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., , MORMONISM DISCUSSED.
" Reply to Argumaent of the Negative.

[Bevera] of my references to Joseph
2mith, the Catechism, Key, ete, by
which the student might further verify
my positions on Mormonism,
etricken out of my last article.
be ap advantage to my opponent or to
his gause to revise my argument,
falr-nrinded people wlill hardly think so,
and I cannot permit it to pass without
vehement protest, In the interest of
truth and fairness. I agreed that our
“final” authority should be four books;
most emphatically I did not agree that
I would not refer students to others,
.or would let my opponent shape my ur-
guments in the least. Any who wish
the references can wrlte me, if the
*“News” does not print them 1in this
_isBue as I hope 1t wiiL.—J. D. N.]

T'hree things are suggested in <¢his
connectlon which Mormonlsm seems to
distlke:! clear logie, the dictlonary, and
the established laws of interpretation
of language. But these lle at the very
root of ail communication by words,
because God has made wus {0 act on
that basls. Disregarding these, it is
Impossible to convey Iideas with cer-
talnty, or to understand the language
of another, Even God Himseilf, (I
speak with all reverence) must speak
in this way, because we can under-
gtand 'n no other, This He always
does; and one who attempts te Inter-
pret the Bible differently will not get
God's truth, but Satan’s error, This
common trouble with the Mormon use
of the Word [s abundantly dllustrated
by my opponent’s artlele. I am very
glad, however,-thal he emphasizes the
study of the Blble In regard to the doc-
trine of God. Xf thia discussion resulis
in nothing better than stimulating the
earnest, independent study of the Wozrd,
it will do much good, surely,

And his Bible study has been singu-

larly successful in one item of this case,
It Is told of Ben. Butler, the noted gen-
eral and lawyer, that during an Impas-
sloned speech In a murder case hes sald,
"Your honor, we have li on the highest
authority that *All that a man hath will
he give for his life." The opposing law-
yer slowly arose and sald; "I have long
been desirous of Knowing whom my
distingitished opponent considered a8
the highest legal authorlty, and now X
know. The eacred record from which
he has quoted reads: “And Satan an-
swered, All that a man hwath  will he
give for his life!” (Job 2:4.) If my
opponent’s Interpretation of Saran's
other speech in Gen. 3:-4 apd b, is cor-
rect, as teaching plurality of gods, then
Qatan ‘was the author of this funda-
mental doctrine of Mormonlam!
. The devil also enunciated several
other Mormon vlews ‘im Lhe same ln-
tervieswy with Eve; as that God was a
ginncr, earrying nut o scheme of fraud
agalnst her (versew 4 and 6); that
hence it was right and really necessary
for her highest good thal she should
=in in taking the fruit; tha't not death
but divinily would be her future if she
thue sinned. and hence the gemeral
doetrine of Universallsm! My opponent
and myselfl are agreed, Balam Was
the author of these chief doctrines
about God'and man! 1 had-ong given
him the credit, without 'thinking of
this definite Biblical authority.

Before consldering my opponent’s
Hebrew argument, let us notlee one im-
portant fact; that the earty Mormon
doctrine of God contradlets the present
ome, atd svas far more seriptural. The
Book of Mornion was the earilest of
Mormon works. It teashes, through-
out, only one God. ‘The Doctrine and
Covenants does llkewlse up to ssction
123, wrltien in 183%; and zo does the
other sacred book of Mormonism, the
Pearl of Great Prlce, ifp to page 63,
swhich was written durlng .1835-6, after

It may|
but |

 Joseph .had begun hlx “study” of He-
.brew. Here the polythelstle, many-
gods Idea beging, and is found in the
Docirine and Covenants three Yyears
later as above, and In all sermons on
the subject thence down 1o this day,

wera| being hence the authoritative doetrine

on this point, as acknowiedged by .my
opponent. And thls Js only one contra-
dletion. Evidently the god of Mor-

monism did mot kmow as much about]

himself before Joseph studled Hebrew
as he did afterwards, or else he was
practicing his doetrine of the necesslity
of &tn, and deceiving a fittle! In elther
event he can be no true God at all.

Now for the Hebrew argument, which
is ludicrous to scheolarship, to say the
teast. And I ask no fne to take my
word as authorlty here, As the whole
Mormon poiythelstie doctrine resis upon
this argument, it ‘is worthy of careful
attentlon.” The statement® is, that be-
cause ‘the Hebrew word for God in
Genes}s, ete.. is in the plural number
frequently, there must’be many Gods;
and that because the word for “‘spirjt
or “breath™ ls of feminine gender, the
Holy 8pirit must be a remale: and
God both father” and mothet? "1 wiil
let Gesenius, probably theimost re-
nowned Hebrew scolar of modern’ times
and Davtes, author of a standard dle.
tionary' of Hebrew, speak nms to the
racts on these points.

Bays Gesenolus: " (Grammar, D. 209)
©Tha terminations which properly ex-
press plurality are employed ln the ex-
presslon of other kindred 1deas, =0 that
the Hebrew often uses plural forms
where other languages employ “singular
The plural use denotes...... So0. partic-
warly, we find...... God...... then na
few times the Holy, (Hos. 12: 1) and....
[the Heh. word for house-idols, in the
plural] when only one image ts meant
(I Sam. 19: 3-186). Farther,...,..lord,....
' alup master.” Says Davles, under the
Hebrew word Elohim, whlch.all trans-
tations of the Blble remder “God,” but
Joseph Smith says shouid be "Goda:""
trphis plural is often called pluralis ex.
cellentlae or majestaticus fplural of ex.
cellence or majesty.”] It “ls mostly
corstrued with the singular [verb]l. But
the plural s used also to deslgnate a
zod [ldol] (Deut. 32-39), even a god-
dess.” Says Gesentus again, p .155, as
to gender: “Inanlmate objects proper-
ly of neuter gander, and abstract 1deas,
C.....are regarded 'In Heblew as elther
mascullne or feminine, particularly the
latter......as aln, sleep, baldness, the
sun," ete. The sum of these statements
is  that the plural of Elohlm
does not mean the  plurality,
bu¢ the excellence <of the one
God; and the femlininity of Ruach,
the word for spirit, life or breath, im-
plles nothing whatever as to sex in
anything, and the word used alona has
not the slightest reference to God.

All Hebrew scholars are agreed on
these points. I challenge Mormonism
to name one single exceptlionl All schols
arship says that the Mormon positlon
here is withoutr any foundation what-
ever; yel on thls falsehood lts greatest
doetrine {3 built! Hence 1t eannct pos-
slbly be true, even if Joseph Smith did
get so puffed up with his knowiedge
of Hebrew at thls polnt that he ex-
olalmed, “I know more than all the
world put together!"

The "“Image” or "likeness” of man Lo
God at ereation no more means that
God has a body than a photograph
proves that Its origlnal 13 made of
cardboard and chemileals! (II . Peter,
3: 16.) The passage $imply means that
man resembles God 1n His essentlial ma-
ture. But man’s body i3 not the es-
sentlal, for that may be slek or cut
haif awey by the surgeonm without In-
juring the real man at-all—the spirit
within, So this passage really teaches
that God is a Spirit, as Christianity al-
ways has aflirmed; apd not that He ia
made of matter. - i k :

i

So with all the other Bible pas:a
cited, --‘-N‘o‘tqbne ‘leaches any sﬁch‘d%:-
trine, When 'a sensible writer 'glves
both ‘clear statements of fact and ob-
sciird . allusions on a subject, the only

honest and fair treatment 1s to |nter-"

pret the obscure by tha elear. To do
otherwise i3 10 make hlm out false or
foolish. This ls the fundamental law of
interpretation, everywhere. Apply -t
here. The plalnest statement of the Bl-
ble as to God’s essential nature |s that
of John 4: 24; “God Is a Spirit.”” That
18 a perfectly clear statement, by God
Himself in Christ, and was almed
squarely ' agalnst the materlalistle, lo-
calized 1deas of the Samaritans as to
God and worship. It 1s the test pasSage
for all obscurer ones. They cannot be
contrary to it. because God ls true and
consisten't. This decldes the truth, not
thosge. They must be finterpreted as
Onrjentaliams, or in some other way.
They cannot declde because they are
not clear; and because (I they
were they would simply make a con-
t¢radletlon and we would be without any
knowledge of God by revelation. One
great fault of Mormonism s that
buiids all its essential doctrines upon
such uncertain passages, if upon ANy,
and glves them meanings which are im-
possible by this clear test.

Many of the passages quoted by my
opponent Imply absolutely nothlng as
to God having a ‘'body. “Face to face
“gppeared,” *‘talked,” “saw the Lord."
ete.,” could be just as true of a splrit
as otherwise. God having *“hands”
ete., Is plalnly fBigurative, In view of
what we have just sald, And the long
list of -attributes glven ls very con-
apleuous by lts omission from the Hst
whence It seems to have heen copled
of the .one atiribute which would utter-
ly have refuted the whole flesh and
bones gpod idea, that of God as 1nvis-
ible! Flesh and bones can 'be seen by
men, and cannot fall to be seen If pres-
ent, without a milracle of blindnesa.
But seplirlt cannot be seen wlthout a
miracle of slght. Since the Word re-
peatedly affirme that God cannot be
scen by man, He must be- spirit, and
niot flesh. John 1: 18 gays: "No man
hath seen God at any time;” I Tim.
6: 16 says of Him, “Whom no man hath
seen, nor w«can seel” So, agaln, he-
cause He 1s omnipresent—everywhere
at once—He absolutely cannot be made
of flesh; for everybody knows that a
body cannot be spread all over the
universe atl once, and . that no bwo
bodles ean occupy the same place at
the same time. 5o with God's omnlpo-
tence, and with most of His other at-
tributes; they are entirely Impossible
to flesh and bgnes, hence God cannot
possibly be such. .

The Fatherhood of God = not '‘mere-
ly a figure of speech,” but Hterally true
of God as Creator of the race and its
momentary preserver and benefactor.
But It {8 NOT true in the blasphemous,
vhyslecal semse which the propagatlon-
god docetrine of Mormonism holds, and
to which the editor refers.

If God 13 elmply a greater man, as
Mormonism teaches Im common with
paganism, then of dourse we may hope
same time to hecome gods ourselves:
but if He lsof an entirely different class
of being, we can only hope to approach
Hls infinite perfections In a sphere
measurelessly below HIs. This Iz the
Bible doectrine, The flnite can never
become the Infinlte.

My ocpponemt rather seems to aect on
the prineiple of claiming "everything
In sight”"—and some more! He gays:
"“In aill the inspired records [Bible and
Marmon books] the picturce presented
of the Deity 1s the same, * * * ghow
us, we may well execlaim, one single
statement concerning God i the Mor-
mon etandards of falth at variance
wlith any statement in the Bible, Mr.
Nutting has ubteriy fatled to do this.*
Read my article and see; but I will do
it agaim, and better, very gladly; so



