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that no ome who ¢an
.things a1 all can fall {3 see the con-
Here s o very brief comparative
statement of the two doctrines, In par.

flict.

allel cadumns:

BIBLE TEACHES
THAT
1. Thers {8 Only Ons
God, *The Lord, He is
God In heaven abovw und
saud the earth benestl;
there 18 none else."'—
Deot. 4: 80, ‘[ am he;
hefors me WheTe was
no God formed. neither
shall there be after me,

+ I, even I nm the Lord.” .

~Xea. 44:10,11. “There
is" none other God but
ope, For though there
be thut nre called gods,
4 ¢ g there be godds
many and lords many.
[tdnls amnd princes] =
& * there s but one
God."—| Cor, B: & o
*“Thou sbalt huve no
“other #ods bafnre Me.—
Lx. 20:3. And bondreds
of other passagos, as Iau.
§0:12-31.

2. God hos Rlways been
God; s nocroated and
etarnal, presept and fa-
tura. “TFhe eternal God
in thy refuge.**—Deut. 38:
27. “Froni everlasting
to evepiasting thoon aru
God, " ~Pa 00 2, “GOD
18 NOF A MAN; * ¢ #
,NEITUHER THE BON
OF MAN."—Nuom. 22: 1t
“1 arn the first, and [ am
the last; and beside me
there I8 no God.“'—1an.
4¢4: 8 nnd 48712, “Him
that »at on the throne,
who llvath for ever and
ever."—Rav. 1: 9.

3. God & tha Futher—
thererls no femile idva
whatever glven us about
im. *Our Fathrr, which
art tn Heaven.* { Matl, 9:
4-18.} 1 the thought in
some 300 pussugen, IOre
or less direclly sinted.
There ls ab-ointaly nn
'parnaye aven hiotlng ut
the “mother—god® I1d: a.
This iden, ulso, would
{mply more than one
@God, and 14 heuro lrec'=
Iy contrury to and fur-
bidden Ly such parsages
aa under 1 ahove.

4, Gnd I3 Bpirlt with-

out  materinl  Lody.—
““God is o Bplrit® —
John 4: 24. ““The God

of the spirits of all
flesh, ¥ — Num. 27 1.
Do uot [ 631 heaven
and eurtht*—Jer. 23; 24,
The invisiblity of God
privwes b to have no
fleshy b dy, as do hie
omnlselence, omplpres-
ence, omnipntence, stor
nity aod ull others of
his gnalities and rela-
t1gnF which wounld be lm-
poaszible éxcept 1o Infin-
ite apirit,

5. God iu the Governar
and Lawgver of the
Universe, and |= kobjnct
to na physical law, God
14 not raded by any higher
power, but hiusel! rulce
all, bolh® matter and
splflt.  "And God satd,
Lot there be llght"—rue
whole acrount of erea-
tion. — Gon. I. “He
etretched ont the
north, over the
empty place, and hang-
eth tho earth opon no-
thing." *“God faluteth
not, nelther i= weary."—
I1sn. 40 28, Hes whole
chapter. Every miracle
Is proof of this point,

6. God I8 perfectly
Holy. *'The Lord 1is
rightecus In nll his ways,
rnd  holy 1a  all ils
works. * — Pe. 145: 17,
““The Lord ounr, God le
boiy "—Fo. 99: 9, ‘A
God of troth and with-
ocut inighity, just and
right 1s He.*—LUeut. B82:
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MORMONISM TEACH-
EE THAT

1. There are toultitnden
of Gads.  “‘And they,
{{he Gode) rnid, let 1here
be light.** — Peat]l of
Greal Price, p. 64, etc.

“Then shall ihey be
Gnods.®  Doc. & Vay
1322 , ete.

And note the following
guotations, besider other
references fnnomerable,
tnelnding the admis=ion
of the editor of the
Nawa.

2. Mormon Gode were
opce men, ahd thounaands
more ore now being rajs-
ed. as Mormon parebnts
and ehildren. Abrabam,
1=aac und Jacob are now
not angelr. hut God .
—Doc. & Cov. 182: 8%
Those who remasln fuith-
ful to God shall grow in
porf:gt on  and finally
becofie Qods  them-
nolves.—Ed. Nevs. "As
God 18, we may become;
as we are, God one was.**
— Quuted by Ed, News.

3. Mormoh Gods
Mule and Femnle,
the  bhyman, 0. my
futher,» esperlully the
llne ‘I've a mother
there.? — Dae. & Cov.
182: 20. *“*Then shull
they ve Godn,'* speaking
of pyygamous  Mar-
mons, male and female.
The editor ucknowledges
this pointaiso.

ATy
Bue

i, Thewe Gods ure
q_urtly made of matter.

bis foilowsa from the
doectrine that they werae
ouce men, wha bave
manterial bosdies, us well
us_ from many direct
stutements frum Joseph
Brojtu's time dbwny to
dale, and is vory tennc-
lot 'y advocnted.

8. These Gauds are sub-
ject tn the laws of 3lat.
ter, us o th-ir bodles,
like a stone, The editor |
denies this polnt.

8. Thuse Gode “wre Al
Sinners: . Firat, because
they sineed while on the

4. “There I« pn nn-
righ ners tn Blm."
=Ps. 92: I6.

7. God 15 n Trinity,
“In the nama of the
Falber.®” and of the Hoty
Ghost.  Magt, 2:19;
and many otl:er passages
#lating or implying the
doctrine, The Ho!ly
Epirit 12 AL W AY S
speien of as divins.

enmpelled to 8in,necord-
Ing tn 1he Book of Mor-
mon, it Nephi, 2: 11-%6,
which clrses thoe:
“"Adam fell thal men
might be; and men ara
that they might have
jﬂ)’.“

1. God Is Not a Trin-
ity, buk « Duality. “"How
Wany personages #re
tnere in 1he Godhead?
Twn, tha Father mnd 1he
Son, '--Doe & Cov., Bth
Lectura on Faith, paue
86. “Anciept oecculttsis
eiplain the aniveisn as

eirth ax buman beings,
for the Bibie saya “All
huve sloned, (Hom. #:
23;) und  wecond, heo-
caure wince becomlng
Goda they bave created
mon 80 that they were

# triad. The ¢hristian
theologwins cailed this
the Gudbend.” Editor
Nuws, argment wgainet
Trinitv.

Other poinis might be named. but
these. are encugh.. In every one of the
foregoing ftems the Bible is fatly
against the Mormon doctrine,as any ogne
can mee. There Is no possibility of
avoiding this conclusion; yet my op-
ponent eald that “the agreement” (be-
tween the Bible and the Mormon books)
"is perfect!t” Perhaps he had never
compared theéem ns above; not one per-
eon In thousands hag, or has matched
the two systems together In any fair
way. Of course, I understand that the
Mormon books -have some things about
God which accord with the Blble; the
10,000 verses of the Blble which are put
bodly Into the Book of Mormon will do
that, of course. But the dlstlnctive

points of Mormonism ate what we aTe:

dlscussing, and such are the above. In
the clear view of them presented, ls It
possible to believe that the Mormon
teaching is the true, Christlan, Biblleal
one?
“WOTES” ANSWERED.

“Abraham, Isaac and Jacob are cer-
tainly not angels In the other world. . .
The ehildren of God are not redeemed
tor the purpose of becoming servants
in the other world.'”” No, they are not
apngels. but less (Ps. 8: 6); only salnts at
the foot of the throne Instead of '‘gods”
upon it, according to the pen-pletures
by God In Rey. T: 9-17 and 5: 6-14. And
the sacred record contradicts Mormon-
fam as above flatly agaln in Rev.
16, saying, *"Therefore are they before
the throne, and serve him Aday and

night.” That Mormonism regards serv-,

fee as degrading !s only another proof
that |t is not Christlanity; for Chrlst
aald, "I am among you as one that
gerveth,* and, “Whosoever w!ll be chlef
among you, let him be your aervant.”’
(Matt. 20: 25-28 Luke 22: 27.) The
prlncl;’;-le and fact of Bservice extends
from the throne of God, who 18 the DI
vinsft Servant, down through all to
the zates ot hell, beyond which It does
not go. ‘The idea above js not found
in all this distance.

1£ I am ignorant In saying that the
Mormon gnds are made of matter as
to thelr bodles, and sublect to its laws,

 then -Joseph Smith, Parley P. Pratt

and others of the greatest authors of
M™Mormonism or more so. Who Is my
opponent, that he calls down the great-
est Mormons who have ever llved?

The Fatherhood of God is not at all
distinctively @ New ‘Testament doc-
trine. As early as in Deut. 32: 6 It is
menttoned, apd in  Ps. 103: 11-14, Isa.
§3: 36 and 64: 8 are as tender state-
ments of It as ean well be put Into
words.

The attempt to prove a heathen orl-
gin for the scriptural doctrine of the
Trinity is only another proof of my

position that Marmonism s
un-Christian in substituting duality
for Trinity. It 18 Indeed *“necessary to

be clear on this polnt;” but when one

* The anthor has probably

fundvertentiy
omittsd the Son 1b this gquotation.
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gets clear he will know that there-is
not any truiln in ascribing other tham
Biblical origin to the doetrine of the
Trinify. whleh has always been held by
the Christian church. Duallsm is far
more a heathen doctrine than triads,
and the Trinity is Indeed far from tri-
adism.

—_—

Now that Mormonism retreata to the
notion of two Holy Splrits, one who is
God and another which 1= “an influence
at work In nature and the Church,” we
shall know how to avold the force of
the statements in the Key which were
clipped out of my last article. But
the position will be just as untrue. The
Holy Spirit ia God, and nothing else.

Asg to Hebrew, note my challenge, al-
ready given. Besldes this, I challenge
my opponent to name a single Hebra-
jet who admits what he says that all
do! Perhaps nobody s "bewildered™
but himself!

My opponent argues that the fact
that both himself and Christ have been
accused of blasphemy 18 the greatest
possible testimony to the truth of
Mormonism. This is a splendld spe-
cimen of Mormon logie, I admit; but
any logieian would eall it & “pon-
gequitur,” nevertheless. In Rev. 13:
16 we find that a devil from hell zlso
blasphemed God. Apply the same
lugle: "Mormoniem and this devi]l are
I both nccused of blasphemy, therefore
| they are alike''—and the logie would be
just as pood, and the conclusion fap
more true, according to the thinking
of the Christian world?

My opponent fails to grasp the faet
that none of the great Joctrines of
Christianiiy have elther originated in
or heen Jergely shaped by any councll
or authrity whuatever,’aslde from the
Ward of Fod In the Ve, Tha wreg-
ent age uays ‘ittle attention to such
and personally 1 giv. none at all, In
any such connectlon. There I8 ro
priestly authority over brain or heart
in the Yhristian chureh. *“Tg the
Pible,' only, 18 the cry. i

ANKWET,

{To Mr. John D. Nuttlng:

8ir:—You ecall publle attentlon to the
fuct that the ""News' ellminated from
your artiele preceding this your ref-
erences to the Catechism, Key to The-
ology, ete.; by so doing you Bimply ex-
poRe your almost impudent wviolatlon of
our agreenient published in the “News"
of August 24th, over your own signa-
ture. The matter waa thoroughly dis-
cusacd at the time, and any further
refarence to 1t° wlll be treated wlith
signifieant sllence on our part. The
{imputation that we have “revised" your
argument, or even weakened it in any
way, is false. The references spoken
of are left out of this article, too. If
it does not sult your purpose to discuss
Mormonism as ‘found in our standards
of faith, as agreed upon, you are at
"liberty to end the discussion at your
1 earliest convenience.—Ed. “Newas.'']

Rev. John D. Nutting charges that
Mormonism seems to disllke clear logie.
| the dietionary and the established laws
of Interpretation of language. What
that charge i3 based on does not ap-
pear. To the best ¢f our understand-
.ing it I8 clear loglie, a correct.use of
the dictionary and the correet applica-
tlon of the iaws of interpretation for
whileh we contend. It would be easy
to hurl the charge back, on the head
of our opponent, but there Is no need
of retallation. The public is the judge
as to which side has the clearest logle,
ete, We, at least, need not formulate



