Reasoning Together – Second Attempt
“We have problems. Our group clearly includes people with severe personality disorders. Some people have trauma from their past, making it difficult to develop healthy relationships with others. There are people who lack self-awareness and are puzzled when they offend others with inappropriate conduct. Additionally, many of us refuse to ever accept responsibility for our own dreadful behavior. Our infighting suggests that we are not true followers of Jesus.” Snuffer, Denver. “God’s Covenant People.” Restoration Archives, 13 Apr. 2025.
Ouch! Let’s do better! This is my attempt to offer some tools to help us pass the test. There are many good reasons to discipline our minds (in addition to our hearts and emotions), one of which is that we become more aware of our own bad actions and are also able to see manipulations from others. A well-disciplined mind, while not immune to bad actors and manipulations, is more likely to spot them and resist them. There are tools in this paper that are commonly used to bludgeon the opponent, but I suggest that we turn inward and examine our own bad habits, lazy reasoning, our own biases and baggage. (P.S. I included a cheat sheet and glossary at the end). 
In short, to help overcome infighting and build Zion, this paper provides tools to discipline our reasoning, construct sound arguments, and avoid logical fallacies and manipulations, enabling us to discuss differences with clarity and humility. 
Reasoning Step 1 - Preparation
Before we enter the discussion arena, we need to do our prep work. (But… but I want to get in there and hit the other guy!!) Wait a minute, we need to “work out” and train our minds. We think of our minds as “Us,” so we do not often train the way we think. This is the study of Logic. I know, dreadfully boring right? The reason we need to do this is so that: We do not embarrass ourselves by making bad arguments or worse, Get invested, dig in, and defend a bad argument, causing a lot of ill will and contention over… nothing.
Uncomfortable truth: Sometimes we are wrong. Know that. Don’t engage in any dispute or argument unless you can accept that you could be the one that is wrong. This understanding will strongly affect how we “fight”. It will also give us an openness to the other’s ideas. If we accept that we could be wrong, it allows us to step back out of our emotional state (ego) and hear the other side. If we are dug in, we tend to be unwilling to even hear our opponent for fear of embarrassment. Dr Phil has a term for people that cannot accept that they may be wrong: “Right fighters”. 
[image: ]
From a Families.com article referencing Dr. Phil’s show: 
“Right fighters only care about being right. Whatever the argument is, as long as they’re right (or think they’re right), they’ll keep the argument going until the other person concedes they’re right. At some point the topic of the argument is lost. All that matters is that their point of view is accepted as the right one.”[image: ]
From his book 12 Rules for Life: An Antidote to Chaos, Jordan Peterson says:
"Assume that the person you are listening to might know something you don’t. And what’s equally important—assume that you might be wrong about what you think."
Asking Questions: We should make sure our questions are really questions and not “infodumps”. An infodump is an attempt to lecture or make a point, disguised as a question. In the Apr 12 conference we saw a few of these. Those “questions” often got a “what is the question?” from Stephanie. I know that some feel that she was harsh but, let’s be honest, no matter how well intentioned we are, we as a group, have little to no discipline and will not stay on track. We think as long as we have a good point or perspective, we can just throw it out however and whenever we want. That is not how debate works. Even casual discussions can be improved if we discipline ourselves and stay on track. (Dealing with children gives us both an example of this problem and at the same time causes it, with their constant interruption of our own thoughts, making it hard for us to stay on track!)  
Remember real questions are seeking information, not giving it. They end in a question mark. 
Compound Questions (multiple questions in one) These are useful when talking to AI, but that is about it.
From Anguished English by Richard Lederer: "Q. When he went, had you gone and had she, if she wanted to and were able, for the time being excluding all the restraints on her not to go also, would he have brought you, meaning you and she, with him to the station?
A. Mr Brooks. Objection. That question should be taken out and shot" 
And so it should. I have heard a few lately that are similar. By the end of the question no one knows what is being asked… and they have a headache! Ask one thing at a time and simplify questions.
Clarifying Questions
A good question might restate the other person’s position and ask if that is the correct understanding. It also might ask for a specific piece of missing data. Good questions are clear and to the point. They are significantly more interested in understanding. Ask clarifying questions, but again, make sure they are not really accusations, infodumps in disguise, or questions that have already been answered. 
All that is fine, [image: ]
but I really am right!! Ok, Ok… persuade us. 
Reasoning Step 2 - Form an Argument
Argument. A set of statements to support a claim. The term “argument” does not imply conflict or emotion. 
Suppositions. The assumptions in a discussion, either unstated beliefs that we bring with us, or agreed-upon starting points. “If we assume that dogs are the best animal, then how should we treat them” Here we are taking for granted that dogs are the best animal and that is not what we are discussing, only how to treat them. 
Premise and Conclusion. A premise is the foundation of your reasoning, and the conclusion is the result. To illustrate, consider this example of a deductive argument, using a standard logical structure called modus ponens (Latin for “method of affirming,” see Glossary): 

	Example:
	With Logic or “Modus Ponens” Notation (Optional)

	Premise 1. If an animal helps humans most, it is the best
	Premise 1: If an animal helps humans most, it is the best (P → Q).

	Premise 2. Dogs help humans most
	Premise 2: Dogs help humans most (P).

	Conclusion. Dogs are the best animal. 
	Conclusion: Dogs are the best animal (Q).


This is a logically valid argument, meaning not that dogs are the best animal but that, IF Premise #1 is true and IF premise #2 is true, then the conclusion must also be true. But let’s say we believe that cats are the best animal…. What then? The argument is logically sound so we will need to check the premises for their validity —perhaps cats help humans more, or “best” should mean something else. Testing premises ensures that our arguments hold up. Much of our infighting stems from loose, tentative or missing links between the premises (often scripture in our case) and the conclusion (or the belief we hold.) We can believe anything we want, but if we want to convince someone else (or argue it,) we need to have solid premises and a strong tie to the conclusion.
We do not always need to have a formal argument written out of course, but it really helps to know and understand the form. I highly recommend learning to create these kinds of arguments because, as we do, we will start to understand how to examine our own thinking, discover the beliefs that have strong support and that we may be able to persuade others about… and those that we still believe, but that should not be argued. 
Reasoning Step 3 – The Roadmap
Once we accept that we could be wrong, learn to ask better questions, and form proper arguments, there are a couple of ways to shape the overall discussions.  
Inductive vs. Deductive Logic 
Logic comes in two main flavors: inductive and deductive. Both help us reason clearly, but they work differently: 
· Inductive Logic: Starts with specific observations and builds to a general conclusion. For example, “I’ve seen dogs help humans by guiding the blind, guarding homes, and comforting people, so dogs are probably the best animal.” It’s about gathering evidence to make a likely claim, but it’s not 100% certain. Good for scripture study, adding information and understanding as you go. 
· Deductive Logic: Starts with general truths and narrows down to a specific conclusion. For example, “Animals that help humans the most are the best. Dogs help humans the most. Therefore, dogs are the best animal.” If the general truths (premises) are correct, the conclusion must be true. Also good for making decisions, removing things that don’t work until you have only a few options… or one correct one, depending on the situation.
Inductive logic is great for exploring ideas and finding patterns, like in brainstorming sessions. Deductive logic is better for proving a point with clear, agreed-upon facts. Both can be useful, but watch out: bad premises in either can lead to bad conclusions (see “garbage in, garbage out” below).
Reasoning Step 4 – Avoid Bad Reasoning.
Let’s explore “Bad Reasoning” or the things we need to watch out for in other’s arguments, but especially in our own. So many bad arguments are “bad” because they violate the rules of logic and cause confusion over the subject of the argument, because the two sides end up arguing about different things.
Attentional Drift: Staying focused requires mental discipline to avoid sloppiness in our discussions. A common issue we have is attentional drift, where our lack of focus causes our attention and discussion to wander all over the place. It derails the conversation with unrelated tangents and prevents decision making… and forget about voting on anything!
Reverse Engineering: This flawed approach involves starting with a desired conclusion and working backward to construct premises that justify it, creating “backward” arguments. Such reasoning is dishonest, as it prioritizes the “right” conclusion over truth. Good logic begins with premises and then reasons forward. Related concepts include modus ponens, rationalization and confirmation bias (see Glossary).
Garbage in, Garbage out. This is a programming term that reminds us that logic is only as good as the truths that go into it. Bad reasoning gives us a false sense of correctness. Once we feel that we are “right,” we dig in and try to get others on our side, sometimes slipping into manipulation to do so. 
The Infinite Regress. When discussion stalls by endlessly questioning assumptions and starting points instead of building toward a conclusion e.g., “Before we talk about the guidelines for the women’s councils, let’s discuss the Summits on the councils and whether they are binding and before that, whether anything is binding and whether we should have any rules…” until all we have is a few people loosely associated and not an attempt to create Zion. In the Apr 12 meeting we had the same questions asked repeatedly, pulling us back to earlier topics. 
The infamous Strawman Argument – This is famous for a reason; it is commonly used. In a nutshell, you misrepresent an argument so that it is easy to dismantle.  “I was afraid for you because you did not answer the phone when I called”, “Why do you think you can control me by calling all the time, I just need a break sometimes.” That may be a valid feeling, but it is a strawman argument because it does not address the concern in the first statement, instead restating things to make the first person seem unreasonable and controlling instead of concerned. (The opposite is the Iron Man, making the oppositions argument as strong as possible.)
The Ad Hominem – this one is also commonly used. You attack the person instead of the argument. “Sabrina is a real witch; there is no way I will vote for her proposal,” She may be a witch but she may also be correct. Focus on the proposal, not her character. 
Appeal to Authority. This is especially easy for religious people to fall into. We all believe in God and want to align with him, however “Even strong disagreements should not provoke anger nor to invoke my name in vain as if I had part in your every dispute.” I have fallen into this, trying to make it seem as if my point had God’s backing instead of arguing it myself. It can be subtle too: “I felt inspired ….” implying you should give me a pass and agree because I “felt” something. We should just make the argument instead of using someone’s authority to make it for us.
False Dichotomy. This is where you present two choices as if they are the only two options: “Do you beat your wife or let her disobey?” Of course there are other options! Sometimes the solution to an argument is to look for options that have not yet entered the conversation. 
More is Less - AKA - TL;DR (Too long; didn’t read) Ah, The value of brevity. There have been a lot of good emails, documents, blogs etc. recently, and many were left unread because people simply did not have the time. We should all work on making our arguments shorter and clearer. Blaise Pascal said “I have made this letter longer than usual because I lack the time to make it shorter.” It takes time and mental work to define our core arguments and pare it all down to our main points. It is important to do this so that when people listen to us, they can figure out what we are trying to say instead of walking away either confused or with the opposite understanding of what we are trying to convey. I have often wanted to ask for someone’s thesis statement. 
Thesis Statement. This is a brief statement of one or two sentences that distills down your argument. It should make it clear to the reader what your paper/essay/blog etc. is about, and where you stand. This paper has one; if you are not familiar with them, see if you can spot it (and you thought you got away from school!!) 
There are plenty of other things that could be included in bad reasoning, and they are good to know, but I believe these will get most people to a productive discussion most of the time. 
Lastly - Avoid Manipulations and Toxic Personality Traits
The study of human psychology overlaps with the above logic flaws, but is talked about differently, so I am including elements from both worlds here.
Manipulation. We all do it. Often it is relatively innocent, but manipulation sneaks into conversations when we try to control or sway others, often by exploiting emotions or twisting logic. It’s often felt more than reasoned out, but knowing common tactics helps us spot it in ourselves and hopefully avoid using it. Here are a few common manipulation tactics to watch for in ourselves, and in discussions. 
· Gaslighting: Making someone doubt their reality or experiences, remember Amber Heard, “I’m sorry that I didn’t, uh, uh, hit you across the face in a proper slap, but I was hitting you, it was not punching you. Babe, you’re not punched... I don’t know what the motion of my actual hand was, but you’re fine. I did not hurt you. I did not punch you. I was hitting you.” - Amber Heard – Defamation Trial 2022
· Guilt-Tripping: Using guilt - and in religious contexts, religious guilt - to pressure others into agreement, e.g., “If we don’t do it this way, I don’t think we can please God.” This manipulates emotions instead of using reasoning, because of course we all want to please God.
· Playing the victim. We all know someone that always has the saddest story around… and uses it to gain our sympathy and then our money, time or compliance. 
· “Weaponized” joking, complements, etc., that are meant to undermine the self-worth or confidence of the victim. We can weaponize a great many things, so watch for any “weaponizing”
· Projection: Blaming others for our own flaws or motives, e.g., “You’re just being stubborn!” when we are the one refusing to listen. This deflects responsibility. It also takes a lot of self-reflection to spot.
· Good old-fashioned gossip! There are times and ways to discuss things that need to be taken care of. But there are also plenty of times that we are telling or listening to the stories for the salacious content (Let’s be honest; sometimes it is better than the soaps!)  
By spotting these tendencies in ourselves and in our groups, we can call them out respectfully or reframe the discussion to focus on clear reasoning and genuine questions.
Here are a sample of personality problems that will crop us among us 
· Narcissism: Characterized by grandiosity, entitlement, and a need for admiration. Narcissists have an inflated sense of self-importance, crave attention, and lack empathy for others. 
Example Behaviors: Bragging, exploiting others for personal gain, reacting poorly to criticism.
· Machiavellianism: Marked by cunning, manipulation, and a strategic focus on self-interest. Machiavellians are calculating, deceitful, and prioritize power or personal goals over ethics. 
Example Behaviors: Lying to achieve goals, manipulating relationships, exploiting trust.
· Psychopathy: Defined by impulsivity, lack of empathy, and antisocial behavior. Psychopaths are often charming but callous, with little remorse for harming others. 
Example Behaviors: Reckless risk-taking, cruelty without guilt, superficial charm.
· Sadism: Involves deriving pleasure from inflicting pain, suffering, or humiliation on others. Sadists enjoy cruelty, whether physical, emotional, or psychological. 
Example Behaviors: Bullying, trolling, or enjoying others’ distress.
In the last two sections we see terms and conditions that are commonly used in pop psychology and in the general… fighting… in society. There are truths there, but a lot of misuse and distortions as well. The main reason I have included them is because we do need to understand the bad actors among us, and even more importantly not be the bad actors. These terms and titles are both under and overused among us. I have seen clearly bad actors not identified and stopped, and also people that are merely disagreed with, accused of being one of the above disordered personalities. 
Conclusion
Does it seem like most of the work happens before we speak? Yes, most of the work should happen long before we even open our mouths. What would happen if we spent more time in the thinking stage or spent most of our discussions asking question and understanding? Once words are spoken, they cannot be recalled, So let’s make them words we can be proud of.
“Wisdom counsels us to avoid contention, for a soft answer turneth away wrath, but grievous words stir up anger. To hold one’s tongue when provoked is to walk in the path of the meek, who inherit the earth. Frowardness leads to strife, but the wise seek peace through patience and understanding.” - “Zion Will Come” (delivered April 10, 2016, in St. George, Utah,
And 
“Currently, we are plagued by fear, anxiety, defensiveness, judgment, discord, anger, intolerance, a lack of desire, and capacity for doing the work God has asked us to do. (See T&C 157:3, 5, 10, 16-20, 49, 53-54, and 58; T&C 158: 4-5.) Many have openly stated their unwillingness to engage in the work and lack the desire to understand one another. There is little to commend us as a people of Zion.” Snuffer, Denver. “God’s Covenant People.” Restoration Archives, 13 Apr. 2025.


Cheat Sheet and Glossary
The following terms are defined in the context of this paper to support clear reasoning and productive discussions. Definitions are tailored for this purpose and may not be exhaustive. A few are nonstandard in use ;)
Ad Hominem: Attacking a person’s character or motives instead of addressing their argument. Example: Dismissing a proposal because the proposer is “untrustworthy.”
Appeal to Authority: Bolstering an argument by invoking a respected figure (e.g., God, scripture) without substantive reasoning. Example: Claiming “God inspired my view” to avoid defending it.
Argument: A set of statements (premises) presented to support a claim (conclusion), referring to reasoned discourse, not emotional conflict.
Attentional Drift (nonstandard use): A lapse in focus where lack of mental discipline causes attention to wander, leading discussions off-topic into unrelated tangents. Example: A group discussing scripture’s meaning veers into personal stories because participants’ focus drifts.
Clarifying Questions: Questions that restate an opponent’s position or seek specific information to ensure understanding. Example: “Are you saying X, or am I misunderstanding?”
Compound Questions: Multiple questions combined into one, often confusing and unclear in discussions. Example: A lengthy question mixing several unrelated issues.
Conclusion: The claim an argument seeks to establish, derived from premises. Example: “Dogs are the best animal” follows from premises about their qualities.
Confirmation Bias: The tendency to seek, interpret, or prioritize evidence that confirms one’s existing beliefs or desired conclusions while ignoring contradictory evidence. Example: Citing only scriptures that support your view while dismissing those that challenge it.
Deductive Logic: Reasoning from general truths (premises) to a specific, certain conclusion, provided the premises are true. Example: “All helpful animals are the best; dogs are the most helpful; therefore, dogs are the best.”
False Dichotomy: Presenting only two options as if they are the only possibilities, ignoring alternatives. 
Garbage In, Garbage Out: The principle that flawed premises or data lead to flawed conclusions. Example: Using unverified assumptions to justify a belief.
Gaslighting: Manipulating someone into doubting their own experiences or reality. Example: “You didn’t see what you think you saw; you’re overreacting.”
Gossip: Sharing salacious or unnecessary stories for entertainment rather than constructive discussion. Example: Spreading rumors to undermine someone’s credibility.
Guilt-Tripping: Using guilt, often religious guilt, to pressure someone into agreement. Example: “If you were truly faithful, you’d support my view.”
Inductive Logic: Reasoning from specific observations to a general, probable conclusion. Example: “Dogs help in many ways, so they are likely the best animal.”
Infodump: Overloading of information. Can be used to confuse the issue at hand or derail the conversation Example: A “question” that lectures instead of asking for relevant information.
Infinite Regress: Stalling a discussion by endlessly questioning assumptions, preventing progress. Example: Debating the validity of rules before discussing their application when the topic is the application.
Iron Man: Strengthening an opponent’s argument to its best form before addressing it, ensuring fair discussion. Opposite of a strawman.
Machiavellianism: A personality trait marked by cunning, manipulation, and prioritizing self-interest over ethics. Example: Lying to gain influence in a group.
Manipulation: Using unfair tactics, often emotional or logical, to sway others. Example: Exploiting someone’s emotions to win an argument.
Modus Ponens: (Latin: “method of affirming”) A logical rule where, if a condition implies a result (If P, then Q) and the condition is true (P), the result must follow (Q). Example: If studying scripture leads to wisdom, and you study scripture, then you gain wisdom.
Narcissism: A personality trait characterized by grandiosity, entitlement, and lack of empathy. Example: Bragging to dominate a discussion.
Playing the Victim: Using sympathy or sad stories to gain compliance or deflect responsibility. Example: Exaggerating personal struggles to avoid accountability.
Premise: A statement used as the foundation for an argument, leading to a conclusion. Example: “Dogs help humans the most” supports the claim that dogs are the best.
Projection: Attributing one’s own flaws, biases, or motives to another to deflect responsibility. Example: Accusing someone of stubbornness when the speaker is inflexible.
Psychopathy: A personality trait involving impulsivity, lack of empathy, and antisocial behavior. Example: Showing charm while disregarding others’ feelings.
Rationalization: Constructing justifications for a belief, action, or conclusion after it has already been chosen, often to make it seem logical or acceptable. Example: Deciding a policy is right, then inventing reasons to defend it without testing their validity.
Reverse Engineering (nonstandard use): Starting with a desired conclusion and working backward to create premises that justify it, rather than reasoning forward from evidence. Example: Choosing a belief as true, then selecting arguments to “prove” it, ignoring contrary evidence.
Right Fighters: People who prioritize being right over resolving an argument, often prolonging disputes. Example: Continuing a debate to “win” despite losing sight of the topic.
Sadism: Deriving pleasure from inflicting pain, suffering, or humiliation on others. Example: Bullying to enjoy someone’s distress.
Strawman: Misrepresenting an opponent’s argument to make it easier to refute. Example: Reframing “I’m worried you didn’t answer my call” as “You’re trying to control me.”
Supposition: An assumption underlying an argument, either explicitly agreed upon or implicitly held. Example: Assuming dogs are the best animal to discuss their treatment.
Thesis Statement: A concise summary (one or two sentences) of an argument’s main point and stance. Example: “This paper aims to improve discussions by promoting logical reasoning.”
TL;DR/Too long; didn’t read (nonstandard use): Overloading one’s paper/speech with excessive detail and repetitions, reducing clarity. Emphasizes the need for brevity. Example: A lengthy post that buries its main point.
Weaponized Joking: Using jokes or compliments to undermine someone’s confidence or worth. Example: Sarcastic “praise” meant to belittle.

(Any good things in this paper are definitely all me lol (quotations excepted), the bad ones are Grok, my new workhorse. Always blame Grok : ) 
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