all about the vegetarians you know?  Would it be uncomfortable to have a mixed group over for a meal?  How would you feel if the vegan neighbors met frequently to share recipes and practice cooking together?  Would you feel condemned by them?

Hopefully this scenario fuels thought for the sensitivities of members and non-members alike.

Social Currents

Career – Mormons and non-Mormons can have very different approaches to socializing in the work environment.  Getting together after work for a few drinks is very common among non-Mormons.  Because of their church’s abstinence from alcohol and its emphasis on the family, Mormons are likely to scurry home as soon as possible.  The workers who go to the bars loosen up and talk to each away from the difficulty and distractions of the office.  Often the best communication of the day happens here, and the most important business deals are struck.  Flatly stated, Mormons miss out – sacrificing it for additional time with family and service in their wards.

Non-Mormon coworkers may also like to go out to eat in the evenings, with or without their spouses.  The people in their workplace become a principal if not sole source of social relationships.  Mormons on the other hand have a built-in social network in their wards on evenings and weekends.  They are likely to view restaurant runs with coworkers as extended work without pay.  Business travel likewise.  This is not necessarily exclusionary but does require understanding and discussion on both sides.

Alcohol – This is huge.  Adjectives are not big enough to describe the difference here.  For many non-Mormons an evening meal is not complete without a good accompanying drink.  It is not just the taste but the feeling of well-being and the loosening of worries and stress.  The drink fuels conversation and laughter.  Every major social event involves alcohol.  It is a basic part of life.  On Friday, Saturday and Sunday evenings it flows freely, as important as good food.  In England even small villages have multiple pubs to house all the customers on weekends – and the people stay until late into the night, socializing and drinking.  Alcohol brings strangers together at parties and helps them talk.  It enlivens sporting events.  A large part of a person’s personal budget is spent on alcohol and is a big part of caloric intake.  A bottle of it is a gift that is always well received.

Mormons are often completely absent from these experiences.  Without drink, many of these events are dull, slow and difficult.  In an episode of The Simpsons Homer goes without beer.  He attends a baseball game with everyone guzzling around him and says, “I never realized how boring baseball is without beer.”

Between the non-drinker and the drinker is a chasm of unshared experience.  Beyond pleasurable experience, if alcohol usage extends into problem drinking, a person can become defensive and annoyed with non-drinkers.

“Things Are Just Different Here”

Mormons are not the same as other people on earth.  We should not attempt to portray ourselves that we are.  We should help our non-member friends realize that different in itself is not objectionable.  

Culture shock is a term used to describe the anxiety and feelings (of surprise, disorientation, confusion, etc.) felt by an individual caused by coming into contact with an entirely different environment, such as a different country. It often relates to the inability to assimilate the new culture, causing difficulty in knowing what is appropriate and what is not. Often this is combined with strong disgust (moral or aesthetical) about certain aspects of the foreign culture.

Culture shock has its own common symptoms, in four stages. The first is the honeymoon stage, which lasts a few weeks. In this stage, people perceive everything around them as great. The next stage is shock, described above. After that, there is negotiation, wherein people work to resolve the differences in culture. Finally, acceptance. With acceptance, people realize that there are both good and bad things about the culture, and they can work with it.
A military base in Texas was closed and the workers transferred to Hill Air Force Base in Utah.  A friend works there and told me of the Texans’ views.  They hate Utah.  They have a miserable time in the winter, they hate Mormons and they continually report that things are just not like they were back home.

Years ago I had the same experience.  S&W Construction was a very large commercial construction company that moved its entire operation from Tennessee to Salt Lake.  They moved to escape from union forces.  The employees were all from Tennessee except for a group of Pennsylvanians, who somehow had been brought on board.  The two groups did not get along at all, and had not even before the move.  They had very different work and personal cultures.  The Tennesseans, like the Texans above, disliked almost everything in their new environment.

Local Utahns were hired, including me, and we got along okay with everyone but did so extremely well with the Pennsylvanians.  Within a year the company went under.  The leaders had put all their eggs in one basket, lost a gamble, and after 40 years of business failed.  All of the Tennesseans returned home.  However all of the Pennsylvanians stayed.  They loved Utah.  One married locally, another one tried but it did not work out.  Another even started a new business here.

Having seen it myself I attribute the difference to the two groups’ background in climate, scenery and especially culture – but having very little to do with Mormon hospitality or lack of it.

Shotgun Guilt

Generalizations lead to ineffective treatment.  Someone in a Sunday lesson in a Utah ward states that Utah Mormons are corrupt in some way.  By implication everyone present is guilty.  All are presumed ill and all are then wisely prescribed a blanket medicine.

In recent years we might be compared to a team of doctors issuing prescriptions to cure or to immunize our members against spiritual diseases.  Each time some moral or spiritual ailment was diagnosed, we have rushed to the pharmacy to concoct another remedy … While we all seem to agree that overmedication, over-programming, is a critically serious problem, we have failed to reduce the treatments. - Boyd K. Packer (Regional Representative Seminar, 30 March 1990)
Guilt-spraying is lazy and sloppy teaching.  

Have you done enough family history?  -Guilty.

Have you done your home teaching or visiting teaching well?  -Guilty.

Do you read your scriptures enough?  -Guilty.

Are you giving enough to the poor?  -Guilty.

What is the expected outcome of such statements?  Used alone without specific helps and encouragement they can actually be de-motivating.

Guilt is good when it can lead to repentance.  But repentance is specific to particular and personal sins and particular paths of progress.  Falsely generalized condemnation will not lead to effective repentance.

Down to Specifics

With all the background and cautions behind us, let us now deal with specific complaints.  The way to get beyond the generalization to is get to the root of the who, what, where, when and how.  We are not just trying to get more facts but to uncover any deeper or separate issues.

The claim of clannishness in particular can often say more about the claimant than about the accused.  Said another way, the claim or accusation can open some doors to a good discussion.

“Mormons are clannish.”

· Do you feel excluded from among them?

· Can you tell me some examples?

“…In my neighborhood they do things together.”

· Mormons see each other every Sunday and in doing so find out who got a new job, whose kid is in the school play, etc.  Naturally that amount of communication is a tough act to follow.  

· Would you like to come and attend with us?

· Would you like to receive home teachers or visiting teachers, who can keep you up on what is going on in the neighborhood?

· Would you like to have your children involved in Cub Scouts, Primary, YM or YW?

· Would you like to receive the ward newsletter?

· Would you like to attend ward parties – with the assurance that the missionaries will not be sent to your door?

· If the answer is no to all the above, at least the person might be able to appreciate why Mormons know each other so well.

“…Clannish because they all run home after work.”

· Why do they do that?  (Hopefully get him exploring the reasons why Mormons do that.  There is a big cultural difference here.)

“… They don’t involve me in things in the evenings.”

· Would you like to help herd Scouts on Tuesday evenings?

· What types of things are you accustomed to, like getting together a few times per week and playing cards with neighbors?

“… They cut me out of their inner circles.”

· Where does this happen, at home or work?  

· Can you give me some examples?

The two places require very different understandings.

“…They disappear into their homes and don’t talk to me.”

This is unfortunate.  Mormons should be a friendly people.  Those of us who do not befriend neighbors are definitely failing.

Good follow-up question are –

· What kinds of things would you like to see out of your neighbors?

· Have you lived elsewhere?  If so, what did you like about your neighbors there?

This can be very interesting.  Possibly the person is attributing to Utah Mormons something that is actually going on everywhere else.   American population is mostly in suburbs or in apartment buildings.  In my experience people in Naperville, Illinois (near Chicago) come home, often exhausted, go into their homes, eat dinner and watch TV.  In the good old days people sat on their porches and talked, and created their entertainment.  Nowadays entertainment is at the touch of a button.  Good or bad, people everywhere normally do not know or associate with their neighbors.  They buy a home in suburbia not to socialize with neighbors but to have their own private little world.  Small town America with its village feel is mostly gone.  

This is also true in Lymm, England.  Few get to know their next-door neighbors, especially outside of a pub.  When it comes to modern socializing, “Toto, we’re not in Kansas anymore.”

“Mormons are too churchy.”

· What does that mean?

· Do you mean that Mormons spend Sundays in church?

This seems to be a complaint against religion in general and not necessarily about Mormonism.  The difference is useful in addressing the need.

“My Mormon neighbor dropped his interest in me when he was no longer my home teacher.” 

· Did you feel you had a real friendship with him?

· Do you wish you still had the relationship?

· Have you tried getting together for dinner or something with him since?

The intent here is to identify what the person’s real concern is.  If it is a loss of a friendship, our heart goes out to him and we know ways of comforting and helping.  

If the answers are no, likely the person has no real interest in the relationship.  Perhaps the person’s purpose is to point out hypocrisy.  We can then ask –

· Have you heard anything of what your former home teacher is doing now?

Much as we would all like to condemn a hypocrite to fiery hell, possibly the guy got a very heavy calling.  Or perhaps his employer started requiring more of his time, or maybe there was a prolonged illness.  Our aim is not to rationalize or excuse, but is merely to “judge not unrighteously.”

If the offended non-member does not know, there is at the very least cause for concern about his motivations.  Hurt is often enough to jump to unfortunate conclusions, but scandal-mongering or fault-finding requires a different solution.

“Mormons are self-righteous jerks.”

The use of the word “self-righteous” could be very helpful.  What is it about the behavior of the Mormons he knows that bothers him?  There are a couple of possibilities right from the start –

1. He knows Mormons who will not touch coffee but on the other hand are immoral in some way such as a very dishonest boss or coworker.  If true this is horrible.  And perhaps we would like a name and phone number so that we can locate the offenders’ bishops.  At the very least we can assure the non-Mormon that we are ashamed.  Hopefully some reassurance will help that there are also some good apples in the bunch.

2. The person has a personal issue of which he is sensitive and embarrassed.  Everyone tends to justify himself and transfer blame.  For example, if the person smokes, these days he knows very well it is bad for him and is increasingly unacceptable in society.  This is the case everywhere in the USA and is becoming so abroad.  He is going to feel defensive.  And of all the rotten luck he is living right in the heart of the people who rejected smoking from day one.

Likewise with any other major value difference – alcohol, drug addiction, partying, unchastity and pornography.   If a person’s major values do not match and especially if there is an implied sense of wrong, there can be an attempt to transfer blame. 

Additional Follow-up Questions

· Have you attended any LDS worship services?

· Have you attended any ward parties?

· Have your children attended LDS Primary activities or your teenagers any Young Men or Young Women activity nights?

· Have you visited Temple Square?

· Have you visited the LDS History Museum, Welfare Square or Genealogy Center?

· How long have you been in Utah?  (If only recently moved in then perhaps there is some homesickness.)

· Are you from a much warmer climate?

· Are you from the southern US?  (Various parts of the USA have different mindsets, let alone the rest of the world.)

· Are you from a different language or culture?

· Are you a fundamentalist Christian?  (This must be considered because sometimes they are actively taught that Mormons are blinded by Satan, we are brainwashed, we are not Christian, etc.)

A good relationship is where both sides put forth effort to understand the other.  If a non-member has lived here for more than a few months and has not visited any of the major LDS attractions in the area, it is at least noteworthy.  Perhaps it is as simple as a lack of initiative of getting off the couch.  It is hard to justify an excuse of lack of interest because Temple Square is a major tourist destination in the western U.S.  If there is strong objection to going, there might be more below the surface.

Politics

Is your friend a passionate Democrat?  Utah is predominantly Republican, which can lead to generalizing.  Remember that only 30% of Utah’s people are practicing members – and that certain other areas of the U.S. are heavily Republican too, thus be wary of false conclusions. 

A Note to Mormons Outside of Utah

If you have ill feelings toward your Utah brothers and sisters, much of what you say may well be a cause for repentance on our end.  However consider two ideas.

When meeting with the press in Washington D.C., President Hinckley was asked, “Catholics are welcome at Protestant church services and vice versa. Do the Mormons invite other faiths to your church services?”  (National Press Club Newsmakers Luncheon, March 8, 2000, NPR Radio)  The odds are against the questioner being a Utahn, and besides, a Utahn would have probably already known the answer.  Therefore at least one person who likely is very intelligent and knowledgeable did not know that non-members are welcome in our church services.  This may be evidence that the question of exclusivity is not limited to Utah, and that the factors behind it are universal.

The second idea is to try a mental exercise.  Picture the people of your own stake – active and less-active.  Now clone each person, with his or her strengths and weaknesses, 300 to 500 times to get a population of about Utah’s Mormon population (which is about 1,300,000).  Now imagine that your stake members and their clones are 60% of your local region’s population.  How would your people fare?  

What is the church activity rate of your stake?  In Utah it is about 50%.  Elsewhere in the world it is normally down around 30%.  Remember that you’re cloning all members of your stake, not just the STP (“Same Ten People”) who always show up to clean the church house and volunteer for other service assignments. (  There are fabulous souls throughout the church but there are possibly attitudes and opinions within each ward everywhere that range from deadening to deadly.  Multiply all that by a few hundred times.  Hopefully your group would fare much, much better than you think your extended church family in Utah would.

Condemn me not because of mine imperfection, neither my father, because of his imperfection, neither them who have written before him; but rather give thanks unto God that he hath made manifest unto you our imperfections, that ye may learn to be more wise than we have been. - Mormon 9:31

