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FOREWORD

"Sabellianism" is a big word for a simple concelptrefers to the theological proposition
that God the Father and Jesus Christ are idemtigadrson. In other words, that Jesus
Christ is the Father incarnate. This particularcapt has deep roots in the history of
Christianity. (I explain this briefly on pp.8-9 tifis paper.)

Much evidence proves that Joseph Smith believedSabellian-type theology
throughout the early years of his career, andtthatSabellian belief system permeates
the Book of Mormon.

Mormons refuse to recognize this fact. They wiidite this point and refute the
allegation. Today they believe that Father and &erdistinctly separate
individuals.....what most Mormons don't realizetlds was not always the case.

The avowed purpose of this paper is to show "Hosepgh Smith's early theological
beliefs as expressed in the Book of Mormon conttaatid undermine the credibility of
his First-Vision story." In order for me to do themust first prove to a skeptical
Mormon audience that Joseph Smith's early beliet®wn fact.... and without any
qguestion..... Sabellian in nature. That is theoed have devoted the first eleven pages
of text to citing many instances of Joseph’s e8dbellian belief.

Once these facts are established, | am then apl®teed and present the essence of my
argument. Under the heading of "The Crux of thet&tafp.17), | demonstrate how and
why Joseph Smith's account of the First-Visionysés told in 1838 cannot possibly be a
true story. Then once again, at p.19, | give y&@nd reason why that First-Vision
story must be regarded as a falsehood and a fébrica

The rest of this paper concerns itself with the that, subsequent to Joseph's death, and
throughout the 19th Century, some Mormons, (seribidkers and scholars within the
church), continued to be troubled by the discrepdmtween those Sabellian-type
statements in the Book of Mormon and the vivid depins of Father and Son as two
separate persons in the First-Vision. This nagdisgomfort among the upper echelons
of the church did not really come to a head uhgl ¢arly years of the Twentieth Century,
when it resulted in a colossal "fix" involving tirgroduction of a whole new Supreme
Being into the Cosmos.

This figure, whom church fathers elected to degsgbg the Hebrew name-title
"Elohim”, became the new "God the Father". Thghkr-yet God, they must have felt,
would at last explain the identity of the Fathgufie in the first vision, while at the same
time provide a situation in which Jehovah and Jesu¢d be one and the same as
stipulated by the Book of Mormon. (One can readualadl this, beginning with p. 25.)

On p.28 linclude a segment entitled: "The Elohinthe Bible as Universally Understood
Among Non-Mormon Scholars”, which some readers trfigd of interest.



On p. 31 is an Addendum entitled: "Sabellianisrthim Book of Mormon Leads to a
Remarkable and Appalling Absurdity.” | think Néormons will find that story of a
cataclysm in the New World immediately preceding ¥isitation Jesus Christ to the
Americas to be highly surreal, and | suspect manyivwns will be shocked to realize
what the text really says.

A note to Mormon intellectuals and apologists: TBemments" section at the end of
this paper is an open invitation to anyone whogtisaes with me to voice a protest or
mount a rebuttal. Any serious effort to refute #issertions made in this paper will be of
interest and will be posted.
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INCONSISTENTLY WITH MODERN-DAY MORMON BELIEF, THE BOK OF
MORMON TEACHES THAT THE GODHEAD CONSISTS OF ONE P&ER&N ONLY.

The title page to the Book of Mormon states thifing:

R and to the convincing of the Jew and Gerthiat Jesus is the Christ, the
Eternal God."

This statement sums up in one phrase, the basitotfieal premise of the Book of
Mormon: Jesus Christ is the one-and-only Godlesus Christ is God himself.

Mosiah 15:1-5

"And now Abinadi said unto them: | would that yeoahd understand that

God himself shall come down among the children ehpand shall redeem his
people. And because he dwelleth in the flesh bé bk called the Son of God,
and having subjected the flesh to the will of tla¢hler, being the Father and the
Son--The Father because he was conceived by thermd«sod; and the Son
because of the flesh; thus becoming the Fathetren8on--And they are one
God, yea, the very Eternal Father of heaven arttl.éar

The person who "comes down" obviously has to bevkgh and so, if Jehovah and Jesus
Christ are one and the same, it is Jehovah/Jesust @ho is "God himself".

The trouble with this for modern-day Mormons isttbiach statements in the Book of
Mormon, (and there are many), appear to be uttdaliyious to the existence of any
higher-yet God such as the Mormon Elohim; a figub®@m Mormons today regard as the
true Supreme Being; The name of Elohim does not¢apipn the Book of Mormon, and
the superlatives which are accorded to Jesus Ghtllse Book of Mormon are so
absolute that they quash all possibility of thesesaice of any higher deity. (For example,
could there be any higher God than "God Himself'?)

The Book of Mormon leaves no room for any higherdeity such as the Mormon
"Elohim". As further proof of this we need onlyloto Alma 11:29-31:

When the skeptic Zeezrom asks the prophet Amugettidre more than one God?
Amulek answers, "No".(v. 29)

When Zeezrom asks Amulek where he got this infolmnalAmulek tells him he
got it from an angel. (v.30, 31)

So: The title page tells us that Jesus Chrighis Eternal God", Mosiah 15:1-5 tells us
that Jesus Christ is "God himself’, and Alma 1132%ells us that there is no other God.



Here are two more passages delivering the sameagesss

Ether 3:14
R Behold, | am Jesus Christ. | am the Ra#mal the Son. In me shall all
mankind have life, and that eternally....... !

Ether 4:12
"He that will not believe me will not believe thather who sent me. For behold,
| am the Fathet

Some Mormons have attempted to explain that threfeeences to Jesus Christ as

"the Father" are to be understood in a limited serihey tell us that just because Jesus
is called the Father, that does not necessarilywrheas the ultimate deity. They try to
explain that this designation is merely an honowfiving to his closeness to God and his
supposed role as the agent by which all things weated....and therefore these
expressions need not signify that he himself isd@® Father.”

| reply that such an interpretation is not jusbfea There is no hint in the text that
Jesus Christ might be regarded as anything lesstfigaone-and-only God. The very
stridency of tone, and the unequivocal nature e$¢hstatements, shows that they were
intentionallydesigned to preclude all possibility of any amhiigof that kind. If Joseph
Smith had expressly set out to exclude all possjlof the existence of any god higher
than Jesus Christ, he could hardly have done arleti of it! Since the Book of
Mormon contains no hint there might be any othet igathe Cosmos, one is forced to
conclude that these expressions were intended ph@size that Jesus Christ is the one
and only God.....the Supreme Being.

THE SON IS THE FATHER

Mosiah 15:1-5 makes it clear that the Father reteto is "God himself”, and when God
himself comes to earth to dwell in a body of flesé then abruptly becomes

"the Son". This situation is analogous to an aafieo puts on a costume...in this case, a
costume of flesh. Only one person is involved h&feen "God himself' comes to earth,
he manifests himself in the role of Jesus Chilistthis situation, "Father" and "Son" are
really just one-and-the-same person.

*(Theologically speaking, the term "person" mearisemter of consciousness")

By definition, any theology which says that "thenSe the Father", or otherwise asserts
that Father and Son are but one person, is claisiEfas Sabellianism. (Sabellianism is
also known as Modalism.)

Sabellianism was one of the theological systemghlvhiere in contention for supremacy
at the Council of Nicea in 325 A.D. Trinitarianigritimately prevailed, and Sabellianism
was declared to be a heresy.



Sabellianism is different from Trinitarianism. fitarianism specifies that "God consists
of three persons, who, being of one substancetititesone God." A Trinitarian might
say, "The Son is God", but he would not say "the Sdhe Father", because
Trinitarianism specifies that the persons withind@oe not to be confounded.

A Sabellian, on the other hand, would not hesiiatgay, "The Son is the Father",
because to him, Father and Son are but one-anshkthe-person.

St. Augustine, writing a few years after the CountiNicea, gave a very succinct
definition of Sabellianism. This is from his thegical work "The City of God".

"Thus when we speak about God, we do not talk atveubr three "principles”

any more than we are allowed to speak of two aetlgods, although in talking of

each person, whether the Father, the Son, or theSgarit, we acknowledge that

each of them is God. But we do not, like the Saeheretics, identify the

Father with the Son, and the Holy Spirit with b&tther and Son."
("Augustind'984, p.404)

When the Book of Mormon says, as it does at AIm&8-40, that the Son of God is the
very Eternal Father (see below), that statemerdpndates the essence of Book of
Mormon theology. The original Book of Mormon comtad at least 16 such Sabellian-
type statements; four of which were changed irstednd printing in 1837, thus leaving
12 unchanged to this day. In fact, Sabellian thgplzermeates the Book of Mormon.
Whenever the Book of Mormon stops to explain theimeaof the Deity, it does so in
Sabellian terms.

Below is a list of a number of additional Sabelitgpe expressions which still exist in
the Book of Mormon to this day:

Mosiah 3:5

"For behold the time cometh and is not far distdrdt with power, the Lord
Omnipotent, who reigneth, who was, and is fromretgto all eternity, shall come
down from heaven among the children of men, and diell in a tabernacle of

Mosiah 7:27

"And because he said unto them that ....... Godldlamme down among the children
of men, and take upon him flesh and blood, andgi upon the face of the
earth.....they did put him to death....."

Mormon 9:11-12
"But behold I will show you a God of Miracles..and because of the fall of man
came Jesus Christ, even the Father and the Soh.....



Mosiah 16:15
"Teach them that redemption cometh through Chuistiord who is the very Eternal
Father."

1 Nephi 19:10

"And the God of our fathers.....yielded himselfc@aling to the words of the angel,
as a man unto the hands of wicked men to be Iiffed......and to be crucified.... and
to be buried in a sepulchre ........ "

2 Nephi 9:5
R for it behooveth the great Creator thashfereth himself to become subject to
men in the flesh, and die for all men, that all maght become subject unto him.

3 Nephi 1:12-14

"......the voice of the Lord came unto him, saying:

"Behold, | come unto my own to fulfill all thingshich | have made known to the
children of men from the foundation of the worlddao do the will of both the
Father and the Son--the Father because of mehartsion because of my flesh.”

Alma 11:38-40

"Now Zeezrom saith again unto him: Is the Son ofl@&e very Eternal Father?
An Amulek said unto him: "Yea, he is the very E@rRather of Heaven and Earth,
and all things which in them are. He is the begigrand the end, the first and the

It should be noted here that these Sabellian-tigteraents in the Book of Mormon are
unique in their unqualified explicitness. The Neesiament never, ever, says that the
Father is the Son, or that the Son is the Father.

WHAT ABOUT INSTANCES IN THE BOOK OF MORMON IN WHICH-ATHER
AND SON ARE DEPICTED AS TWO SEPARATE PERSONS?

In creating the Book of Mormon Joseph had at Ieastseparate and opposing motives .
On the one hand he needed his new book to haveleewents, and appear to restore a
number of long-lost "plain and precious" truths. tBe other hand, he wanted it to sound
as much like the Bible as possible.

When creating the Book of Mormon, Joseph borrowenhfthe Bible liberally, using the
same King James English, the same terminologiessdame references, the same
expressions, and the same relationships betwedrather and the Son as those in the
Bible. Accordingly, if the Bible has Jesus praytoghe Father, so does Joseph. If the
Bible has Jesus saying, "thy will, not mine be dprse does Joseph. It would have been a
monumental task to revise every single exchangedeet Father and Son so as to reflect
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Joseph's new Sabellian-type theology, and thdilésevidence he ever tried to do so.

Certain inconsistencies exist, and cannot be axptbexcept to say that Joseph Smith
was often inconsistent.

The Book of 3rd Nephi covers that portion of theoB@f Mormon in which Jesus
appears to the inhabitants of Ancient America.stmach as the Book of Mormon is
billed as a second witness to Christ, it is herengldoseph Smith is most keen to make
his "Jesus" look as much like the Jesus of theeBalslpossible. Accordingly, many of
the sayings of Jesus in 3rd Nephi are extractedstlrerbatim from New Testament
scripture. Here is an example, taken from 3 Nept23d

"And now Father | pray unto thee for them and &sdhose who shall believe in
their words, that | may be in them as thou Fathieinane, that we may be one."

Compare that to John 17:21. Other examples tedhee effect might be 3 Nephi 9:15
(out of John 1-1-3), and 3 Nephi 28:10 (out of J&Ar80), etc.

Modern day Mormon defenders of the faith claim thath examples prove that the
"one-ness" of God and Jesus in the Book of Morstwmuld be understood in
metaphorical terms only, as a one-ness of heartrand, and that there never was any
intent in the Book of Mormon to make Father and ®lemtical in person. Such an
argument is, of course, willfully blind to the ma8gbellian-type statements which | have
already noted, and for which there is really nojadge answer.

Although such quotes as those referred to in 3 Nepdly seem to moderate and soften
the effects of some Book of Mormon Sabellianisrsjust be remembered that these
passages are largely derived from an outside sdtiredible) and have been introduced
mainly to make the Book of Mormon seem like a wpitbmpanion to the Bible.

In spite of the fact that the Book of Mormon maynstimes seem to depict Father and
Son as two separate persons, the fact remainwteatever the Book of Mormon
painstakingly explains the nature of the Deitylaes so in Sabellian terms.....this
Sabellian-type message was reiterated at leasesiximes in the original edition.

Melodie Moench Charles has illuminated the natdithis paradox: "Sabellius's
modalism....explained how one God could be in hearel on earth at the same time,
and also explained who governed the universe wiesbdhead appeared as the Son.
According to Sabellius, the one God who could appedifferent roles could appear in
them simultaneously: the Father is like the surclwvhhas three manifestations, light,
heat, and the orb itself....the Son was at one ¢émited, like a ray of light; he
accomplished in the world all that pertained todispensation of the Gospel and man's
salvation, and was then taken back into heavehgréfore when, in 3 Nephi
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Christ is God on earth acknowledging his fatheGad in heaven, the Nephites, like the
Sabellians, could, [conceivably], still have thoughthem as one God."
( Book of Mormon Christology, Melodie Moench Charle
www.signaturebookslibrary.org/book/chapter 4.)

Although 3rd Nephi may contain such moderatingestents as those mentioned, it must
also be pointed out that it also contains the ragetgious example of Sabellian
irrationality in the entire Book of Mormon. Couldsls Christ, even as he is being
crucified in Jerusalem, also be over here in theeAras slaying thousands? Only under
the umbrella of Sabellian doctrine could such asptal and moral contradiction be
conceivable. (Read the full account of this as gresented in the Addendum, p.31.)

2. THE INFLLUENCE OF SWEDENBORGIAN THEOLOGY UPON HIBELIEFS
OF JOSEPH SMITH.

Integral to Joseph's creation of the Book of Morm@s the intent to "restore”
Christianity to its original state of simplicity dipurity, and get rid of the errors,
corruptions and sophistications which supposedtiylieen introduced over the centuries.
One of those corruptions would have been Trinitadactrine, a concept of the nature of
God which was almost universal among the sectssaddy. For Joseph to establish his
credentials as a radical reformer, Trinitarianisould have to go. In all probability,
Joseph had never even heard the term Sabelliarhmatter; it actually takes very
little to transform Trinitarianism to something §ilar and more primitive. Maintaining a
strict distinction between the persons of the Gadhe integral to Trinitarian belief.

If and when those distinctions are relaxed, Trimatasm veers abruptly toward
Sabellianism.

Joseph may have been helped along in this simpheavar by his acquaintance with
Swedenborgianism. Emanuel Swedenborg (1688-1772 avawvedish theologian whose
ideas were not unknown in New England at that tidis.ideas were essentially Sabellian
in nature, and were espoused in particular by Bkseavn as the New Church. The New
Church catechism reads in part:

“I believe that Jehovah God, the creator of hearmhearth is one in essence and
in person, in whom there is a divine Trinity, catisig of Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit, and that the Lord and Savior Jesus Chsighat God.”

The Swedenborgian magazine containing this catechiso bemoaned the fact that;
“Some know not whether they should worship the &atthe Son, or the Holy Spirit,
sometimes addressing one and then the other, tasctliseings or persons.

“Had they been better informed, they would havevkméhat ‘the Lord Jesus

is the one glorified divine person in whom dwefie fullness of the godhead
bodily...”
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Direct evidence exists indicating that Joseph Snith his family were familiar with
Swedenborgianism. Not only were the Smith Famibg¢sult magical parchments copied
from a book which also contained an extended sumofaédwedenborg’s teaching, but a
popular reference work that was housed in the Mesteln, New York library at roughly
the time Joseph Smith was living nearby would Haeen accessible. It explained the
Swedenborgian position this way:

“.....This trinity consisteth not of three distinmrsons, but is united as body, soul,
and operation in man; in the one man Jesus Chuingt,therefore is the God of
heaven, and alone to be worshiped: being Creador Eternity, Redeemer in

time, and Regenerator to eternity.”

Swedenborg, himself, wrote in his book “The Truei§ifan Religion” (1771)

“When it is said that the Father, Son, and HolyiBpre three essentials of one
God, like the soul, body, and operation in maapjpears to the human mind as if
those three essentials were three persons, whiat {gossible.”

These Swedenborgian ideas are perfectly echoéaih@ or so Sabellianismsms in the
original Book of Mormon. Thus, the influence of &enborgian theology upon Joseph
Smith is not only conceivable, it is entirely proba

(ref: Joseph Smith’'s Modalism: Sabellian Sequeistialor
Swedenborgian Expansionism? Ronald V. Hugging,LS&ke
Theological Seminary. on the web at Mormons In $iigon-
Joseph Smith)

THE SENSELESS NATURE OF SABELLIAN THEOLOGY

Consider the conversation in the Book of Mormomieein the skeptic Zeezrom and the
prophet Amulek at Alma 11: 38-40. Zeezrom asks:

"Is the Son of God the very Eternal Father?" andulsk replies,

"Yea, he is the very Eternal Father of heaven amtheand all things which in
them are: he is the beginning and the end, thiedind the last....."

Here Amulek is trying to get Zeezrom to buy inteemseless paradox. Any

statement saying that one person is both FatheBands irrational because it is
tantamount to saying one person is two persongletthe auspices of such a premise,
the words "Father" and "Son" remain nothing butdgothey do not refer to any actual
existing persons. The "Father" in this situat®maot father to the "Son", and the "Son" is
not son to the "Father". There can never be ammgfagon relationship because a
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relationship requires the existence of two acteaspns. Under the auspices of this
situation, it is completely inappropriate to empéofather-son metaphor; to do so is to be
completely out of touch with reality. In such aeashy speak in terms of Father and
Son at all?

Poor Zeezrom; one cannot help but sympathize with Tihe author appears to be
impatient with his unwillingness to "believe", awith his over-all stubborn
intransigence. All Zeezrom probably wants, thougho understand this seemingly
contradictory proposition. When Alma tells Zeezrdivea, [the Son]

is the very Eternal Father of heaven and earthadintlings which in them are, he is the
beginning and the end, the first and the lasttatild not be hard to imagine Zeezrom's
befuddlement. Any sensible person in his place @pubbably be asking
himself...."hmmm....I wonder....could it be tha¢té are two gods involved here?" And
that is exactly what Zeezrom does ask; at v.28dks, "Is there more than one God?"

Amulek's answer, when it comes, is altogether ekphe simply replies, "N6
(v. 29)

Then Amulek proceeds to tell Zeezrom he has tlicgnmation directly from an angel. (v.
30,31) So, in essence he seems to be telling @@eZ6ense or no sense, | have it
straight from God. Like it or not; there it is..take it or leave it!"

JOSEPH SMITH'S TRANSLATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT830-1831)
LUKE 10:22

This evidence confirms that Joseph Smith's owngpeisbeliefs were Sabellian in
nature during this early period. In 1830, rightathe Book of Mormon came out,

he began to selectively "re-translate" portionthefNew Testament, and as he did he
went out of his way to emphasize his Sabellian cousness. Here is a comparison
between a scriptural excerpt from the Book of Lirkkthe King James Bible, and
Joseph Smith's own "translation” of the same pa&ssag

Luke 10:22 King James Version
"All things are delivered to me of my Father: ammdman knoweth who
the Son is but the Father; and who the FathertitheuSon. and he to
whom the Father will reveal it.

Luke 10:22 Joseph Smith
"All things are delivered to me of my Father, amdman knoweth that the
Son isthe Father and the Fathettl® Son, but him to whom the Father
will reveal it."
(emphasis mine.) (See "The Complete Joseph Smathslation of
the New Testament, a side-by-side comparison \wilKing
James Version" Thomas A. Wayment, Deseret Bod{35 P
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Nothing could demonstrate Joseph Smith's Sabdiidiefs at this point in time any
more clearly than this revision of an otherwiseaunarkable passage of New
Testament Scripture.

If Joseph's suggestion were to prevalil, it woulgrole the New Testament of all
common sense. Under the auspices of such a sity#itie Father cannot love the
Son, and the Son cannot be obedient to the Fathisrhardly any wonder that the
early church fathers at the council of Nicea rggdc®abellian theology as heresy. For
the same reasons, Joseph Smith's suggested revidiake 10:22 is similarly
untenable.

JOSEPH SMITH'S EARLY REVELATIONS SHOW SABELLIAN BHEF

Between the years 1827 and 1833, Joseph receivectanrded a number of
revelations. In none of them is it possible to tiedl difference between the voice of
God and the voice of Jesus Christ. In each of thleese two figures seem to be one-
and-the-same individual; they are not distinguiséiaBonsider the following
passages as excerpted from the Doctrine and Cotgenan

Doctrine and Covenants, Section 29 As this reimldiegins, (v. 1-45), the speaker
is clearly Jesus Christ:

"Listen to the voice of Jesus Christ your redeeitier great | Am, whose arm of
mercy hath atoned for your sins....... it hath glmmth by a firm decree, by the will
of the Father that mine apostles, the twelve whiehe with me in my ministry at
Jerusalem, shall stand at my right hand....... etc."

But suddenly at verse 46, the identity of the speakruptly changes; suddenly it is
the Father who is the speaker:

"But behold, | say unto you that little childrereaedeemed from the foundation
of the world through mine only Begotten."

Clearly, as far as Joseph Smith was concerneddglthria early Sabellian period,
Father and Son were perfectly interchangeable evithanother.

Here is another example:
Doctrine and Covenants 35:1-2
"Listen to the voice of the Lord your God, even dpand Omega, the beginning

and the end, whose course is one eternal roundathe today as yesterday, and
forever. |1 am Jesus Christ the Son of God, whoawvasified for the sins of the
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Here, and in many other such passages, Jesus QeriSon of Gogdrefers to himself
as "the Lord your Gddand otherwise speaks as though he, himselgiSupreme
Being.

Once again,

Doctrine and Covenants 39:1-4

"Hearken and listen to the voice of him who is fretarnity to all eternity, the
Great | Am, even Jesus Christ...." "....... Buasomany as received me, gave |
power to become my sons, and even so will | give as many as receive me
power to become my sons."

By referring to those who accept him as his "sode8us assumes the role of Father
in a way that the Biblical Jesus would not do.

Here is yet another example:

Doctrine and Covenants 34:1-3

"My son Orson, hearken and hear and behold witla¢ Il.ord God, shall say unto
you, even Jesus Christ your redeemer, the lightisndf the world, a light which
shineth in the darkness and the darkness compretieiaot; who so loved the
world that he gave his own life, that as many aald/believe might become the
sons of God. Wherefore you are my son."

Here, once again, Jesus calls himself the Lord @od takes upon himself the role
of the Father by referring to Orson as his son.ddwer, the "Lord God" tells us that
he sacrificed his_own lifso that believers might be saved. The peculiaotifiee
term "his own life" shows clear intent to conveg thessage that the Father
sacrificed his own life....... a Sabellian-typedlogical message.

In the New Testament, Jesus Christ is never refdaas "the Father". On the
contrary, Jesus' message was that he was thef @odpand that ordinary mortals
might also aspire to become the sons of God. &fl. tells us that Jesus is the "first-
born of many brethren”,(Rom.8:29). He also tellshat Jesus Christ is "stationed at
the right hand of God, and there makes intercedsions”,(Rom.8:34). John the
Revelator says that Jesus Christ is a "priest @&tawnto his God and Father. (Rev.
1:6). And Paul says "For there is one God, andnoeeiator between God and men,
the man Jesus Christ." (Tim.2:5)

Joseph Smith's revelations give no indication thatlesus who speaks is, in any
way, acting as a mediator. This Jesus offers no@eledgement of any God above
him. He has no reason to be deferential of colnseqause according to this view, he
himself is God Almighty. These early revelationsistitute yet another example of
Joseph Smith's Sabellian orientation during thy gaars.
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THE TESTIMONY OF THE THREE WITNESSES

The testimony of the Three Witnesses which prefoe8ook of Mormon has
descended to us unchanged since its first primirdg30. Hiding in plain sight
within its text, is vestigial evidence of Josephitbia original Sabellian belief.
Although this statement was undersigned by thees#as, the text was almost
certainly composed by Joseph Smith himself. Thiesastence reads as follows:

"And honor be to the Father, and to the Son, anldegdHoly Ghost, which is
one God."

This sentence would, at first blush, seem to cardagrammatical error. If the
subject of the sentence is thought to be plurgl,Wwiould be wrong, and "are" would
be correct. However, when seen from a Sabelliaspgetive, in which Father, Son,
and Holy Ghost are thought to be merely one anddige person, the subject of the
sentence is singular. In such a case, the verb-fet', is perfectly apt and perfectly
correct. Joseph's choice of the verb-form "is"s weerefore, almost certainly no
accident.

Thus, this early document provides one more comaitlam of Joseph Smith's early
Sabellian belief during the1830 time period.

THE CRUX OF THE MATTER--JOSEPH SMITH'S FIRST VISION

Joseph Smith's first vision supposedly occurreithényear 1820 when Joseph was a
boy of fourteen. This story is a Mormon icon.argd with the Book of Mormon it is
one of the foundational cornerstones of the Mortiadth; every child knows it by
heart. According to the story, Joseph goes intambeds to pray, whereupon God
the Father and Jesus Christ appear to him in radigrdistinctly human form. The
one figure says, "This is my beloved Son, hear 'hiAt.that point Jesus begins to
speak, and tells Joseph many things, (many of wdmiemot recorded.)

The most striking feature of this visitation isttli@od and Jesus appear in human
form as two persons. Their bodily manifestatioaves them to be two separate
individuals, and the fact that the Father introduttee Son underscores the fact that
two separate persons are involved.

So here is the question: if, in 1820, Joseph hallyrand truly seen for himself that
Father and Son were two separate individual persmvs could he then, between
1827 and 1830, turn around and produce a work wigpbatedly declares, ( and
with great fervor and certitude), that Father and &re but one-and-the-same
person?
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It is simply inconceivable that Joseph Smith ccudde proclaimed these
Sabellian-type doctrines time and again in the Baidkiormon if, all the while, he
knew from personal experience that the Father amiw&re actually two separate
individuals! It is impossible to imagine he colldve embraced such beliefs had he
previously seen for himself that the real truth \wwserwise.

The only possible explanation for this curious tegancy is that the now-classic
First Vision story, as told in 1838, with its daption of the Father standing along
side the Son is not a true story.....it never hapge It never happened as told in
1838 anyway; that story is a fantasy and a fabaca

That particular event could not have happened tiyeJoseph described it in 1838,
because if it had, he never would have made adethimqualified Sabellian-type
doctrinal pronouncements in the Book of Mormon aslid. All the available
evidence points to the fact that no memory of aarckexperience could have, or did,
exist in the mind of Joseph Smith at the time he wating the Book of Mormon.
(Even if he were merely "translating”, as Mormolar, there is no hint in the
historical record that Joseph ever raised a questier what should have appeared
to him as an obvious, and jarring, incongruity.)

Entirely relevant to this issue is the fact tharthis, in the historical record, an
earlier version of this same First-Vision which wadtten in 1832. It was written
as a part of an autobiography Joseph was compasihg time. We know this
earlier document is genuine, for it written in Jads&mith's own hand. (It still exists,
and is presently housed in church archives; fatssare available)

Significantly, that document says absolutely nagrabout the appearance of two
figures. Here is an excerpt:

R and while [l was] in the attitude of callj upon the Lord, in the 15th year of
my age, a pillar of light above the brightnesshaf $un at noonday came down
from above and rested upon me, and | was fillet #ine Spirit of God, and the
Lord opened the heavens upon me, and | saw the aoddhe spake to me,
saying, Joseph my son, thy sins are forgiven th&=hold | am the Lord of

Glory, I was crucified for the whole world.....tcé

Here, there is no mention of the appearance ofefFaihd Son. Here, Joseph specifically
tells us that he saw one person, not two. Inasragamly one figure, Jesus Christ,
appears in this version of the story, it is substisiy different from the later 1838
version. This early account was never published,there is no evidence that Joseph
Smith ever told this story publicly

*(It will be noted that this account is wholly coatfble with
Joseph's 1832 theology, and constitutes furtheleenge of his Sabellian
type views)
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It is unavoidable that one should conclude, theegfthat years later, in 1838, Joseph may
have decided to dust off this earlier account, r@acraft it so as to add a dramatic new
element: the part where Father and Son appeant@imultaneously in tangible bodily
form. He probably felt that by doing this he coalat only promote his very latest ideas
about the separateness of Father and Son.....armhthropomorphic nature of the

deity.... but also create the impression he haéved these things continuously for years
and years; ever since he was a boy! He could bisthis means, downplay and cast into
shadow many of his former Sabellian-type teachings.

Although the now-classic First-Vision story is uegtionably moving and effective, the
available evidence shows that it was almost suretynvented until many years after the
fact....... that is, at least eighteen years afteroriginal incident supposedly occurred.

YET ANOTHER REASON TO SEE THE FIRST-VISION AS A FABCATION

In 1835 Joseph Smith gave a series of lecturegtowp of Elders in the Kirtland (Ohio)
temple. These "Lectures on Faith" were subsequentished in the first edition of,
what was to become, an LDS standard work: the "frectind Covenants”. The fifth
lecture has this to say concerning the natureeftither and the Son:

“.....the Father, being a personage of spiritrygland power: possessing all
perfection and fullness; the Son, who was in theboof the Father, a personage
of tabernacle, made or fashioned like unto a mabeging in the form and
likeness of a man.” (Dow and Covenants 1835 edition, p.59)

Implicit within this declaration is the suggestithhat, whereas the Son is a personage of
tabernacle, the Father is not; in other wordsStwe is made or fashioned like unto a
man, but the Father, being a personage of s@nitot so fashioned. This statement
strongly suggests that when Joseph Smith codifiesddioctrine, he had no memory
whatsoever of once having seen with this own dyasloth the Father and the Son,
alike, were equally endowed with physical bodies.

Some may be inclined to question as to whethempboSenith himself was responsible
for having written this doctrine, but that cannet n the preface to this 1835 edition of
the Doctrine and Covenants he wrote and signetbtlmsving:

"The first part of the book will be found to conta series of Lectures as
delivered before a theological class in this plketland, Ohio], and in
consequence of their containing the important doetof salvation, we have
arranged them into the following work."
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Moreover, here's what Joseph Fielding Smith, fiithsident and prophet of the LDS
Church, had to say on the matter:

"Now the Prophet did know about these LecturesaithFbecause he helped to
prepare them, and he helped also to revise theaeds before they were
published [in the Doctrine and Covenants].

(Doctrines of Salvation, vol.3195)

* (The Lectures on Faith were de-canonized in 1$2&blems with the fifth
lecture were probably the reason.) ugdins on Sabellianism p.14 of 24)

CHANGES WHICH JOSEPH SMITH MADE TO THE 1837 EDITIODF THE BOOK
OF MORMON

The 1838 version of the first-vision was but th&t ia a series of steps moving away
from his early Sabellian position.

Joseph Smith was a creative personality. Changeen@asmic to his nature.
Throughout the early years he was probably oftgyaged in conversations with new
converts and others. Although Joseph was a dynanaénfluential force, it is not
impossible that others may have influenced him el (As has been pointed out,
Sabellian theology is really quite indefensiblehe light of reason, and some of his
co-religionists might have persuaded him of thfghatever the cause, the fact is that
not too long after founding his new church. Josepi@ws began imperceptibly to
change. Research has shown that after May of h83ver again referred to Jesus
Christ as the Father. ( Boyd Kirkland, Suns&@.2 p.2)

It may be impossible to trace every factor involwedoseph Smith's evolution, but
changes he made to the second edition of the Bbbloomon in 1837 constitute
clear evidence he had become dissatisfied witledmiker Sabellian beliefs.

Whatever his reasons, he clearly felt it was imfpezgadhat he change at least a few
passages in the Book of Mormon so as to revoke 8abellian implications. In each
of the following expressions, the words "the Somhef', or "the Son of" were
inserted at the spot indicated by an asterisk, (*).

| Nephi 13:40

"And the angel spake unto me, saying: These t&asirds (of the Nephites),
which thou hast seen among the Gentiles, shabbkstathe truth of the first,
which are of the twelve apostles of the Lamb, dradl snake known the plain and
precious things which have been taken away frommilzend shall make known
unto all kindreds tongues and people, that the Lafrod is the *Eternal Father,
and the savior of the world; and that all men noashe unto him, or they cannot
be saved."
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1 Nephi 11:18
"And he said unto me, Behold, the virgin which tlsaest, is the mother of * God
after the manner of the flesh.”

1 Nephi 11:32
"And | looked and beheld the Lamb of God, that lzes waken by the people, yea
the * Everlasting God was judged of the world..."

1 Nephi 11:21
"And the angel said unto me, behold the Lamb of,Ged, even the * Eternal
Father."
(1837 Changethe Book of Mormon,
www, 2thinkgdnundred sheep/bom1830/changes.shtml)

One might reasonably ask why only these four waesmged, and not the many others
which remained? One can only guess, but he mayfeaved that to change more might
have been more easily noticed and called into gprest

The fact that each of these alterations had toittoame identical point of doctrine
eliminates all possibility that these changes veeasioned by typographical errors.
Clearly they indicate a shift in Joseph Smith's mimsdamental belief about the nature of
the Deity, and indicate a repudiation of his eaifiabellian views!

It was, of course, extremely important to Joseplitisthat, as a prophet of God, he
should not be seen to waffle in these matters.caneaot help but wonder if anyone ever
challenged him upon the subject.....this is notvkmo.. but we do have a statement from
Joseph Smith which sounds suspiciously like an answsuch a challenge; In 1844 he
stated:

“I have always declared God to be a distinct peaigenJesus Christ a separate
and distinct personage from God the Father, arndhiaHoly Ghost was a
distinct personage and a Spirit: and that thesetbonstitute three distinct
personages and three Gods.
(Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, Joseph
Fielding Smith, Deseret Book Co. 1938, p. 370)

The evidence | have presented shows that thisvstaiels patently and demonstrably
false. What this statement does do, is confirm ¢kat time Joseph Smith's beliefs had
undergone a complete one-hundred-and-eighty-degweesal. The message conveyed
in this statement is just the opposite of the whi&h he delivered in the Book of
Mormon during his Sabellian period.
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JOSEPH SMITH WAS NOT THE FOUNDER OF MODERN DAY MORMN BELIEF

In spite of the fact that Joseph Smith's views inadkergone such a revolutionary reversal,
even then, he did not understand the Godhead théAwemons do today....Joseph Smith
was not the founder of Modern-day Mormon theology.

Modern-day Mormons believe that "Elohim" is thelegt God in all the Universe. They
believe that Elohim is a God above Jehovah. Iy they consider him to be the fatlodr
Jehovah. They believe that the term "God the Fatiedongs exclusively to Elohim; not
Jehovah. Elohim, (not Jehovah), is the fathetlafarits; Elohim, (not Jehovah) is the
father of Jesus Christ.

Even after he left his Sabellian period behind hlogseph Smith never did understand the
Godhead in that way. Up through 1842, when thekBdcAbraham was published,
Joseph Smith believed that Jehovah was the higgms$in the Universe. Never in his life
did he think of Elohim as being a distinctly sepanadividual who was higher-yet than
Jehovah.

In his History of the Church, (1838), Joseph Smitbte:

"...."Thou eternal, omnipotent, omniscient, and g@resent Jehovah--God--
Thou Elohim, that sittest, as saith the psalmetirhoned in heaven."
(vol. 5, @).p. 127)

Y, let us plead the justice of our cause;tingsin the arm of Jehovah, the Elohim
who sits enthronedhithe heavens; that peradventure He may giveausgithory....."
(vol. 5h.B,) p.94)

In the Church periodical "The Times and Season®rumrsed the following:

"We believe in God the Father, who is the Greabveh, and head of all things, and
that Christ is the Son of God, co-eternal with Fa¢her. (vol. 3, p. 358)

Consider this from the Book of Abraham which wablhed in 1842:

Here, Jehovah is portrayed as the highest Gockitdsmos. As Abraham is lifted
up into the great expanse of heaven, Jehovah speaks, proclaiming ,

(Abraham 2, v. 7-8),

"For | am thy God......... "my name is Jehovah, Bkiibw the end from the
beginning....."

(Abraham. 3:19)

"These two facts do exist, that there are two tspiane being more intelligent
than the other: there shall be another more ig&git than they; |1 am the Lord
thy God, | am more intelligent than them all. "
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(Abraham 3:21)

"I dwell in the midst of them all; | now, therefonave come down unto thee to
declare unto thee the works which my hand have malderein my wisdom
excelleth them all, for I rule in the heavens ah@rel in the earth beneath, in all
wisdom and prudence over all the intelligencesalayes have seen from the
beginning. | came down in the beginning in the mafall the intelligences thou
hast seen."

Here we see that Jehovah is portrayed as the hiGioesin the Universe.

There can be no one "more intelligent", or higimethie pantheon, than Jehovah.
This scripture definitely rules out any God highean Jehovah....no father of
Jehovah, no Mormon Elohim is conceivable withirs ttontext.

By corollary, it may also be discomfiting to Mornsto notice that a few verses
further on, (ch.3: 27), Jesus Christ is m#ntical to Jehovah as Mormons would
have it today; he is a different person......taad, he is someone who approaches
Jehovah: "And the Lord, (Jehovah), said, Whom dre#hd? And one answered
like unto the Son of Man, "Here am |, send me...This figure would have to be
the pre-mortal Jesus Christ. Since Jesus is thevbneanswers the question

posed by Jehovah, he cannot be one-and-the-sadeb@sah, as Mormons would
have it today.

In order to understand how Joseph Smith came bfabtsally correct) understanding of
the meaning of the word "Elohim", we need to gokltacthe year 1835. By 1835, the
Mormon community was firmly established in Kirtlgr@hio. While there, Joseph had a
chance encounter with a Jewish scholar who wasngadgough. His name was Joshua
Seixas. Seixas, as it happened, was a collegegz@f who was an expert in the Hebrew
language....in fact, he had written a Hebrew lexicoa dictionary of the Hebrew
language. Smith persuaded Seixas to tarry indfidlifor a time, and teach some lessons
in Hebrew, so that Smith and a few of his counsetoight be able to read the scriptures
in the original Hebrew language.

Seixas and his pupils, used the Hebrew text oBthek of Genesis as their study guide.
It was here that Joseph first learned that, in BMebthe generic word for "God" is
"Elohim”. "Yahweh "(or Jehovah), on the other hascactually the proper name of God
as it was first revealed to Moses (Ex. 6:2,3). hitfois a title belonging exclusively to
Jehovah. Thus, the term 'Lord God' as it app@a@enesis 2, was actually "Yahweh
Elohim' in the original Hebrew. (Clearly both wertefer to one and the same person.)

It was from his study of this Hebraic text thatejals formed a lifelong understanding that
the word Elohim was entirely synonymous with Jelimpand applicable only to him.

Joseph never departed from that understandingekermn all his life thought of Elohim
as a separate individual or a God above JehovBtoasons think of it today). As far as
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Joseph Smith was concerned, Jehovah himself wésnkEldehovah was God the Father,
and what is more, Jehovah was the father of JesustCThis fact is virtually
indisputable. Consider this from Joseph SmithsolBof Moses" as found in the Pearl
of Great Price. At Moses 1.6, Jehovah himselfates!:

"There is no other God beside me",
Jehovah also declares that the Savior, (JesustL;Isihis "only begotten [Son]".

These statements leave no room for the possibétesmde of any higher-yet God such as
the later-invented Mormon Elohim.....and are gaigplicit in telling the reader that it is
Jehovah, not anyone else, who is the father olsJEhust.

In his History of the Church, (Vol. 4, ch.14, p.633oseph wrote:

"The Lord Jehovah hath spoken through Isaiah (13&ling, 'Behold my servant
whom | uphold--mine elect in whom my soul delightet....evidently referring to the
Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, chosen or eldntehe Father.” [end quote].

All of the above is a quote from Joseph Smiththis excerpt, Joseph

Smith is explaining the meaning of this scriptwa the Book of Isaiah,

In the scripture, Isaiah quotes Jehovah, in whattovah speaks of his "servant" and
his "elect". In explaining this passage, Josepitlssays that "evidently" we should
understand this "servant” to be the "Lord Jesuss€hr

Therefore, as Joseph Smith explains it, in thisasion the Lord Jesus Christ is Jehovah's
servant Jehovah is the God the Father, and Jesus @hh#& servant--(and Son).

(Hence, Jehovah and Jesus cannot be one-and-tlee-@audMormons would have it

today.)

Joseph also stated the following:
"We believe in God the Father who is the Great yeh@nd head of all things, and
that Christ is the Son of God, co-eternal with FEagher."
The Times and Seasons, Vol.3, p.358 Nov. 15,1841)
During this post-Sabellian era, Joseph's beli¢his matter aligned with that of the Bible,
in that he too considered Jehovah to be the fath&esus Christ. The New Testatment
position on this matter is clear. Take, for exaarpis, from Heb. 1:1-2:

"God, who at sundry times and in divers mannerkespatime past unto the fathers
by the prophets, hath in these last days spokas by his son....... "

There can be no question that in every single erwd, the God who spoke to the
prophets in the Old Testament was Jehovah, bethesame of Yahweh was
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specifically invoked there in every case, (see p.2Bus we see that the above statement
by Joseph Smith makes it clear that he too, atitiis, regarded Jehovah to be God the
Father, and likewise that he too regarded Jehavak the father of Jesus Christ.

This explanation of Jehovah as father to JesusCllioes not align well with what
Mormons believe today, because Mormons today belieat Jehovah is the same as
Jesus Christ, and that the father of Jesus, (Jesus/ah), is a higher-yet God called
Elohim.

MODERN-DAY MORMON THEOLOGY CAME INTO BEING BECAUSEOF A
PROBLEM WHICH JOSEPH SMITH LEFT UNRESOLVED.

Modern-day Mormon theology did not originate witkedph Smith; but it came into
being expressly because of the fact that, aftaingrthe Book of Mormon, he changed
his theological beliefs, and never admitted to dan. As we have seen, he essentially
denied there had ever been any kind of problewhsarept any evidence of such a thing
under the rug..... thus leaving a most vexing pafal future generations to solve.

In a nutshell, here is the conundrum which JosephiSeft behind: If one goes by the
Book of Mormon, the Father and the Son are onethedame person. But, if one goes
by the First-Vision, Father and Son are two diffiiengersons. In the First-Vision scenario,
the Father who introduces Jesus cannot be Jehecaluge the Book of Mormon
specifically states that Jesuslshovah!

So who, exactly, is the Father in the First-Viswimo introduces his Son, if it isn't
Jehovah?

It was not until the twentieth century was appraaghhat Mormon authorities and
thinkers tried to grapple with this question. Imsoways they were more conscientious
than Joseph Smith himself, because they felt atbigesomehow integrate Book of
Mormon Sabellianisms into their cosmology. Jehoaath Jesus Christ had to be one and
the same. So in order to identify this Father-perseen standing next to Jesus/Jehovah
there simply had to be another God in the Cosm@xdhigher-yet than Jehovah.

As they wrestled with this knotty conundrum, it sseto have slowly dawned on these
church fathers that if the enigmatic name "Elohwele to signify, not Jehovah himself,
but another divine personage altogether....well, thight just be the long-sought answer
to their prayers! Elohim could then be that highetr God who was so sorely needed to
explain the identity of the Father who introducekalah/Jesus as his son in the First
Vision!! It was thusly, out of necessity, that tt@ncept of Elohim as God the Father
was born.

Facilitating this great and daring leap of theotadjrevisionism, was the fact that toward
the end of his life Joseph Smith had actually beigumagine a plurality of Gods; a host
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of Gods. Most of the time these Gods seemed taberdinate to the Head of the Gods,
Jehovah, as described in the Book of Moses anBdab& of Abraham. However, at
certain other points, Joseph had hinted at theexnae of a host of Gods extending in
Father-Son relationship out to infinity without astpp anywhere. (Under such a scenario
there would be no ultimate God at all....but letttho.) In the end, it was probably
loopholes such as these which Church leaders nefied to justify their new and radical
introduction of whole new Supreme Being into thes@os.

Ultimately, after more than a decade of mullingroes tempting scenario, it was one
James E.Talmage a church writer and theologianfimatly formulated and fashioned a
suitable dissertation on the subject. On Jund296, Talmage submitted a final draft of
this dissertation to the First Presidency. It waseated, and on the following day it was
issued out as an official declaration to the chatclarge. Officially this paper was
entitled: "The Father and the Son: A Doctrinal Esion by the First Presidency and the
Twelve". Billed merely as a "clarification" of supgedly long-standing church doctrine,
this paper was, in fact, the first time that "Elohj a God above Jehovah, had been
officially recognized as a separate, individuatgleNow, Elohim alone was to be seen as
"God the Father"; Father to Jehovah-Jesus Chssutell as Father to the spirits of all
mankind, he alone was to be worshiped as the pecte Being.

(ref. Boyd Kirkland, The Development of the Mormashovah Doctrine

Sunstone 9.2 http://www.lds-mormon.com/jehovahasiashtml)

(ref. The Articles of Faith The Father and the Soboctrinal Exposition,
James E. Talmage LDS church, 1890, 1949. pp. 466-7

It will probably come as a great surprise to margridons that this belief in Elohim as
God the Father came so late in the history of ther€h. Probably many will doubt that
it was not always church doctrine, but there isfyl®f evidence to show that my
assertion here is true. Throughout the Nineteesetit\@y, every prophet who succeeded
Joseph Smith followed Smith's lead in believingHiio to be merely another name for
Jehovah. They did not believe that Elohim waspasste person at all.

Brigham Young used the words Jehovah and Elohirathay or interchangeably:

"We Obey the Lord, Him who is called Jehovah, tieakl Am; | am a man of
war, Elohim, etc." (Journal of Discourses, 9:286)

In a sermon, recorded in the Utah Historical Qubsté&ugust 4,1867 (29:68)
Brigham Young said the following:

"We may ask them the question, "Do you believénen®@od of Abraham, Isaac,
and Jacob?.......... Well that is the very God wetthe Latter Day Saints are
serving. He is our Father, He is our God and Fatheur Lord Jesus Christ
whom the tribe of Judah discard, heaping ridicyderuhis name, He is the Father
of our Spirits, every one of us, Jew and Gentiteycband free, white or black."

26



(Yahweh, (Jehovah), was unquestionably the Gosbohham, Isaac, and Jacob.)

John Taylor, the President who succeeded Brighammy, also saw Jehovah as being
the Father of Jesus Christ.

"As the Son of Man, He endured all that it was pgaedor flesh and blood to
endure, and as the Son of God He triumphed ovearadl forever ascended to the
right hand of God, to further carry out the desighdehovah pertaining to the
world....." (Journal of Dmases vol. 20 p.301-2 vol. 21 p.341-2

Here are the words to a hymn which President Jaytol wrote:

"As in the heavens they all agree,

The record's given there by three,

Jehovah, God the Father's one,

Another, His Eternal Son,

The Spirit does with them agree,”
(Sacred Hygyamnd Spiritual Songs from the Church of
Jesus Choistatter Day saints)

Parley P. Pratt, One of the leading missionari¢eedochurch, from: "Angel of the
Prairies"
"......But it is a theocracy, where the great Biohiehovah, holds the superior
honor."

Orson Pratt, another leading church authority:

"If, then, this is one of the great attributes @fidvanh, if he is filled with love and
compassion towards the children of men, if his 3esus Christ so loved the
world that he gave his life to redeem mankind fittva effects of he fall, then
certainly, God the Eternal Father must be in passef this passion.”

(Journal of Discourses vol.18, p.288)

The Doctrinal Exposition of 1916 changed all thdbrmon authorities, in order to

sustain the Book of Mormon, had to hold to theaothat Jehovah and Jesus were the
same. Conversely, though, the First Vision showedRather to be a different person
than Jesus. So, in order to identify the Father&gtanding next to Jesus, another father,
a higher-yet God, had to be postulated. The ordylavie candidate was the enigmatic
Elohim. Elohim was a word familiar to Mormons, lbenv, if any of them knew how it
occurred in the Hebrew Bible.....or, for that matteat it came from the Bible at all.

Just how knowingly....or naively....Mormon auth@stchose to go against the Bible by

making Elohim into a different person from Jehowahot known; but one thing is fairly
certain, they never tried to justify that actiorBible terms.
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THE ELOHIM OF THE BIBLE, AS UNIVERSALLY UNDERSTOOMMONG
NON-MORMON BIBLE SCHOLARS

The word "Elohim' is a Hebrew word. It derivesntganing from its use in the
Hebrew scriptures. Elohim is a plural form, nealyays with a singular meaning;
it means "God of Gods" or "highest of all Gods"isTise of a plural form with a
singular meaning may be compared to use of thal'neg" in English, which,
similarly, is a plural form with a singular meanintp the King James Bible, the
Hebrew word "Elohim" is translated simply as "Go@he word "Elohim" occurs
with great frequency in the original Hebrew scripg) more than 2,7Gi@mes in
fact!....and it occurs several times in just thistffew verses of the book of Genesis:

Genesis 1:1-3
"In the beginning Elohim created heaven and eahiid the earth was
without form and void. And darkness was upon the faf the waters.
And Elohim said let there be light, and there wglstl"

The Hebrew word for Jehovah is Yahweh; (spelled VWWHI' since there are no
vowels in Hebrew). The word "YHWH", (Jehovah)he tproper name of God as
revealed to Moses. Curiously the word "YHWH is siated straight across as
"Jehovah" only about six times in the Bible...mpstlthe book of Exodus where
God reveals his proper name to Moses. Otherwisdnanslated simply as "LORD",
in capital letters.

Thus, the very high frequency of the use of thggpraname of God in the Hebrew
Old Testament is concealed from the average redtersurprising truth is that the
proper name of God, YHWH, is one of the most fredlysoccurring words in the
original Hebrew scriptures, and it occurs thereertban 6,70@mes! Wherever one
sees the word LORD in capital letters, that is whbe proper name of God,
YHWH, was, in the original Hebrew.

The word "Yahweh", or "Jehovah", occurs as earlthassecond chapter of Genesis,
and when it does, it occurs in tandem with the w&idhim".

(Genesis 2:4-7)

"These are the generations of the heavens andttievehen they were
created, in the day that the LORD God, (Yahweh iiphmade the earth and
the heavens.

"And every plant of the field before it was in tharth, and every herb of the
field before it grew: for the LORD God, (Yahweh B&im), had not caused it
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to rain upon the earth, and there was not a méf tiee ground. But there
went up a mist from the earth, and watered the efate of the ground.

"And the LORD God (Yahweh Elohim) formed a mantoé tlust of the
ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breétiiep and man became a
living soul."

The book of Genesis repeats the combination Yal#ehim no less than eleven
times. Thus we see that in the Bible, the nankeHkohim is inexorably welded to
the proper name of God, Yahweh. In the Bible, ¥yahas Elohim, and Elohim is
Jehovah.
(Ref. Anchor Bible Dictionary, a six-volume standiaeference work
available in any of the larger libraries in the otyy.)

Mormons today have taken it upon themselves teefenel the word Elohim so as to
mean "the Father of Jehovah". So be it...... leitMormon Elohim is a different
person from the Elohim of the Bible; and thereféhat Mormon God really ought to
be clearly identified in any conversation as theofMon Elohim".

As to Joseph Smith's claim that the word Elohimusthde interpreted in the plural
throughout the Bible, (which he once did), this emrsianding is simply false. Of the
thousands of scholars who have studied the Bilolee of them have arrived at such
a conclusion. Plus there are plenty of textualachments to any such notion.
Nothing could be more explicit in the Old Testamiain the imperative that God is
but one person; he is a singularity. It is, aftiérfrom that understanding that we get
the term "monotheism™!

(Isaiah 43:10)

"Ye are my witnesses, saith the LORD (Yahweh), mydservant whom |
have chosen, (Isaiah), that ye may know and beha¥eand understand that |
am he: before me there was no God formed, neitial there be after me."

(Isaiah 44:6)
"Thus saith the LORD (Yahweh), and King of Israedl dis (its) redeemer,
the Lord of Hosts: | am the first and the last, Aeadide me there is no God."

(Deut. 6:4-5)
"Hear O Israel, the LORD (Yahweh) our God (Elohis:pneLORD, and
thou shalt love Yahweh Elohim with all thine heastc."

| would also point out that the prevalence of tlerdvYahweh, (Jehovah), which
permeates the text of the Old Testament makestutally impossible to find any
fissure in the narrative into which the "Mormon Elo" might squeeze in to make
an appearance. As far as the Bible is concernetk ttan be no other God than
Yahweh.....no higher God than Jehovah.
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CONGSION

Mormon prophet Gordon B. Hinckley has stated:
"Our entire case as members of the Church of Jébtist of Latter-day Saints
rests on the validity of this glorious First Visibn
Ensign Magazine, Nov. 1998, pp70-71
Prophet Hinckley also stated:
"You and | are faced with the stark question ofe@ting the truth of the
First Vision and that which followed it. On thaestion of its reality lies the
very validity of this church. If it is the truthnd | testify that it is, then the work
in which we are engaged is the most important veoriearth."
Fall Conference Address, 2007

Contrariwise, if the arguments | have put forthhis paper are sound, and | believe they
are sound, then the Joseph Smith's First Visi@nimsarily an invention and a
fabrication.

The evidence examined plainly shows that the Priopdseph Smith did not lay a firm
foundation for the faith which he established. dégan by expounding a Sabellian-type
theology in which the Godhead, Father, Son, anlg Bbost are really just one and the
same person, and wound up at the other end optetram with a system of belief
classifiable as Tritheism in which Father, Son, Bially Ghost are three separate Gods.

The Book of Mormon which promised to restore aratifyt all the basic religious truths,
did not even identify that exalted personage whoamrivons, today, regard as being "God
the Father": namely, "Elohim". In fact, it precadlall possibility of the existence of any
such higher-yet God. The Book of Mormon teachesttteFather and the Son are one
and the same; but later on, when Joseph abandan&albellian beliefs, he taught that
Father and Son were separate persons, and thatabelvas father to Jesus Christ. He
never acknowledged these contradictions, andHefid puzzles unresolved.

Subsequent Mormon thinkers in trying to determhreeitentity of the two persons
depicted in the First Vision were caught on thensmf a dilemma. They felt bound by

the strictures in the Book of Mormon which claintbdt Jesus and Jehovah were one and
the same; but if that were so, who was that otRatler" who introduces Jesus as his
son? It could not be Jehovah, since Jesuslelagvah; so who was it? Another, higher-
yet God, was required to make sense of that visim,. after a long period of striving to
"understand" the situation, Church fathers findigided that if "Elohim" and "Jehovah"
were conceived of as two different individuals,0BEM" might be that Higher-yet God..

It was almost certainly this radical change of usténding which altered Mormon belief
forever, and made it into the rather bizarre anasual theology which it is today.

In my opinion, Joseph Smith changed his mind reguidatleft many loose ends, and did
not deliver the kind of solid reliable truth froimet outset that one should rightly expect
from one claiming to have a direct line to God.
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ADDENDUM

SABELLIANISM IN THE BOOK OF MORMON LEADS TO A REMAKABLE AND
APPALLING ABSURDITY

The Book of Mormon tells the story of a massiveachismic purge immediately
preceding the visitation of Jesus Christ to the Acas. According to the account given

in 3 Nephi it is abundantly clear that this cataotyin the New World is supposed to have
occurred at precisely the same time as Jesus was trecified in Jerusalem, half a

world away. The burnings, and drownings, and eaidkes described, are all said to
have happened within the space of three hours (BiN&19)...0bviously, the same three
hours in which Jesus was hanging on the crossérAlfis upheaval, a period of total
darkness covers the land. It lasts for three daylsviously, again, the same period of
time in which Jesus was interred in the tomb. (BMN®&:19-25 describes all this.)

As chapter 9 starts out, the people are in the troidhis period of total darkness.
Suddenly the voice of Jesus Christ rends the aisdys, (v.2), "Wo, wo, wo, unto the
inhabitants of this land, except they shall repgniThen, at verses 2-14, Jesus says,
"Behold that great city of Zarahemla have | burntth fire, and the inhabitants thereof,
the city of Moroni have | sunk into the sea, andrtohah have | covered with earth! He
then proceeds to itemize by name at least sixtitiers gvhich he has destroyed in this
way.....it is clear that thousands have been kilk¢®B Nephi 9:15 Jesus Christ expressly
identifies himself as the perpetrator of this halest: "Behold, | am Jesus Christ......", etc.

A number of observations must be made about thpallapg and preposterous story

1-Jesus is shown here taking upon himself theab¥ahweh, the vindictive God of the
Old Testament. When Jesus, the Son, takes onlthand persona of God the Father,
one has a clear indication that Joseph Smith redaaither and Son to be one and the
same individual. This is an obvious illustrationSzbellianism in action.

2-Jesus Christ is portrayed as being here on theriéam Continent vindictively slaying
the wicked, while at the very same time he is awelerusalem dying on the cross! Only
within the framework of magical, illogical Sabehidelief could Jesus Christ be in two
different places at once, and behave in two diffeveays like this.

3-It is preposterous, not to say repugnant, to ineadesus slaying the wicked even as he
is praying, "Father forgive them for they know mdtat they do."

4-1t is equally preposterous, not to say repugit@aithagine Jesus Christ slaying the
wicked at all. Would Jesus burn cities? Citiesiavariably filled with children....would
Jesus burn children? On the face of it, it is yeallite insane. Would that Jesus who was
mocked and whipped and scourged and who borewittlquiet dignity, be the kind of
person to would simultaneously inflict savage bettion on his enemies?
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5-1 believe that, partially owing to the mind-numgieffect that pious jargon can have on
people, very few Mormons have ever noticed theraginttions | have pointed out here.

6-I think it is equally likely that Joseph Smitimiself, caught up in the momentum of
writing this lurid tale, quite possibly never n@ttwhat a spot he was putting himself
into either. Either way his Sabellian convictiamsuld have allowed him to proceed
undeterred.

7-Lastly, on another note, Joseph Smith lived tim& and place which still widely
regarded lightning and thunder to be manifestatairSod's wrath.. Earthquakes and
floods were likewise considered to be evidencei®Ektreme displeasure. Hopefully,
civilized people today have got beyond that priveithotion. Most of us today are aware
that such events are nothing more nor less thamalatisasters which, like the rain, fall
impartially upon the just and the unjust alike; @rdgertain the notion that such
catastrophes are caused by divine punishmentgsrfzetuate a superstition which is
inimical to reason, and which, unless we are cgrefun encourage some to lay blame for
such events back upon the victims themselves.

REFLECTIONS

It is widely held, that the figure of Jesus Chregtresents a kinder, more compassionate
image of God than the one represented by the atetnwrathful God of the Old
Testament. For this reason alone, it is virtuatipossible to regard these two individuals
as being one and the same person.

A story about two fathers illustrates the gulf begén these two figures.

In the Book of Genesis, when God the Father dissowis children have misbehaved, he
is filled with anger. He summarily boots Adam &k out of the Garden of Eden, and
dumps them into a harsh and desolate country. urkes the earth to make things harder
for the man, and curses the woman with pain ofdbivith. He then proceeds to put an
angel with a flaming sword at the door to Edent juxase they might ever want to come
home.

That's the way Yahweh handled things.

In his story of the Prodigal Son, Jesus almost sderwant to revise that account as told
in Genesis. He, too, tells a story about a faéimel a misbehaving child. This time it's
about a son who asks his father to give him hisritdince early. The son takes the
money, and goes to a far country, where he prodeestsuander it in riotous living.
When the money runs out, he is destitute. At lengtdesperation, he turns toward
home, fearing only the worst. What happens? aheef, "seeing him from afar" rushes
out to enfold him in his arms. This father is reéaaccept him back....even before the
son has had a chance to beg for forgiveness.
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Jehovah, with some exceptions, represents a fobl@d@dand inaccessible god of wrath.
Jesus, generally, represents a God of toleranaegpand forgiveness. These two figures
are quite unlike one another. They represent reiffieepochs in the moral evolution of
mankind. Jesus is the new wine, Jehovah is theatlie. Everything about the message
of Jesus is peaceable; "turn the other cheek"gtdal to those who abuse you", and so
on. The life and behavior of Jesus Christ are thot@gembody and illustrate these
virtues. When Mormons imagine that it is quite gtable to conflate Jesus with Jehovah
by making them into one-and-the-same personciesr to me that they are making a big
mistake, because any number of very bad thinghiappen as a result. Joseph Smith's
blood-thirsty tale is a prime example of that.

Finis
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