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Mormonism, the Cult.
The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter -day Saints (LDS)
Mormons and Biblical Terminology 
http://www.iclnet.org/pub/resources/text/cri/cri-nwsl/web/crn0038a.html
By Dr. Walter Martin
From the "Words from the Founder" column of the Christian Research Newsletter, Volume 4: Number 5, 1991.
A Mormon missionary can visit the home of the average Christian and, by careful avoidance of areas of theological conflict, appear to be in essential agreement with the foundational truths of Christianity. This is possible because Mormon missionaries are taught to avoid careful definition of terms when approaching the "Gentiles." The Christian must be on his guard to detect this subterfuge.

I once visited a Christian school that prepared missionaries for the field. The instructor in the course on non-Christian religions and cults had encouraged his students to invite cultists to the campus with the aim of exposing the students to the methodology of various cultic groups. That day the Mormons were on campus.

Two Mormon missionaries spoke for some 25 minutes concerning their view of God. I could discern from the faces of the students that what they were hearing conflicted with what they had been taught in their classes concerning Mormonism's doctrine of God. The two missionaries were careful to use the terms "God," "Jesus Christ," "the Lord," "Heavenly Father," and numerous other theological synonyms for the Deity, but not once did they discuss their true view of God.

When the opportunity presented itself, I pointed out to the two missionaries that there was definitely an area of conflict involved, and that the problem was one of communication and terminology. They reluctantly agreed, and I reviewed the various terms they used to describe God. At the conclusion, the older of the two missionaries said: "But, Mr. Martin, we too accept the doctrine of God as taught in the Scriptures. We too believe in God, the God who made the heavens and the earth." I asked them, "But which God are you talking about -- Jesus, known as Jehovah in your theology, or Elohim, the Father of our spirits and the creator of Adam"? There was a moment of frustrating silence, and then one missionary said: "I see you are well-read in our theology."

I answered that I was familiar with their views and kept pressing him on the point of definition until he, with great reluctance, admitted that instead of believing in just one God, the Creator of the heavens and the earth (as he had originally stated), he actually believed in many gods, in the preexistence of the human soul, that the gods were polygamists, and finally that he himself aspired to godhood. The shocked expressions of the students and obvious embarrassment of the missionaries were evident. Forthwith a host of theistic arguments descended upon the two "elders," whom I left vigorously protesting their belief in the prophetic office of Joseph Smith and attempting to escape the now-aroused audience of students.

Once the veneer of biblical terminology is removed from many Mormon doctrines, it is possible to find out what Mormonism really teaches. If a Mormon says "God," "Jesus Christ," "atonement," "salvation," and so forth, we must recognize that these terms are not defined in the context of historic Christianity. When the Christian says "God," he is talking about God triune -- Father, Son, and Holy Spirit -- three Persons, one nature, coeternal. When we are talking about Jesus Christ, we are talking about God the Son, the Second Person of the Holy Trinity, of one essence or nature with the Father. We are not talking about one of many gods, but the eternal God Himself, all that He on this earth can ever mean to man (Col. 2:9).

When we are talking about the Atonement, we mean that Christ died for our sins (Romans 3:24-31), and that the blood He shed in our behalf is sufficient for our redemption (Hebrews 10:10; 9:22). The Christian believes that salvation is a free gift from the one and only God, made possible by the shedding of His own blood (Acts 20:28). This salvation cleanses us from all sin and makes us completely blameless and righteous in His sight. There is nothing we can do to improve on it or to earn it (Ephesians 1:4-7; 2:8-9).

The Mormon concept of salvation is very different. To the Mormons, salvation in the sense of resurrection is conferred upon all human beings. However, salvation in the sense of exaltation or freedom from sin and guilt is obtainable only by our own works and efforts.

What the Mormons mean by theological terms and what the Bible and the true church mean by them are entirely different. 
The importance of destroying the "terminology block" cannot be overemphasized. No matter how good your presentation is, and no matter how much you have researched and studied, so that you can present the gospel in an orthodox manner, if you cannot communicate, you are wasting your time. Always define your terms when witnessing to a Mormon.
The Demonic Roots of Globalism 

http://modernhistoryproject.org/mhp?Article=DemonRoots&C=1.0 EXTRACT
Occult societies, the New Age movement, and the New World Order (condensed edition) - By Gary Kah, 1995 

False Religions and Cults of the 1800s

In the 1820s, the seeds of a new religion began to grow into what is today known as Mormonism. One of the beliefs of the Mormon Church, as found in their book "Pearl of Great Price", states that "Jesus was the spirit brother of Lucifer before he entered the world." [In Luke 10:18: "He [Jesus] said unto them, 'I beheld Satan as lightning fall from heaven.'", although this does not imply that they were "brothers".]
Mormons 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mormons EXTRACT
Mormons are a religious and cultural group related to Mormonism, the principal branch of the Latter Day Saint movement of Restorationist Christianity, which began with Joseph Smith in upstate New York during the 1820s. After Smith's death in 1844, the Mormons followed Brigham Young to what would become the Utah Territory. Today, most Mormons are understood to be members of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (LDS Church). Some Mormons are also either independent or non-practicing. The center of Mormon cultural influence is in Utah, and North America has more Mormons than any other continent, though the majority of Mormons live outside the United States.
Mormons have developed a strong sense of communality that stems from their doctrine and history. During the 19th century, Mormon converts tended to gather to a central geographic location, and between 1852 and 1890 a minority of Mormons openly practiced plural marriage, a form of religious polygamy. Mormons dedicate large amounts of time and resources to serving in their church, and many young Mormons choose to serve a full-time proselytizing mission. Mormons have a health code which eschews alcoholic beverages, tobacco, coffee, tea, and other addictive substances. They tend to be very family-oriented, and have strong connections across generations and with extended family, reflective of their belief that families can be sealed together beyond death. Mormons also have a strict law of chastity, requiring abstention from sexual relations outside of heterosexual marriage and fidelity within marriage.

Mormons self-identify as Christian, although some non-Mormons consider Mormons non-Christian and some of their beliefs differ from mainstream Christianity. Mormons believe in the Bible, as well as other books of scripture, such as the Book of Mormon. They have a unique view of cosmology, and believe that all people are spirit-children of God. Mormons believe that returning to God requires following the example of Jesus Christ, and accepting his atonement through ordinances such as baptism. They believe that Christ's church was restored through Joseph Smith and is guided by living prophets and apostles. Central to Mormon faith is the belief that God speaks to his children and answers their prayers. Due to their high birth and conversion rates, the Mormon population has grown significantly in recent decades rising from around three million in 1970 to over 15 million in 2015.

The word "Mormons" most often refers to members of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (LDS Church) because of their belief in the Book of Mormon, though members often refer to themselves as Latter-day Saints or sometimes just Saints. The term "Mormons" has been embraced by most adherents of Mormonism, most notably Mormon fundamentalists, while other Latter Day Saint denominations, such as the Community of Christ, have rejected it. Both LDS Church members (or "Latter-day Saints") and members of fundamentalist groups commonly use the word "Mormon" in reference to themselves. The LDS Church, however, disagrees with this self-characterization, and encourages the use of the word "Mormon" only in reference to LDS Church members.[ Church leaders also encourage members to use the church's full name to emphasize its focus on Jesus Christ.
The word "Mormon" is often associated with polygamy (or plural marriage), which was a distinguishing practice of many early Mormons; however it was renounced by the LDS Church in 1890 and discontinued over the next 15 years. Today, polygamy is practiced within Mormonism only by people that have broken with the LDS Church.

Groups within Mormonism
Latter-day Saints
Members of the LDS Church, also known as Latter-day Saints, constitute over 99 percent of Mormons. The beliefs and practices of LDS Mormons are generally guided by the teachings of LDS Church leaders. There are, however, several smaller groups that differ from "mainstream" Mormonism in various ways.

LDS Church members who do not actively participate in worship services or church callings are often called "less-active" (akin to the qualifying expressions non-observant or non-practicing used in relation to members of other religious groups). The LDS Church does not release statistics on church activity, but it is likely that about 40 percent of Mormons in the United States and 30 percent worldwide regularly attend worship services. Reasons for inactivity can include lifestyle issues and problems with social integration.[119] Activity rates tend to vary with age, and disengagement occurs most frequently between age 16 and 25. A majority of less active members return to church activity later in life. Former Latter-day Saints who seek to disassociate themselves from the religion are often referred to as ex-Mormons.

Fundamentalist Mormons
Members of sects that broke with the LDS Church over the issue of polygamy have become known as fundamentalist Mormons; these groups differ from mainstream Mormonism primarily in their belief in and practice of plural marriage. There are thought to be between 20,000 and 60,000 members of fundamentalist sects, (0.1–0.4 percent of Mormons), with roughly half of them practicing polygamy. There are a number of fundamentalist sects, the largest two being the Fundamentalist Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (FLDS Church) and the Apostolic United Brethren (AUB). In addition to plural marriage, some of these groups also practice a form of Christian communalism known as the law of consecration or the United Order. The LDS Church seeks to distance itself from all such polygamous groups, excommunicating their members if discovered practicing or teaching it, and today a majority of Mormon fundamentalists have never been members of the LDS Church.

Liberal Mormons
Liberal Mormons, also known as Progressive Mormons, take an interpretive approach to LDS teachings and scripture. They look to the scriptures for spiritual guidance, but do not necessarily believe the teachings to be literally or uniquely true. For liberal Mormons, revelation is a process through which God gradually brings fallible human beings to greater understanding. Liberal Mormons place doing good and loving fellow human beings above the importance of believing correctly. In a separate context, members of small progressive breakaway groups have also adopted the label.

Cultural Mormons
Cultural Mormons are individuals who do not believe some (or many) of the doctrines of LDS Church, but who self-identify as Mormon. Usually this is a result of having been raised in the LDS faith, or as having converted and spent a large portion of one's life as an active member of the LDS Church. Cultural Mormons may or may not be actively involved with the church, and in some cases may not even be officially members of the church.

Beliefs

Mormons have a scriptural canon consisting of the Bible (both Old and New Testaments), the Book of Mormon, and a collection of revelations and writings by Joseph Smith known as the Doctrine and Covenants and Pearl of Great Price. Mormons however have a relatively open definition of scripture. As a general rule, anything spoken or written by a prophet, while under inspiration, is considered to be the word of God. Thus, the Bible, written by prophets and apostles, is the word of God, so far as it is translated correctly. The Book of Mormon is also believed to have been written by ancient prophets, and is viewed as a companion to the Bible. By this definition, the teachings of Smith's successors are also accepted as scripture, though they are always measured against, and draw heavily from the scriptural canon.
Mormons believe in "a friendly universe", governed by a God whose aim it is to bring his children to immortality and eternal life. Mormons have a unique perspective on the nature of God, the origin of man, and the purpose of life. For instance, Mormons believe in a pre-mortal existence where people were literal spirit children of God, and that God presented a plan of salvation that would allow his children to progress and become more like him. The plan involved the spirits receiving bodies on earth and going through trials in order to learn, progress, and receive a "fullness of joy".] The most important part of the plan involved Jesus, the eldest of God's children, coming to earth as the literal Son of God, to conquer sin and death so that God's other children could return. According to Mormons, every person who lives on earth will be resurrected, and nearly all of them will be received into various kingdoms of glory. To be accepted into the highest kingdom, a person must fully accept Christ through faith, repentance, and through ordinances such as baptism and the laying on of hands. 
According to Mormons, a deviation from the original principles of Christianity, known as the Great Apostasy, began not long after the ascension of Jesus Christ. It was marked with the corruption of Christian doctrine by Greek and other philosophies with followers dividing into different ideological groups. Mormons claim the martyrdom of the Apostles led to a loss of Priesthood authority to administer the church and its ordinances. Mormons believe that God restored the early Christian church through Joseph Smith. In particular, Mormons believe that angels such as Peter, James, John, John the Baptist, Moses, and Elijah appeared to Smith and others and bestowed various priesthood authorities on them. Mormons believe that their church is the "only true and living church" because of the divine authority restored through Smith. Mormons self-identify as being Christian, while many Christians, particularly evangelical Protestants, disagree with this view. Mormons view other religions as having portions of the truth, doing good works, and having genuine value.
Though the LDS Church has a top-down hierarchical structure with a president–prophet dictating revelations for the whole church, there is a bottom-up aspect as well. Ordinary Mormons have access to the same inspiration that is thought to guide their prophets, and are encouraged to seek their own personal revelations. Mormons see Joseph Smith's first vision as proof that the heavens are open, and that God answers prayers. They place considerable emphasis on "asking God" to find out if something is true. Most Mormons do not claim to have had heavenly visions like Smith's in response to prayers, but feel that God talks to them in their hearts and minds through the Holy Ghost. Though Mormons have some beliefs that are considered strange in a modernized world, they continue to hold onto their beliefs because they feel God has spoken to them.

Apparitions True and False

https://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=6602 EXTRACT
By Fr. Peter Joseph 

The Catechism at #67 says: "Throughout the ages, there have been so-called ‘private’ revelations, some of which have been recognised by the authority of the Church. They do not belong, however, to the deposit of faith. It is not their role to ‘improve’ or ‘complete’ Christ’s definitive Revelation, but to help live more fully by it in a certain period of history. … Christian faith cannot accept ‘revelations’ that claim to surpass or correct the Revelation of which Christ is the fulfilment, as is the case in certain non-Christian religions and also in certain recent sects which base themselves on such ‘revelations’." (See St Thomas, Summa II-II, q.174, art.6, ad 3).
Whom does the Catechism have in mind? Among others, Moslems and Mormons. Mohammed claimed that the Gospels misrepresent Christ, and Mormons believe there is a Third Testament.
Private Revelation - The Fathers Know Best 

http://www.catholic.com/tracts/private-revelation EXTRACT

Public revelation is binding on all Christians, but private revelation is binding only on those who receive it. The Catholic Church teaches that public revelation was completed with the death of the last apostle (cf. Dei Verbum 4), but private revelation has continued.

"Throughout the ages, there have been so-called 'private' revelations, some of which have been recognized by the authority of the Church. They do not belong, however, to the deposit of faith. It is not their role to improve or complete Christ's definitive revelation but to help live more fully by it in a certain period of history. Guided by the magisterium of the Church, the sensus fidelium [collective sense of the faithful] knows how to discern and welcome in these revelations whatever constitutes an authentic call of Christ or his saints to the Church. Christian faith cannot accept 'revelations' that claim to surpass or correct the revelation of which Christ is the fulfillment, as is the case in certain non-Christian religions and also in certain recent sects that base themselves on such 'revelations'" (Catechism of the Catholic Church 67).

Some people go to one extreme or the other on private revelation: They either completely reject the concept or consider private revelation their chief rule of faith. The original sixteenth-century Protestant Reformers denied all private revelation-they had to, for all the miracles that had occurred and all the private revelations that had been received over the previous fifteen hundred years had confirmed rather than attacked the Catholic faith. The original Reformers' actions were in direct disobedience to the binding command of the New Testament: "Do not quench the Spirit. Do not despise prophesying, but test everything; hold fast what is good" (1 Thess. 5:19-21).

After the Reformers' eradication of all new revelation, and thus the distinction between public and private revelation, Protestants were left vulnerable to thinking that any new revelations would be binding on all Christians. Thus, in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, religious organizations that claim such new revelations have evolved in Protestant circles: for example, the Irvingites, the Mormons, the Seventh-Day Adventists, and the current "Word Faith" or "Prosperity Gospel" movement.

Apparitions/Private Revelations 
https://www.ewtn.com/expert/answers/apparitions.htm EXTRACT

Answered by Colin B. Donovan, STL
God continues to reveal Himself to individuals "not indeed for the declaration of any new doctrine of faith, but for the direction of human acts" (St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica II-II q174 a6 reply 3). Since it occurs after the close of Public Revelation the Church distinguishes the content of such particular revelations to individuals from the deposit of the Faith by calling it private revelation. The test of its authenticity is always its consistency with Public Revelation as guarded faithfully by the Catholic Church. For example, alleged revelations which propose to improve upon, correct or entirely supplant Public Revelation are rejected by the Church as inauthentic, regardless of the claims made for them. Such revelations include those of Mohammed in the Koran, Joseph Smith in the Book of Mormon, the writings of new age mystics, psychics and the like.
150 Reasons Why I am a Catholic 

http://www.ourcatholicfaith.org/reasons.html EXTRACT
Featuring 300 Biblical Evidences Favoring Catholicism

By Dave Armstrong 
29. The Protestant principle of private judgment has created a milieu (especially in Protestant America) in which (invariably) man-centered "cults" such as Jehovah's Witnesses, Mormonism, and Christian Science arise. The very notion that one can "start" a new, or "the true" Church is Protestant to the core.  

88. Evangelicalism is infatuated with the false idea that great numbers in a congregation (or rapid growth) are a sign of God's presence in a special way, and His unique blessing. They forget that Mormonism is also growing by leaps and bounds. God calls us to faithfulness rather than to "success," obedience, not flattering statistics.  

Pedophiles and Ordination

https://www.ewtn.com/library/Liturgy/zlitur237.htm EXTRACT
Rome, September 17, 2008 (Zenit.org) 

The Catholic Church does not accept the validity of Mormon or Jehovah's Witness baptisms for, although the rites are apparently the same, the difference in understanding who the Father, Son and Holy Spirit are make it impossible to intend to act as the Church understands.

Mormonism’s Baptism for the dead
http://www.catholic.com/tracts/mormonisms-baptism-for-the-dead 

Catholic Answers

The first step toward being able to go to a Mormon temple is an interview with the "ward bishop" (roughly equivalent to a parish priest). During this interview a Mormon is questioned by the bishop to see if he has been faithful in his commitment to the teachings and ordinances of the Mormon church. 
The questions cover a variety of subjects, including his tithing track record; use of alcohol, tobacco, or caffeine; sexual immorality; and any failures to adhere to church doctrines and disciplines. If the applicant has had difficulties in any of these areas, he will not receive a temple recommend. For the one who does not pass the interview, there is no trip to the temple. 

It is interesting to note that the majority of Mormons do not have temple recommends. This is not to say that they fail their interviews with their bishops. Actually, for a variety of reasons, most Mormons never make the effort to obtain a temple recommend. But for the minority who do obtain one, their chief duties in the temple include baptism for the dead. 

On any given day, in more than fifty Mormon temples around the world, thousands of faithful Mormons are baptized vicariously for the dead. Most non-Mormons are dimly aware that the Mormons are interested in genealogy, but they are not sure why. While there is nothing wrong with being interested in genealogy as a hobby, this is far from a hobby for Mormons. 

They believe people who have died can be baptized by proxy, thus allowing them the opportunity to become Mormons after their death. The idea behind baptism for the dead is this: God wants each of us to be with him in glory. To effect this, he allows us to accept the Mormon gospel here on earth. If we do not, he sends us to a "spirit prison" until the Mormon gospel has been preached to us there and we convert. 

Mormons believe that their church has missionaries in the "spirit world" who are busy spreading the Mormon gospel to dead people who have not yet received it. Should any of these dead people want to convert to Mormonism, they are required to abide by all its rules, one of which is water baptism. Hence the need for proxies to receive the corporeal waters of baptism. 

You might be surprised to learn that the Mormon church has teams of men and women microfilming records of Catholic and Protestant parishes, cemetery records, birth and death certificates—virtually any sort of record pertaining to past generations. Temple Mormons hope, in time, to have all of the dead of previous generations baptized posthumously into the Mormon church. 

 

Baptism for the Dead v. Baptism of Desire

One reason Mormons advance the practice of baptism for the dead is a sense of justice. Billions of people have died without ever hearing the gospel of Christ and without having the chance to be baptized into his Church. How could God consign such people to damnation without giving them the chance to be saved? Surely he would give them that chance. But if they never heard the gospel in this life, when else could they hear and respond to it except in the next life? 

There are a number of problems with this line of reasoning. Scripture is very clear in stating that this life is the only chance we get. Once we die, our fate is sealed: "It is appointed for men to die once, and after that comes judgment" (Heb. 9:27). There are no "second chances" after death. Consequently, God judges individuals based on their actions in this life. Since he is a just judge, he does not hold people accountable for what they did not and could not have known. Thus, those who do not hear the gospel in this life will be judged based on the knowledge they did have in this life. God gives his light to all people (John 1:9), and the universe itself gives evidence of God (Ps. 19:1-4), evidence which is sufficient to establish basic moral accountability (Rom. 1:18-21). For those who are ignorant by no fault of their own, God will not hold their ignorance against them; but it is wrong to assume that people have no light from God unless they hear an oral proclamation of the gospel. 

If they live up to the light that has been shown to them and would have embraced Christ and the gospel had they known about them, then they can be saved (Rom. 2:15-16). Neither is their lack of baptism an obstacle. Scripture reveals that sometimes the graces that normally come through baptism are given early, to those who have not yet been baptized (Acts 10:44-48). Such people have what the Church terms "baptism of desire" and are united to God through their desire to do what he wants of them. 

In the case of those who have not yet heard the gospel or learned of God, but who nevertheless seek to follow the truth as they understand it, they have an implicit desire for God since they desire to follow the truth. They simply do not know that God is the truth. Consequently, they also can be saved through baptism of desire; therefore, a proxy baptism is superfluous, either before their death or after it. They are already united to God, even if they are not fully aware of it in this life (cf. Catechism of the Catholic Church 847-848, 1257-1260). 

Thus the Mormon argument from fairness is not persuasive. There are other ways for accounting for God’s justice and mercy in dealing with those who have not heard of God and the gospel. It is not necessary to postulate another preaching of the gospel and second chance of repentance in the afterlife, much less the necessity of proxy baptism for the dead, on that basis. God can simply let whomever he wants into heaven, whether they have water baptism or not. God is not bound by the sacraments he himself instituted (CCC 1257). 

The practice of baptism of the dead, then, must stand or fall based on the direct evidence concerning it, and that is where the Mormon position runs into fatal problems. 

 


The Bible Doesn’t Teach It

The doctrine of baptism for the dead was first given to the Mormon church by Joseph Smith in 1836 and is found in his Doctrine and Covenants, (but not, as we’ll see, in the Book of Mormon). 

In Paul’s first epistle to the church in Corinth, he treats a number of subjects. This letter was written to counteract problems he saw developing in Corinth after he had established the church there. Corinth had its share of pagan religions, but there were also quasi-Christian groups that practiced variations of orthodox Christian doctrines. Enter baptism for the dead. 

Mormons cite a single biblical passage to support baptizing members on behalf of dead persons, "Else what shall they do which are baptized for the dead, if the dead rise not at all? Why are they then baptized for the dead?" (1 Cor. 15:29). 

Mormons infer that in 1 Corinthians, Paul speaks approvingly of living Christians receiving baptism on behalf of dead non-Christians; however, the context and construction of the verse indicate otherwise. The Greek phrase rendered by the King James Version as "for the dead" is huper ton nekron. This phrase is as ambiguous in Greek as it is in English. The preposition huper has a wide semantic range and can indicate "for the sake of," "on behalf of," "over," "beyond," or "more than." Like the English preposition "for," it does not have a single meaning and does not require the Mormon idea of being baptized in place of the dead. Such a reading would be unlikely given the more plausible interpretations available, and even if huper were taken to mean "in the place of," it doesn’t mean Paul endorses the practice. 

First Corinthians 15 is a key chapter for Paul’s teaching on the resurrection of the body. He makes no statement on baptism for dead persons except to note that some unnamed "they" practice it. While the rest of his teaching in chapter fifteen refers to "we," his Christian followers, "they" are not further identified. Who this group was may not be known with certitude today, but there are some reasonable interpretations: 

1. Some commentators assume this verse refers to the practice of giving newly baptized children the names of deceased non-Christian relatives, with the hope that the dead might somehow share in the Lord’s mercy. 

2. Another interpretation envisions the baptism of catechumens who have witnessed the persecution and martyrdom of their Christian predecessors. With their belief that the dead do rise, the Christian candidates come forward boldly and accept both the faith and its consequences. 

3. A related view holds that the group consists of those baptized in connection with a dead Christian loved one. In the first century, many families were split religiously, as only one or two members may have converted to Christianity. When it came time for these new Christians to die, they no doubt exhorted their non-Christian family members to consider the Christian faith and to embrace it so that they could be together in the next world. After the deaths of their Christian loved ones, many family members no doubt did investigate the Christian faith and were baptized so that they could be reunited with their loved ones in the afterlife. At the time, many pagans had at best an unclear idea of what the afterlife was like, and there were a large number of sects promising immortality to those who were willing to undergo their initiation rituals. A pagan husband mourning the death of his Christian wife might thus have an unclear idea of what her religion was all about, but still have it fixed in his mind: "If I want to be with her again, I need to become a Christian, like she was, so I can go where Christians go in the afterlife." This, then, could prompt him to investigate Christianity, learn its teachings about the afterlife and the resurrection, and embrace faith in Christ, receiving Christian baptism for the sake of being united with his dead loved one. The same is true, by extension, for other family relations as well, such as parents and children, grandparents and grandchildren. Even today deathbed exhortations to live the Christian life are not uncommon. People still resolve to live as Christians in order to please dead loved ones, to honor their memories, and to be united with them in the next life. The difference is that, today, most of those being exhorted have already been baptized. 

4. Others advance the possibility that Paul was referring to the practice of a heretical cult that existed in Corinth. On this theory, Paul was not endorsing the practice of the group, but merely citing it to emphasize the importance of the resurrection. Rather, his point was: If even heterodox Christians have a practice that makes no sense if there is no resurrection of the dead, how much more, then, should we orthodox Catholics believe in and hope for the resurrection of the dead. 

There is no other evidence in the Bible or in the early Church Fathers’ writings of baptism being practiced on the living in place of the dead. Some Mormon writers assert that some Christian commentators have discussed the possibility of a kind of "baptism for the dead" among some in the Corinthian community in Paul’s time. But these commentators do not suggest that the practice was accepted or mainstream. Given the silence of Scripture and tradition, we conclude rightly when we see this behavior as another aberration within a community of believers already soundly scolded by Paul for its lack of charity, its factionalism, its immorality, its abuse of the Eucharist, and other matters. 

Although we have no way of knowing for sure who was engaging in this practice, it is certain that Paul was not referring to orthodox Christians baptizing the dead. Catholic and Protestant scholars agree on that. 

 

A Flat-Out Contradiction

The case against baptism for the dead is also made by the Mormon scriptures themselves. The current Mormon doctrine on baptism for the dead is quite unlike what Joseph Smith first taught. As in other cases, the Book of Mormon becomes an important tool for the Christian apologist. It contradicts much Mormon theology, and baptism for the dead is no exception. 

In Alma 34:35-36 we read: "For behold, if ye have procrastinated the day of your repentance even until death, behold ye have become subjected to the spirit of the devil, and he does seal you his. Therefore, the spirit of the Lord has withdrawn from you and hath no place in you; the power of the devil is over you, and this is the final state of the wicked." 
In other words, those who die as non-Mormons go to hell, period. There’s no suggestion of a later, vicarious admission into the Mormon church. 

We also see present-day Mormon doctrine contradicted in 2 Nephi 9:15: "And it shall come to pass that when all men shall have passed from this first death unto life, insomuch as they have become immortal, they must appear before the judgment seat of the Holy One of Israel, and then cometh the judgment and then must they be judged according to the holy judgment of God. For the Lord God hath spoken it, and it is his eternal word, which cannot pass away, that they who are righteous shall be righteous still, and they who are filthy shall be filthy still; wherefore, they who are filthy . . . shall go away into everlasting fire, prepared for them; and their torment is as a lake of fire and brimstone, whose flame ascendeth up forever and ever and has no end." 

It is unfortunate that Smith abandoned his own, earlier doctrine. It would not have made the Mormon scriptures any more authentic, but it would have prevented millions of futile Mormon proxy baptisms from being performed. 

NIHIL OBSTAT: I have concluded that the materials presented in this work are free of doctrinal or moral errors.
Bernadeane Carr, STL, Censor Librorum, August 10, 2004
IMPRIMATUR: In accord with 1983 CIC 827 permission to publish this work is hereby granted.
+Robert H. Brom, Bishop of San Diego, August 10, 2004
See also http://exiledonline.com/mormon-baptism-of-the-dead/ 

Catholic-Mormon tension over LDS baptism of the dead - (See also page 21)
http://blogs.reuters.com/faithworld/2008/05/08/catholic-mormon-tension-over-lds-baptism-of-the-dead/ 
By Tom Heneghan, May 8, 2008

The issue of Mormon proxy baptisms has resurfaced with the news that the Vatican has written to Catholic dioceses around the world telling them not to provide parish records to the Genealogical Society of Utah. As the Catholic News Service reported last week, the letter calls proxy baptism using these records “detrimental” and says the Vatican did not want Catholic parishes “to cooperate with the erroneous practices of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints”. Mormons use genealogical data to find names of people to baptise posthumously, a practice the Roman Catholic Church rejects on theological grounds.
The LDS Church has not yet replied, but the comments section of the Church-owned Deseret News has erupted with hundreds of entries. Many are from Mormons who cannot understand why anyone would object to their baptism of the dead. Several criticise the Vatican for withholding the data, arguing it actually belongs to the general public. Other blogs have also been commenting for (mostly Mormon — see here, here, here, here, here) and against (mostly Catholic — see here, here, here, here, here). There are also critical comments from Mormons and ex-Mormons (see here, here, here).

Most of this commentary misses the point. There is no way either side is going to agree on proxy baptisms; different religions exist precisely because they disagree on fundamental issues. It is also futile to argue about religious freedom, because obviously both Churches have the right to practise their faith. The idea that one religion’s teachings give it a right to another religion’s data is also a non-starter.

The real issue is not theology, but privacy. The Vatican does not recognise Mormon baptisms anyway, so it has long ignored the proxy baptism issue. However thanks to the Internet, large numbers of names of saints, popes and average Catholics have been published in recent years on Mormon baptism lists that are available for all to see. Pontiffs have even been “sealed” in eternal Mormon marriage to fictitious wives despite the celibacy rule for Catholic clergy. Is publishing names for posthumous baptism on the Internet (in its International Genealogical Index — IGI) an invasion of privacy, especially when done without the permission of the living families of the people concerned?
This is not just an issue for Catholics, Jews asked similar questions in the 1990s, after finding Holocaust victims on the IGI. After strong Jewish protests, the Church agreed in 1995 to stop proxy baptising them, a step that seemed to indicate some recognition of a problem. However, names of Jews have continued to appear over the years, including that of Nazi hunter Simon Wiesenthal in 2006. According to Helen Radkey, a researcher who specialises on the IGI, “In 2008, the Church is still posthumously baptising Jewish Holocaust victims, against the terms of the agreement it signed with Jewish groups on May 3, 1995.” 
(NB: The Vatican has had its own issues with offending Jews and Muslims and was roundly criticised for them.)

We have tried asking about the privacy issue in the past but got no answer. The spokespeople at the LDS Church in Salt Lake City were invariably polite, helpfully provided detailed information about Mormon beliefs and said Mormons were “deeply saddened” to learn that some non-Mormons were offended by seeing co-religionists or deceased family members on the IGI. However, they did not address the key question about publishing this. When asked why they did not at least monitor the list, which includes many noted and notorious names, they said too many Mormons submitted too many names every year for proxy baptism for the Church to vet them all. Mormons were supposed to ask living family members before baptising anyone born in the past 95 years, but the records show this is often ignored.

The question here is not about the rights or wrongs of proxy baptism. That is an internal Mormon issue and, since they are performed secretly in temples that non-Mormons cannot enter, it can stay an internal Mormon issue. When the names of those proposed for baptism are published on the Internet for all to see (even if lists with all details of the baptisms are kept in genealogy centres only open to Mormons), is this still an internal affair or does it enter the public sphere? And if it does, what should the LDS Church do to respond to other faiths offended by this? The usual answers — that this is an important Mormon practice, a gift to the dead, one that they can decline — have not convinced Jews or Catholics.
While trying to come up with a counter-example to illustrate this problem, I came across a post by Sharon Lindbloom on the Mormon Coffee blog (whose name alone shows it is not orthodox Mormon). She asked what the LDS Church would think if “a powerful and influential group” created a public database of prominent Mormons and “attached to each name is a letter of resignation from LDS Church membership, sent by proxy to Church headquarters in Salt Lake City.” She concluded: “I suspect Latter-day Saints would be very upset over Mormon pioneer proxy resignations from the LDS Church. They may even believe it to be an injustice to the memories of their loved-ones…”
See also http://www.belfasttelegraph.co.uk/opinion/columnists/eamon-mccann/eamonn-mccann-what-if-mormons-are-right-and-catholics-and-protestants-wrong-13955402.html. 
Vatican seeks to stop Mormon "proxy" baptisms 

http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=7016
https://cathnews.com/cathnews/11464-vatican-seeks-to-stop-mormon-quotproxy-quot-baptisms 

May 6, 2008 

In a bid to prevent "posthumous rebaptism" by the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, the Vatican Congregation for the Clergy has directed bishops' conferences to stop allowing Mormon genealogists access to parish baptism records.
Catholic News Service reports that an April 5 letter from the Vatican Congregation for Clergy asks episcopal conferences to direct all bishops to keep the Latter-day Saints from microfilming and digitising information contained in those registers. 

The order came in light of "grave reservations" expressed in a January 29 letter from the Vatican Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, the clergy congregation's letter said.
Fr James Massa, executive director of the US bishops' Secretariat of Ecumenical and Interreligious Affairs, said the step was taken to prevent the Latter-day Saints from using records, such as baptismal documentation, to posthumously baptise by proxy the ancestors of church members.
Posthumous baptisms by proxy have been a common practice for the Mormons for more than a century, allowing the Church's faithful to have their ancestors baptised into their faith so they may be united in the afterlife, said Mike Otterson, a spokesman in the Church's Salt Lake City headquarters.
In a telephone interview with CNS, Otterson said he wanted a chance to review the contents of the letter before commenting on how it will affect the Mormons' relationship with the Catholic Church.
"This dicastery is bringing this matter to the attention of the various conferences of bishops," the letter reads. "The congregation requests that the conference notifies each diocesan bishop in order to ensure that such a detrimental practice is not permitted in his territory, due to the confidentiality of the faithful and so as not to cooperate with the erroneous practices of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints."
Fr Massa said he could see how the policy stated in the letter could strain relations between the Catholic Church and the Latter-day Saints.
"It certainly has that potential," he said. "But I would also say that the purpose of interreligious dialogue is not to only identify agreements, but also to understand our differences. As Catholics, we have to make very clear to them their practice of so-called rebaptism is unacceptable from the standpoint of Catholic truth."
The Catholic Church will eventually open a dialogue with the Mormons about the rebaptism issue, Fr Massa said, "but we are at the beginning of the beginning of a new relationship with the LDS. The first step in any dialogue is to establish trust and to seek friendship."
The two faiths share intrinsic viewpoints on key issues the United States is facing, particularly the pro-life position on abortion and an opposition to same-sex marriage.
However, theological differences have cropped up between Mormons and Catholics previously. 

Source: Vatican letter directs bishops to keep parish records from Mormons 

Selected readers’ comments
1. This has irritated me for years!! How dare the Mormons think they can rebaptise everyone. Also some people may not know what happens when a person has been married more than once - in their other life that person is still married to the first spouse. For example my great grandma's sister had 5 marriages - no divorces just accidents etc. so she buried 4 husbands but they say she is with the 1st husband. When I told one friend about this she said she does not ever want to see her 1st husband again - in this life or the next! They research families they have no connection with and claim them as their own - they have done this with some of my ancestors. They have them being born in a state which did not exist at the time of their birth - they arrived in S.A. 17 years after it became a State. The worse part is they will not remove anything once it is on their records - so don't believe anything found on their site. -Helen
2. The understatement of the century: "theological differences have cropped up between Mormons and Catholics previously"!! Mormons are polytheists. To them, Jesus was just one "god" among many. Theologically, Catholics have far more in common with Moslems than with Mormons. And although Mormons oppose (most) abortion and same-sex "marriage", they do so for quite different reasons than the reasons Catholics oppose them. They do not share "intrinsic viewpoints" on these issues. -Ronk
3. Mormons are NOT "praying for" or "blessing" our dead ancestors, they are purporting to enrol them as members of their false religion. I'm sure most if not all of these people, when alive, would have been revolted at the idea of joining the Mormons, if they had ever heard of them. Many of them suffered and some even died for their heroic attachment to the Catholic Church. Don't the dead have rights? 

And this gross breach of privacy is utterly hypocritical, as the Mormons absolutely forbid any non-Mormon from entering any Mormon place of worship, let alone seeing the Mormon perversion of Christian baptism. The Catholic Church's baptismal records are private documents for the Church's own internal use. Not public property. -Ronk
4. I don't understand if they have baptismal records why they would need to baptise again. It is like saying baptism is no good we need to do it again. Maybe again and again, every hour, because one would be no good when only one baptism is all that is needed. -Mary
5. If the Catholic Church does not recognize the legitimacy of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, then it does not make sense that it would care whether vicarious baptisms are performed on behalf of those ancestors. 
While non-mainstream LDS (Mormon) theology is logically consistent. If one believes, as Mormons and Catholics do, that baptism is a necessary sacrament to receive in order to return to God's presence/heaven, then all should have the opportunity to receive it. According to LDS theology, a vicarious baptism allows for individuals in the hereafter to accept or reject the baptism performed on their behalf. Otherwise only certain people will have the opportunity to receive the sacrament. -Jann
6. The stand with regard to LDS genealogists and Mormon "rebaptism" has nothing to do with the "fragility" of the Catholic faith, but has everything to do with the utter lack of respect the LDS have for every other religion. The Vatican is not the only body to criticize the LDS practice of "rebaptism." The Jewish people forced an "accord" in 1995 to stop the Mormons from rebaptizing their dead, yet there are signs that the practice continues. The Russian Orthodox Church is also offended by the LDS rebaptism of their dead.
Baptism is a very personal and very significant factor in anyone's life. The decision should be made only by the person involved, or, in the case of childhood baptism, by the parents. The decision to belong to a particular faith can only be made by the person involved -- that is why the Church has confirmation, the Jewish people have the bar and bat mitzvah.
It is simply wrong and utterly disrespectful to claim to have taken that choice -- that freedom of religion -- from someone after he or she has died. -Reina
7. "LDS (Mormon) theology is logically consistent." -! You've got to be kidding. The Mormon holy books written by Joseph Smith, the truth of which Mormons value as higher than the Gospels, repeatedly contradict themselves on such basic matters as whether the "God" of the Bible is eternal and omniscient, or simply one not particularly important "god" among millions of "gods". 
Mormons may believe "that baptism is a necessary sacrament to receive in order to return to God's presence/heaven, then all should have the opportunity to receive it". Catholics most certainly do NOT. Catholic dogma states definitively that anyone who lives justly and honestly seeks goodness, though he never has the opportunity to receive baptism, WILL go to (NOT "return to" - Catholics do not believe in the pre-existence of humans in Heaven!) God's presence in Heaven. -Ronk
8. It is funny to read these comments and think to myself how little the people understand and know about the Mormon faith or the Catholic faith yet speak with authority. I can tell you that almost all of what is said in this comment section about the practice of proxy baptism by the LDS faith is incorrect. I can also tell you that several "truths" that are listed here about Catholic beliefs are incorrect and if a Catholic were to actually search his doctrine, or consult in specific terms about what happens after this life, they would know what Catholic doctrine is, rather than what each member of the congregation hopes is actually true. 
The Bible does talk of baptisms for the dead in 1 Cor 15:29-30. Have a Catholic priest explain that sometime, it is very interesting. Mormons do not force a person to accept a proxy baptism, it only allows them the opportunity. The bible teaches that unless a man be born of the water and the spirit he cannot enter the kingdom of heaven. Baptism is a necessary ordinance to return to God.
We did exist before we came to this earth, in heaven with our Heavenly Father. The bible also teaches this in Amos 3:16, and many other places. If Catholics do not believe this, then they need to read the bible. –Ben

Twilight Breakdown: 'Girl Porn' and the Books of Mormon 
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/twilight-breakdown-girl-porn-and-the-books-of-mormon 

Commentary by Kathleen Gilbert, Falls Church, Virginia, July 16, 2010, Edited July 26, 2010
As the latest Twilight* film once more beckons an adoring gaggle of girls of all ages, onlookers watching their daughters, wives, and sisters flood the franchise with their hard-earned money are forced again to ask: just what is so intoxicating about Twilight, and is it ultimately for good or for ill?

The answer may not be immediately clear - at least, among those who reject Twilight's standing as quality literature. Some consider its appeal to be of shady origin: many take issue with the use of vampires, traditionally a symbol of the demonic, while others point to what they say is evidence of the demonic origins of the books. At the same time, the series has been praised in particular for exalting chastity before marriage, which many take as a sign of its ultimate harmlessness - whatever proliferation of sexual fanfics and other erotic fantasizing may occur. 

But another look at the source of this value paints a slightly different picture.

Twilight author Stephenie Meyer is widely known to be a member of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (LDS), and openly acknowledges that her faith has had an impact on the books. “Unconsciously, I put a lot of my basic beliefs into the story," she has said.

Hence, several of Twilight's LDS elements fall in line with a broadly Christian outlook, such as the emphasis on self-control and chastity until marriage, the centrality of the family, and the dignity of motherhood. 
Another such quality is the series' sharply-defined masculine and feminine roles. The point is integral to the storyline, and emphasized unto great effect by Twilight movie stars Robert Pattinson and Kristen Stewart, with Pattinson's deeply masculine features playing dramatically against Stewart's delicate face and feminine hairstyle. Undoubtedly this naturally enticing aspect - a refreshing, and increasingly rare celebration of the differences between the sexes - is one source of Twilight's immense following. And rightly so.

However, some of those familiar with the LDS faith have found other elements in the books that may not necessarily align with Christian sensibilities. Laura Stone, an ex-Mormon who claims to be "from one of the older Mormon families," published an analysis of the books from her perspective in 2008, one that she told LifeSiteNews.com she continues to stand by. 

To begin with, Stone pointed out several superficial elements in Twilight that she says clearly correspond to the LDS faith. These include the description of Edward Cullen, which she said matches the mythical description of church founder Joseph Smith "down to his nose and hair color," as well as the series' overarching juxtaposition of a "dark" race of werewolves ("Lamanites" in Mormon legend) that fight an epic battle with the "white" race of vampires ("Nephites"). Bella's journey of "conversion" to vampirism corresponds to the goal of winning "eternal life" by embracing the Mormon faith and overcoming - in a sense - the "natural man" that stands in the way of heavenly perfection. 

In addition, Stone even points to the presence of an authoritarian, hierarchical race of enemy vampires who are based in Italy and "enforce the code of conduct that pass for the morals of their world" - the Volturi - as closely corresponding to the Mormon attitude toward Catholics. Thematically, Stone points to the series' emphasis on personal "perfection," and the predestination of couples as having pre-selected each other for a literally eternal bond, as two themes directly correlating with Mormon sensibilities. This latter element is carried to a somewhat disturbing degree in the case of the werewolves' "imprinting," whereby one detects and essentially becomes obsessed with a future spouse no matter the age difference - resulting in grown men "imprinting" on the smallest of children. The predestination theme also appears to serve as justification for a relationship between the two lead characters that, in real life, would amount to a case of a very jealous man absorbing the life of his willing love interest. This glorification of jealousy could prove very dangerous to young girls who have not been strongly warned against such obsessions in real-life men.

But perhaps the most salient critique is that, according to Stone, the books’ treatment of the subject of sexuality and romance corresponds to a sort of false chastity or obsessive attitude towards sex that she claims exists in the LDS community: an undercurrent to the overly puritanical standards of modesty adhered to by LDS members. 

The reviewer points to one portion in the book where the newlywed couple is teased "in front of everyone" about having had intercourse, and relates: "Every one of my cousins, aunts, LDS friends, etc., all love to talk about newlyweds finally having sex," saying they enjoy seeing "the de-virgined folks blush." The reviewer insists that this obsession with sex - as something "not to do" - is commonplace among LDS communities: "in church, in the break-off Sunday school classes, in Firesides (Sunday night hour long lectures,) on Wed. night break-off classes for the different sexes .... Sex is constantly talked about." 

Others have also noted that Twilight's preponderant atmosphere of sexual tension corresponds to a pattern in Mormon male-female interactions.  

“Edward and Bella could barely touch or kiss for fear that Edward might get carried away and suck her blood in a fit of passion," wrote a relative of Meyer's, writing on normalmormons.com and quoted by Steve Rabey of the Religion News Service.  "Very similar to that of two young BYU/high-school students who aren’t yet married and can’t touch each other for fear it will lead to sex. I’m sure it was easy for Stephenie to describe with firsthand experiences.” Brigham Young University, or BYU, is an LDS church-owned university in Utah.

Similarly, the book's narrative reflects what appears to be a mistaking of healthy boundaries for a wooden set of "thou shalt nots" detached from a realistic understanding of sexual impurity. For example, despite the prohibition against sensual kissing - an obvious and admirable moral in the stories - the books constantly use very vivid imagery in the tradition of seedy romance novels, building to scenes of throbbing sexual tension that are just as explicit, if not more so, than a typical kiss scene. A fine example of this is Bella and Edward's first kiss; in both the movie and book version, the scene is made explicit (in the uncut film version, extremely so) by the exaggerated sexual tension of what should have been, in real life, a simple, chaste kiss. In these scenes, it's obvious that the belief that lovers literally "can't touch each other for fear it will lead to sex" is no exaggeration.

Thus this false idea of chastity contributes significantly to the series' "girl porn" effect, despite the lack of actual sex - something that might not be apparent to men, but is all too clear to women. Touted for promoting chastity, the books in fact offer a combo of emotional titillation and steamy sexual near-misses, all bound together with a steady undercurrent of rape fantasy, that is deadly for women. These elements, as in sex-laden romantic novels, are geared toward over-stimulating female emotions and sending women hurtling towards an unhealthy escapism. Instead of the selfish male ideal of regular pornography, i.e., the perfect-bodied female delivering the ultimate sexual climax, women reading Twilight can find themselves craving a different and equally selfish fantasy: the perfectly "intense" male delivering the ultimate emotional climax.

Thus the books' attempt at chastity falls more than short. If Rabey's commenter and Stone are to be believed, the problem may stem from one that has been found to occur in some LDS communities: a set of norms that skew, if subtly, the delicate nature of sexuality. Potential fangirls, beware. 

*See What’s wrong with the Twilight series?

http://womenofgrace.com/newage/?p=21#more-21
By Susan Brinkmann, January 7, 2010

“Twilight” series tops list of Most Challenged Books in 2009
http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=4535
By Susan Brinkmann, April 15, 2010
New Twilight Movie Breaks Box Office Records

http://womenofgrace.com/newage/?p=147#more-147 

By Susan Brinkmann, July 1, 2010

Twilight moms

http://womenofgrace.com/newage/?p=150#more-150
By Susan Brinkmann, July 8, 2010

Expert sees no chastity message in the “moral poison” of Twilight
http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=6811
By Susan Brinkmann, January 26, 2011
Catholic Apologetics 
http://www.ewtn.com/library/ANSWERS/NWAPOLRV.HTM EXTRACT http://www.ewtn.com/library/ANSWERS/MRMNSM.HTM
By Fr. William G. Most, Ph. D.
Mormonism rests on alleged appearances of an angel to Joseph Smith. But there is no hard proof of it. And further, since it does not follow the Gospel, it falls under the condemnation given by St. Paul in chapter 1 of Galatians, where Paul says that even if an angel from the sky should teach a different doctrine: Let the angel be cursed. That applies to Joseph Smith. The doctrine of Mormonism are wilder than what most persons know. Here are some things:
1. Mormonism teaches that there are many gods, and that humans can become gods and goddesses in the Heavenly kingdom: <History of the Church> 6.p.306; <Teachings of Spencer W. Kimball>, pp. 28, 51-53.

2. It teaches that God the Father was a man like us who progressed to become a God and presently has a body of flesh and bone. "God himself was once as we are now, and is an exalted man, and sits enthroned in yonder heavens!"—<Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith>, compiled by Joseph Fielding Smith, pp. 345-47.

3. It teaches that Jesus is our elder brother who progressed to godhood, after being procreated in spirit by the Father and a heavenly mother, and conceived physically by the Father and an earthly mother. "The Restoration of Major Doctrines Through Joseph Smith." in, <The Ensign>, Jan 1989, pp. 28-29. They hold that Jesus and Lucifer are brothers—<Mormon Doctrine>, pp. 192, 546-47, 589-90.

4. It says that the Holy Spirit is a spirit in the form of a man and only his influence is present everywhere.—<Doctrines of Salvation> I. pp. 38, 49-50 by Joseph Fielding Smith.

5. It holds that the Father, Son and Holy Spirit are three separate Gods—<Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith>, p.370.

6. It asserts that the Bible is corrupt, missing many "plain and precious parts" and does not contain the fullness of the Gospel—<Doctrines of Salvation> III. pp. 190, 191.

7. It claims that the lost ten tribes of Israel came across the Bering Strait. But: <Information from the National Museum of Natural History, Smithsonian Institution>. "The American Indians are physically Mongoloids and thus must have originated in eastern Asia.—Cf. J. B. Billard, editor, <The World of the American Indian>, Washington DC, National Geographic Society, 1974, 1979. See esp. the chapter "Across an Arctic Bridge" by J. D. Jennings.

In search of “The Great Apostasy” 
http://www.ewtn.com/library/ANSWERS/MORMON2.HTM 
By Patrick Madrid

Since its beginnings in 1830, the Mormon Church has denied any continuous historical connection with Christianity. 
Mormonism's founder Joseph Smith, claimed that in 1820 God the Father and Jesus Christ appeared to him in the woods near his home in Palmyra, New York. Jesus said that for the proceeding 1700 years (give or take a century—Mormonism can't say exactly) the world had been living in the darkness of a total apostasy from the gospel. This was the answer to a question young Smith had been pondering. "My object in going to inquire of the Lord was to know which of these sects was right, that I might know which to join....I asked the personages who stood above me in the light, which of all these sects was right (for at this time it had never entered into my heart that all were wrong), and which I should join. I was answered that I must join none of them for they were all wrong; and the Personage who addressed me [Jesus] said that all their creeds were an abomination in his sight; that their professors were all corrupt"

Smith convinced his credulous followers, most of them simple rural folk, that he'd been chosen, in what Mormons have come to call the First Vision, to be the first post-apostasy prophet—God's hand-picked agent charged with restoring the true gospel.

Over the next several years Smith purported to have received additional revelations from "heavenly personages." He claimed that after establishing his church in Palestine, the resurrected Jesus appeared in South America to the Nephites (Jews who, Smith said, had migrated to the New World between 600 and 592 B.C.) and organized a parallel church there (3 Nephi 11-28).

The new prophet seized on Jesus' words in John 10:16 ("I have other sheep that do not belong to this fold. These also I must lead, and they hear my voice, and there will be one flock, one shepherd") as proof of the Lord's impending South American travel plans. The exegesis might impress one unfamiliar with the New Testament, but the usual understanding is that the "other sheep" Jesus referred to were the Gentiles, to whom the gospel also was extended.

Smith claimed the Nephite church had the same hierarchy and ordinances as its sister church in Palestine—living prophets, twelve apostles, seventy disciples—but things didn't go well for either church. Both collapsed under the weight of pagan influences, dissolving into complete apostasy.

The late Bruce McConkie, a Mormon apostle and, during his life, perhaps Mormonism's leading theologian, explained things this way: "This universal apostasy began in the days of the ancient apostles themselves; and it was known to and foretold by them....With the loss of the Gospel, the nations of the earth went into moral eclipse called the Dark Ages. Apostasy was universal... [T]his darkness still prevails except among those who have come to a knowledge of the restored Gospel."[1]

Mormons believe the church Jesus established in Palestine, before its disintegration, was identical to the Mormon Church of today, with ceremonies such as baptism for the dead, a polytheistic concept of God (including eternal progression, the notion that God was a man who evolved into a god and that worthy Mormon males can evolve into gods), and other peculiar Mormon beliefs. The fact that no historical evidence exists to corroborate this position doesn't put much of a dent in the average Mormon's mental armor. 

A chief reason is the devotion Mormons have for Joseph Smith. They hold he was God's mouthpiece. His "revelations" came directly from God. This belief points to Mormonism's weak point. If you can demonstrate to a Mormon that Smith was wrong about the great apostasy, Mormonism crashes down in a heap. If Smith was wrong about this point, he could not have been a true prophet of God, and Mormonism loses its basis (The Bible has strong words to say about false prophets in Deuteronomy 13:2-6 and 18:20-22.)

If Smith was right about apostasy, then Jesus was a pathetic failure when it came to establishing his Church. After all, what are we to think of his promises? If there really was a complete apostasy, how do we explain our Lord's claim that his Church never would be overcome, "Upon this rock I will build my Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it" (Matt 16:19)? What about his promise that he would be with his Church until the end of time (Matt 28:20)? What about his promise to send the Holy Spirit as a guide who would abide with the Church (John 14:16, 26)? What about the Holy Spirit guiding the Church into all truth (John 16:13)?

A key difficulty for Mormons is that they can't say exactly when the apostasy took place nor can they point to any definitive historical event of it. Other than Smith's claims there is only an interior feeling or testimony on which Mormons can base their beliefs, but such subjective proof proves nothing.

There are only a few chosen choices: (1) Jesus' words in the passages just cited were misreported; (2) Jesus did in fact say these things but didn't really mean them—at least not in the way they had been understood by Christians for the first eighteen centuries; (3) Jesus was a liar, or (4) Joseph Smith was wrong and Jesus meant what he said.

Mormonism's claim to be the "restored" church hangs upon there having been a complete apostasy. The late James E. Talmadge, prolific Mormon writer and member of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, wrote, "The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints proclaims the restoration of the Gospel, and re-establishment of the Church as of old, in this, the dispensation of the fullness of times. Such restoration and re-establishment, with the modern bestowal of the holy priesthood, would be unnecessary and indeed impossible had the Church of Christ continued among men with unbroken succession of priesthood and power, since the meridian of time [the time of Christ].

"The restored Church affirms that a general apostasy developed during and after the apostolic period, and that the primitive Church lost its power, authority, and graces as a divine institution, and degenerated into an earthly organization only. The significance and importance of this apostasy, as a condition precedent to the re-establishment of the Church in modern times, is obvious. IF THE ALLEGED APOSTASY OF THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH WAS NOT A REALITY, THE CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER-DAY SAINTS IS NOT THE DIVINE INSTITUTION ITS NAME PROCLAIMS"[2] (emphasis added).

Talmadge is correct in evaluating the consequences, of course: if no apostasy, no restoration, and if no restoration, no Mormonism.

Mormons misconstrue the biblical passages which do refer to a "great apostasy" from the Christian Church. They read into the text a complete apostasy. Scripture mentions an apostasy in Matthew 24:4-12; Mark 13:21-23; Luke 21:7-8; Acts 20:29-30; 2 Thessalonians 2:1-12; 2 Timothy 3:1-7, 4:1-4; 2 Peter 2:1-3; and Jude 17-19. Most of these verses say "many" will fall away, and not one mentions a complete apostasy of the Church. Another complication for Mormons is that these verses say the apostasy will take place at the end times, the "latter days" as the King James renders it. The second and third centuries were not the "latter days."

The next time you encounter the apostasy argument, ask the Mormon to read the entire context of whatever verse he's quoting and show you where the writer mentions a complete apostasy. Usually he'll claim a complete apostasy was the intent of the writer and that it's at least implicitly taught in the Bible.

The best way to refute this charge is to have the Mormon read Jesus' promises regarding the doctrinal integrity and the temporal perpetuity of his Church: "On this rock I will build my Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it" (Matt 16:18); "Behold, I will be with you always, even until the end of the world" (Matt 28:20); "The Father...will give you another Advocate to be with you always" (John 14:16); "The Advocate, the Holy Spirit that the Father will send in my name, he will teach you everything and remind you of all I have told you" (John 14:26); "But when he comes, the Spirit of truth, he will guide you to all truth" (John 16:13). Go through each text, pointing out that none mentions a complete apostasy.

Look also at the many New Testament verses which speak of the Church as Christ's own body, such as Romans 12:1-5; 1 Corinthians 12:12-27; Ephesians 3:4-6; 5:21-32; and Colossians 1:18. Since Christ is the mind and head of his Church (Ephesians 4:15-16), animating the body, the members enjoy and organic spiritual union with him (John 15:1-8). It's inconceivable that he would permit his body to disintegrate under the attacks of Satan. The apostle John reminds us that Jesus is greater than Satan. (1 John 4:4). [3]

Although, tragically, the gates of hell can and do prevail over individual Christians who succumb to mortal sin and cut themselves off from life-giving union with Christ (Rom 11:22; Gal 5:4; 2 Peter 2:20-22; 1 John 5:16-17), they can't prevail against the Church Jesus built on the rock of Peter.[4] If they could—if they did—Jesus is made to look foolish for having taught, "Which of you wishing to construct a tower does not first sit down and calculate the cost to see if there is enough for its completion? Otherwise, after laying the foundation and finding himself unable to finish the work the onlookers should laugh at him and say, 'This one began to build but did not have the resources to finish'" (Luke 15:28-30)

Consider another of Jesus' promises: "I will ask the Father and he will send you another Advocate to be with you always, the Spirit of the truth, which the world cannot accept, because it neither sees nor knows it. But you know it because it remains with you, and will be in you. I will not leave you orphans" (John 14:16-18). If Mormons are right about a complete apostasy, Jesus did leave us as orphans—for 1700 years!

One thing Catholics should never do is try to avoid the fact that there have been immoral and heterodox members in the Church. Jesus didn't promise that the Church wouldn't be menaced by immorality and heterodoxy. Rather, he promised that the wheat and the chaff (good and evil) would be side by side in the Church until the end (Matt 13:24-43, 47-50).

In a recent written exchange[5], Mormon apologist Robert Starling, attempting to prove the divine origin of the Mormon, cited the chief Rabbi Gamaliel's prediction regarding the New Testament Church: "[I]f this endeavor or this activity is of human origin, it will destroy itself. But if comes from God, you will not be able to destroy them; you may even find yourselves fighting against God" (Acts 5:38-39). Starling unwittingly undercut his own claim of a great apostasy. Gamaliel was right. The Church Jesus built could not be destroyed. [6]

In refuting Mormonism's theory of a complete apostasy (and in the process Mormonism itself), Catholics should be able to explain how the integrity of the Church was preserved. The answer: apostolic succession, the unbroken continuum of apostolic authority transmitted via the office of bishop. This doctrine is the logical and scriptural alternative to the Mormon concept of an apostasy and restoration.

Jesus bestowed a unique authority on the twelve apostles. He conferred on them his power to bind and lose in heaven and on earth (Matt 18:18). He gave them his authority to forgive sins (John 20:21-23; 2 Cor. 5:18-20). He designated Peter as his vicar, giving him a special authority to govern the Church (Matt 16:18-19; John 21:15-17). He promised the apostles that when they taught, he spoke through them, and that whoever rejected their teachings rejected Jesus himself (Matt 10:40; Luke 10:16).

As the Church got off the ground, the apostles transmitted this authority to their successors (Acts 1:15-26). Paul exhorted a newly ordained bishop, "Do not neglect the gift you have, which was conferred on you by the prophetic words with the imposition of hands [ordination] of the presbyterate" (1 Tim. 4:14).

Later Paul reminded Timothy that the conferral of apostolic authority was not to be handed on to others without prudent consideration of a candidate's qualifications: "As for the imposition of hands, do not bestow it inconsiderably" (1 Tim 5:22).

Apostolic succession can be seen in early Christian clearly writings outside the New Testament. Around A.D. 80 Clement, a disciple of Peter and his third successor as bishop of Rome, in his letter to the Corinthians, expounded on many doctrines, including auricular confession, monotheism (Mormons claim the early Church believed in a "plurality of gods" and eternal progression), the ordained priesthood, and apostolic succession.

One of Clement's most telling lines is this: "Our apostles too were given to understand by Our Lord Jesus Christ that the office of bishop would give rise to intrigues. For this reason, equipped as they were with the perfect foreknowledge, they appointed the men mentioned before and afterward and laid down a rule once for all to this effect: When these men [bishops] die, other approved men shall succeed to their sacred ministry."

In A.D. 110, Ignatius, bishop of Antioch and disciple of the apostle John, while on his way in chains to Rome to be martyred for the faith, composed letters to six major centers of Catholicism, along the route (Ephesus, Magnesia, Tralles, Philadelphia, Smyrna, Rome). Ignatius provides us with valuable insights into doctrines and practices of the Christian Church at the close of the first century—only one generation removed from the time of Christ. His writings make it clear that the early Church was thoroughly Catholic. His letters contain a recurring exhortation to remain in communion with the bishops who are successors to the apostles: "Be eager, therefore, to be firmly grounded in the precepts of the Lord and the apostles, in order that whatever you do you may prosper, physically and spiritually in faith and love, in the Son and the Father and in the Spirit...together with your most distinguished bishop and that beautifully-woven spiritual crown which is your presbytery and the godly deacons. Be subject to the bishop and to one another" (Letter to the Magnesians 13:1-2)

Another Church Father Irenaeus, bishop of Lyons, explained in A.D. 180, "It is possible, then, for everyone to know the truth, to contemplate the tradition of the apostles which has been made known throughout the whole world. And we are in a position to enumerate those who were instituted bishops by the apostles and their successors [down] to our own times; men who neither taught anything like these heretics rave about.

"Since it would be too long to enumerate in such a volume at this the succession of all the churches, we shall confound all those who, in whatever manner, whether through blindness and wicked opinion, assemble other than where it is proper, by pointing out here the succession of the bishops of the greatest and most ancient church known to all, founded and organized at Rome by the two most glorious apostles, Peter and Paul, that Church which has the tradition and the faith which come down to us after having been announced to men by the apostles. 

With this Church, because of its superior origin, all churches must agree—all the faithful in the whole world—and it is in her that the faithful everywhere have maintained the apostolic tradition" (Against Heresies,3,3:1-2)

The Mormon Church simply has no convincing answer to the ocean of the biblical and historical evidence of which this is just a drop. All of it contradicts the complete apostasy theory. Yet there's another problem with the theory: the problem of silence. There's no evidence of any outcry from the first or second century "Mormons" denouncing the introduction of "Catholic heresies."

Mormons might respond that, since Catholics gained the upper hand in the struggle for control of the true Church, they simply expunged any trace of the Mormons—a comforting but inviable argument. We have records of many controversies that raged in the early days of the Church (we know in great detail what turmoil the early Church passed through as it fought off various threats to its existence), and there just is no evidence—none at all—that Mormonism existed prior to the 1830s.

It's unreasonable to assume the Catholic Church would allow the survival of copious records chronicling the history, teachings, and proponents of dozens of other heresies, but would entirely destroy only the records of early Mormonism.

If Mormons want their claim of a complete apostasy as to be taken seriously, they must evince biblical and historical evidence supporting it. So far they've come up empty-handed. Honest investigators will see the unavoidable truth: The Mormon "great apostasy" doctrine is a myth. There never has been—nor will there ever be—a complete apostasy. Jesus Christ promised that his Church, established on the solid rock of Peter, will remain forever. We have his Word on it.



Notes

[1] Bruce McConkie, Mormon Doctrine (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1966ed.), 43-44. McConkie, ever pugnacious when his religion was at stake, made it clear that the Catholic Church was the wholly corrupt phoenix which rose from the ashes of Christ's failed Church. "Iniquitous conditions in the various branches of the great and abominable church in the last days are powerfully described in the book of Mormon (2 Nephi 28; Mormon 8:28-38; Doctrine and Covenants 10:56). It is also to the Book of Mormon to which we turn for the plainest description of the Catholic Church as the great and abominable church. Nephi saw this 'church was the most abominable above all other churches' in [his] vision. He 'saw the devil that he was the foundation of it,' and also the murders, wealth, harlotry, persecutions, and evil desires that historically have been part of this satanic organization. He saw that this most abominable of all churches was founded after the day of Christ and his apostles; that it took away from the gospel of the Lamb many covenants and many plain and precious parts; that it had perverted the right ways of the Lord; that it had deleted many teachings from the Bible; that his church was the mother of harlots; and that, finally, the Lord would again restore the gospel of salvation" (ibid.,1958 ed., 314-315). In recent years the Mormon Church has engaged in a strenuous public relations program designed to garner for itself acceptance as a mainstream "Christian" denomination. Anti-Catholic comments such as McConkie's, although de rigour among Mormon apologists in the past, are no longer allowed in official Mormon works.
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[3] 1 Timothy 3:15 describes the Church as "The household of God...the pillar and foundation of truth." In light of this, we find additional assurance that the house that Jesus built will not be pillaged by Satan. "No one can enter a strong man's house to plunder his property unless first he ties up the strong man. Then, he can plunder his house" (Mark 3:27; cf. Matt. 12:29). Jesus is the "strong man" guarding his household, the Church.

[4] Jesus didn't command his followers to do things he himself couldn't do. "Everyone who listens to these words of mine and acts on them will be like a wise man who built his house on a rock. The rain fell, the floods came, and the winds blew and buffeted the house. But it did not collapse; it had been set solidly on a rock" (Matt 7:24-25). It was no coincidence that Jesus used the words, "on this rock I will build my Church and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it" (Matt 16:18; Luke 6:46-49). See also Hebrews 11:10 and 1 Peter 2:6-8.

[5] This Rock (July 1991), 18.

[6] For a full length examination of this issue see the two hour video-taped debate. A Catholic-Mormon Dialogue (Patrick Madrid vs. Gary Coleman, 1989), available from This Rock. This was the first-ever debate between a Catholic apologist and an official representative of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.

[7] For a thorough treatment of early Church writings see William Jurgens' three-volume Faith Of The Early Fathers (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1970) and Johannes Quasten's four volume, Patrology (Westminster, Maryland: Christian Classics, 1986). The best available critique of Mormonism, including the First Vision, is found in Jerald and Sandra Tanner's Changing World Of Mormonism (Chicago: Moody Press, 1980)
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Mormon Missionaries: My First Encounter 
http://www.ewtn.com/library/ANSWERS/MORMON3.HTM
By Patrick Madrid, Taken from 'This Rock Magazine' published by Catholic Answers. 

Let me tell you about the first time I got cornered by a pair of Mormon missionaries. I learned some valuable lessons about how and how not to engage them in debate. 
It all started with an innocuous comment I made to a neighbor who had a Book of Mormon lying on her kitchen table. I had heard of the work before, but never had seen it, and I asked her what it was about. I should have realized something was astir when I saw the gleam in her eyes as she started to tell me about the book.

After she gave me a synopsis, I figured I'd better save her some time by telling her I was a Catholic, thereby putting to rest any hopes she might have. I thought I had made it plain I was curious about just the book, not the religion. I was wrong.

A few Saturdays later, I heard it—that inevitable knock on the door. Outside stood two sharply dressed guys with name badges emblazoned with the impressive title "Elder."

One of them, probably the more senior missionary, shook my hand and informed me that they were representatives of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and that my neighbor had suggested they visit me and answer any questions I might have about the Book of Mormon.

I was on the spot. I wasn't sure how to handle a discussion of Mormonism with one missionary, let alone with two.

The problem was that I knew virtually nothing about that religion. After a few awkward moments of small talk on the porch, I decided to invite them in. We sat down, and the conversation quickly turned to the Book of Mormon. I let them give their spiel uninterrupted, until they made comments about an apostasy away from the true Church Christ had founded.

As a Catholic, I'd been raised believing the Catholic Church was the true Church. I still am convinced of that fact, but at the time of this encounter I didn't know what they believed about the Mormon Church.

My Mistakes

For a novice apologist who knew quite a bit about his own faith but next to nothing about theirs, I have to say I didn't do too badly. That's not to say I didn't make mistakes—I did, plenty of them.

First of all, I let them lead the discussion. Looking back on it, it's easy to see that they had a prepared delivery, and they tried to keep to it. They knew what they were there to accomplish. I didn't.

The second failing was that I tried to refute every argument they had against Catholicism with a Bible verse. It was a game of scriptural badminton. They informed me there was an apostasy in which the Church founded by Christ was distorted until its authority was removed from the Earth by the time of Constantine.

I countered with Matthew 16:18 ("and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it"). They brushed this aside and fired off another salvo of verses that seemed to contradict mine. And so it went, back and forth, for half an hour.

To be brutally honest here, I have to admit that if the Mormon authorities had sent a more experienced pair of missionaries, I would have been buffaloed. One mistake these fellows made was to get off the track of their canned presentation. I started to see some chinks in their defenses, and I knew I should try to take advantage of them.

Remember, I wasn't winning this debate, but neither were they, and they knew it. After I saw the badminton technique was getting me nowhere, I wised up. I changed my tactics and started to force an issue as far as it would go.

For example, we returned to the subject of the apostasy. Although I didn't know the history or doctrines of the Mormon Church, I knew something about Catholic history. The missionaries and I started to look at what the Bible had to say about Christ's Church. My thesis was that Christ either was lying, miscalculating, or telling the truth in Matthew 16:18.

An Unbroken Chain

They had no satisfactory answer for that one. When I brought up the fact that history and tradition point to an unbroken line of continuance from the apostolic Church to the present-day Church, they couldn't refute that. Again and again they left ecclesiastical history and the Bible and appealed to the Book of Mormon. They "testified" to me that they "knew" there had been an apostasy and that the Mormon claims were legitimate. Theirs was the only true gospel, they said.

The rest of the conversation centered on their testimony. They asked me to pray about the "truths" they had told me, and they assured me I would receive a "testimony" from the Holy Ghost (Mormons use "Holy Ghost" instead of "Holy Spirit") that the Mormon gospel is true, and so on.

I countered with this line: "How do you explain the fact that I have a strong testimony that's diametrically opposed to yours?"

"What If..."

I asked them to consider for a moment that the Catholic Church was the true Church and that Catholic doctrines were correct. If so, then their prayers were being heard by my God.

Then, I said, we could assume the reverse, that the Mormons were right and my prayers were heard by their God. Either way, only one God could be the recipient of the prayers.

The argument, I said, boiled down to one issue: How is it that we're being heard by the same God, but that we receive drastically different testimonies? How could God testify to you that the Mormon Church is the one true Church, but to me that the Catholic Church is? That doesn't make any sense, but it does show the weakness of a personal testimony as the proof of a religion.

The badminton game was over. We had moved into a more stimulating and more profitable area of debate. The key to getting there was being ruthless in pursuing a subject until it had been examined to the point of impasse. I stumbled on this insight too late in the game, but I learned a lesson.

By now the missionaries were uncomfortable. They couldn't give any answer to the question about Christ's promise to his Church in Matthew 16:18. They couldn't offer any logical or historical evidence to show there ever had been an apostasy. They were cornered, and they knew it.

"You're In Bondage To Satan"

Our conversation ended on a strained note. I demanded more explanations from them on these subjects, but they couldn't produce them. They offered to check with their state president and get answers for me.

Their final remark was this: "It's obvious that Satan has clouded your heart and mind so that you're unable to see the truth of the Gospel." That's where they left it. We said our good-byes, and they mounted their ten-speeds and rode off.

I hadn't won the debate, at least not in the way I would have liked. And they never gave me a rematch. Not only didn't I get a return visit from them, but I got the cold shoulder from my neighbor after that.

But that's okay. I did learn important lessons on how not to debate Mormons. No more scriptural badminton for me. I knew I'd have to stick with a subject until it had been exhausted, and I had to keep myself from being intimidated through double-teaming.

I knew I had to do two things in preparation for the next knock at the door. First, I had to become more familiar with the facts about the Catholic Church's history. I resolved not to sit still for any of that Emperor Constantine jazz.

Second, I had to study up on Mormonism. Just the basics, please. I knew I wouldn't have to do extensive research, and I got what I needed out of a few pamphlets the Mormons put out. I studied them and thought about how to answer the pamphlets' arguments.

The encounter with the missionaries whet my appetite. I realized I didn't have to be afraid or nervous, just persistent. The same goes for you.

Every time there's a knock on the door, it could be another opportunity for you to say, with a big smile, "Hi, elders! I'm glad you're here! I've been waiting for you!"

Inside a Mormon Temple 
http://www.ewtn.com/library/ANSWERS/INSIDTEM.HTM
By Isaiah Bennett. This article is reprinted from the June 1995 issue of “This Rock” magazine.
The hallmark of a "card-carrying Mormon" is just that: carrying a card (the Mormons call it a "recommend") indicating that the bearer has lived up to all the agreements he has made with the Mormon Church and has demonstrated this to the satisfaction of both his ward bishop and stake president. Perhaps no more than twenty percent of the Church membership are "temple Mormons," holders of the coveted recommend that permits entrance into any of the nearly fifty Mormon temples throughout the world. 
With documentation in hand, the patron enters through the doors of the temple and presents his recommend at the front desk, where a male temple worker checks its authenticity. This worker, along with most of the temple workers, is a volunteer, usually a retired person serving eight or more hours weekly in the temple.

Everyone in the temple dresses in white, both workers and patrons. The men wear white shirts, ties, pants, socks, and shoes or slippers. The women’s white dresses cover them from neck to ankle. The patron passes from the front desk through an interior lobby or waiting room and goes to the appropriate locker room. Here, he changes from street clothes (members are asked to enter and leave the temple in Sunday best) into the required white clothing, securing his possessions in an assigned locker.

Suitably attired, the patron is now able to choose what rituals he will undergo during that visit. Most Mormons who attend temples do so on behalf of someone who is dead. Only at his first visit does a Mormon undertake the various ceremonies in his own name, for his own sake. All subsequent trips to the temple are taken for the purpose of performing the same rituals, but on behalf of the deceased, by proxy.

All members are admonished to be attentive and reverent in "the Lord’s house" while doing "the Lord’s work." Heavy emphasis is placed on the symbolism of the place, the clothing, the actions, and the words. Mormons are encouraged to attend the temple often, both for their own spiritual growth and to help further the salvation of the dead. It is by constant participation in the temple rituals that the Mormon is expected to come to understand and appreciate them better. (This is not unlike the challenge presented to Catholics who participate in frequent, regular Mass attendance.)

There is no worship as such in a Mormon temple. No public prayer is offered. In place of the large sanctuary common to Christian churches and chapels, there are small auditoriums with theater seats, several smaller, mirrored sealing rooms, a baptismal room, offices, kitchen, cafeteria, laundry rooms, clothes rental areas, and a chapel.

Baptisms for the dead are always administered in a baptismal font large enough for at least two people to stand in. The font is supported on the backs of twelve sculpted oxen. The patron (youngsters from the age of twelve may qualify), dressed in a white jumpsuit, steps into the water where he is met by a man holding the proper authority and is immersed completely. Baptisms performed in the temple are done only for the dead (the living members have already received their baptism in a stake meeting house).

The words of administration are therefore: "Brother Smith [the patron], having authority of Jesus Christ, I baptize you for and on behalf of John Jones, who is dead, in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. Amen." Males are baptized for males, females for females. A patron may bring an approved list of his own ancestors, present it at the font, and be baptized on their behalf; he may also simply make himself available to be baptized for whatever names are awaiting this service. Thus, a person may be baptized many times within the space of a few minutes, each time for a different deceased person.

When the baptism portion is completed, the patron returns to the locker room and dresses. He then submits to "confirmation" or the laying on of hands, again only for the deceased. 
Two males having authority place their hands on the patron’s head while a third recites the confirmation prayer on behalf of the dead. The patron may sit for several minutes and be confirmed for many dead persons. Those for whom he has been confirmed may not be the same as those for whom he had just been baptized, since there are hundreds of names to be done, and it is not important that the same person stand in for both the baptism and the laying on of hands.

As in Catholic theology, baptism for the Mormon is the first "ordinance." Only after being baptized may the living member or the deceased prospective member be entitled to receive his "endowments." After a member has received his own endowment, he may attend any temple at any time, going through the endowment presentation on behalf of a deceased family member or other dead person. Except for a brief and private introduction given by a temple official on the occasion of one’s own endowment, every subsequent endowment presentation is exactly the same. Aside from one "spontaneous" prayer, not one word or action varies from session to session.

The intent of the endowment presentation is to give the patron, in word and action, the history of God’s dealings with man, beginning with the pre-existence of man and continuing through his return to God in heaven. Except in the Salt Lake Temple and one other, where temple workers act out the parts, the ceremony is shown on a video in small auditoriums in the temple.

The video action revolves around the council in heaven at which the gods decided to create man. The creation of Adam and Eve is depicted, along with their temptation by Satan and their eventual fall. The subsequent plan devised by Elohim (God the Father) and Jehovah (Jesus Christ) to help mankind return to the divine presence is offered. Subsequently, Peter, James, and John are shown coming to Adam and Eve with further instructions from the gods. With that, the video ends. From that point, the audio portion represents Peter giving to the patrons the various "names, signs, and tokens" of the Mormon priesthoods. Throughout the presentation of the endowment, the patrons don special "temple robes," the significance of which is never discussed.

The endowment requires the making of certain covenants and promises. The climax occurs when the patron is taken through the veil by "the Lord," a male temple worker. Once the patron passes through the veil, he is ushered into the central "celestial room." This is the most ornate room of the temple, though newer temples lean toward an understated, simpler beauty. The celestial rooms are unadorned with objects that might evoke spiritual emotions or sensations. Rather, they are decorated and furnished like many finer hotel lobbies. Common to all celestial rooms are soft chairs and sofas where patrons, singly or in quiet groups, are encouraged to spend some time in quiet reflection on the rituals they have just experienced.

Located just off the celestial room or clustered along hallways on its perimeter are the sealing rooms. Here a man and woman are sealed for all eternity as husband and wife. For the living, the goal of every worthy Mormon is a temple marriage.

The bride and groom, after having received their own endowments, proceed to a sealing room where other temple-worthy Mormons (usually family members and friends who hold a recommend), witness the couple’s exchange of vows while kneeling at a small, upholstered "altar." A male temple worker officiates.

Temple or celestial marriage is necessary for a Mormon man and woman to reach the highest level of salvation, or godhood, in the heavenly kingdom. Thus, performing proxy marriages or sealings for the dead is an obligation continually stressed by Mormon leadership. In doing this, a man and a woman, not necessarily related or even known to each other, serve as stand-ins for the deceased man and woman, who usually were married to each other during life. The temple official then conducts the sealing ceremony in a sealing room, with the customary two witnesses present. A couple may serve as proxy for a number of deceased couples during any given sealing session.

A second form of sealing involves the sealing of children to parents. Children born to a Mormon couple who were married in the temple are already considered "born under the covenant," and need no further sealing. Children born to those not married in the temple, including those of converts, adoptive parents, and "mixed marriages," must be sealed to their parents in the temple, provided that both living parents have joined the Church and have themselves been sealed to each other. Additionally, it is the goal of the Mormon Church to have all members of the human race be sealed to their lineal ancestors in a direct course leading back to Adam and Eve. So, it is incumbent upon members to search out the names of their dead, to have proxy baptisms, endowments, and marriage sealings performed for them, and then to have each generation sealed to the previous one.

The Mormon is required to amass as much genealogical material as possible concerning his ancestors and to assure that the various proxy rituals are done for them. Only in this way can he have any hope of attaining the fullness of salvation as a god himself.

A word is in order concerning one of the temple rituals that has been most open to comment and confusion. Prior to receiving his own endowment, the patron undergoes the "washing and anointing." After having removed his street clothes, the initiate is given a white cloth shield, similar to a poncho or a flowing chasuble. Wearing only this garment, he enters one of many small, curtained cubicles, perhaps six-feet square, in which are performed the so-called initiatories. Men and women are of course completely separated. Male workers conduct the ritual for the men, female workers for the women.

The procedure consists of the worker touching various parts of the patron’s body, first with a few drops of water, and then with oil. A blessing is given for each of the parts affected. The entire performance is conducted modestly and respectfully. At the conclusion, the patron is given his temple garments to put on. These are simply two-piece, stylized undergarments with embroidered markings. Men and women promise to wear these garments at all times throughout the remainder of their lives. As with all the other ordinances of the temple, the initiatory work must also be done for the dead, and many patrons find meaning in attending the temple specifically to receive washings and anointings for the deceased.
Members are encouraged to live lives worthy of receiving a temple recommend. Those are entitled to attend the temple who acknowledge to their Church authorities that they consider themselves virtuous and deserving. To be temple worthy, a Mormon is expected to pay a full tithe, be chaste, and observe the proscriptions against alcohol, tobacco, coffee, and tea. He must support and obey the Church leadership, attend his church meetings, and live uprightly before God and all men.

Accordingly, the temple is seen not only as "the house of the Lord," but also as the house of the Lord’s elect. The vast majority of Mormons themselves are not qualified to enter. One must merit the opportunity of attending, of serving the Lord in his house. There is no room for sinners, no room to which the guilty and the broken may be welcomed.

Unlike even the plainest of Catholic chapels, the Mormon temple affords no opportunity for corporate worship. Though the Mormon religion places a heavy emphasis on the family, patrons in the temple wind through its various rituals wrapped in their own private worlds.

A Mormon boy or girl must wait until the age of about nineteen before being considered worthy to attend the temple for the endowment. An adult convert must be a member of the Church for at least one year before receiving the endowment. During the wait, the future patron is promised that the temple experience will be the greatest joy one could ever attain in this life. It is there that one will receive all instruction needed to live a life that will lead to godhood.

The beauty of the temple and the richness of its rituals are extolled as the high point of the worthy Mormon’s mortal life. Indeed, Catholic converts to Mormonism are occasionally told that the temple surroundings and rituals will remind them of Catholic high Mass. It is thought that in the temple one will be closest to God and that, within the walls of the temple, Jesus Christ himself often appears. Mormons are taught that this "gate of heaven" opens to the patron the wonders of creation and its Creator. In this so-called "university of the Lord" alone are Mormons presented the lessons needed for achieving deity. Those unworthy of receiving the rituals of the temple will be damned, or perhaps "dammed" prevented from returning to the presence of their Heavenly Father. In comparing Mormon temple work with Catholic worship, this former temple patron observes differences. Chief among these is the purpose of the work. For the Mormon, temple work is undertaken as a means to advancement, for oneself or for a dead person. The central figure is the patron or the one for whom he is doing proxy work.

For about an hour and a half during a typical endowment session, the patron listens to the instructions, makes the dictated rote responses and promises, receives and gives the required hand signals and code words, and dons the ritual clothing. In return for his proper performance, he is promised exaltation as a god while being symbolically introduced into this eternal delight by being taken by the hand and brought through a cloth veil into the celestial room, there to contemplate his eventual deification.

How different the liturgy or work of the people at Mass, the central act for all Catholics! Christ and his Father are the focus. The Lord is the center, the source and goal of worship. Imperfect, striving members come to the Eucharist, first confessing their sinfulness to God and one another. In this house of prayer for all people, voices are raised together in adoration of the one Lord. It is to his service alone that the congregation dedicates itself.

The only perfect participant is the Sacrifice himself, whom all adore and to whom all submit. In place of the Mormon’s self-aggrandizement is the Lord’s self-abasement. As the worshipers again admit their unworthiness, he entrusts himself to them as food, as medicine for their weakness. The Catholic is sent forth from the Mass, not to contemplate his virtue but to remember his need, not to enjoy his own excellence but to love and serve the Lord and one another.

The Mormon temples are places of quiet and order. They are attractive, even majestic, inside and out. Their patrons believe in the importance and efficacy of the work they do there. If, for them, the temple represents the closest encounter with heaven they can hope to experience in this life, it is perhaps because they have not savored the beauty and power of ultimate worship found in the cathedrals, churches, and chapels of the Catholic Church. It is perhaps because they have never enjoyed the privilege of gathering with humble, repentant believers under Christ the High Priest to offer the perfect prayer of the Mass.

Neither the inaccessibility and relative sparsity of Mormon temples nor the secrecy of the rituals performed therein should be confused with sacred importance or spiritual power. On the contrary! The Lord, who desires that all people come to him, and who has ordained that a perfect sacrifice be offered at every moment to his name, will be kept neither remote nor hidden. The Lord never intended to be approached only by the elite nor to be found only by the perfect.

He chose to be seen and touched, to be confessed and adored, by Peter and by Thomas, by the weak in will and the weak in faith. As it was at the beginning of our Christian faith, it is now and will always be. The Lord of heaven and earth contents himself to come to us in the same way we approach him, humbly and vulnerably. His children freely approach his throne of grace. In the liturgy of the Word, the faithful hear of the Lord’s fidelity and closeness to his people. In the liturgy of the Eucharist, they experience first-hand the Lord who draws near, giving himself to dwell within them. This is a gift no man-made majesty can replace.

Isaiah Bennett was a Catholic priest who converted to Mormonism and then reconverted to the Catholic faith. He has produced a four-tape set explaining Mormonism; the tapes are available through Catholic Answers.

Problems with the Book of Mormon 
http://www.ewtn.com/library/ANSWERS/CAMORM1.HTM
By Catholic Answers
In these "latter days," there are few people who haven't been visited at least once by Mormon missionaries. 
At some point in your doorstep dialogue these earnest young men will entreat you to accept a copy of the Book of Mormon, read it, and pray about it, asking the Lord to "send the Holy Ghost to witness that it is true." 
Then, very solemnly, they'll "testify" to you that they know the Book of Mormon is true, that it's God's inspired word, that it contains the "fullness of the everlasting Gospel."

They'll assure you that if you read their text in a spirit of prayerful inquiry, you too will receive the testimony of the Holy Ghost. That testimony will convince you beyond doubt that the Book of Mormon is exactly what they claim it to be.

When you're given the Book of Mormon and asked to pray about it, it's important to realize why prayer is not a necessary ingredient in the process of determining whether this work is "of God." When you tell the missionaries you don't need to pray about the Book of Mormon, they'll think you're copping out, that you're afraid to learn the truth. Admittedly, you'll seem like a cad if you simply refuse and leave it at that. You have to provide them with a sensible rationale for refusing.

The devout Mormon believes this text is inspired because Joseph Smith said it is. He believes Smith had the authority to claim divine inspiration for the Book of Mormon because the Book of Mormon says Smith was a prophet and had such authority.

Keep in mind that the missionaries want you to have a feeling about the Book of Mormon after reading it. They'll testify to you that you'll receive the witness of the Holy Ghost in the form of a "burning in the bosom," a warm, fuzzy feeling, after reading and praying about it. This feeling is, for them, the clincher. It's the real proof that the Book of Mormon is inspired Scripture, and everything else follows from that conclusion.

How often have you felt strongly about something or someone, only to learn your feelings were misguided? Consider how often feelings change, even within the space of a single day, as they are affected by weather, lack of sleep, your surroundings, and a host of other factors. Feelings, although a part of our human make-up, can't be a yardstick in matters like this. After all, some people get a good feeling after reading "Mein Kampf" or the "Communist Manifesto" or the Yellow Pages. They could pray about such a feeling, and they could take the lingering of the feeling as some kind of divine approbation, but no such feeling will prove the inspiration of Hitler's, Marx's, or Ma Bell's writings.

Let's take a closer look at the text the missionaries offer. At first glance the Book of Mormon appears to be biblical in heft and style. It's couched in tedious King James English and features color renderings of Mormon scenes.

Visited America?

Upon closer scrutiny, you'll notice pictures of Jesus in what appear to be biblical settings. At the front of the book, you'll find three impressive testimonies—one of which is by Church founder and first prophet Joseph Smith—attesting to the veracity and divine origin of the work.

The introduction tells you that the "Book of Mormon is a volume of holy scripture comparable to the Bible. It is a record of God's dealings with the ancient inhabitants of the Americas and contains, as does the Bible, the fullness of the everlasting Gospel." There it is again—the "fullness of the everlasting Gospel." Naturally, you ask yourself just what that phrase means.

According to the Mormon Church, authentic Christianity can't be found in any of the so called Christian churches—only, of course, in the Mormon Church.

Mormons teach that, after Jesus ascended into heaven, the apostles taught the true doctrines of Christ and administered his sacred ordinances (roughly the equivalent of Catholic sacraments). After the death of the apostles, their successors continued the work of the Gospel, but with declining success. Within a few generations, the great apostasy foretold in the Bible began in earnest.

The Mormon Church asserts that the Church Christ founded became increasingly corrupted by pagan ideas introduced by nefarious members (sound familiar?). Over a period of years the Church lost all relationship with the Church Christ established. Consequently, the keys of authority of the holy priesthood were withdrawn from the Earth, and no man any longer had authorization to act in God's name.

From that time onward there were no valid baptisms, no laying on of hands for the receipt of the Holy Ghost, no blessings of any kind, and no administration of sacred ordinances. Confusions and heretical doctrines increased and led to the plethora of Christian sects seen today.

Mormons run into no small difficulty in reconciling the apostasy theory with Christ's promise in Matthew 16:18: "Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it."

How could it be that Christ, who should have known better, would promise that his Church wouldn't be overcome if he knew full well a great apostasy would make short shrift of it? Was Christ lying? Obviously not. Was he mistaken? No. Did he miscalculate things? No again. Christ's divinity precluded any such things.

There's Only One Possibility

What are we left with then? Could it be that Mormons are mistaken in their interpretation of such a crucial passage? This would seem to be the only tenable conclusion. If there were no great apostasy, then there could have been no need for a restoration of religious authority on the Earth. There would be no "restored Gospel." The entire premise of the Mormon Church would be undercut.

The simple fact is that the only church with an unbroken historical line to apostolic days is the Catholic Church. Even many Protestants acknowledge this, though they are quick to point out the need for a Reformation in the sixteenth century. It can be demonstrated easily that early Church writers, such as Ignatius of Antioch, Eusebius, Clement of Rome, and Polycarp, had no conception of the Church in the Mormon context. They knew nothing of a great apostasy.

Nowhere in their writings can one find references to any of the peculiarly Mormon doctrines, such as baptism for the dead, plural marriage, the potential for men to become gods, celestial marriage, and temple ceremonies. If the Church of the apostolic age was the prototype of today's Mormon Church, it must have had all these beliefs and practices. But why is there no evidence of them in the early centuries, before the apostasy began?

Church History is Catholic

The fact is that there is no historical or archaeological indication of any kind that the early Church was other than the Catholic Church. When dealing with Mormon missionaries, remember that all the evidence is in favor of the claims of the Catholic Church. If you want to watch their sails go slack quickly, ask the missionaries to produce any historical proof to support their case. They can't do it because it isn't there.

The Book of Mormon itself suffers the same fate when it comes to its own historical support. In a word, there is none. The Book of Mormon is a tome detailing a vast pre- Columbian culture that supposedly existed for centuries on the North and South American land masses.

It goes into amazing specificity in describing the civilizations erected by the Nephites and the Lamanites, who, having fled in three installments from Palestine, built massive cities, farmed the land, produced works of art, and fought large-scale wars—which culminated in the utter destruction of the Nephites in A.D. 421.

The Latter Day Saints revere the Book of Mormon as the divinely-inspired record of those people and of Christ's appearance to them shortly after his Crucifixion in Jerusalem.

The awkward part for the Mormon Church is the total lack of historical and archaeological evidence to support the Book of Mormon. For example, after the cataclysmic last battle fought between the Nephites and Lamanites, there was no one left to clean up the mess. Hundreds of thousands of men and beasts perished in that battle, and the ground was strewn with weapons and armor.

Keep in mind that A.D. 421 is just yesterday in archaeological terms. It should be easy to locate and retrieve copious evidence of such a battle, and there hasn't been enough time for the weapons and armor to turn to dust. The Bible tells of similar battles that have been documented using archaeological methods and equipment much inferior to those used today, battles which took place long before A.D. 421.

The embarrassing truth—embarrassing for Mormons, that is—is that no scientist, Mormon or otherwise, has been able to find anything to substantiate that such a great battle took place.
"Lifting" from the King James Bible

There are other problems with the Book of Mormon. It has long been held by critics of Mormonism, for instance, that the Book of Mormon is nothing but a synthesis of earlier works written by other men, of the vivid imaginings of Joseph Smith, and of simple plagiarisms of the King James Bible.

Numerous studies designed to prove this assertion have been conducted over the years, even from the days of Joseph Smith and Brigham Young, and the studies have seemed conclusive. The only Bible that Joseph Smith relied on was the King James Version. This translation was based on the "textus receptus," a good but imperfect edition of the Bible.

Scholars now know the "textus receptus" contains errors, which means the King James Version contains errors. The problem for Mormons is that these same errors show up in the Book of Mormon.

It seems reasonable to assume that since Smith was a prophet of God and was translating the Book of Mormon under divine inspiration, he would have known about the errors found in the King James Version and would have corrected them when passages from the King James Version appeared in the Book of Mormon. But the errors went in. The fact is that Smith simply incorporated large chunks of the King James Version into the work he was composing.

Now let's examine the concept of the "fullness of the everlasting Gospel." According to Webster, fullness is defined as "full, complete, plenary, containing all that is wanted, or needed, or possible."

According to a standard Mormon theological work, "Doctrines of Salvation," one finds this definition: "By fullness of the Gospel is meant all the ordinances and principles that pertain to the exaltation of the celestial kingdom" (vol. 1, p. 160). That's an official Mormon statement on the subject. But there's a problem.

If the Book of Mormon contains all the ordinances and principles that pertain to the Gospel, why don't Mormonism's esoteric doctrines show up in it? The doctrine that God is nothing more than an "exalted man with a body of flesh and bones" appears nowhere in the Book of Mormon.

Nor does the doctrine of Jesus Christ being the "spirit-brother" of Lucifer. Nor do the doctrines that men can become gods and that God the Father has a god above him, who has a god above him, ad infinitum.

The Book of Mormon is Anti-Mormon

These heterodox teachings, and many others like them, appear nowhere in the Book of Mormon. In fact, pivotal Mormon doctrines are flatly refuted by the Book of Mormon.

For instance, the most pointed refutation of the Mormon doctrine that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are actually three separate gods is found in Alma 11:28-31: "Now Zeezrom said: 'Is there more than one God?' and [Amulek] answered, 'No.' And Zeezrom said unto him again, 'How knowest thou these things? ' And he said 'An angel hath made them known unto me.'"

The Book of Mormon fails in three main areas. First, it lacks utterly historical or archaeological support, and there is an overwhelming body of empirical evidence that refutes it. Second, the Book of Mormon contains none of the key Mormon doctrines. This is important to note because the Latter-day Saints make such a ballyhoo about it containing the "fullness of the everlasting Gospel." (It would be more accurate to say it contains almost none of their everlasting Gospel at all.) Third, the Book of Mormon abounds in textual errors, factual errors, and outright plagiarisms from other works.

If you're asked by Mormon missionaries to point out examples of such errors, here are two you can use.
We read that Jesus "shall be born of Mary at Jerusalem, which is in the land of our forefathers" (Alma 6:10). But Jesus was born in Bethlehem, not Jerusalem.

If you mention this to a Mormon missionary, he might say Jerusalem and Bethlehem are only a few miles apart and that Alma could have been referring to the general area around Jerusalem. But Bethany is even closer to Jerusalem than is Bethlehem, yet the Gospels make frequent reference to Bethany.

Another problem: Scientists have demonstrated that honey bees were brought to the New World by Spanish explorers in the fifteenth century, but the Book of Mormon, in Ether 2:3, claims they were introduced around 2000 B.C.

The problem was that Joseph Smith wasn't a naturalist; he didn't know anything about bees and where they might be found (and when). He saw bees in America and threw them in the Book of Mormon as a little local color. He didn't realize he'd get stung by them. 
  
Mormonism's Baptism for the Dead 
http://www.ewtn.com/library/ANSWERS/CAMORM2.HTM
By Catholic Answers
Before any Mormon can go to the temple and, among other things, be baptized for the dead, he first must be judged worthy to go there. He can't just show up at the temple doors and expect to get in. No one is given entrance without producing a current "temple recommend," rather like a spiritual identification card that certifies his status as a righteous Mormon. 
The first step toward being able to go to the temple is an interview with the ward bishop (roughly equivalent to a parish priest). During this interview a Mormon is quizzed by the bishop to see if he's been faithful in his commitment to the teachings and ordinances of the Mormon Church.

He's questioned on a variety of subjects including his tithing track record; use of alcohol, tobacco, or caffeine; sexual immorality; and any failures to adhere to church doctrines and disciplines.

If the applicant has had difficulties in any of those areas, he won't receive a temple recommend. For the one who doesn't pass the interview, there's no trip to the temple.

The interesting thing is that the majority of Mormons don't have temple recommends. That's not to say they fail their interviews with their bishops. Actually, most Mormons, for a variety of reasons, never make the effort to obtain a temple recommend.

But for the minority who do and who obtain one, the most important ordinance they'll perform in the temple is baptism for the dead.

On any given day, in each of the more than forty temples around the world, thousands of faithful Mormons are baptized vicariously for the dead.

Most non-Mormons are dimly aware that the Mormons are interested in genealogy, but they're not sure why. Of course there's nothing wrong with being interested in genealogy as a hobby, but it's far from a hobby for Mormons.

For them, the whole point behind genealogical work is the idea that those who died as non-Mormons can be baptized vicariously and thus become Mormons posthumously.

This doctrine was first given to the church by Joseph Smith in 1836 and is found in his Doctrine and Covenants, but not, as we'll see, in the Book of Mormon.

In defense of it, Mormons cite a single Bible verse, 1 Corinthians 15:29: "Now, what about those people who are baptized for the dead? What do they hope to accomplish? If it is true, as some claim, that the dead are not raised to life, why are those people being baptized for the dead?"

This is the passage Mormons point to when discussing baptism for the dead. "See, even Paul, who of all people must have known the truth, is talking about the church baptizing its dead." For the Mormon, this is conclusive evidence. But is it really?
The Bible Doesn't Teach It

In Paul's first epistle to the Church in Corinth, he treats a number of subjects. This letter was written to counteract problems he saw developing in Corinth after he had established the Church there. Corinth had its share of pagan religions, but there were also quasi-Christian groups which practiced variations of orthodox Christian doctrines. Enter baptism for the dead.

Although we have no way of knowing for sure who was engaging in this practice, it's certain that Paul wasn't referring to orthodox Christians baptizing the dead. Catholic and Protestant scholars agree on that.

There's no other scriptural reference to it, and none of the Church Fathers discuss it in any of their writings. There is simply no evidence indicating that the early Christian Church practiced baptism for the dead.

When you discuss baptism for the dead with Mormons, remember that it's a very important doctrine to all of them, and it takes on a greater significance to the Mormons who go to the temple. They believe people who've died can be baptized by proxy, thus allowing them the opportunity to become Mormons after their death.

You might be surprised to learn that the Mormon Church has teams of men and women microfilming records of Catholic and Protestant parishes, cemetery records, birth and death certificates--virtually any sort of record pertaining to past generations. Temple Mormons hope, in time, to have all of the dead of previous generations baptized posthumously into the Mormon Church.
The idea behind baptisms for the dead is this: God wants each of us to be with him in glory. To effect this, he allows us to accept the Mormon Gospel here on earth. If we don't, he sends us to a "spirit prison" (in essence, purgatory) until the Gospel has been preached to us there and we convert.

Since we weren't Mormons here on earth, we'll become Mormons there by way of some Mormon temple patron who's been kind enough to baptize us--at least that's the

theory, and it's a theory that's developed over the years and is quite unlike what Joseph Smith first taught.

As in other cases, the Book of Mormon becomes an important tool for the Christian apologist. It contradicts much Mormon theology, and baptism for the dead is no exception.

In Alma 34:35, 36 we read: "For behold, if ye have procrastinated the day of your repentance even until death, behold ye have become subjected to the spirit of the devil, and he does seal you his. Therefore, the spirit of the Lord has withdrawn from you and hath no place in you; the power of the devil is over you, and this is the final state of the wicked."

Flat-Out Contradiction

In other words, those who die as non-Mormons go to hell, period. There's no suggestion of a later, vicarious admission into the Mormon Church.

We see present-day Mormon doctrine also contradicted in 2 Nephi 9:15: "And it shall come to pass that when all men shall have passed from this first death unto life, insomuch as they have become immortal, they must appear before the judgment seat of the Holy One of Israel, and then cometh the judgment and then must they be judged according to the holy judgment of God. For the Lord God hath spoken it, and it is his eternal word, which cannot pass away, that they who are righteous shall be righteous still, and they who are filthy shall be filthy still; wherefore, they who are filthy...shall go away into everlasting fire, prepared for them; and their torment is as a lake of fire and brimstone, whose flame ascendeth up forever and ever and has no end."

When dealing with Mormons it's good to demonstrate that Joseph Smith contradicted himself, but you can't leave it at that. As in other areas of Mormon theology, it's not difficult to identify the flaws, but that alone won't help you in your task of bringing a soul to Christ.
You Must Explain What Baptism Is

You have to help Mormons recognize the problems with Mormon theology, and then--this is the most important part--you've got to be able to offer a solution to the problems. You might begin with what Christian baptism really is.

The Catholic Church defines it as "the act or sacrament of the Church by which, through regeneration by water and the Spirit, the properly disposed person is incorporated into the Church, consecrated by the baptismal character to exercise the cult of the Christian religion, and enabled to bear witness to Christ (a) by receiving the other sacraments, (b) by prayer and thanksgiving, (c) by the witness of a holy life, and (d) by self-denial and active charity" ("Lumen Gentium" 2:10, 11).

(By the way, don't be thrown by the word "cult" here; it's referring to the newly baptized person taking his place in the Church, exercising his Christianity within and through the Church.)

When discussing this topic or any topic with Mormons, be prepared for their escape hatches, especially their chief one. When faced with contradictions between the Bible and their theology, they'll tell you the Bible isn't translated correctly in that instance.

"We believe the Bible to be the Word of God as far as it is correctly translated" (Eighth Article of Faith). As you might expect, they find fault with the translating precisely in those places where the King James Version (which is the one they use) undermines Mormon beliefs.

Mormon theology, like that of fundamentalism, is deficient in its understanding of the nature and effects of baptism. Both Mormons and fundamentalists say baptism is merely an ordinance, not a sacrament in the Catholic sense, but Mormons mean by the term ordinance more than fundamentalists do.

They believe baptism effects a change in the soul of the convert. Fundamentalists don't believe that. They think baptism produces no change in the soul. Rather, it's an outward symbol of conversion. Both positions contain some truth, but they miss the essential point--regeneration.

What separates Mormons from Catholics on this issue is the understanding of original sin and its relationship with baptism. Catholics believe in original sin. Mormons don't.

The Second Article of Faith in the Mormon Church says, "We believe that men will be punished for their own sins, and not for Adam's transgression." For Mormons, there is no sacramental cleansing of original sin because there is no original sin that needs to be cleansed. That's why Mormons don't baptize infants.
Adam's Sin Affects (and Infects) All

To help Mormons understand the importance of baptism, you must demonstrate the fact that all men are, until baptism, out of God's friendship due to Adam's sin. Initially they won't agree with you because they've been taught that in a way it was actually a good thing that Adam sinned. They don't actually call it a sin; instead they call it a transgression.

In the book "Mormon Doctrine," the late Bruce McConkie, a leading Mormon theologian and apologist, wrote: "Modern Christendom has the false doctrine of original sin. Although Scriptures abundantly show that men will be punished for their own sins and not for Adam's transgression, the common view is that all men are tainted with sin and denied blessings because of Adam's fall."
McConkie never provides any of the "abundant" evidence he refers to. He gives a few quotations from the "Catholic Encyclopedia" which explain the Catholic teaching on original sin and, as a corollary, infant baptism. He ridicules Catholic teaching, but doesn't offer the reader any evidence that would support the Mormon position.

Mormon theology teaches that God wanted Adam to sin so the "pre-ordained plan of salvation" might come to fruition. The conflict lies in Mormonism's teaching on free will.

On one hand, it emphasizes the fact that Adam was endowed by God with free will, but it also maintains that God, in a sense, prevented him from exercising it when it came to the Fall--Adam couldn't not fall. McConkie says, "In conformity with the will of the Lord, Adam fell both spiritually and temporally."
What Baptism Really Does

To explain Catholic teaching on baptism you need to demonstrate the reality of original sin, its effects on the souls of all people, and the necessity of baptism for its removal. Some excellent verses to use are Genesis 3:16-24, Romans 5:12-19, 1 Corinthians 15:21-22, and Galatians 3:27.

Several things happen at baptism. First, the spiritual (though not physical) effects of original sin are removed from the soul. This removal is accompanied by an infusion of sanctifying grace, which makes the soul spiritually alive. The soul receives an indelible character that irrevocably identifies it as a member of the heavenly family.

Also, all punishment due to pre-baptismal actual sins is completely remitted. This kind of baptism--the only kind mentioned in the Bible--is for the living, not for the dead. Our chance to become heirs with Christ comes here on earth. Once we've died, there is no chance to be baptized.

Most Mormons don't understand this traditional Christian position. They're also mistaken in their understanding of the Catholic Church's position on the state of unbaptized souls.

They think the Church condemns to hell all who haven't been baptized with water. Not so. We know God judges each person according to the graces he received while on earth. For example, a person living in a remote area may die never having heard the name Jesus, never having come near a Christian.

The Catholic Church teaches that if such a person lived according to his conscience, and if he made a positive effort to know, love, and serve God, even if he was wrong in his approach, he will be eligible to receive salvation through Christ's work on the Cross.

The Mormon Church claims to have the only "fair" answer to the question of the destiny of the unbaptized Mormons think baptism for the dead is the only logical and merciful way to get around the problem.

They're dead wrong. The merits of Christ's sacrifice can be applied without baptism by water through baptism of desire or blood.

The three points to remember when discussing baptism with Mormons are (1) the reality of original sin, (2) the sacramental nature and spiritual effects of baptism, (3) and the Church's teachings on the destiny of unbaptized souls.

Mormonism's Doublethink 
http://www.ewtn.com/library/ANSWERS/CAMORM3.HTM
By Catholic Answers 
George Orwell, in his novel 1984, did Christian apologists a great favor by coining the term "doublethink," which he defined as "the power of holding two contradictory beliefs in one's mind simultaneously, and accepting both of them." It's the most succinct way of describing certain religious beliefs. For an illustration of double think one need look no further than the Mormon Church's doctrines about God. 
Joseph Smith, Mormonism's founder, taught a plurality of gods—polytheism—as the bedrock of his church. He developed this doctrine over a period of years to reflect his belief that not only are there many gods, but they once were mortal men who had developed in righteousness until they learned enough and merited godhood. The Mormon Church uses the term "eternal progression" for this process, and it refers to godhood as "exaltation." Such euphemisms are used because the idea of men becoming gods is blasphemous to orthodox Christians. Smith encountered much hostility to these doctrines and thought it wise to disguise them.

Although he softened his terms, Smith minced no words in explaining his beliefs. "I will preach on the plurality of gods. I am going to tell you how God came to be God. We have imagined and supposed that God was God from all eternity. I will refute that idea, and take away the veil, so that you may see" ("King Follett Discourse").

Mormonism's founder concluded his flock didn't understand the nature of God. No mortal entirely does, of course, but this particular group was handicapped, not helped, by the strange theories expounded by Smith.

True to his word, Smith took away the veil of misunderstanding, only to replace it with a monolithic wall of doublethink. After all, to teach that the all-sovereign God, the infinite and supreme being, the creator and master of the universe, was merely an exalted man is a fine example of what Orwell must have had in mind.

Progressive Revelation to Smith

In 1844, shortly before his death at the hands of an enraged mob, Joseph Smith delivered a sermon at the funeral of a Mormon named King Follett. The "King Follett" Discourse has become a key source for the Mormon Church's beliefs on polytheism and eternal progression. It's short and can be purchased at any LDS bookstore for about a dollar. You can read it in half an hour.
To appreciate the extent of Smith's departure from traditional Christian thought, it's important to realize that his doctrines weren't "revealed" to his church all at once or in their present state. From his first vision in 1820 until his death in 1844, Joseph Smith crafted and modified his doctrines, often altering them so drastically that they became quite something else as years passed.

Early in his career as prophet, seer, and revelator of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, Smith wrote the Book of Mormon, which he claimed to be the "fullness of the everlasting Gospel." In it are passages that proclaim there is only one God and that God can't change.

The next time you speak with Mormon missionaries, cite these verses: "I know that God is not a partial God, neither a changeable being; but he is unchangeable from all eternity to all eternity" (Moroni 8:18); "For do we not read that God is the same yesterday, today and forever and in him there is no variableness neither shadow of changing? And now, if ye have imagined up unto yourselves a god who doth vary, and in whom there is shadow of changing, then ye have imagined up unto yourselves a god who is not a God of miracles" (Mormon 9:9-10).

It's hard to be more explicit than that. In his early years Smith did not believe in the "law of eternal progression." He had an orthodox understanding of God's immutable nature. But at some point in his theological odyssey he veered into the land of doublethink.
Contradictory Views

Remember, Smith maintained the inspiration and truth of the Book of Mormon at the same time he believed the following: "God himself was once as we are now, and is an exalted man, and sits enthroned in yonder heavens! That is the great secret. If the veil were rent today, and the great God who upholds all worlds and all things by his power, was to make himself visible—I say, if you were to see him today, you would see him like a man in form—like yourselves in all the person, image, and very form as a man; for Adam was created in the very fashion, image and likeness of God, and received instruction from, and walked, talked and conversed with him, as one man talks and communes with another" ("King Follet Discourse").

This is one of Smith's more spectacular displays of doublethink. Fourteen years after penning the Book of Mormon, he contradicts his earlier writings with this sermon—but he doesn't throw aside his earlier teaching. Both are to be accepted.
The Missionary's "Testimony"

If you question a Mormon missionary, he'll be familiar with the "King Follett Discourse," and he'll have a "testimony" about the truth of the doctrine of eternal progression. If you have both the "Discourse" and the Book of Mormon on hand, read these passage to the missionary. Watch his reaction and press for an explanation. Ask him how it's possible to hold both positions. Mormons revere Joseph Smith as the highest authority in their church—what he said is scripture—and they're stuck when it comes to this topic.

These two teachings from the prophet obviously don't agree with each other. This is where doublethink kicks in. If Mormons couldn't believe two contradictory doctrines at once, they'd be forced to throw up their hands in bewilderment.

They can't believe that God is at once immutable and changing, that from all eternity he was as he now is yet he evolved from a mere man. To Mormons this theological oxymoron poses no problem because they don't lend their minds to it. Your job as an apologist is to show them there is a problem and then to offer a solution to it.

It's not enough to say God is eternal and to leave it at that. We need to take his infinite perfection into account. This is where the Mormons falter. They believe that although God is perfect now, he wasn't always so. Once he was imperfect, as a mortal, and he had to arrive at perfection through his own labor. (You might call it a super Pelagianism.)
Smith Was to Be a God

Joseph Smith, in the Discourse, said, "My Father worked out his kingdom with fear and trembling, and I must do the same. And when I get to my kingdom [godhood], I shall present it to my Father, so that he may obtain kingdom upon kingdom, and it will exalt him in glory. He will then take a higher exaltation, and I will take his place, and thereby become exalted myself."

In any discussion with a Mormon about Mormonism's conflicting teachings on the nature of God, you have to cut away the camouflage. You have to get to the central facts. It's simple, really. Just show them how the Book of Mormon conflicts with Smith's later teachings. If he was right about God, when was he right? Take your pick, but you can't pick both, and neither can a Mormon—except if he uses doublethink. If a Mormon chooses either teaching as correct and admits the other must be wrong, Smith's credibility as a prophet collapses.

Be forewarned that your first discussion about the nature of God won't produce any visible change in your Mormon acquaintance. He's unlikely to admit the cogency and simplicity of your argument. He's working in good faith, and he's sincere in his beliefs, but psychologically you're at a disadvantage, since he wants to maintain his faith as he's known it. Be patient as you help him see these theological "black holes."
Don't Aim to Win an Argument

Keep in mind your ultimate goal isn't to win an argument, but to win a soul for Christ. What the Catholic apologist offers isn't just sound logic, or a preponderance of Bible quotations, or even the blunders Joseph Smith made. No, what he offers is the truth of the Catholic faith.
But you do need sound logic, buttressed by thorough homework, and you need patience that's sustained by charity. Above all you need prayer that God will use your efforts to prepare your acquaintance's soul for the gift of faith. Doublethink isn't invincible. It's just an intellectual impediment, and it can be overcome.

You need to do some homework first, of course. You need a solid understanding of God's nature. We recommend reading the appropriate passage in Fr. John Hardon's "Catholic Catechism" and Frank Sheed's "Theology and Sanity."

These books are available in inexpensive paperbacks, and they should be a part of every Catholic's library. You should also have on hand, naturally, a copy of the Book of Mormon and of the "King Follet Discourse." If you have your references already marked in these books, you'll be ready the next time a Mormon missionary comes to your door.

Oddities of Mormon Theology 
http://www.ewtn.com/library/ANSWERS/MORMON.HTM
By Catholic Answers
Are Mormons Protestants? No, but their founder, Joseph Smith, came from a Protestant background, and Protestant presuppositions form part of the basis of Mormonism. 
Still, it isn't correct to call Mormons Protestants, because doing so implies they hold to the essentials of Christianity—what C. S. Lewis termed "mere Christianity." The fact is, they don't. Gordon B. Hinckley, a member of Mormonism's First Presidency, says (in a booklet called What of the Mormons?) that Mormons "are no closer to Protestantism than they are to Catholicism."

That isn't quite right—it would be better to say they're even further from Catholicism than from Protestantism—but Hinckley has a good case. Let's examine it, and we can start by considering the young men who come to your door.

They always come in pairs and are dressed conservatively, usually in white shirts and ties. As often as not, they get from place to place by bicycle. They introduce themselves to you as Elder This and Elder That. The title "Elder" means they hold one of the two Mormon priesthoods, the Melchizedek.

This priesthood is something every practicing Mormon male achieves at age twelve, "provided he conforms to the standards of the Church." The Aaronic priesthood is the lesser; it "is concerned with the temporal affairs of the Church, and its ranks are known as deacon, teacher, then priest.

The Melchizedek priesthood is concerned mainly with spiritual affairs, and it "embrac[es] all of the authority of the Aaronic," explains Hinckley. The Melchizedek ranks are elder, seventy, and high priest. At age twelve boys become deacons in a ceremony that parallels the bar mitzvah of Judaism.

If the terms for the various levels of the Mormon priesthood are confusing, still more confusing is the ecclesiastical structure. The basic unit, equivalent to a small parish, is the ward. Wards within a single geographical area form a stake, which corresponds to a small diocese.

The head of each ward isn't called a priest, as you might expect, but a bishop. A Mormon bishop can officiate at a civil marriage, but not at a "temple marriage," which can be performed only by a "sealer" in one of Mormonism's temples.

Polygamy

This may be an opportune time to make a few comments about the place of marriage in Mormonism. One of the attractions of this religion, surely, is the apparent solidity of its marriages (even though that solidity is as much illusion as reality). But if Mormonism and marriage bring to mind anything, it is polygamy.

Hinckley explains that "Mormonism claims to be a restoration of God's work in all previous dispensations. The Old Testament teaches that the patriarchs . . . had more than one wife under divine sanction. In the course of the development of the Church in the nineteenth century, it was revealed to the leader of the Church that such a practice should be entered into again."

Although polygamy was permitted to Mormons, few practiced it, but enough did so to make it the characteristic that most caught the attention of other Americans.

Mormonism, you should understand, is one of those religions which is peculiarly American. (A few others come to mind immediately, such as the Jehovah's Witnesses and Christian Science.) Although now spread beyond the borders of the United States, Mormonism is so tied to a certain brand of American nationalism that you couldn't imagine the religion starting up anywhere else.

Nationalism in Mormonism

If today's fundamentalists are known, many of them, for their belief that America is destined to play a key role in the events of the Last Days, Mormons are identified even closer with America, their theory being, of course, that Christ renewed his work here, among the Indians, after it flopped in Palestine.

The Anglican Church is not just the Church of Englishmen. It is the Established Church. In theory, and even at times in practice, Parliament can decide what Anglicans are to believe officially and can make and unmake clerics of all grades, from the lowliest curate to the Archbishop of Canterbury.

Just as Anglicanism is tied to England, so Mormonism is tied to the United States. Although it is not the established religion of this country, Mormonism has allowed itself to be modified by Congress.

"In the late 1880s," says Hinckley, "Congress passed various measures prohibiting [polygamy]. When the Supreme Court declared these laws constitutional, the Church indicated its willingness to comply. 
It could do nothing else in view of its basic teachings on the necessity for obedience to the law of the land. That was in 1890. Since then officers of the Church have not performed plural marriages, and members who have entered into such relationships have been excommunicated."

Before Congress acted, Mormons were convinced polygamy was not merely permissible, but positively good, for those "of the highest character who had proved themselves capable of maintaining more than one family."

Yet this position was dropped when Washington threatened to deny statehood to Utah. (Similarly, and more recently, a "revelation," saying blacks would no longer be denied the Mormon priesthood, was given to Mormon leaders when the feds started breathing down their necks.)

Continuing Revelation

These continuing revelations are not exceptions to Mormon practice. "We believe all that God has revealed, all that He does now reveal, and we believe that He will yet reveal many great and important things"—this is the ninth article of faith for Mormons and is an official statement of doctrine.

Hinckley notes that "Christians and Jews generally maintain that God revealed himself and directed chosen men in ancient times. Mormons maintain that the need for divine guidance is as great or greater in our modem, complex world as it was in the comparatively simple times of the Hebrews." Thus, continuing revelation.

It might be added: continuing public revelation. Catholics hold that public (general) revelation ended at the death of the last apostle, but private revelations can be given still—and have been, as the Marian apparitions testify.

Mormonism's Debt to Puritanism

"Mormon theology," says Hinckley, "deals with such widely diversified subjects as the nature of heaven and the evils of alcohol. Actually, in this philosophy the two are closely related. Since man is created in the image of God, his body is sacred . . . As such, it ill becomes any man or women to injure or dissipate his or her health." So alcohol is out for the believing Mormon.

Here we have an example of Mormonism borrowing from Puritanism. The fact is, of course, that the religion Joseph Smith developed uses elements of various forms of Protestantism, and the emphasis on "temperance"—which, to the old-line Protestants, meant not the moderate use of alcohol, but outright abstinence—is one such borrowing.

The curious thing is that this attitude is contrary to the Bible. It is one of those doctrines, shared by fundamentalists, many evangelicals, and Mormons, that is believed independently of the Bible, though, to be sure, the Bible is searched (and not very successfully) for verses that seem to back it.

The ancient Jews were a temperate people—temperate used in the right sense. They used light wine as part of the regular diet (1 Tim. 3:8). Jesus, you will recall, was call a winebibber (Matt. 11:19), the charge being not that he drank, but that he drank too much.

Jesus Wasn't a Teetotaler

The New Testament nowhere says Jesus' opponents claimed he should have been a teetotaler. Wine was used also at weddings, of course, and our Lord apparently approved of the practice; after all, when the wine was depleted at Cana, he made more out of water.

Something Mormons seldom refer to is wine's medicinal uses (Luke 10:34). You will recall that Paul advised Timothy to take wine to ease stomach pains (1 Tim. 5:23). Such apostolic admonitions co-exist uneasily with Mormonism's strictures against wine.

As is so often the case when founders of new religions get an idea into their heads and take it to extremes, the misuse of wine has been confused with the legitimate use. Granted, the Bible condemns excessive drinking (1 Cor. 5:11; Gal. 5:21; Eph. 5:18; 1 Pet. 4:3), but the key here is the adjective.

When Hinckley refers to the "evils of alcohol," he gets it wrong. Alcohol itself is not evil, but the misuse of it is, just as a hammer, which can be used to pound in nails, can be misused to pound in skulls.
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The Question of the Validity of Baptism conferred in the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints
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By Fr Luis Ladaria, S.J. Taken from: L'Osservatore Romano, Weekly Edition in English, 1 August 2001, page 4

The Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith has given a negative response to a "Dubium" regarding the validity of Baptism conferred in the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, more commonly known as the Mormons. Given that this decision changes the past practice of not questioning the validity of such Baptism, it seems appropriate to explain the reasons that have led to this decision and to the resulting change of practice.

Doctrinal errors usually do not invalidate baptism

This explanation becomes even more necessary if one considers that errors of a doctrinal nature have never been considered sufficient to question the validity of the sacrament of Baptism. In fact, already in the middle of the third century Pope Stephen I, opposing the decisions of an African synod in 256 A.D., reaffirmed that the ancient practice of the imposition of hands as a sign of repentance should be maintained, but not the rebaptism of a heretic who enters the Catholic Church. In this way, the name of Christ attains great honour for faith and sanctification because whoever is baptized in the name of Christ, wherever that has taken place, has received the grace of Christ (cf. Denzinger-Hüngermann [DH] 110-111). The same principle was upheld by the Synod of Arles in 314 (cf. DH 123). Well-known also is the struggle of St Augustine against the Donatists. The Bishop of Hippo affirms that the validity of the sacrament depends neither on the personal sanctity of the minister nor on his belonging to the Church.

Right intention is the intention to do what the Church wants, what Christ wants

Even non-Catholics can validly administer Baptism. In every case, however, it is the Baptism of the Catholic Church, which does not belong to those who separate themselves from her but to the Church from which they have separated themselves (cf. Augustine, On Baptism 1, 12, 9). This validity is possible because Christ is the true minister of the sacrament: Christ is the one who truly baptizes, whether it is Peter or Paul or Judas who baptizes (cf. Augustine, Treatise on the Gospel of John VI, 1, 7; cf. CCC n. 1127). The Council of Trent, confirming this tradition, defined that Baptism administered by heretics in the name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, with the intention of doing what the Catholic Church does is true Baptism (cf. DH 1617).

The validity of doubtful baptism is presumed especially in the case of marriage, as in the case of the Christians of Nagasaki

The most recent documents of the Catholic Church maintain the same teaching. The Code of Canon Law prescribes that those who have been baptized in non-Catholic ecclesial communities (as long as there is no doubt regarding the matter or the form or the intention of the minister or of the person being baptized) should not be baptized again (cf. Code of Canon Law, can. 869 §2), Intrinsically connected to this problem is that of who can be the minister of Baptism in the Catholic Church. According to the Code, in cases of necessity anyone can baptize, provided the intention is correct (cf. can. 861 §2). The Code of Canon Law confirms the fundamental elements of Tridentine teaching and makes more explicit what is the required correct intention: "The intention required is to will to do what the Church does when she baptizes. The Church finds the reason for this possibility in the universal saving will of God and the necessity of Baptism for salvation" (CCC, n. 1256. Evidently, the necessity of Baptism spoken of here is not to be understood in an absolute sense; cf. ibid., nn. 1257-1261). Precisely because of the necessity of Baptism for salvation the Catholic Church has had the tendency of broadly recognizing this right intention in the conferring of this sacrament, even in the case of a false understanding of Trinitarian faith, as for example in the case of the Arians.

Taking into account this deeply-rooted practice of the Church, applied without any doubt as to the multiplicity of non-Catholic Christian communities emerging from the so-called Reform of the 16th century, it is easily understood that when there appeared in the United States the religious movement of Joseph Smith around 1830, in which the matter and the words of the form of Baptism were correctly utilized, this Baptism was considered valid, analogously to the Baptism of so many other non-Catholic ecclesial communities. Joseph Smith and Oliver Cowdery, according to their teaching, received the priesthood of Aaron in 1829. Given the circumstances of the Church in the United States in the 19th century and the means of social communication at that time, even though the new religious movement gained a considerable number of followers, the knowledge that ecclesiastical authorities could have had of the doctrinal errors that were professed in this new group was necessarily very limited throughout the entire century. For the practical cases that emerged there was applied the response of the Holy Office of 9 September 1868 given for the Christian communities of Japan which had remained isolated and without priests from the time of the persecution at the beginning of the 17th century. According to this response: 1) those persons about whom there was doubt whether they were validly baptized should be considered Christians; 2) this Baptism should be considered valid with regard to the validity of marriage (Gasparri, Fontes, IV, n. 1007).

Current doubts about the validity of Mormon baptism

In the 20th century, the Catholic Church became more aware of the Trinitarian errors which the teaching proposed by Smith contained, though he used the traditional terms, and therefore more and more doubts spread about the validity of the Baptism conferred by the Mormons, in spite of the fact that the form, as far as the substance of the terminology goes, coincided with that used by the Church. As a result, almost imperceptibly there developed difference of practice, insofar as those who had a certain personal knowledge of the teaching of the Mormons considered their Baptism invalid, while the common practice continued of applying the traditional principle of the presumption in favour of the validity of such Baptism, since there was no official norm in this regard. In recent years, as a result of a request from the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, the Bishops' Conference of the United States undertook a detailed study of this delicate issue with the hope of coming to a definitive conclusion. On its part the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith undertook a new examination of the material that came from the United States and thus was able to resolve the proposed question.

What are the reasons which now led to this negative position regarding the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, which seems different from the position of the Catholic Church throughout the centuries?

Huge divergence on Trinity and baptism invalidates the intention of the Mormon minister of baptism and of the one to be baptized

According to the traditional doctrine of the Catholic Church there are four requirements for the valid administration of the sacrament of Baptism: the matter, the form, the intention of the minister, and the right disposition of the recipient. Let us examine briefly each of these four elements in the teaching and practice of the Mormons.

I. The Matter. On this point there is no problem. Water is used. The Mormons practice Baptism by immersion (cf. Doctrine and Covenants [D&C] 20:74), which is one of the ways of celebrating Baptism (application of the matter) which is accepted by the Catholic Church.

II. The Form. We have seen that in the texts of the Magisterium on Baptism there is a reference to the invocation of the Trinity (to the sources already mentioned, the Fourth Lateran Council could be added here [DH 8021). The formula used by the Mormons might seem at first sight to be a Trinitarian formula. The text states: "Being commissioned by Jesus Christ, I baptize you in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit" (cf. D&C 20:73). The similarities with the formula used by the Catholic Church are at first sight obvious, but in reality they are only apparent. There is not in fact a fundamental doctrinal agreement. There is not a true invocation of the Trinity because the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, according to the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, are not the three persons in which subsists the one Godhead, but three gods who form one divinity. One is different from the other, even though they exist in perfect harmony (Joseph F. Smith, ed., Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith [TPJSI, Salt Lake City: Desert Book, 1976, p. 372). The very word divinity has only a functional, not a substantial content, because the divinity originates when the three gods decided to unite and form the divinity to bring about human salvation (Encyclopaedia of Mormonism [EM], New York: Macmillan, 1992, cf. Vol. 2, p. 552). This divinity and man share the same nature and they are substantially equal. God the Father is an exalted man, native of another planet, who has acquired his divine status through a death similar to that of human beings, the necessary way to divinization (cf. TPJS, pp. 345-346). God the Father has relatives and this is explained by the doctrine of infinite regression of the gods who initially were mortal (cf. TPJS, p. 373). God the Father has a wife, the Heavenly Mother, with whom he shares the responsibility of creation. They procreate sons in the spiritual world. Their firstborn is Jesus Christ, equal to all men, who has acquired his divinity in a pre-mortal existence. Even the Holy Spirit is the son of heavenly parents. The Son and the Holy Spirit were procreated after the beginning of the creation of the world known to us (cf. EM, Vol. 2, p. 961). Four gods are directly responsible for the universe, three of whom have established a covenant and thus form the divinity.

As is easily seen, to the similarity of titles there does not correspond in any way a doctrinal content which can lead to the Christian doctrine of the Trinity. The words Father, Son and Holy Spirit, have for the Mormons a meaning totally different from the Christian meaning. The differences are so great that one cannot even consider that this doctrine is a heresy which emerged out of a false understanding of the Christian doctrine. The teaching of the Mormons has a completely different matrix. We do not find ourselves, therefore, before the case of the validity of Baptism administered by heretics, affirmed already from the first Christian centuries, nor of Baptism conferred in non-Catholic ecclesial communities, as noted in Canon 869 §2.

III. The Intention of the Celebrating Minister. Such doctrinal diversity, regarding the very notion of God, prevents the minister of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints from having the intention of doing what the Catholic Church does when she confers Baptism, that is, doing what Christ willed her to do when he instituted and mandated the sacrament of Baptism. This becomes even more evident when we consider that in their understanding Baptism was not instituted by Christ but by God and began with Adam (cf. Book of Moses 6:64). Christ simply commanded the practice of this rite; but this was not an innovation. It is clear that the intention of the Church in conferring Baptism is certainly to follow the mandate of Christ (cf. Mt 28, 19) but at the same time to confer the sacrament that Christ had instituted. According to the New Testament, there is an essential difference between the Baptism of John and Christian Baptism. The Baptism of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, which originated not in Christ but already at the beginning of creation (James E. Talmage, Articles of Faith [AF], Salt Lake City: Desert Book, 1990, cf. pp. 110-111), is not Christian Baptism; indeed, it denies its newness. The Mormon minister, who must necessarily be the "priest" (cf. D&C 20:38-58.107:13.14.20), therefore radically formed in their own doctrine, cannot have any other intention than that of doing what the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints does, which is quite different in respect to what the Catholic Church intends to do when it baptizes, that is, the conferral of the sacrament of Baptism instituted by Christ, which means participation in his death and resurrection (cf. Rom 6,3-11; Col 2,12-13).

We can note two other differences, not as fundamental as the preceding one, but which also have their importance:

A) According to the Catholic Church, Baptism cancels not only personal sins but also original sin, and therefore even infants are baptized for the remission of sins (cf. the essential texts of the Council of Trent, DH 1513-1515). This remission of original sin is not accepted by the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, which denies the existence of this sin and therefore baptizes only persons who have the use of reason and are at least eight years old, excluding the mentally handicapped (cf. AF, pp. 113-116). In fact, the practice of the Catholic Church in conferring Baptism on infants is one of the main reasons for which the Mormons say that the Catholic Church apostatized in the first centuries, so that the sacraments celebrated by it are all invalid.

B) If a believer baptized in the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, after renouncing his or her faith or having been excommunicated, wants to return, he or she must be rebaptized (cf. AF, pp. 129-131).

Even in regard to these last elements it is clear that the Baptism of Mormons cannot be considered valid; since it is not Christian Baptism, the minister cannot have the intention of doing what the Catholic does.

IV. The Disposition of the Recipient. The person to be baptized, who already has the use of reason, has been instructed according to the very strict norms of the teaching and faith of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. It must be maintained therefore that one cannot think that the Baptism received by that person is anything different from what he was taught. It does not seem possible that the person would have the same disposition that the Catholic Church requires for the Baptism of adults.

Difference of views: Mormons hold that there is no real Trinity, no original sin, that Christ did not institute baptism

Summing up, we can say: The Baptism of the Catholic Church and that of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints differ essentially, both for what concerns faith in the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, in whose name Baptism is conferred, and for what concerns the relationship to Christ who instituted it. As a result of all this, it is understood that the Catholic Church has to consider invalid, that is to say, cannot consider true Baptism, the rite given that name by the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.

It is equally necessary to underline that the decision of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith is a response to a particular question regarding the Baptism of Mormons and obviously does not indicate a judgment on those who are members of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. Furthermore, Catholics and Mormons often find themselves working together on a range of problems regarding the common good of the entire human race. It can be hoped therefore that through further studies, dialogue and good will, there can be progress in reciprocal understanding and mutual respect.

Dialogue with a Mormon - Phil Porvaznik vs. Tom Huber, Moderator of FidoNet Mormon 

http://www.biblicalcatholic.com/apologetics/debate6.htm
DATE: Nov 1997 - Jan 1998 
CONTENTS: A series of posts between Phil P. and Tom Huber (his words are TH>) who was the moderator of the FidoNet Mormon conference -- we discuss the Mormon concept of God(s), the nature of the true Church, apostles and prophets, and whether there was a "complete apostasy" from the original teachings of Christ and His apostles as the Mormon church alleges. The definitive work on Mormonism from a Catholic perspective is available from Catholic Answers, written by Isaiah Bennett, a former priest who converted to the Mormon church and then returned to the Catholic faith after careful study of the doctrines and beliefs of Mormonism. The 500 plus page book is titled Inside Mormonism: What Mormons Really Believe by Isaiah Bennett (Catholic Answers, 1999).
THE MAIN ISSUE: The So-Called "Apostasy" of the Catholic Church
PP> Hey Tom, you wrote a mouthful! I'll be getting back with you in the year 2022 when I get through answering all your questions!

TH> You raised a lot of issues that brought to mind questions...

I will respond to this latest one and work back to answer your previous questions.

I have tried to edit our messages, otherwise they get way too long.

PP> What you need is a paperback copy of the Catechism of the Catholic Church and take time reading that so you can ask better questions.

TH> I've got one and have perused it. It was the one item that I felt would be most reliable in terms of Catholic dogma, and carrying the "official" copyright and notices suggest that it represents the official thinking on any matter contained therein. The edition I have is the Doubleday Image paperback edition of 1995.

All right. Then go back and read what the Catechism says on divine revelation, on the Papacy and the Magisterium, on Baptism, on the Eucharist and the Sacraments, on the Communion of Saints, etc. These are just some of the issues you have questions about. Please slow down, stop asking so many questions, and read a little more of the Catechism.

Once you have done some study, what I am here to do is answer further questions and provide even more evidence for specific Catholic beliefs from Scripture and the Church Fathers. There is some evidence given in the Catechism as well but that is not its purpose. Its purpose is to teach and explain the Catholic faith in clear language.

I am fully prepared to back up the Catholic (and Orthodox) beliefs that I have listed before with Scripture and most especially the unanimous traditional teaching of the Church. This is what I was primarily calling your attention to: the UNANIMOUS teaching of the first 700 years of Catholic Christianity which refutes the idea that there was any "apostasy" from the teachings of Christ and His Apostles.

Perhaps later we can debate the following (or similar) proposition:

RESOLVED: "The original Church of Christ fell into complete apostasy."

Tom Huber: Yes. P: No.

But I believe we need to deal with one issue at a time, otherwise we are going to get nowhere fast! The main issue it seems between the LDS and Catholics is the issue of the "apostasy" of the early Church, and not specifically such doctrines as infant Baptism, Eucharist, Communion of Saints, the Papacy, etc. While these are important differences between the LDS and Catholics, the main issue it seems to me is the question whether or not there was an immediate "apostasy" from the original Church Christ established. For if there really WERE an "apostasy" in the early Church, then indeed the LDS would be correct that a "restoration" would be necessary and I would need to consider whether Joe Smith and Brigham Young were right! Hee, hee.

TH> What was and is taught is that the Church left the Priesthood and the evidence is right in front of your eyes in your own words. Where are your living prophets, your living apostles? Where is the link with Jesus Christ, on which the Church is built?

TH> President Young, in addressing this issue, said this: "It is said the Priesthood was taken from the Church, but it is not so, the Church went from the Priesthood and continued to travel in the wilderness, turned from the commandments of the Lord, and *instituted other* ordinances (see Galatians 1:6-8; 2 Timothy 1:15; 3 John 1:9-10). These references in the Bible happened during the time of the Apostles, so the Church and those in the Church was already in the process of moving away from the central authority. Paul addressed the Galatians directly, while the epistle to Timothy and John's show that this Apostasy had already started.

I suggest this as the "main issue" since most Protestants agree with us Catholics that there was NO "APOSTASY" of the early Church and indeed at least the first couple of centuries of Christianity preserved the main truths of the Christian faith, as taught by Jesus and His Apostles, and elaborated, clarified and defined in the early Councils and Creeds (such as the Trinity and the nature of God). It is my understanding that the Mormon Church (LDS) denies this so here is where I want to concentrate our debate: (we can debate this formally later if you like)

IS THE EVIDENCE FOR THE IMMEDIATE APOSTASY OF THE ORIGINAL CHURCH?

Do not answer until you have finished reading the rest of my messages.

THE MORMON CONCEPT OF GOD: How many gods do you have?

Tom, the following might get you angry but I wanted to get this issue on the table for some later discussion. No, I do not believe the Christian (Catholic, Orthodox, Protestant) God and the Mormon (LDS) concept of God are the same. So now I am putting you on the defensive concerning the Mormon (LDS) concept of God. You have somewhat put me on the defensive and I will be answering your previous questions and challenges (which were quite numerous) in the following posts.

TH> I have found many interesting things in that work, some of which argue against some of the Catholic dogma expressed in this forum. For instance, para 2789 is found in the middle of the discussion on prayer and specifically in the discussion of "our" Father.

TH> In that paragraph, it makes mention that prayers to the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ does "not divide the Godhead, since the Father is its 'source and origin,' ..."

TH> This is literally the LDS teaching on the place of the Father in the Godhead, and yet we find the argument that our (LDS vs Catholic) teachings are distinctly different in every respect.

It is my understanding that Mormons officially teach that by "source and origin" you mean Jesus Christ was CREATED by the Father, they are two separate beings or two Gods, the Father is a resurrected glorified exalted MAN who also had a Father, who had a Father, ad infinitum, although God's "essence" has existed (along with the entire physical universe) from eternity. Evangelical Protestant writer and anti-Mormon critic Francis Beckwith has a whole scholarly book on the subject which discusses the Mormon belief in the "eternity" of the physical universe and the "eternity" of God or gods as a progression of physical being or beings. IOW, according to classic Mormon theology, yes, LDS believe "God" is eternal and "origin and source," since God the Father had a God, who also had a God, who also had a God, ad infinitum.

"God" has always existed since his physical universe has always existed. But "God the Father" is a physical being with "glorified" flesh and bones: an "exalted man" just as we all hope to become Gods ourselves.

"God himself was once as we are now, and is an exalted man...." (Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, page 345, all citations from Walter Martin Kingdom of the Cults page 202ff)

"The Father has a body of flesh and bones as tangible as man's: the Son also; but the Holy Ghost has not a body of flesh and bones, but is a personage of Spirit..." (Doctrine and Covenants 130:22)

"Each of these Gods, including Jesus Christ and His Father, being in possession of not merely an organized spirit, but a glorious immortal body of flesh and bones..." (Mormon theologian Parley P. Pratt, Key to the Science of Theology, 1965 edition, page 44)

"Remember that God, our heavenly Father, was perhaps once a child, and mortal like we ourselves, and rose step by step in the scale of progress, in the school of advancement; has moved forward and overcome, until He has arrived at the point where He now is" (Apostle Orson Hyde, Journal of Discourses, Volume 1, page 123)

"Mormon prophets have continuously taught the sublime truth that God the Eternal Father was once a mortal man who passed through a school of earth life similar to that through which we are now passing. He became God -- an exalted being -- through obedience to the same eternal Gospel truths that we are given opportunity to obey" (from Milton R. Hunter The Gospel Through the Ages, page 104)

The following excerpts are from a sermon of Joseph Smith himself, printed in the Mormon newspaper "Times and Seasons" (August 15, 1844, pages 613-614) and published four months after Smith delivered it at the funeral of Elder King Follet and only two months after Smith's assassination in Carthage, Illinois. The sermon reads as follows:

"I want you all to know God, to be familiar with him...What sort of a being was God in the beginning?

"First, God himself, who sits enthroned in yonder heavens, is a man like unto one of yourselves...if you were to see him today, you would see him in all the person, image and very form as a man....

"I am going to tell you how God came to be God. We have imagined that God was God from all eternity. These are incomprehensible ideas to some, but they are the simple and first principles of the gospel, to know for a certainty the character of God, that we may converse with him as one man with another, and that God himself; the Father of us all dwelt on an earth the same as Jesus Christ himself did...

"Here then is eternal life, to know the only wise and true God. You have got to learn how to be Gods yourselves; to be kings and priests to God, the same as all Gods have done; by going from a small degree to another, from grace to grace, from exaltation to exaltation, until you are able to sit in glory as do those who sit enthroned in everlasting power...." (Prophet Joseph Smith, from Martin, page 204)

"AS MAN NOW IS, GOD ONCE WAS; AS GOD NOW IS, MAN MAY BECOME."

This last quote is attributed to Lorenzo Snow, one of the early Mormon prophets. Admittedly, all of these quotes are from secondary sources. This is why I asked you for a single resource of Mormon theology since I have heard and read many things, mainly from anti-Mormon sources. I do have Mormons on tape defending and explaining their own beliefs.

I am sorry, Tom, but the above is not Christian theology on the nature of God, neither Catholic, nor Orthodox, nor Protestant. On the teaching that God the Father is "source and origin" of all things, we believe God is the Creator and has created the universe -ex nihilo- (out of nothing) and the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are "consubstantial" from eternity.

The LDS belief on the Godhead is not what Catholic theologians mean, neither in the Creeds nor presently. Please read the rest of para 2789

"....but rather confess that the Son is eternally begotten by him and the Holy Spirit proceeds from him....The Holy Trinity is CONSUBSTANTIAL and indivisible. When we pray to the Father, we adore and glorify him together with the Son and the Holy Spirit."

Consubstantial means the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit (the Trinity) are eternally ONE in SUBSTANCE, nature or essence. Three Persons, One God. For a detailed discussion of the Holy Trinity, see paragraphs 232-267. The Trinity is not the subject I want to discuss right now, but rather the main issue of the complete "apostasy" of the original Church.

PP> Many of your questions are muddled and show a lack of understanding of Catholic theology, but that is okay! I don't quite understand Mormon (LDS) teaching so we are on common ground. Hee, hee.

TH> Which is why maybe it is proper for me, rather than non-members, to represent what we teach and believe. The common ground is natural, since in many instances we use distinctly different terms, and the term that I may use may seem foreign to you in the way I use it. While "words do have meanings" they don't have the same meaning for all people. Thus, when you make any statement, I have to look at it and see if I *think* I understand what you are saying. Only after I am sure that I know what you are saying, can I begin to see if there really is a difference.

All I can say to the above is: READ THE CATECHISM CAREFULLY.

The Catechism of the Catholic Church spells out the beliefs of Catholics in clear language. The Catechism is what the Church teaches officially. I have asked for a single source for Mormon (LDS) theology and you have said there is none. If there is no source, how do you know what you believe and how can I find out what you believe? I mean, besides simply asking you what you believe, I want to know if there is a source I can rely upon to teach accurately (and clearly) the Mormon faith.

THE UNANIMOUS TEACHING OF THE EARLY CHURCH: Were the Fathers Deluded?

PP> As for my statement that if Joseph Smith were correct then the Church Fathers were deluded, I base this on the following observations -- The Church Fathers (let's say the first 700 years of early Christianity) believed almost unanimously in these Catholic (and Orthodox) items --

TH> Hardly. The New Testament showed a number of decisive factors in the Church. Paul even went so far as to declare that he was glad he didn't baptize some of them... He was disgusted with what they were saying and doing and wanted no part of them. A later epistle showed some improvement, though the second letter to the same group (the Corinthians) still indicates that Paul was calling them back to the faith from which they'd wandered.

TH> This indicates that even during the time of Paul, there were those that were drifting into heresy.

You totally missed the point of my statements. This has nothing to do with the thrust of my argument. I never claimed that heretics did not exist. I never claimed that nobody "wandered from the faith."

If you read any Church history at all, you will find that was indeed WHY the Councils were called, and the Creeds were written, to deal with heresy and those who wandered from the true faith. But the true faith WAS indeed preserved and ALWAYS has been preserved and this is proven by the consistency and unanimity in the early Church. There was not nor can there be a complete "apostasy" from the true faith of Christ.

What I am claiming (and am prepared now to give you some evidence) is that the first 700 years of Christianity shows a consistency of doctrine and practice in the items I have listed that are believed today by both Catholics and Orthodox. We'll begin with the first item: Baptism.

Remember: I am not asking what YOU think the Bible teaches but what indeed the Church taught for the first 700 years of Christianity.

PP> (1) infant Baptism and the regenerative powers of the Sacrament (in other words, we are "born again" at Baptism: John 3:3, 5)

TH> Infant Baptism is not found in the Bible. This appears to be a new doctrine established as part of the trend of the Church away from God (presuming, of course, that one feels the Bible is complete unto itself).

TH> Going a bit further on just this one point of demarcation of Catholicism away from the Bible (which we will assume for a moment, establishes all points of doctrine)

Tom, this has nothing to do with my statement that the first 700 years of Christianity taught infant Baptism and that we are "born again" at Baptism. What you are giving me is the standard Baptist rap that "infant Baptism is not found in the Bible." 
If you are talking the New Testament, then whole households were baptised and this would include children if any were present. If you talking the Old Testament, there is the parallel between circumcision (which was given to infants) and the "circumcision of Christ" (which is Baptism, see Col 2:11-13) which parallel even most Protestants accept. The idea of "believer baptism only" is a recent product of Baptist (and Anabaptist) tradition.

I am not arguing for Sola Scriptura here (I may have confused you with my challenge to others) and the Catholic Church has never taught or believed the Bible is the sole infallible authority for doctrine.

Again, what I am arguing is the Church Fathers were indeed consistent and UNANIMOUS on the nature of the Sacrament, that it was regenerative and should be given to infants. This DISPROVES the notion that there was any "apostasy" from the true teachings of Christ and His Apostles.

Either that or the Fathers "all got it wrong." I say that is nonsense.

TH> In another place you or another explained (suggested) that the nature of regeneration (i.e., regenerative powers) has to do with the resurrection, perfecting the person.

That was Michael Brazier (I believe) and he may not have been clear. What is meant is that we are not completely sanctified (made holy) until after death since most of us die with some attachments to sin. To enter heaven one must be perfect (Matt 5:48; 1 Thessalonians 5:23; Hebrews 12:14; Ephesians 5:27; Revelation 21:27; etc.) so complete sanctification is necessary.

Regeneration (being "born again" which is distinct from sanctification) occurs at Baptism and the Church Fathers were UNANIMOUS that John 3:3, 5 (cf. Titus 3:5; Acts 2:38; 22:16; Romans 6:3ff; Galatians 3:27; 1 Peter 3:21; etc.) indeed referred to the Sacrament. There are no exceptions. I will give you the evidence in a 5-part post which I have u/l before.

Also, regeneration does not refer to the resurrection, that would be "glorification" which would include the body (Phil 3:21; 1 Cor 15:40ff).

TH> The nature of being "born again" has more to do with a person's attitude than with any outward sign (such as water baptism). It implies a total state of repentance in which the sinner forever turns their back on the sin from which they are repenting. Their very nature is changed in their heart.

TH> Thus, baptism, as a sacrament, has no outward evidence that it is regenerative at the time it is received. All evidence suggests that it is merely the beginning of a long journey that will eventually lead to (total) salvation that includes both faith and works.

TH> Needless to say, I do not find Biblical evidence of the Catholic (as you have represented it) belief in the regenerative nature of the sacrament of baptism. But I find plenty of evidence that it is not only necessary, but a first step among many.

Much of this I can agree with: that repentance and Baptism are necessary and a first step in the path to total salvation (Phil 2:12f). Agreed.

But you misunderstood the thrust of my statements. The question is not whether you find Biblical evidence for something, but what was the teaching of the first 700 years of Christianity. This teaching can be objectively checked. We still have the documents of those Fathers.

I have claimed it was consistent and unanimous and this DISPROVES that there was any apostasy from the teaching of Christ, the Apostles, and the original Church -- called the "Catholic Church" from 110 AD forward.

We do not deny the importance of repentance in the Catholic Church and in fact have a whole Sacrament for that purpose (called Confession or the Sacrament of Penance/Reconciliation: 1 John 1:7ff; John 20:21ff).

But the idea that "born again" refers to a "person's attitude" is a novelty in Church history. Nobody believed that for 1,500 years until the later Anabaptists, Baptists, and Puritans and those who denied any sacramental efficacy in Baptism. Joseph Smith and the Mormon Church picked up on that tradition. Are you going to claim they got the belief as a direct revelation from God? If so, that is simply a claim with absolutely no evidence to support that claim. Catholics have evidence to support their claims -- see the following posts for some of that.

The rest of your comments and previous messages would take me centuries to answer. Much is ground that has been covered before dozens of times by myself and others. For now I will upload my famous 12-part "Catholic Bashing" series that dates back to August 1995 in Open Bible.
I would like to debate one main issue with you:

WHAT IS THE EVIDENCE FOR THE IMMEDIATE APOSTASY OF THE ORIGINAL CHURCH?

Do the early Church Fathers give any evidence for such an apostasy?

===========================================================================

Date: 12-07-97 / From: PHIL P. / To: TOM HUBER / Subj: Mormon Questions

===========================================================================

MORMONS (LDS) AND CATHOLICS IN DIALOGUE: Volume 50

PUBLIC REVELATION: Is it Continuing? Where are your Prophets today?

TH> What was and is taught is that the Church left the Priesthood and the evidence is right in front of your eyes in your own words. Where are your living prophets, your living apostles? Where is the link with Jesus Christ, on which the Church is built? .....

TH> For me, the lack of a living prophet was a major problem in the churches I knew about as an adolescent. It was one of the very earliest things in the LDS religion that attracted my attention.

TH> The Heavens are *not* closed and God is not dead or journeying to some far distant place.
Tom, I said I would respond to your previous questions so here are some of my answers. We need to start defining our terms, otherwise there will be some confusion. Hope you received "The Mormon Apostasy" parts 1-5 which dealt initially with the Mormon concept of "apostasy," the Mormon concept of "God" (what I have gathered from secondary sources), and how Catholics teach when a person is "born again" (at Baptism).

I am still interested in a formal debate on the so-called "apostasy" of the early Church and what is the evidence for that. I will let you set out the case for the Mormon (LDS) belief in this "apostasy" and have you defend this from the Bible and the early Church. We can use the previous format I mentioned with opening statements (3 posts, 100 lines each), rebuttal to opening (2 posts), response to rebuttal (2 posts), cross-examination (5 questions each and answers), etc. Let me know.

Hope you take time also to read my "Catholic Bashing" series, 1-12.

PP> I call them private revelation since (according to Catholic definition) all "public revelation" ceased with the death of the last Apostle.

TH> So they are not "private" in the sense of being of a private and personal nature. Is it a rejection of anything that does not have a Catholic source?

This is a confused question. You need to start reading the Catechism and formulate your questions based on that source. No, we do not reject anything that is non-Catholic just because it is a non-Catholic source.

See the Catechism of the Catholic Church, paragraphs 50-73 for more.

PP> The only public revelation (binding on the whole Church) is that revealed by Jesus Christ and His Apostles, whether oral or written.

TH> Interesting. So if you accepted the idea and concept that the heavens are closed and God has gone off somewhere else -- and as ludicrous as *that* sounds, it almost appears that you are saying that God cannot or will not, as if we could dictate to God would he would/could or would/could not do, provide further revelation -- then He would/will not reveal anything else, because there is no more revelation. The scriptures are not so closed, are they? If so, how and where does it say that this is the case?

Public revelation ceased with the death of the original Apostles.

All Catholics, all Orthodox, and all Protestants have believed this for the 2000-year history of the Church. Yes, it is implied in the Bible (Jude 3 comes to mind) but especially taught by the early Fathers.

While there is some evidence for a belief in "prophetic utterances" in St. Ignatius of Antioch (for example), there is no evidence that these "private revelations" were binding on the whole Church of Christ.

The "sacred Deposit of faith" (1 Tim 6:20f; 2 Tim 1:13f; 2:2; Jude 3; 1 Thessalonians 2:13; 2 Thessalonians 2:15; 1 Peter 1:25; etc.) is what is to be taught, guarded and proclaimed by the Apostles and passed on to their successors the Bishops. That is what is binding on the whole Church -- which is exactly what the evidence shows us, not only from Scripture but from the testimony of the early Fathers (St. Ignatius, St. Irenaeus, etc.)
The dispute between Catholics and Protestants is not whether there is any continuing revelations from Prophets, but whether the Bible alone is the only source of public revelation and sole infallible authority.

APOSTOLIC SUCCESSION vs. CONTINUING REVELATION THROUGH A PROPHET
PP> (3) the Church as a visible institution with the three-fold ministry of Bishop, Priest, and Deacon

TH> Totally non-Biblical. Paul, in his letter to the Ephesians instructs that all parts of the body are necessary and that one part cannot say to the other that it has no need. He goes on, in his pleas for unity, to say that the church is built on a foundation... a foundation of prophets and apostles, with Jesus Christ being the chief cornerstone. In another passage, he speaks that all the offices in which men serve, are given until ("till") there is a unity of the faith.

TH> I have to wonder if the Ephesians were not the forerunners to the Catholic dogma expressed here, and thus, Paul wrote to them, correcting them on their misunderstanding... If so, Paul's instructions were ignored.

As to the Mormon (LDS) belief, there is no evidence for a continuing "office" of "Prophet" in the early Church (neither in the Bible nor in the early Fathers). Notice the texts you mention speak of "apostles" and "prophetS" (plural, Ephesians 2:20; 3:5; 4:11) as a "FOUNDATION" not a single Prophet or a succession of Prophets who are Presidents of the Church as Seer and Revelator (which is the LDS belief), while St. Paul's pastoral epistles to Timothy and Titus speak of Bishops (or Elders) and Deacons as the true offices that are continuing in the Church as rulers to safeguard the original Apostolic doctrine (1 Timothy 1:3ff; 3:1ff; 4:6,11ff; 5:17; 2 Timothy 1:13f; 2:2; 4:2ff; Titus 1:3-9; 2:1,15; 3:1ff).

The "foundation" was laid by the Apostles (Ephesians 2:19ff; Matthew 10:2ff; with Peter having the primacy, 16:18f) and the Old and New Testament Prophets (Ephesians 3:3ff; Luke 24:25ff; Hebrews 1:1ff; 2 Pet 1:19ff; etc.). You cannot lay ANOTHER "foundation" of Apostles and Prophets, Christ being the "Chief Cornerstone" (cf. 1 Peter 2:4ff), but only teach the ORIGINAL Deposit.

The historic understanding of the early Church is this was done through an Apostolic succession of Bishops (later called the "Magisterium" or teaching authority) who are the true teachers and leaders in the visible Church with a three-fold ministry of Bishop, Priest (Elder or Presbyter) and Deacon. This "pattern" shows up immediately in the letters of St. Ignatius of Antioch (110 AD, see below) and there was simply no time for an "apostasy" from the "Biblical model." I need to deal with such texts as Ephesians 4:11ff; 1 Corinthians 12; 14:3ff separately and the evidence for the Catholic and Orthodox doctrine of Apostolic Succession (see below).

Unlike the Mormon (LDS) belief, the Pope is not a Prophet but one of the Bishops, the successor to St. Peter, and there is good evidence from the Bible, the Fathers and the Councils for the primacy of Peter and the authority of the Bishop of Rome. I have complete books on this topic.
STUDIES ON THE EARLY PAPACY by John Chapman

THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH AND THE SEE OF PETER by Luke Rivington

DOCUMENTS ILLUSTRATING PAPAL AUTHORITY AD 96-454 by Edward Giles

THE CHURCH AND INFALLIBILITY: A Reply to the Abridged "Salmon" by B.C. Butler

Chapman and Rivington are converts from Anglicanism; Giles is an Anglican writer who objectively lays out the evidence; and Butler is responding to the anti-Catholic Anglican George Salmon. I also have the Orthodox work The Primacy of Peter by John Meyendorff. A new book is JESUS, PETER AND THE KEYS by Scott Butler et al (1996).

These contain all the evidence any open-minded person would require.

And no, there is no objective evidence (aside from the subjective feelings of the LDS) that either Joseph Smith or Brigham Young were true prophets of God. That is a subject that we could discuss in great detail in our formal debate on the so-called "apostasy" of the Church.

Private revelations (including those of Joseph Smith) must be tested (notice St. Paul in 1 Cor 14:29ff where even NT "prophets" were tested) and the correct method for testing has always been conformity to the ORIGINAL public revelation, Scripture and the traditional teaching of the Church (called "Sacred Tradition"). I have a ton of documentation from the Fathers for this method of testing what is the true faith.

Our "direct link" to Jesus Christ has always been by obeying the original Church He established, not by obedience to any series of NT Prophets giving further revelations. This original Church, called the "Catholic Church" from the earliest centuries, has historical continuity through her doctrine, her liturgy, and Apostolic succession of Bishops that can be traced back to the first century and Christ's own Apostles.

There is no evidence for the Mormon belief in an "apostasy" and thus there is no need or reason for the Mormon belief in a "restoration." Again, if you want to lay out the case in our formal debate, go ahead.

ARE THE HEAVENS "CLOSED"? WHERE IS GOD WHEN WE NEED HIM MOST?

TH> Interesting. So if you accepted the idea and concept that the heavens are closed and God has gone off somewhere else -- then He would/will not reveal anything else, because there is no more revelation. The scriptures are not so closed, are they? If so, how and where does it say that this is the case?

TH> This also raises several other questions:

TH> By any chance does your church teach somewhere, that God spends only part of His time with the earth? And that He does other things when He is not taking an active interest or part in our lives?

TH> By any chance, does your church teach that God does not bother to answer prayers? Or do you pray *to* God? I know that the Catholics offer prayers to Mary and the Saints for intercession on their and others' behalf. Do you not also pray directly to God and receive answers from Him?

TH> But even more so, why are the heavens closed? What basis (authority) do you have it that God should _not_ reveal anything further to man? Is there no need? From the condition of the world, there sure *looks* like a need... We aren't going anywhere very fast on our own. And our past history is full of atrocities, many of them conducted in the name of religion, including various aspects of Catholicism.

God is alive and well, answers prayer, and is in sovereign control of His universe. I do not know what you mean by the "heavens are closed" idea -- your objections have nothing to do with the fact that all public revelation has ceased with the death of the Apostles and any further revelation (called "private revelation") is not binding, but must be tested by Sacred Scripture and the Sacred Tradition of the Church.

Public revelation has ceased but heaven is wide open, although you may have to spend a few centuries in Purgatory but that is another debate! As for Scripture evidence for the "close of public revelation" --

"In many and various ways God spoke of OLD to our fathers by the PROPHETS; but in these last days he HAS SPOKEN TO US by a Son, whom he appointed the heir of all things, through whom also he created the world...." (Hebrews 1:1-2 RSV)

"...how the mystery was made known to me by REVELATION, as I have written briefly. When you read this you can perceive my insight into the mystery of Christ, which was not made known to the sons of men in other generations as it has NOW BEEN REVEALED to his holy apostles and prophets by the Spirit...." (Ephesians 3:3-5)

"...I found it necessary to write appealing to you to contend for THE FAITH WHICH WAS ONCE FOR ALL DELIVERED TO THE SAINTS." (Jude 3)

While these texts are not explicit, they do tell us the following points from which we can conclude the "close of public revelation" --

(1) God spoke BEFORE by the prophets but he has FINALLY spoken to us by His Son, the Word of God, our Great High Priest and Apostle and Prophet (John 1:1ff; Hebrews 3:1; 4:12-14; Luke 1:76; 24:19,44; etc.)

(2) St. Paul has made known the revelation of Christ through His apostles and prophets, who are called the "foundation" (Ephesians 2:20)

(3) The "foundation" was therefore laid and "the faith" was "ONCE FOR ALL" delivered (handed or passed down) to the Saints (the Church)

The mission of the Church is not to "add" to this revelation or faith which was "once for all delivered" but to guard, teach, clarify and define the original teaching of Christ and His Apostles (Matt 28:18-20), which has always been the job of the Apostles' successors, the Bishops.

TH> The question that keeps rearing its ugly head is why the current thinking cannot find itself in the same state of affairs as the declared heretical thinking of the, say, Gnostics?
TH> Since the only reference that *I* have is the Bible for judging the Catholic teachings, if they are not in line with what is expressed in the Bible, then where, aside from God, can one turn for *Divine* (revealed) guidance?

All of these types of questions are answered by simply reading what the early Church believed in the first centuries of Christianity, the Church Fathers such as St. Ignatius, St. Irenaeus, St. Augustine, etc.

Again, while there is NO evidence for FURTHER public revelation spoken by a series of Prophets as "Presidents" of the early Church, there is OVERWHELMING evidence for the first Bishops of the Church being the direct successors to the Apostles (Apostolic Succession) who are to guard, teach, and clarify the ORIGINAL revelation of Jesus Christ.

See the following posts for the biblical and historical evidence.

===========================================================================

Date: 12-13-97 / From: PHIL P. / To: TOM HUBER / Subj: How many gods are there?

===========================================================================

THE PANDORA'S BOX OF MORMONISM: How many Gods are in there?

TH> Don't worry about that. Phil's problem is that he's opened Pandora's box and walked in laughing. Interestingly, I didn't notice any "hee hees" from him in his last series of posts.

TH> What he's opened up is very serious business and most people are wise enough to stay away from it for the simple reason that it is very easy to illustrate with Biblical scripture

Dude, I am serious about discussing what you really believe and would like to focus on the Mormon (LDS) belief in the complete "apostasy" (and subsequent "restoration") and am willing to debate you formally. Post your opening statement, 3 posts of 100 lines each on the Apostasy.

There are Biblical texts and statements from the early Fathers that show there were heretics and false teachers in the Church (for example, 1, 2, 3 John, 1 and 2 Timothy, 2 Peter, Acts 20, St. Irenaeus, etc) but NOTHING that demonstrates a complete "apostasy" from the true faith of Christ, His Apostles and the original Church (Matt 16:18f).

The very fact there is such a thing as "heresy" means what is ORTHODOX (or correct doctrine) must always be KNOWN in the Church, just as we cannot call anything "evil" unless there is a standard of "goodness."

There is no evidence the true "Priesthood" was ever lost and indeed the true Priesthood (not only of all believers, 1 Peter 2:5, 9 but the ministerial and sacrificial Priesthood) is found in the Catholic Church (and always has been). The Fathers of the first 700 years of Christianity support that abundantly as well. There was no Apostasy.

If you really believe there was, lay out your case in 300 lines.

TH> He drug out *almost* every statement on the teaching (out of context, which doesn't help his case at all). So, of the volumes of teachings, including the standard works (the Scriptures), he managed to focus on just one aspect of God, but that is far from what all we believe on with respect to the Father.

TH> Now, if that one minuscule part about God is *all* that separates us from believing in the same God and Father of us all, and in the same Lord Jesus Christ, then there is indeed no unity in the faith, for there is rank division on all the matters surrounding the belief in God in Christianity.

TH> The other aspect is that the door that he has opened cannot possibly be understood without first understanding four points: the nature of man, the nature of God, the nature of the Godhead (Trinity), and the nature of exaltation (being raised to a oneness state with the Father and Jesus Christ). Once those aspects of LDS doctrine are understood, two things happen: 1 - the nature of God in some pre-creation state doesn't matter, and 2 - God is still God, always has been, and always will be.

As I explained before, I believe the main issue between Catholics and LDS is the Mormon (LDS) belief in the so-called "apostasy" of the Church and not such teachings as the Trinity, the Sacraments, the Papacy, etc.

Your understanding of the nature of God (at least from what I have read in anti-Mormon books) contradicts the Creeds and is not compatible with what is believed by Catholics, Orthodox and Protestants on the Trinity.

And it is important to state again what I have documented (so far)....

According to Mormon (LDS) theology (which you have not denied yet)

(1) "God the Father" has a body of flesh and bones as tangible as man's

(2) "God the Father" was once a man as we are now and "became God" through a process of "exaltation"

(3) "God the Father" was therefore not always God, but himself had a God, who had a God, who had a God, who had a God, ad infinitum

(4) We hope to become Gods ourselves through this "exaltation" process

I would ask one question: Just how many Gods do you believe in?

Once you postulate the idea that "God the Father" was not always God but "became God" through "exaltation" you have an infinite regress of Gods and cannot even explain the existence of the physical universe.

That is the subject of a recent book by Evangelical anti-Mormon critic Francis Beckwith (if I remember correctly).

[NOTE: Reformed Baptist apologist James R. White has written probably the best modern refutation of the Mormon concept of God(s) in his book titled Is The Mormon My Brother? (Bethany House, 1997)]

==========================================================================

Date: 12-16-97 / From: PHIL P. / To: TOM HUBER / Subj: Apologies Accepted

===========================================================================

MORMONS (LDS) AND CATHOLICS IN DIALOGUE: Volume 5000, Section 200.1234

TH> I don't know how many of you read my messages or not, and I really do not care if you do or do not. They are public (in this forum) and as such, anyone can read them that wants to. This is not to say that you have permission to cross-post them elsewhere, you do not.

Heck, I read every one of your messages and have a lot of them saved from the past two months. You are a most interesting person since you are a living breathing Mormon LDS person, and those folks rarely (if ever) show up here. It is fun to see some non-Catholics in here.

I noticed your invitation for me to participate in the MORMON echo but since I am no expert in your doctrine, I prefer to stay here and discuss the Catholic teachings you have problems with....don't apologize for what seems like "Catholic bashing" -- that is okay for you to disagree.

Thanks for stating your respectful disagreements. That's why I am here.

TH> At any rate, I would like to offer an apology to all Catholics in this forum, including P

NO NEED TO APOLOGIZE. I ENJOY THIS DISCUSSION AND I HOPE TO CONTINUE.

We shall cut down on the discussion of Mormon doctrine and stick with my explanation and defense of Catholic teaching (both from the Bible and the Fathers). And we need to do this one issue at a time.

Your recent posts will require my responses in the following areas --

(1) The evidence AGAINST the so-called "Apostasy" of the early Church

(2) The Catholic dogma of the Trinity (e.g. from the Catechism)

(3) The Catholic understanding of the nature of the visible Church (without continuing revelations from "Prophets" and "Apostles")

(4) Further defense of the Catholic understanding of Baptism

These I shall discuss with you in this order, defend the Catholic teaching and give the evidence for each, and try to keep the content of your arguments with a minimal quoting from your recent posts. Look for another series of posts in the next couple of days.

TH> Phil has addressed the LDS claim of an Apostasy and has asked for evidence. In the process of discussing other matters, he posted a number of items that I consider Catholic "oddities" with regard to dogma.

Yes, I typed a message online and listed several Catholic teachings that were believed by the Fathers of the first 700 years of Christianity. These consisted of the following nine Catholic (and Orthodox) items -- (1) (infant) Baptism (2) Eucharist (3) visible Church (4) Priesthood (5) seven Sacraments (6) intercession of Saints (7) Marian privileges (8) Sacred Tradition (9) primacy of Rome (Papacy)

BTW, the Orthodox agree with us on ALL NINE of these, including the primacy of the Bishop of Rome, although they have a slightly different understanding of that "primacy" -- for the evidence see the work by Orthodox scholar Fr. John Meyendorff The Primacy of Peter (1992), and the books I have listed from Chapman, Rivington, and Butler et al.

I am fully aware that Mormons (and most Protestants in general) disagree with our Biblical defenses of all these Catholic teachings and dogmas.

My main point was that the first 700 years of Christianity (meaning the Fathers, Bishops, and Saints of the early Church) BELIEVED and DEFENDED ALL of these teachings as TRUE, were CONSISTENT with them, held them with a near UNANIMITY, believed that they were BIBLICAL teachings (they interpreted the Bible as Catholics would today), and claimed to receive them as HANDED DOWN from the ORIGINAL Church, the very Church founded by Jesus Christ, taught by His Apostles and guarded by their successors, the first Bishops.

To demonstrate this, I shall go in depth with the Sacrament of Baptism.

I think what you need is a good history of Christianity and a decent knowledge of the character of some of the Fathers, Bishops, and Saints. They were quite conservative and not prone to "innovations" -- much less to a complete "apostasy" from the true faith (which never happened).

I would recommend the 3-volume set The Faith of the Early Fathers by William Jurgens but I realize you don't have the time (or money) to invest in such a set. That would be a good start, however.

I am currently delving into the 38-volume set of the Fathers put out by the Protestant publisher Eerdmans, and a large Catholic edition of the Fathers published in the 1960's to which I recently got access.

Happy Holidays, dude.

===========================================================================

Date: 01-03-98 / From: PHIL P. / To: TOM HUBER / Subj: Formal Debate

===========================================================================

WHAT IS THE EVIDENCE FOR THE APOSTASY? Who and Where are the Apostates?

PP> Yes, I think Tom is a good guy but is really misinformed on Church history. When one actually reads the statements of the Fathers, especially the early Fathers such as Clement, Ignatius, Irenaeus, there is absolutely no evidence for the "general apostasy." Period.

TH> That's because they were already in an apostate state, Phil. You see, once the "church" decided to do away with the offices of Apostle and Prophet, they became apostate.

Begging the question. I asked you several times: what is the EVIDENCE for the "general apostasy"? Do the Fathers give ANY evidence that they made things up? Or that they contradicted themselves or the Apostles? Or that they were NOT following the very teachings of Christ and His Apostles handed down to them, to their successors the first Bishops, and to the Church of the first few centuries? Read some history.
Tom, you have got to remember that you would not even HAVE a Bible were it not for the Catholic Church. We canonized and preserved Scripture and have been reading the text in our Liturgy for almost 2,000 years.

It makes no sense that the disciples of the Apostles (the early Fathers who I quoted such as Clement, Ignatius, Irenaeus) who had the books of Scripture and the Apostolic preaching "ringing in their ears" would contradict, distort or deny what the Apostles taught them on the true nature of the visible Church. There is absolutely NO evidence for that.

In fact, they claimed the exact opposite -- that they were VERY careful to preserve the true faith as handed down to them by the Apostles and the very churches founded by the Apostles, which faith is identical in substance with the Catholic faith on the nature of the Church.

All you have given me for "evidence" boils down to two statements --

(1) The Fathers disagree with YOUR interpretations of Scripture texts

(2) The Fathers disagree with LDS theology (Duh, I already knew that!)

From these two statements you have concluded there must have been a "general apostasy" -- what I would still call a "COMPLETE apostasy." But again, that is completely begging the question, you are already assuming what you want to prove. We need evidence for a "Apostasy."

And here's why this must be called a "COMPLETE apostasy" --

The ENTIRE Catholic Church immediately after the time of Christ and His Apostles, meaning ALL Bishops, ALL Saints, ALL Martyrs, ALL Confessors of the Christian faith clearly DENIED these LDS (Mormon) beliefs --

(1) continuing revelations from "Prophets" and "Apostles" (as offices)

(2) that God the Father has a body of flesh and bones and was once a MAN

(3) that there are in fact MANY Gods and we can become Gods ourselves

BTW, I saw your posts in Fido MORMON and we obviously totally disagree on the interpretations you are putting on Ephesians 4, John 17, 1 Cor 8:4ff. My main point is that there is NO EVIDENCE that ANYONE believed the above (3) until Joseph Smith, Brigham Young, and 19th century Mormons.

That is strong evidence that the Mormon church is WRONG about the true nature of the Church, have MISinterpreted such texts as Ephesians 4, and the claims of a so-called "Apostasy" are groundless and without foundation.

And the statements of the Fathers, the successors of the Apostles, prove the Catholic Church is RIGHT on the nature of the visible Church, the meaning of the Sacraments, and the (9) items I have listed before.

If we did a formal debate on the Apostasy as I suggested, it would make things a lot easier and cut down the number of posts. Right now I have about 20 posts from you from last month and I will try to address those posts later with minimal quoting. I am wondering if you received my note from 12/16/97 -- I will re-post it again just in case.

Whether you like it or not, Tom, what we are doing is called "debate."

What I wanted to do is use a format and organize our discussions.

END OF DIALOGUE WITH TOM HUBER.
Dialogue with a Mormon Apologist on the Christian Doctrine of God, and Doctrinal Development (vs. Dr. Barry Bickmore) 

http://www.catholicfidelity.com/dialogue-with-a-mormon-apologist-on-the-christian-doctrine-of-god-by-dave-armstrong-part-1/ 
http://www.catholicfidelity.com/dialogue-with-a-mormon-apologist-on-the-christian-doctrine-of-god-by-dave-armstrong-part-2 

Who Holds the Keys? Debate on Papacy vs. Mormonism - Steve Clifford vs. Barry Bickmore
http://www.transporter.com/Mormonism/Keys_Debate.htm
http://geocitiessites.com/Athens/Parthenon/2671/smc_response.html 
Is Mormonism Christian?

https://www.firstthings.com/article/2000/03/is-mormonism-christian  

By Richard John Neuhaus, March 2000
The Public Square
That is not the only interesting question, but it is probably the most important. Most non-Mormons have little occasion to think about Mormonism, and those who do tend toward distinctly negative thoughts. Although there is this curious thing of recent years that many conservative Christians warmly welcome Mormons as allies in various cultural tasks. To cite but one recent instance, it was an alliance of Catholics, evangelicals, and Mormons that was instrumental in persuading the people of Hawaii to reject same-sex marriage. Yet a few issues ago we published an article by a Mormon doctor presenting the case for Natural Family Planning and received blistering letters of protest. We thought that the fact that the argument was not being advanced by a Catholic might make it more persuasive to some. But at least some readers did not see it that way. Didn’t we know that Mormons are the enemies of Christ and his Church? Such views are stronger in the Northwest and, increasingly, in the Southwest where the Mormon presence is a force to be reckoned with.
Ours is an interreligious enterprise, basically but not exclusively Jewish and Christian. Dr. Bruce Hafen is on our Editorial Advisory Board. He has held prominent positions in the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (LDS), including that of provost and dean of the law school at Brigham Young University. 

I can’t say that many of my friends are Mormons, but some are. We are obliged to respect human dignity across the board, and to affirm common discernments of the truth wherever we find them. Where we disagree we should try to put the best possible construction on the position of the other, while never trimming the truth. That will become more important as Mormons become more of a presence, both in this country and the world. There are about ten million of them now, with about one-half of the membership in the U.S. Sociologist Rodney Stark—a non-Mormon with strong personal connections to the LDS—predicts that, on the basis of present growth patterns, there will be more than 265 million Mormons by the end of this century, making it the most important new religion in world history since Islam. For reasons I will come to, I think that is improbable. Put differently, if that happens, Mormonism will be something dramatically different from what it has been over the last century and a half.
Some while back we were sent for review the Encyclopedia of Mormonism: The History, Scripture, Doctrine, and Procedures of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. It’s a big five-volume set, written largely by professors at Brigham Young; we weren’t sure what to do with it, but I’ve been reading in it with great benefit. Then comes a big new book by Richard N. Ostling and Joan K. Ostling, Mormon America: The Power and the Promise, published by HarperSanFrancisco (454 pages, $26). It is a remarkable piece of work and likely to be the best general introduction to Mormonism for years to come. The Ostlings are evangelical Protestants. Dick was for many years religion editor at Time and now covers religion for the Associated Press. I have had frequent occasion to say that he is one of the two or three best religion reporters in the country. Joan is a freelance writer with a background in the practice and teaching of journalism. What they have achieved with this assiduously researched and very readable book puts us all in their debt. Apparently the powers that be in Salt Lake City are ambivalent about the book, but it is probably as thorough and fair a treatment of the LDS by outsiders as they are likely to get.

Much to Admire
The Ostlings find much to admire. Mormonism gives a whole new meaning to being “pro-family.” In Mormon belief, families are, quite literally, forever. Proxies are baptized on behalf of the dead, and families and relatives hope to go on living together and procreating in a celestial eternity. All children are baptized at age eight, and at twelve boys (no girls allowed) take their place of responsibility and status by entering the first level of the priesthood—the priesthood, according to Joseph Smith, having been restored by John the Baptist in upstate New York in 1829. While bar mitzvah among Jews and confirmation among Christians too often means that young people graduate from their religious responsibilities, Mormon youth at that point in life graduate into intense and clearly defined responsibilities within the community. Also widely and justly admired is the LDS welfare system, whereby the community takes care of its own when they get into economic or other difficulty. At present, in a time of economic prosperity, only about 5 percent require help from the welfare system. (A figure, interestingly, about parallel with Edward Banfield’s famous claim about the percentage of people in any society who will never be able to make it on their own.)
There is also no denying that the prohibition of alcohol, tobacco, and caffeine has a payoff. Mormons live, on average, eight to eleven years longer than other Americans, and death rates from cancer and cardiovascular diseases are about half those of the general population. Of course, it is fair to note, they do die of other things, and one may do one’s own calculation about the risk worth taking for a scotch before dinner and a cigar afterward, never mind one’s morning coffee. (The most recent Harvard longitudinal study found that the strongest positive correlation between health and habits is the daily consumption of about three ounces of wine or liquor. Go figure.) In addition, a strong emphasis on chastity sharply reduces sexually transmitted diseases, while a tightly knit and supportive community makes homicide and suicide rare. Put it all together, and one concludes that Mormonism is good for your physical health. Whether it is good for your spiritual health is a disputed question. (It should also be noted that medical data on the strongly committed in other religious communities are comparable to the Mormon findings.)
There are other things to admire. Brigham Young University, for instance, where, because of church subsidies, young Mormons get the entire package (tuition, room, board, etc.) for less than $10,000 a year. The ticket is slightly more for non-Mormons, but there are very few takers. There is also the Church Educational System, which involves hundreds of thousands in continuing education programs here and around the world. Nor can the most severe critics deny the energy, enthusiasm, and organization of the LDS in its missionary zeal, and in its dramatic presentation of its colorful history, whether through the Mormon Tabernacle Choir or annual pageants reenacting the key episodes of its sacred stories. In a world that seems to be largely adrift, it is no little thing to be part of an organized crusade in which you and those who are closest to you view your life as crucial to the unfolding of the cosmic drama.

Restoring the Church
The LDS is, among other things, a very big business tightly controlled from the top down. If one believes that the entire enterprise is based on revelation that is authoritatively interpreted by divinely appointed officers, it makes sense that control should be from the top down. The LDS claims that God chose Joseph Smith to reestablish the Church of Jesus Christ after it had disappeared some 1,700 years earlier following the death of the first apostles. To complicate the picture somewhat, God’s biblical work was extended to the Americas somewhere around 2000 b.c. and continued here until a.d. 421. This is according to the Book of Mormon, the scriptures given to Joseph Smith on golden tablets by the Angel Moroni. American Indians are called Lamanites and are part of the Ten Lost Tribes of Israel. Jesus came to preach to these Indians and for a long time there was a flourishing church here until it fell into apostasy, only to be restored, as the golden tablets foretold, by Joseph Smith. In addition to giving new scriptures, God commissioned Smith to revise the Bible, the text of which had been corrupted over the centuries by Jews and Christians.



Today’s Quorum of the Twelve Apostles is, allegedly, in direct succession to Smith, and the First Presidency claims powers that would have made St. Peter, never mind most of his successors, blush. The top leadership is composed, with few exceptions, of men experienced in business and with no formal training in theology or related disciplines. The President (who is also prophet, seer, and revelator) is the oldest apostle, which means he is sometimes very old indeed and far beyond his prime. Decisions are made in the tightest secrecy, inevitably giving rise to suspicions and conspiracy theories among outsiders and a substantial number of members. Revenues from tithes, investments, and Mormon enterprises have built what the Ostlings say “might be the most efficient churchly money machine on earth.” They back up with carefully detailed research their “conservative” estimate that LDS assets are in the rage of $25-30 billion.

Protecting the Stories
But, of course, the most important control is over the sacred stories, and attendant truth claims, upon which the entire enterprise rests. Of the telling of history, Orwell wrote, “He who controls the past controls the future and he who controls the present controls the past.” The Ostlings devote a great deal of attention to “dissenters and exiles” who have tried to tell the sacred stories honestly, and in a manner that might bring them into conversation with other stories of the world. Some may think the Ostlings devote too much attention to these “troublemakers,” but I think not. In my limited experience with, for instance, people associated with the publication Sunstone, these are devout Mormons who are seized by the correct intuition that truth that must be protected within the circle of true believers, that cannot intelligently engage critical examination by outsiders, is in some fundamental sense doubtfully true. Some of the “dissenters and exiles” may be dismissible as troublemakers—a species all too familiar in other religious communities as well. I expect, however, that what most of these people are trying to do is much more important to the possible futures of the LDS than all the billions in assets, massive building programs, and ambitiously organized missionary campaigns combined.
To give a credible account of the sacred stories and truth claims is no easy task. Not to put too fine a point on it, the founding stories and doctrines of Mormonism appear to the outsider as a bizarre phantasmagoria of fevered religious imagination not untouched by perverse genius. Germinated in the “burnt-over district” of upstate New York in the early nineteenth century, where new religions and spiritualities produced a veritable rainforest of novel revelations, the claims of Joseph Smith represent a particularly startling twist of the kaleidoscope of religious possibilities. In 1831, Alexander Campbell, cofounder of the Disciples of Christ, said that Smith pasted together “every error and almost every truth discussed in New York for the last ten years.” Much of the teaching reflects the liberal Protestantism of the time, even the Transcendental and Gnostic fevers that were in the air: e.g., a God in process of becoming, progressive revelation, the denial of original sin, and an unbridled optimism about the perfectibility of man. Mix that in with the discovery of golden tablets written in a mysterious language, the bodily appearance of God the Father and Son, angelic apparitions, and a liberal dose of Masonic ritual and jargon, and the result is, quite simply, fantastic. The question, of course, is whether it is true.
In what sense true? It is true in the sense that it is meaningful for those who believe it uncritically, and even for more critical souls who embrace the community whose fabulous founding, they contend, points to higher truths. In the conventional version controlled by LDS authorities, it is true if you believe it is true. Thus is the back door shut against potentially subversive reason. One possible response is to say that all religion is finally based on faith and is incapable of rational demonstration. Did not St. Paul say that the gospel of Christ is “foolishness” according to the wisdom of the world? Of course he did. But every part of the traditional Christian story has been and is subjected to critical examination, by believers and nonbelievers alike—and that examination, with its attending disagreements, will go on to the end of time. Over two thousand years, from Origen and Augustine through Anselm, Aquinas, Newman, Barth, and Balthasar, the truth claims of Christianity have engaged, with utmost intensity and sophistication, alternative and opposing construals of reality. In short, there is a very long Christian intellectual tradition. There is not, or at least not until very recently, such a Mormon tradition. And those who are interested in encouraging such inquiry typically find themselves in the company of “dissenters and exiles.” Keep in mind, however, that Mormonism is not yet two centuries old. A youngish Mormon intellectual today is in relation of time to Joseph Smith roughly comparable to Origen in relation to the apostles.
But his task is ever so much more difficult than that of Irenaeus, Origen, and the many other early Christian thinkers. There is, for instance, the surpassingly awkward fact that not a single person, place, or event that is unique to the Book of Mormon has ever been proven to exist. Outside the fanum of true believers, these tales cannot help but appear to be the product of fantasy and fabrication. There is, moreover, a corrosive tradition of make-believe in the LDS, such as the claim that Joseph Smith translated the Book of Abraham—a book he said was written by Abraham—from Egyptian papyri that were later proven to be nothing but conventional funerary inscriptions.
The sanitized story of Mormonism promoted by the LDS tries to hide so much that cannot be hidden. The Ostlings are to be commended for resisting sensationalism in relating the sensational history of polygamy in the LDS, including Joseph Smith’s coercive use of threats of eternal damnation in order to procure young women he desired as additional wives. (On this score, the quasi-official Encyclopedia is also considerably more candid than the usual LDS presentations.) And how, except by a practiced schizophrenia, can LDS biblical scholars engage with other scholars if they are required to give credence to the normative status of Smith’s “translation” (i.e., rewriting) of the King James Bible? There is a long list of particulars in the formidable obstacles to be overcome if anything like a credible intellectual tradition is to be secured, and not least among the obstacles is the history of LDS leadership in backstopping secretiveness with mendacity. Taking note of these realities is not to deny the frequent moral courage, indeed heroism, of the early leadership, or the continuing devotion and talent of their successors.

Missionary Zeal
The LDS is much given to boosterism, and it is no surprise that its leaders relish the projections of almost exponential growth offered by such as Rodney Stark. Nobody can help but be impressed by the thousands of clean-cut Mormon young men who go on mission, two by two, knocking on the doors of the world, but the Ostlings helpfully put this missionary enterprise into perspective by comparing it with the many times larger enterprise of various Christian groups, noting as well that, unlike the Mormons, these missionaries do not limit themselves to winning converts but minister to the illiterate, the poor, and others in need. Moreover, these Christian efforts result in large and thriving indigenous churches that engage and transform local cultures, whereas the Mormon mission, totally controlled and directed from Salt Lake City, is about as pure an instance of American cultural imperialism as can be imagined, albeit a benevolently intended imperialism.
It appears also that the figures of Mormon growth are considerably inflated, not taking into account the massive defections through the back door, especially in developing countries. The Ostlings observe, “Mormonism succeeds by building on a preexisting Christian culture and by being seen as an add-on, drawing converts through a form of syncretism. Mormonism flourishes best in settings with some prior Christianization.” There is, in this view, a parasitic dynamic in Mormon growth. Yet the Ostlings suggest that, despite doctrinal and demographic problems, Mormonism may continue to thrive. “Ours is a relational era,” they write, “not a conceptual one. Members are more likely to be attracted by networking and community than by truth claims. The adherents appear to be contented or docile in their discontent, except for some thousands of intellectuals.” I am not so sure, and that brings us to the opening question of whether Mormonism is Christian or a new religion tenuously founded on fables and sustained by authoritarian management. Maybe ours is a time in which truth does not matter that much in terms of institutional flourishing, a time in which communities can get along with useful, if not particularly noble, lies. But we should not too easily resign ourselves to that conclusion.

An Insulting Question
Asking whether Mormonism is Christian or Mormons are Christians (a slightly different question) is thought to be insulting. “How can you ask that,” protests a Mormon friend, “when we clearly love the Lord Jesus as much as we do?” It is true that St. Paul says that nobody can say “Jesus is Lord” except by the Holy Spirit (1 Corinthians 12:3). But that only indicates that aspects of Mormon faith are touched by the Holy Spirit, as is every element of truth no matter where it is found. A Mormon academic declares that asking our question “is a bit like asking if African Americans are human.” No, it is not even a bit like that. “Christian” in this context is not honorific but descriptive. Nobody questions whether Mormons are human. To say that Jews, Muslims, or Buddhists are not Christians is no insult. It is a statement of fact, indeed of respect for their difference. The question is whether that is a fact and a difference that applies also to Mormonism.
The question as asked by Mormons is turned around: are non-Mormons who claim to be Christians in fact so? The emphatic and repeated answer of the Mormon scriptures and the official teaching of the LDS is that we are not. We are members of “the great and abominable church” that was built by frauds and impostors after the death of the first apostles. The true church and true Christianity simply went out of existence, except for its American Indian interlude, until it was rediscovered and reestablished by Joseph Smith in upstate New York, and its claims will be vindicated when Jesus returns, sooner rather than later, at a prophetically specified intersection in Jackson County, Missouri.
The Ostlings, in a manner common among evangelical Protestants, address the question of whether Mormons are Christians exclusively in terms of doctrine. Mormonism claims that God is an exalted man, not different in kind as Creator is different in kind from creature. The Mormon claim is, “What God was, we are. What God is, we will become.” Related to this is the teaching that the world was not created ex nihilo but organized into its present form, and that the trespass in the Garden of Eden, far from being the source of original sin, was a step toward becoming what God is. Further, Mormonism teaches that there is a plurality of gods. Mormons dislike the term “polytheism,” preferring “henotheism,” meaning that there is a head God who is worshiped as supreme. If Christian doctrine is summarized in, for instance, the Apostles’ Creed as understood by historic Christianity, official LDS teaching adds to the creed, deviates from it, or starkly opposes it almost article by article.
LDS teaching that believers are on the way to becoming gods has, of course, interesting connections with early church fathers and their teaching on “theosis” or “deification,” a teaching traditionally accented more in the Christianity of the East than of the West, but theologically affirmed by both. Some Mormon thinkers have picked up on those connections and have even recruited, not very convincingly, C. S. Lewis in support of LDS doctrine. (Lewis simply offers rhetorical riffs on classical Christian teaching and in no way suggests an ontological equivalence between Creator and creature.)

Christianity and the History of Christians
Beyond these doctrinal matters, as inestimably important as they are, one must ask what it means to be Christian if one rejects the two thousand year history of what in fact is Christianity. Christianity is inescapably doctrinal but it is more than doctrines. Were it only a set of doctrines, Christianity would have become another school of philosophy, much like other philosophical schools of the Greco-Roman world. Christianity is the past and present reality of the society composed of the Christian people. As is said in the Nicene Creed, “We believe in one, holy, catholic, and apostolic Church.” That reality encompasses doctrine, ministry, liturgy, and a rule of life. Christians disagree about precisely where that Church is to be located historically and at present, but almost all agree that it is to be identified with the Great Tradition defined by the apostolic era through at least the first four ecumenical councils, and continuing in diverse forms to the present day. That is the Christianity that LDS teaching rejects and condemns as an abomination and fraud.



Yet Mormonism is inexplicable apart from Christianity and the peculiar permutations of Protestant Christianity in nineteenth-century America. It may in this sense be viewed as a Christian derivative. It might be called a Christian heresy, except heresy is typically a deviation within the story of the Great Tradition that Mormonism rejects tout court. Or Mormonism may be viewed as a Christian apostasy. Before his death in 1844, Joseph Smith was faced with many apostasies within the Mormon ranks, and since then there have been more than a hundred schisms among those who claim to be his true heirs. Still today LDS leaders quote Smith when censuring or excommunicating critics. For instance, this from Smith: “That man who rises up to condemn others, finding fault with the Church, saying that they are out of the way, while he himself is righteous, then know assuredly, that man is in the high road to apostasy.”
With respect to the real existing Christianity that is the Church, the words apply in spades to Joseph Smith. He knew, of course, that he was rejecting the Christianity of normative tradition, and he had an explanation. On the creation ex nihilo question, for instance, he declared only weeks before his death: “If you tell [critics] that God made the world out of something, they will call you a fool. But I am learned, and know more than all the world put together. The Holy Ghost does, anyhow; and he is within me, and comprehends more than all the world; and I will associate myself with him.” By definition, he could not be apostate because he spoke for God. It is an answer, of sorts.
The history of Christianity, notably since the sixteenth-century Reformation, is littered with prophets and seers who have reestablished “the true church,” usually in opposition to the allegedly false church of Rome, and then, later, in opposition to their own previously true churches. There are many thousands of such Christian groups today. Most of them claim to represent the true interpretation of the Bible. A smaller number lay claim to additional revelations by which the biblical witness must be “corrected.” One thinks, for instance, of the Unification Church of Rev. Sun Myung Moon. There are other similarities between Mormonism and the Unification Church, such as the emphasis on the celestial significance of marriage and family. According to the Encyclopedia of Mormonism, “Gods and humans are the same species of being, but at different stages of development in a divine continuum, and the heavenly Father and Mother are the heavenly pattern, model, and example of what mortals can become through obedience to the gospel.”

Another Religion
Some have suggested that the LDS is a Christian derivative much as Christianity is a Jewish derivative, but that is surely wrong. The claim of Christianity is that its gospel of Jesus Christ is in thorough continuity with the Old Testament and historic Israel, that the Church is the New Israel, which means that it is the fulfillment of the promise that Israel would be “a light to the nations.” The Church condemned Marcion’s rejection of the Old Testament, and she never presumed to rewrite or correct the Hebrew Scriptures on the basis of a new revelation. On the contrary, she insisted that the entirety of the old covenant bears witness to the new. While it is a Christian derivative, the LDS is, by way of sharpest contrast, in radical discontinuity with historic Christianity. The sacred stories and official teachings of the LDS could hardly be clearer about that. For missionary and public relations purposes, the LDS may present Mormonism as an “add-on,” a kind of Christianity-plus, but that is not the official narrative and doctrine.
A closer parallel might be with Islam. Islam is a derivative of Judaism and Christianity. Like Joseph Smith, Muhammad in the seventh century claimed new revelations and produced in the Qur’an a “corrected” version of the Jewish and Christian scriptures, presumably by divine dictation. Few dispute that Islam is a new and another religion, and Muslims do not claim to be Christian, although they profess a deep devotion to Jesus. Like Joseph Smith and his followers, they do claim to be the true children of Abraham. Christians in dialogue with Islam understand it to be an interreligious, not an ecumenical, dialogue. Ecumenical dialogue is dialogue between Christians. Dialogue with Mormons who represent official LDS teaching is interreligious dialogue.
One must again keep in mind that Mormonism is still very young. It is only now beginning to develop an intellectually serious theological tradition. Over the next century and more, those who are now the “dissidents and exiles” may become the leaders in forging, despite the formidable obstacles, a rapprochement with historic Christianity, at which point the dialogue could become ecumenical. As noted earlier, there is the interesting phenomenon of Mormon thinkers appealing to the Christian tradition, from Irenaeus through C. S. Lewis, in support of aspects of their doctrine. And there is the poignant and persistent insistence of Mormons, “We really are Christians!” Sometimes that claim means that they really are Christians and the rest of us are not. Increasingly, at least among some Mormons, the claim is that they are Christians in substantively the same way that others are Christians.
It is a claim we should question but not scorn. Such a claim contains, just possibly, the seed of promise that over time, probably a very long time, there could be within Mormonism a development of doctrine that would make it recognizable as a peculiar but definite Christian communion. Such attempted development, however, could produce a major schism between Mormons who are determined to be Christian, on the one hand, and the new religion taught by the LDS on the other.
Meanwhile, Mormonism and the impressive empire of the LDS will likely be with us for a long time. They are no longer an exotic minority that is, by virtue of minority status, exempt from critical examination and challenge. Such examination and challenge, always fair-minded and sympathetic, is exemplified by the Ostlings’ very helpful book, Mormon America. I am skeptical about the more dramatic projections of Mormon growth in the future. That depends in part on the degree to which the Ostlings are right in thinking our era is “relational” rather than “conceptual.” It depends in larger part on developments internal to the LDS and transformations in its self-understanding and self-presentation to the world. The leadership of the LDS will have to decide whether its growth potential is enhanced or hampered by presenting Mormonism as a new religion or as, so to speak, another Christian denomination. 

Sometimes they seem to want to have it both ways, but that will become increasingly difficult. And, of course, for Mormons whose controlling concern is spiritual, intellectual, and moral integrity, questions of marketing and growth, as well as questions of institutional vitality and communal belonging, must be clearly subordinated to the question of truth.
As for the rest of us, we owe to Mormon Americans respect for their human dignity, protection of their religious freedom, readiness for friendship, openness to honest dialogue, and an eagerness to join hands in social and cultural tasks that advance the common good. That, perhaps, is work enough, at least for the time being.

Are You Mentally Disordered?
The Surgeon General’s report on mental illness has been the object of so much criticism and even derision that perhaps we should just let it die a merciful death. But it seems to me there are at least a couple of aspects that have not received the attention they deserve. The gist of the report, you may remember, is that “one in every five Americans experiences a mental disorder in any given year, and half of all Americans have such disorders at some time in their lives.” The purpose of the report, enthusiastically backed by the mental health industry, is that, through insurance and other means, billions of additional dollars should be spent on therapy.
As anyone knows who has had to cope with it in families and friends, mental disorder can be a dreadfully serious business. When mental disorder is handled as it is by this report, however, the subject is trivialized and politicized in a way that invites dismissiveness. The intention to launch another campaign of political correctness is underscored by the frequent comparisons with the 1964 Surgeon General’s report on smoking. I recall another front page story in the New York Times about twenty years ago when the psychological establishment issued a report claiming that something like 30 percent of the population of New York City, and 45 percent of people in Manhattan, were mentally disordered. Based upon my experience in New York, I thought the figures much too low.
So it is also with the new nationwide statistic of one in five. I should think that, given the definition of disorder, the figure is at least four in five. The report defines disorders as “alterations in thinking, mood, or behavior that cause distress or impair a person’s ability to function.” They include “depression, attention-deficit or hyperactivity disorder, and phobias.” Surely most people experience something along those lines at least once a year. I know that I do. There are days when I am so depressed and out of sorts with the world that I can’t get a thing done; there are other days when I suffer from the delusion that I’ve more or less figured out the mystery of life and can’t wait to proclaim my discovery from the housetops. I don’t know which is the greater disorder.
I am, like the Mikado, making up a little list of people in need of mental treatment. The task is greatly facilitated by the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual (DSM) of the American Psychiatric Association, which lists more than three hundred kinds of mental illness. A criterion of Antisocial Personality Disorder is “impulsivity or failure to plan ahead.” Gotcha. Especially if you suffer from an impulse to spell impulsiveness “impulsivity.” Another criterion is “irritability and aggressiveness.” I apologize. Histrionic Personality Disorder is something else. Such people want to be “the center of attention.” Check out your five-year-old. Another sign: “Considers relationships to be more intimate than they really are.” Ah, Alice. She broke my heart in high school. And just about every adolescent I have known, certainly including myself, is certifiable by the criteria of what is called Oppositional Defiant Disorder: “1) Often loses temper. 2) Argues with adults. 3) Deliberately annoys people. 4) Is touchy or easily annoyed by others.” And so forth. Of special interest is Obsessive Compulsive Personality Disorder: “Is over-conscientious, scrupulous, and inflexible about matters of morality, ethics, or values (not accounted for by cultural or religious identification).” I love the parenthesis that gives some of us an out. Presumably, if we’re over-conscientious, scrupulous, etc., we religious types are excused from treatment. The prescription is to get a new culture or religion. Finally, if you deny that you are suffering from a mental disorder, you should know that that is a symptom of a disorder known as Non-Compliance with Treatment. It is an additional sign of disorder if you resent, refuse to pay, or pay late your bills for treatment. One has to admire the DSM for the way it ties up all the strings on the therapeutic package.

Inducing Anxiety
The Surgeon General’s report takes Philip Rieff’s argument about “the therapeutic society” to the point of absurdity, it being assumed that “health” is an unremitting sense of well-being and optimal functioning. Those issuing the report do not seem to catch the irony that its purpose is to induce a sense of distress and anxiety about both the mental health of the American people and the state of health care. And, of course, religion is, at least by implication, indicted by the report since a message such as “Repent, for the Kingdom of God is at hand!” is certainly aimed at inducing acute anxiety about one’s way of life and even, pushing the acute to the ultimate, one’s eternal salvation. In the biblical scheme of things, we live in a world radically disordered by sin. Deep anxiety about this unhappy state of affairs is the mark of a person on the way to spiritual and mental health.
The report’s efforts at “scientification” are not without their amusing aspects. For instance, we are told that, among Americans age eighteen to fifty-four, 14.9 percent experience anxiety disorders and 7.1 percent experience mood disorders at least once a year. Now, even if we could agree on a plausible definition of such disorders, how could one possibly determine what percentage of a hundred million people have such experiences? Think about it. The report candidly admits that “for the most part, the causes [of mental disorders] remain unknown,” although, turning philosophical, it declares that “the split between mind and body” proposed by Descartes in the seventeenth century “is artificial and antiquated, and has hampered mental health research.” The discussion of causes concludes with this: “The roots of most mental disorders lie in some combination of biological and environmental factors.” In other words, your problem is either inside you or in the world around you. Science marches on.

A big part of the report is devoted to advancing, once again, the proposition that “mental disorders are not character flaws, but are legitimate illnesses that respond to specific treatments.” One may be allowed to wonder why, if a disorder is “legitimate,” it is a disorder at all. Why does something that is legitimate require treatment? But, of course, the purpose of the report is to sell treatment, and toward that end to reduce embarrassment about purchasing it. We are told that the “cruel and unfair stigma attached to mental illness” is “inexcusably outmoded” and must no longer be tolerated. “Why,” the report asks, “is the stigma so strong despite better public understanding of mental illness?” “The answer appears to be fear of violence. People with mental illness, especially those with psychosis, are perceived to be more violent than in the past.” In fact, says the report, “there is very little risk of violence or harm to a stranger from casual contact with an individual who has a mental disorder.” Most people who fear violence, one may reasonably conjecture, are not afraid of casual contact with strangers but of intimate contact with, for instance, abusive husbands, wives, or parents.
The reason for the “stigma” surrounding mental illness is, I dare to suggest, not usually related to violence at all. Aunt Martha puts salt in her cooking where the recipe calls for sugar because she believes that the Trilateral Commission has falsified all the cookbooks. In this respect, as in others, Aunt Martha is just a little—if I may still be permitted the term—crazy. I don’t know if that’s a “character flaw,” but it’s an important thing to know about Aunt Martha. I mean simply that it’s something to take into account when dealing with Aunt Martha, especially if she invites you to dinner. Similarly, the parishioner who after Mass insists that I shake hands with his wife, although she died four years ago, is not the least bit violent. He is very strange in a perfectly harmless, indeed rather endearing, way.
Because I am not prepared to declare that they are all mentally disordered, I refuse to believe that the people in the psychotherapeutic establishment really believe what they say about the “stigma” of mental illness. If, God forbid, the Surgeon General breaks his leg or comes down with prostate cancer, there is certainly no stigma attached to that. If, however, he and others responsible for this report suffer from anxiety disorders and dissociative thinking that results in logical incoherence, it may tend to discredit their arguments. I don’t know how one gets around the suggestion that there is something like a stigma connected to such disorders, and that they may even reflect a character flaw. Whether there is an effective treatment is quite another matter.
Again, mental illness is a very serious subject deserving of very serious attention. But as one of the one in five who is defined as suffering from a mental disorder for which the report is peddling treatment, I hope the Surgeon General will not be offended if I say that I’m not buying. What I might do this evening is stop by the video store and check out Jimmy Stewart’s Harvey. Better yet, there is that new volume in the Collected Works of G. K. Chesterton.

An Artful Defense
“An Artful Defense” is the title of John O’Sullivan’s column in Canada’s National Post. He tells me that he wrote it tongue in cheek, but I don’t know why. It just might work. Herewith, by permission, O’Sullivan’s lawyerly argument.

Sometime soon, Dennis Heiner will appear in a New York court accused of defacing a portrait of the Virgin Mary that the artist himself, Chris Ofili, had already covered in elephant dung and pornographic cut-outs. If Mr. Heiner defends himself cleverly, his trial could be the trial of the century—an arts version of the famous Scopes “monkey” trial in Tennessee. But how can he possibly do that? Was not artist Chris Ofili’s Virgin Mary the object of veneration by art critics, by the crowds attending the “Sensation” exhibition at the Brooklyn Museum of Art, and even by clergypersons themselves? The Reverend Barbara Hussan, an Episcopal priestess, told the New York Post she had no objection to the original painting: “Is it offensive? No. I could quibble with the genitalia, but only because it doesn’t work artistically. But it’s much prettier than I expected. It’s quite beautiful.”
While the Episcopal Church mainly exists these days to make satire redundant, the Rev. Barbara’s distinction is significant. Her sole objection (a mild one) to surrounding the Virgin Mary with pornographic cut-outs is that they don’t work “artistically.” Holiness now attaches to works of art rather than to religious practices, sacrilege is an artistic rather than a religious concept, and the Rev. Barbara is a priestess in the Religion of Art. (She’ll have to get in line.)
That, surely, points the way for Mr. Heiner’s defense. He should maintain that his painting of white stripes on the defaced Virgin Mary was itself a work of art. After all, by virtually every test that the defenders of the “Sensation” exhibition lay down in such matters, defacing a portrait—even an undefaced one—counts as a work of art. Indeed, Marcel Duchamp’s Mona Lisa in 1919—almost the first such work in this anti-art tradition—consisted of a mustache painted by Duchamp on a copy of the painting.
Let us, however, check Mr. Heiner’s work against the art world’s criteria: Art is subjective—it is whatever the artist says it is. In recent years we have seen a pile of bricks, a cow cut in half, piles of human ordure, and many other minor outrages presented by the artists as works of art and timidly accepted by the viewing public as such. All were exhibited by respectable galleries and all reviewed, generally respectfully, by the art critics. A favorite for this year’s “prestigious” Turner Prize in London is the unmade bed, complete with stains and used Kleenex, that the artist lived in while having some kind of suicidal breakdown. Both Mr. Heiner’s actions and the final object they produced are works of art squarely in this tradition. And if he says it’s art, who is to gainsay him? Maybe someone should enter him for the Turner Prize competition?
Art is transgressive—meant to outrage and disturb. Here Mr. Heiner has succeeded beyond the dreams of most artists. Not only has he transgressed the law itself—when even the bolder spirits in Bohemia studiously avoid a night in the cells—but the entire conventional art establishment is in a perfect rage at his actions. For he has revealed that the modernist tradition in painting now exhibits the inert imagination and frozen predictability that Duchamp (wrongly) attributed to the established artists of his day. 

It is all trivial gestures of revolutionary defiance to loud corporate applause. Chris Ofili—a Duchamp at the end of this particular artistic tether—could paint a mustache on the Virgin Mary, so to speak, but after sawn-off cows, unmade beds, and piles of ordure, he could hardly hope to shock anyone by doing so. By whiting out the mustache, however, Dennis Heiner has thrown Bohemia into a complete tizzy.
Great Art is never recognized in its own day. Surely the final proof of Mr. Heiner’s genius is that he will shortly appear in court—the philistine’s ultimate response to true art. No one, it seems, has recognized the revolutionary force of his artistic gesture. Like that theatrical moment in Yasmin Reza’s play, Art, in which a proto-Heiner transforms an almost plain white painting, qualified only by semi-visible downward-sloping diagonal lines, from a dull, conventional work of modern art into a clever cartoon by drawing a skier racing down the lines, Mr. Heiner has turned the world right side up. With a few simple bold strokes of white paint, he has defaced a ruin, desecrated the sacrilegious, and deconstructed a slum.

Is Art a crime, Your Honor? The defense rests.

Incorrigibly Christian America II
Last month we took up the subject of how America is incorrigibly “Christian America,” and what we should make of that fact. In one of his earlier books, Unsecular Man, sociologist Andrew Greeley did an imaginative historical reconstruction of on-the-ground Christian belief and practice in thirteenth-century Europe, the so-called “age of faith.” He makes a plausible case that practice was at least as lax and belief at least as confused as is the case today. He goes so far as to suggest that, by comparison, ours might more aptly be called the age of faith. One of the most ambitious studies of religion in America done in recent years was directed by Seymour Lachman and Barry Kasmin of City University of New York (One Nation Under God: Religion in Contemporary American Society). Researchers conducted in-depth interviews with more than 113,000 adults, and one of their more remarkable findings is that almost nobody described their religion as “New Age.” Projecting from the study, they estimate that there are probably fewer than twenty thousand “New Agers” in the entire American population. This met with incredulity from some commentators. You have only to go to the big bookstore at your local mall to find what seems to be miles upon miles of books and tapes and videos in the categories of “religion” and “spirituality” that fit the general description of New Age. If almost nobody is “into” New Age, who is buying those millions of books?
I expect the answer is obvious, and it has to do with the ways in which America is confusedly Christian. In perfectly good faith, people tell the interviewers that they are Methodist or Baptist or Roman Catholic or Lutheran, sensing no inconsistency with their interest in the esoteric or occult doctrines of New Age spiritualities. The Missouri Synod Lutheran who on Sunday morning listens approvingly to the pastor’s unequivocal insistence that there is no salvation apart from “justification by faith” is during the week finding reincarnation “very meaningful” and declares that the teaching of a quasi-Hindu master on the nonreality of reality is pretty much the same thing as Jesus taught. Students of contemporary society speak of the “cognitive dissonance” by which people live within, and shuttle back and forth between, two incompatible worldviews, the one religious and the other thoroughly secular. There is also cognitive dissonance within the religious worlds of Christianity. The discomfort of that dissonance is ameliorated by paying slight attention to the cognitive. Religion is understood as that which “meets my needs,” and for many people, if not most, clear thinking is not high on their list of felt needs.
To say that something or someone is “incorrigible” is usually not a compliment. It suggests that they are not capable of amendment, that they are unruly or out of control. In saying that America is incorrigibly Christian, I intend to suggest precisely that. I certainly do not mean that everything that goes under the label of Christianity is authentically Christian. What constitutes authentic or orthodox Christianity is, of course, a much controverted subject, and has been from the beginning. Fundamentalists and evangelicals have a habit, irritating to many who are not fundamentalists or evangelicals, of saying that someone is a Christian or became a Christian on a specific date, meaning the person had a prescribed conversion experience and holds to certain tenets considered essential to authentic Christianity. A recent book written by an evangelical opines that, while only God knows for sure, it is reasonable to think that less than 10 percent of Americans are Christians. An evangelical missionary magazine offers a profile of Poland and insouciantly declares, “Christians are a small minority, probably no more than fifty thousand. The rest of the population is Roman Catholic.”

A Catholic (and catholic) Sensibility
The Catholic Church, too, has a very definite position on what constitutes orthodox Christianity, a position for which it claims the authority of two thousand years of doctrine institutionalized in the Magisterium, or teaching office, of the Church. There are more than a billion Catholics in the world—a little over half of the total Christian population—and they are often related to that teaching authority in a manner that might generously be described as flexible. Most of them have never read a papal encyclical and may be only vaguely aware of the doctrines expounded in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, but they are sure that they are Catholic Christians. Sometimes, especially in Latin America, which is the most densely Catholic region of the world, flexibility reaches a level of promiscuity that is aptly called syncretism, meaning a hodgepodge mix of Christianity with beliefs and practices that the Church would hardly recognize as authentically Christian. When I was in Cuba for the Pope’s pastoral visit, there was an ecumenical meeting with various religious groups, and the priests of the Santeria cult complained that they were not invited. Santeria is a curious mix of Catholicism and African religions, in which Catholic saints are identified with various nature gods and goddesses. When asked why the Santeria leaders were not invited, the Cardinal of Havana seemed surprised by the question. The answer was obvious. “They are baptized Catholics. You don’t invite Catholics to an ecumenical meeting.”


The present discussion of incorrigibly Christian America reflects something of that catholic (upper case or lower case) sensibility. It is a generously flexible disposition toward beliefs and practices that somehow derive from or gravitate toward what we might recognize as authentic Christianity. We are inclined to view Santeria and similar religious expressions as impossibly “primitive,” but it may be that Christianity in this most advanced society of ours is, at least to a significant extent, a kind of American Santeria. Some sociologists of religion have also referred to American Shinto, meaning a culturally pervasive but doctrinally indeterminate religiosity similar to Shintoism in Japan. The catholic sensibility on this score was well expressed in the nineteenth century by John Henry Newman:

Now, the phenomenon, admitted on all hands, is this: that a great portion of what is generally received as Christian truth is in its rudiments or in its separate parts to be found in heathen philosophies and religions. For instance, the doctrine of a Trinity is found both in the East and in the West; so is the ceremony of washing; so is the rite of sacrifice. The doctrine of the Divine Word is Platonic; the doctrine of the Incarnation is Indian; of a divine kingdom is Judaic; of angels and demons is Magian; the connection of sin with the body is Gnostic; celibacy is known to Bonze and Talapoin; a sacerdotal order is Egyptian; the idea of a new birth is Chinese and Eleusinian; belief in sacramental virtue is Pythagorean; and honors to the dead are a polytheism. Such is the general nature of the fact before us; [our opponents] argue from it—“These things are in heathenism, therefore they are not Christian”: we, on the contrary, prefer to say, “These things are in Christianity, therefore they are not heathen.”

Suffusing Everything
Our social and cultural understanding of “Christian America” should be marked by a similar sensibility. If our interest is in our soul’s salvation or to discover the ultimate truth, we cannot be too attentive to what is authentically Christian. But for the purposes at hand there are few purity tests; Christianity is understood as a flexible, fluid, and protean reality. Almost all of social reality flows into it, through it, out of it, and back into it again. That is in the nature of religion, and not only of religion. Social science speaks of the “religion factor,” and, in attempting to explain why people do what they do and think what they think, we try to isolate what is called the “religion variable,” which is perfectly understandable, but we should not take such terminology too literally. It is somewhat like speaking of the “erotic factor” or of the “economic factor” in human life. The erotic and economic penetrate and suffuse almost everything.
The territorial ambitions of academic disciplines tempt writers to try to encompass everything within their specialty. In economics, “rational choice” theorists would explain everything, including religion and the erotic, in terms of economic exchange. Thus, for instance, a recent article in an academic journal on whether the decision of Jesus to embark on the course that got him crucified stands up to cost-benefit analysis. In this view, everything is economics. Those whose specialty is religion are subject to the same temptation, and end up declaring that everything is religion—or, in a dominantly Christian society, that everything is Christianity. A “functional” definition of religion equates religion with an operative belief system, and writers then go on to demonstrate that all action entails belief derived from a belief system, and therefore all action is religious. The result is a tautology that serves no useful function at all.

Resisting the Obvious
In speaking of the incorrigibility of “Christian America,” we should try to avoid such pitfalls. The Christian factor cannot be controlled or even tracked with any degree of precision. Certain explicitly Christian statements, actions, and institutions can be pinpointed, but Christianity is pervasive and variable. A simple analogy may be useful. I notice that items of software I have purchased for my personal computer carry a notice that they are “leased” or “licensed” to me. Apple or Microsoft are putting me on notice that I do not own these programs; they are just selling me permission to use them. But of course this is largely a fiction. There are millions of pieces of software out there being used in ways over which the manufacturer has no control. They can be manipulated, combined, and recombined with results that bear little resemblance to what was originally purchased. No analogy is perfect, but it is something like that with Christianity in America. We should not lose sight of the fact, however, that nine out of ten users still claim that their moral and spiritual software is Christianity. At the risk of pushing the analogy too far, one notes that most of them regularly go to churches where, so to speak, they have the manufacturer re-authenticate the programs they are using. And, of course, in America there are enough manufacturers of the product called Christianity that almost anything can get certified as authentic.

While We’re At It
• Ash Wednesday again. With the ashes the cross is traced on our foreheads. “Remember that you are dust and to dust you shall return.” A solemn little ritual, and each year I am astonished by the eagerness with which the multitudes turn out for it. I really don’t understand why; it is so totally counter to the fatuously upbeat spiritualities of the culture. That’s probably why. But then the solemnity is countered by church music for which somebody should do penance in this penitential season. Somebody named Tom Conry is responsible for this bit of doggerel, set to a tune of Broadway kitsch and peddled by New Dawn Music:

We rise again from ashes,
from the good we’ve failed to do.
We rise again from ashes,
to create ourselves anew.


If all our world is ashes,
then must our lives be true,
an offering of ashes, an offering to you.
Do we rise from ashes or bow to the ashes that signify our mortality? If all the world is ashes, how can our lives, which are undoubtedly part of the world, be true? And, most important, if we can create ourselves anew, doesn’t that make the cross superfluous? I expect I’ll be accused of nit-picking again, but it does seem a pity to let heretical triteness detract from the solemnity of the moment that is Ash Wednesday. 

• When the report was published in 1987, it threw the Canadian political class into a tizzy. The House of Commons issued a report, The War Against Women, and then Prime Minister Brian Mulroney commissioned a $10 million inquiry into what must most urgently be done. Published in the Canadian Journal of Behavioral Science, the report was based on survey research that showed an awful lot of men beating up on women. What was not said, according to the National Post, is that the same research showed that women beat up on men at an equal rate, with women saying that, in the case of more severe conflicts, they started it two-thirds of the time. But the best part of the story is the sangfroid in the explanation of why only one side of the research was published earlier: “The researchers, Leslie Kennedy and Donald Dutton, say they were primarily interested in male-to-female violence at the time.” But of course. 

• I see the Jesuits and St. Andrew’s Parish of Portland, Oregon, have opened a new kind of school for students in grades six through eight. It says here that “Nativity School will operate year round. The school day will begin early and end with a study hall from 7 p.m. to 9 p.m. after a break for family time.” Year round from breakfast to bedtime? One cannot help but wonder where the family comes into the picture. Many schools have a period called homeroom. Nativity, it seems, will have a period for home, period. Let’s hope the break for family time is “quality time,” as it is said in this nation of broken families. 

• An alert reader came across the website of the Ultramundane weekly, the National Catholic Reporter. He thought its mission statement might be of interest. It includes this: “The National Catholic Reporter Publishing Company attempts to cooperate with God’s grace in history. We work out of the Roman Catholic tradition.” The “attempts” is commendably modest. On the second score, the achievement of NCR is undeniable. 

• In these pages, as elsewhere, Francis Fukuyama’s The Great Disruption: Human Nature and the Reconstitution of Social Order has received deserved attention. Reviewing the book in the Public Interest, James Q. Wilson says he agrees with Fukuyama’s hopeful contention that human nature itself will recoil against cultural meltdown and, sooner or later, begin to rebuild the “social capital” essential to a reasonably ordered life. Wilson does not buy, however, Fukuyama’s claim that the disruption began in the sixties and was primarily driven by a change in sex roles and the economic transition to an “information society.” Fukuyama is aware of the cultural explanation of the great disruption, but he thinks culture changes too slowly to account for what has happened. Wilson disagrees. “The reason culture can change quickly is that much of it is produced by social elites who are easily drawn to new ideas and adventuresome practices. In England and America, changes had begun around the turn of the century and had come into full flower by the end of the First World War. The Bloomsbury set had replaced Queen Victoria, resistance to war had replaced habitual patriotism, and writers argued that crime was the result of social injustice rather than a weak human nature. By the 1940s, artists and musicians had taken up heroin, just as in the 1960s they took up marijuana and in the 1970s and 1980s they took up cocaine. At first, ordinary people continued in their customary cultural patterns. They flirted with sexual expression and personal liberation in the 1920s, but soon the Great Depression and the Second World War put an end to those adventures. Those two decades—the 1930s and the 1940s—could be called the Great Timeout: a two-decade interruption in the process of self-liberation. But when the war ended, and as the children of the Baby Boom reached adolescence, self-liberation returned with a vengeance and the Great Disruption was born. This produced many good things—for example, a concern for civil rights—but many bad ones, too. The tragedy for ordinary people, as Myron Magnet has pointed out in The Dream and the Nightmare, is that they often lack the resources with which to fight back against decadence. The rich can afford psychotherapy and drug treatment programs; the poor cannot. The rich can use gates and guards to protect their homes; the poor cannot. The rich can send their children to good private schools; the poor cannot. And so social elites can more readily cope with the defects of contemporary society while the poor, and much of the middle class, must await the slow reemergence of a more virtuous culture.” 

• Of course we think every article we publish is worthy or we wouldn’t publish it. But I do have my favorites, and high on the list is “How the World Lost Its Story” (October 1993) by Lutheran theologian Robert Jenson. (See his updating, “Can We Have a Story?” in this issue.) Protestantism, he wrote, is the form that Christianity took under the conditions of modernity, and the hyper-modernity that is called postmodernity makes clear that Protestantism’s “time is past.” That perhaps puts it too bluntly; for the nuances you might want to go back to the article itself. In any event, Jenson wrote: “Modern Christianity, i.e., Protestantism, has regularly substituted slogans for narrative, both in teaching and in liturgy. It has supposed that hearers already knew they had a story and even already knew its basic plot, so that all that needed to be done was to point up certain features of the story—that it is ‘justifying,’ or ‘liberating,’ or whatever. 

The supposition was always misguided, but sometimes the Church got away with it. In the postmodern world, this sort of preaching and teaching and liturgical composition merely expresses the desperation of those who in their meaningless world can believe nothing but vaguely wish they could.” I was reminded of the Jenson article when an alert reader sent me a brochure handed out at Grace Cathedral (Episcopal) in San Francisco, signed by Bishop William E. Swing. The bishop writes: “You know from the past about inquisitions and crusades and witch-hunts. You live in a time of religious military zealots, abortion-clinic bombings, and TV evangelists attempting to take power in our land.” He goes on to assure the visitor that Grace Cathedral is “a place of religious immunity” from such horrors. “An answer is Grace Cathedral. Here operates an unconditional surrender to the freedom of God to speak to whomever in whatever language is understandable. In this space you can walk the labyrinth of life to the tune of the Spirit which you uniquely hear. Immunity from religious control is granted you upon entry. Grace offers ‘sanctuary’ to everyone and premises this glorious freedom of God as the climate to explore the healthiest living that religion affords.” The distance from “the faith once delivered to the saints” to walking to “the tune of the Spirit which you uniquely hear” neatly sums up the religious deformation so astutely analyzed by Robert Jenson. 

• A bright young twenty-something approaches me with an envelope in hand and announces, “They’re baaack!” The envelope contains an invitation to an “International Interactive Worldwide Forum on the Content of Education in a Global Civilization” to be held in Lucknow, India. The theme of the meeting is, I kid you not, “It Takes a Village to Raise a Child.” This is sponsored by the State of the World Forum, which lists on its board luminaries such as Jean-Bertrand Aristide, former President of Haiti, James Baker, former U.S. Secretary of State, Mikhail Gorbachev, former everything, and Ted Turner of Turner Inc. The bash is cosponsored by, among others, the World Citizen Foundation, the Institute for Global Ethics, the Communitarian Network, and the Global Dialogue Institute. Participants will interactively take up questions such as “Is there a need for a new definition of education?” and “What are the universal values and global principles in education?” A side trip to the Taj Mahal is on offer. No, my young friend, they’re not back. But they are still hanging around. On the other hand, such an international gathering in India costs big dollars. Celebrating the future of liberal progressivism’s past is a luxury requiring nostalgists with deep pockets. 

• Few people have done so much to advance Jewish-Christian relations over the years as Franciscan Father David-Maria Jaeger, who serves on the Holy See’s working commission with the State of Israel. In a recent interview he had some candid words about realities that threaten to undermine the enormous progress that has been made in the dialogue. “I have the impression that, for some decades now, some of our Jewish friends who are carrying forward the dialogue have taken a prosecutorial attitude, basically pointing out the faults in the behavior of Catholics toward Jews over the centuries and demanding rectification. This might have been justifiable, indeed necessary and salutary, at some point in the past in order to awaken the conscience of the Christian world to a reconsideration of the attitude toward the Jews. And, indeed, that approach did bear a lot of fruit. It did awaken powerfully the conscience of the Christian world. It played an enormously important role in bringing the dialogue to where it is, to what it has achieved. But this prosecutorial approach, whatever its merits in the past, has run its course. It has reached what economists call ‘the point of diminishing returns.’ Instead of awakening consciences, it is dulling them. Instead of helping to jolt us into progress, it is threatening to undo the achievements that have already been made. I have pleaded—I have begged, emotionally—my friends on the Jewish side to desist, to rethink their approach, because the continuation of these aggressive prosecutorial behaviors and statements are really creating a tremendous amount of resentment, mostly among those who have been most committed to the Jewish-Catholic dialogue.” On the agitated question of what Pius XII did or did not do during World War II, Fr. Jaeger says that debate among historians is both legitimate and necessary, but: “What is absolutely not legitimate, what is an extremely grave offense to the world’s one thousand million Catholics and an extremely grave offense to the Holy See and to the revered memory of a great pontiff, is to accuse or to imply that whatever he had done or not done was motivated by a sympathy with the aims of the persecutors of the Jews or a sharing of their anti-Jewish prejudices or anything of this sort. This simply is not admissible.” Asked whether current frustrations suggest that the dialogue should be put on hold, Fr. Jaeger responded, “We cannot put a relationship on hold. Our relationship with the Jewish people is a reality of brotherhood, friendship, love, and solidarity. It can’t be put on hold. I would [decry] any thought of that. It’s not a business negotiation; it’s a theological and historical reality.” But neither, says Fr. Jaeger, should the dialogue simply continue on its present course: “But certainly I think our Jewish friends who are most active in this dialogue are called upon to reexamine their approaches in the hope that they may heed my appeal, which is a heartfelt appeal of a brother and a friend. At the same time, I personally think that, on the Catholic side, this may also help us to come to a realization that we must not settle for the kind of institutionalized dialogue with a handful of officials from a handful of organizations on the Jewish side. We must broaden it into a people-to-people dialogue. Now we must engage the Jewish community in Israel and abroad directly and on a broad front.” 

• Andrew Delbanco reviews the Library of America’s American Sermons (reviewed here by Alan Jacobs in August/September 1999) in the New Republic and concludes with this: “As an informed selection of sermons strictly defined . . . this is a rich and valuable volume. It reminds us how central to American culture has been the conviction (I revert to John Jay Chapman for the phrase) that ‘there’s only one real joy in life . . . the joy of casting at the world the stone of an unknown world’—and how elusive that joy has been in modern times. It confirms that sermons, once widely believed to be conduits to this ‘unknown world,’ have, in our own time, become memorials to lost knowledge.” I’m not sure about the one real joy in life, but Chapman and Delbanco are undoubtedly right about an unknown world. 



• This item appeared in the Seattle Times under the title “Lite the Way.” In a meeting with the paper’s editorial writers, Father Stephen Sundborg, former Jesuit provincial and now President of Seattle University, noted that the student body is only 40 percent Catholic. Asked how he intended to market the university, he referred to a radio station that describes its programming as “country lite,” meaning a broad definition of country music. So, in a time when the Vatican is taking a close look at Catholic institutions, Seattle University is taking a broader approach that Fr. Sundborg describes as “Catholic Lite.” Of such are the frustrations of the critic. Going back some years now, Catholic universities have been accused of peddling Catholic Lite. Only to have a university president respond with, “Oh, what a very good idea!” Moral: be careful what you accuse people of. 

• The Barna Research Group of Ventura, California, does come up with these odd reports. Here’s a release titled, “Atheists and Agnostics Infiltrating Christian Churches.” They have determined, by means of telephone interviews with 192 people, that on a typical weekend about 2 percent of the nation’s atheists and agnostics attend church, but on Easter Sunday 12 percent attend. This is “infiltration”? I wouldn’t be surprised if some might call it evangelization. Whom are we to convert if not the unconverted? The Barna people go on to say, “Many atheists and agnostics possess theological perspectives that parallel the beliefs of Christians.” One out of three reads the Bible, most believe that there is a Heaven, and one out of five prays to God during a typical week. At least they’re Christian atheists and agnostics, of a sort. 

• The insatiable greed of trial lawyers, joined to the mushrooming victimhood cult, was bound to get here sooner or later. But who would have thought Canada would beat us to it? Lawrence Barichello of Toronto heads up an anti-circumcision group called “Intact,” and is looking for men to join in a class-action suit against doctors in order to compensate for emotional injuries resulting from their being circumcised. “No detail is too small,” he says. “If someone taunts you in the locker room about your penis, write down what they said and how you felt about it.” Participants are limited to men circumcised as an infant by a doctor “for nonreligious reasons.” What happened to inclusivity here? A Jewish atheist might cite the religious reason as a further injury. 

• Keith Pavlischek of the Center for Public Justice agrees with the judge who disallowed the “gay panic” defense in the sentencing of Aaron McKinney and Russell Henderson, who beat up Matthew Shepard and left him to die. But he disagrees with some others who agreed with the judge: “‘Gay advocacy’ groups applauded the judge’s ruling, denouncing the ‘gay panic’ defense as preposterous and pathetic. About that, they are right. If, however, this defense is preposterous and pathetic, what about the rhetoric from prominent gay rights politicians, activists, and journalists immediately following Shepard’s murder last year? For months we heard the refrain (without any appeal to evidence) that the murder was caused by groups like the Family Research Council for suggesting that homosexuals can change; Jerry Falwell and Trent Lott for suggesting that homosexuality is a ‘sin’ (always in quotation marks); public officials or activists who oppose ‘gay marriage’; and other private organizations that refuse to compromise traditional moral objections to homosexual practice. To the gay rights crowd all such moral concerns were reduced to a psychological disorder or irrational fear of homosexuals: it’s all just ‘homophobia.’ We all seem to suffer from ‘gay panic.’ If the gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender rights lobby is truly concerned with reducing the incidence of such barbarities, they might begin by stopping their ranting against those who hold principled moral objections to homosexuality. The displacement of guilt from the true perpetrators of real crimes, and the repeated charges of homophobia, merely gives thugs like Henderson and McKinney an excuse for an inexcusable and wicked act.” 

• When the Wyoming men who beat up Matthew Shepard and left him to die were sentenced a while back, there was another media torrent against homophobia, the need for laws against hate crimes, and so forth. About the same time, a thirteen-year-old boy in Prairie Grove, Arkansas, was repeatedly sodomized by two homosexual men and suffocated with his own underwear. A number of conservative voices deplored the “double standard” of the media, noting that the Arkansas crime received no national attention at all. A spokesman for the Human Rights Campaign, a major gay lobby, said of the killing of Jesse Dirkhising, “This has nothing to do with gay people.” It obviously has as much to do with gay people as the killing of Matthew Shepard, or, more recently, army private Barry Winchell has to do with the state of American society. But I cannot agree with those who contend that the Arkansas crime should have received media attention comparable to that accorded those crimes. There is no denying that the skewed reporting of the dominant media operates by multiple standards. As George Orwell observed a long time ago, some deaths are politically interesting and others are not. What we witnessed in the case of Matthew Shepard was the media’s calculated and callous political exploitation of human depravity and suffering. It is that exploitation that is to be deplored, not the fact that the Arkansas horror did not receive comparable publicity. The remedy for a dishonest and meretricious media is not equal-time exploitation. 

• Thinking that the image of Jesus needed an update, the editors of the National Catholic Reporter held a contest and 1,700 artists submitted their entries for the cover of the paper’s millennium issue. The winner is Jesus of the People by Janet McKenzie of Vermont, who describes herself as a “devout agnostic.” “This painting is about love,” she said. “It’s about reminding all of us about the importance of celebrating our differences.” And this Jesus, for whom a young black girl served as the model, is different. Said one of the judges, “It’s not real masculine. It’s not real feminine. It’s not really androgynous, either.” So what’s left? He/she/it is most certainly not Jewish. Jesus of the People is the perverse “enculturation” of reconstructing revelation in our image—or at least in the image of the alienated class of the deculturated. 

“And immediately there was a man with an unclean spirit; and he cried out, ‘What have you to do with us, Jesus of Nazareth? Have you come to destroy us? I know who you are, the Holy One of God.’“ But when she heard this, Jesus reassured him, “Relax, I have come to celebrate our differences” (Mark 1, updated). 

• There was an emotional moment at the recent Synod for Europe when Irina Ilovaiski Giorgi-Alberti addressed the Pope directly in explaining why Russian Orthodoxy has been so unresponsive, indeed hostile, to the Pope’s efforts to advance the healing of the breach between East and West. Giorgi-Alberti, the editor of La Pensée Russe, which is published in both Moscow and Paris, said that the top Russian hierarchy is succumbing to the “terrible temptation” of letting itself be used politically in order to turn Orthodoxy into an ideological substitute for Marxism-Leninism. This requires that it appear hostile to the West, using the “alibi” that it is only protecting the Orthodox faithful (which, she said, is only 2 or 3 percent of the population) from “proselytism.” Giorgi-Alberti, who was an invited guest at the synod, said, “‘This rejection of unity is caused by politics, not religion; a refusal to open the doors to Christian brothers of the West and to the Holy Father in particular.’ In an emotional tone, Giorgi-Alberti turned to the Pope and said: ‘Many in Russia have requested me to ask you for forgiveness for this. Many in Russia, among those who have found Christ or are sincerely seeking him, have begged me to tell you that you must not accept the political games of the top hierarchy as an honest expression of their feelings. Above all, they implore you to forgive them, not to abandon them, and not to forget them; they do not want you to fall into the traps often set so that you will distance yourself from them. If this were to happen, it would really be the end of Russia. If the end has not come, it is to a large extent, and I repeat it again, thanks to Your Holiness, and on behalf of those in Russia who know it, I was asked to say to you, Holy Father: may God fully reward you.’“ 

• Among public intellectuals, Irving Kristol is a legend, but he carries that status lightly. Which does not mean he is not capable of being deadly serious about serious things, as, for instance, in a recent article in Azure, “On the Political Stupidity of the Jews.” As a Jewish kid in Brooklyn some sixty years ago, he well understood that he was part of a minority in an overwhelmingly Christian country. That was taken for granted, and everybody, more or less, got along. Since World War II, he writes, Jewish organizations, backed by the court system, have largely succeeded in creating a naked public square, acting on the preposterous assumption that the 2 percent of the population that is Jewish can force the 95 percent that is Christian to go along with the idea that the Constitution forbids any public recognition of the religious realities of America. Kristol notes that there is now something of a religious revival among Christians, and a modest revival among Jews, the latter driven in part by alarm over the rate of intermarriage approaching 50 percent. It is not clear, however, that this new situation is prompting second thoughts among Jewish leaders. Kristol writes: “But this Jewish revival does not prevent American Jews from being intensely and automatically hostile to the concurrent Christian revival. It is fair to say that American Jews wish to be more Jewish while at the same time being frightened at the prospect of American Christians becoming more Christian. It is also fair to say that American Jews see nothing odd in this attitude. Intoxicated with their economic, political, and judicial success over the past half century, American Jews seem to have no reluctance in expressing their vision of an ideal America: a country where Christians are purely nominal, if that, in their Christianity, while they want the Jews to remain a flourishing religious community. One can easily understand the attractiveness of this vision to Jews. What is less easy to understand is the chutzpah of American Jews in publicly embracing this dual vision. Such arrogance is, I would suggest, a peculiarly Jewish form of political stupidity. For the time being, American Jews are getting away with this arrogance. Indeed, American Christians—and most especially the rising evangelical movements—are extraordinarily tolerant, if more than a little puzzled, by this novel Jewish posture. And the lack of any negative Christian reaction has only encouraged American Jews in the belief that they have discovered some kind of universally applicable formula for dealing with non-Jews.” 

• In a lecture at Santa Clara University in California, Father David Hollenbach, S.J., of Boston College addresses “The Common Good in a Divided Society.” He rightly worries about the loss of a commitment to the common good, the divisive effects of the “culture war,” and the exclusion of too many from the opportunities and responsibilities of American life. He says: “Unjust exclusion can take many forms. Most relevant to the United States today is exclusion from the booming economic life of the country. There are so few decent jobs in most urban ghettos that many people simply give up looking for work. This amounts to the institutionalization of despair. When human beings are told repeatedly that they are simply not needed, it takes extraordinary self-confidence to keep trying. Such messages, built into class structures of American life today, lead to the drugs and violence of many American urban centers today. They are the source of what Cornel West has dared to call the ‘nihilism’ found among far too many urban youth today.” There is indeed an “institutionalization of despair,” but one wonders if Fr. Hollenbach doesn’t get some things backwards. He works from economics to culture, rather than from culture to economics. Young men who do drugs and violence turn out to be unemployable and are indeed “simply not needed.” Over a million of them are now in jail. Ordinarily capable people who keep trying, or try in the first place, are in this economy generally given the message that they are needed and welcome. As for the source of “nihilism,” living many years in the inner city I never encountered the term and seldom encountered the reality. The more likely source, one may respectfully suggest, is to be found at places such as Cornel West’s Harvard University. On that score, one may even go so far as to suggest that Fr. Hollenbach, although it is surely not his intention, comes distressingly close to blaming the victim. 

• Down in North Carolina, Bill Uzzle puts out the Raleigh Reporter from time to time, with a liberal, so to speak, use of quotations. 

Here are a few with which I was not familiar. First Malcolm Muggeridge, who wrote like an angel and, when he discovered he couldn’t live that way, became a Christian: “Previous civilizations have been overthrown from without by the incursion of barbarian hordes; ours has dreamed up its own dissolution in the minds of our intellectual elites. Not bolshevism, which Stalin liquidated along with the old Bolsheviks; not Nazism, which perished with Hitler in his Berlin bunker; not fascism, which was left hanging upside down from a lamppost, along with Mussolini and his mistress—none of these, history will record, was responsible for bringing down the darkness on our civilization, but liberalism. A solvent rather than a precipitate, a sedative rather than a stimulant, a slough rather than a precipice; blurring the edges of truth, the definition of virtue, the shape of beauty; a cracked bell, a mist, a death wish.” Then Geoffrey Household on politicians: “In arguments with politicians I am always beaten. I cannot express what I believe, whereas they express what they cannot possibly believe.” Richard Reeves on the same subject: “Politicians are different from you and me. The business of reaching for power does something to a man—it closes him off from other men until, day by day, he reaches the point where he instinctively calculates each new situation and each other man with the simplest question: what can this do for me? The process is as inevitable, and as frightening, as hardening of the arteries.” To say it is inevitable is going too far. I immediately thought of my noble friend, Henry Hyde. Finally, this from Bill Sharpe, a retired newspaperman in North Carolina: “When both I and the century were young, we boys did a lot of whistling. So did grownups. It was the most natural thing in the world to walk down the street whistling a tune. I would awake mornings and hear somebody whistling his way to work. I’d walk to school and meet a man cheerfully whistling. Today, folks would be astonished and, perhaps, alarmed at such a sight. Some people were so talented that they could fashion trills and tremolos, like Cornelia Taylor, who was in demand for our amateur theatricals.” I had never thought about that, but he’s right. I honestly cannot remember when was the last time I heard somebody whistling, as in really whistling a song. When I was a boy up in the Ottawa Valley, we all did all the time. People thought I was pretty good at it, and I was inclined to agree. I just tried and I can’t do it anymore. I’ll work on it. Not on the streets of Manhattan, however. “Did you see that crazy whistling priest?” On the other hand, with all those cell phones and Walkmans plugged in their ears, maybe nobody would notice. 

• Linda Gibbons of Toronto is a grandmother and a jailbird. In the last five years she has been repeatedly arrested and jailed twelve times for standing in front of an abortuary and praying. Recently Sue Careless, a freelance journalist, was arrested for photographing the arrest of Linda Gibbons. Ian Hunter of the University of Western Ontario comments in the National Post: “The abortion issue is unique in that it begins in lies and cannot be sustained without lies. It begins by denying the elementary biological evidence regarding human life, its origin and development. It requires court injunctions to prevent citizens from praying on public streets. It necessitates arrest and prosecution of journalists who would seek to show and tell the public how this injunction is enforced. In a rights-obsessed country, it requires us to overlook the most fundamental right of all: the right to life. Will Linda Gibbons and Sue Careless find their liberty in our Charter of Rights? I hope so, but I doubt it. As the great American jurist, Learned Hand, once wrote, ‘We rest our hopes too much upon constitutions, upon laws, and upon courts. These are false hopes; believe me, these are false hopes. Liberty lies in the hearts of men and women; when it dies there, no constitution, no law, no court can save it; no constitution, no law, no court can even do much to help it. And what is this liberty which must lie in the hearts of men and women? It is not the ruthless, the unbridled, will; it is not the freedom to do as one likes. That is a denial of liberty, and leads straight to its overthrow. A society in which men recognize no check upon their freedom soon becomes a society where freedom is the possession of only a savage few. . . . The spirit of liberty is the spirit of him who, near two thousand years ago, taught mankind that lesson it has never learned, but has never quite forgotten—that there may be a kingdom where the least shall be heard and considered side by side with the greatest.’“ 

• Academic integrity means independence from outside influences. That was the gist of an article coauthored by Father Edward Malloy, President of Notre Dame, about a year ago and published in America. Recognizing the authority of the bishops over the teaching of theology would be, he said, “a catastrophe.” It would mean “the sacrifice of many of those prerogatives that make Catholic universities and their professional staffs the respected and influential members of the higher education community that they are.” Readers are familiar with Fr. James Burtchaell’s humorously devastating recital of the myriad outside agencies to which Notre Dame and other church schools submit themselves (see “The ‘Autonomy’ of the University of St. Dympna,” Public Square, August/September 1999). Now Notre Dame is in trouble with the National College Athletic Association (NCAA). The school has been put on probation for violations arising from a messy scandal in which a woman embezzled money to lavish on players with whom she was having affairs. Fr. Malloy and his colleagues have been the perfect picture of docility in submitting themselves to the authority of the NCAA. Notre Dame investigated the allegations, reported its findings to the association, meekly accepted its judgment. Not even one whimper about institutional autonomy, etc. Does this mean that Notre Dame cares more about the integrity of its football program than its theology department? Does this mean that the NCAA is less of an “outside” influence than the Catholic Church? That may be over reading, but the questions should not be dismissed out of hand. In any event, it is perhaps heartening that Fr. Malloy and Notre Dame recognize the legitimacy of authority and accountability in things that really matter. Perhaps. 

• In worship there is repetition, and then there is repetition. Carol Zaleski of Smith College writes in that admirable journal of liturgical renewal, Antiphon, under the title “Worship and American Cultural Spirituality.” “Catherine Pickstock has suggested that the puzzling repetitions in the text of the preconciliar Roman rite constituted a ‘liturgical stammer,’ a stammer like that of Moses, most fitting for the audacious enterprise of approaching the altar of God. 

The penitential drama of drawing near and stepping back, the divine drama of manifestation and hiding, the initiatory drama of the traditio and redditio symboli, the priestly drama of representing Christ in his three offices as prophet, priest, and king—all these dramatic events are well served by the stops and starts, the repeated rebeginnings of the Roman rite. If this sounds too somber, consider instead the examples of children whose spontaneity manifests itself in endless repetition of chants and rhymes, sense and nonsense. In children, as in flourishing religious cultures, ritual repetition is linked to playfulness and creativity, rather than to stagnation. Erik Erikson made this point quite definitively in Toys and Reasons and other landmark studies of child development and its adult fruits. G. K. Chesterton captures the idea in a famous passage in Orthodoxy: ‘Because children have abounding vitality, because they are in spirit fierce and free, therefore they want things repeated and unchanged. They always say, “Do it again,” and the grown-up person does it again until he is nearly dead. For grown-up people are not strong enough to exult in monotony. But perhaps God is strong enough to exult in monotony. It is possible that God says every morning, “Do it again” to the sun; and every evening, “Do it again” to the moon.”’ Repetition is the stuff of poetry; incantation enchants. Where disincantation occurs, disenchantment will follow.” (For information about Antiphon, write the Society for Catholic Liturgy, 331 East South Temple St., Salt Lake City, Utah 84111.) 

• Admiral Elmo Zumwalt, Jr. has died. I did not name him in last month’s account of my 1993 near-death, but he was the person who sent me the book on his son’s heroic struggle with cancer, My Father, My Son. As Commander of the U.S. Navy in the Pacific, he ordered the use of Agent Orange in Vietnam. Bud Zumwalt thought long and hard about moral dilemmas. He believed that the chemical contributed to the death of his son but saved many thousands of other American lives by making it difficult for Vietcong snipers to hide. Of the conflict itself he said, “If I knew the U.S. would make a decision to lose the war, we should not have gone into the war to begin with.” Bud and I worked together for years on the board and executive committee of the Ethics and Public Policy Center in Washington. He was reticent in expressing his deepest beliefs, but the obvious center of gravity was honor, duty, country. He was ever the gentleman and quiet warrior. I suppose he came as close as anyone I have known to the ideal of the Roman. That put him solidly in Augustine’s terrestrial city, but there were occasions when he indicated his awareness that true home is elsewhere. Requiescat in pace. 

• You may not believe this, but some readers say they miss those gentle and ever so whimsical proddings to send us the names of people who are prospective subscribers. Admittedly, other readers complained about, as one put it, “that incessant begging.” Please. It is not begging to suggest that you share what you have found. In any event, we will be happy to send a sample issue of this journal to people you think are likely subscribers. Please send names and addresses to First Things, 156 Fifth Avenue, Suite 400, New York, NY 10010 (or e-mail to subscriberservices@pma-inc.net). On the other hand, if they’re ready to subscribe, call toll-free 1-800-783-4903. 

• There is an opening for a one-year internship with FT, beginning June or September. Please send resume, reason for interest, and writing sample to the editorial office, attention James Nuechterlein. 

• Friend and frequent contributor to these pages, Hadley Arkes, is fond of referring to “First Things, the journal.” The implied reference is to his excellent 1986 book on principles of morals and justice, which bears the title First Things. Thus, with an unbecoming, albeit understandable, hint of proprietorial pride, does Professor Arkes suggest that we came along four years later and stole his title. Now J. Bottum, erstwhile Associate Editor of FT whose apostasy to the Weekly Standard has not been forgiven (although we’re glad for his return as our Poetry Editor), sends us a finding from his inveterate prowling of bookstores. It is a 1924 volume of exhortations to virtue by the President of Girard College, Philadelphia, who bears the Dickensian name of Cheesman A. Herrick. The book is called First Things. I have no evidence that Prof. Arkes was familiar with Herrick’s effort, and it seems improbable since, in the words of Bottum, Herrick’s First Things is “compounded out of nearly equal parts pleonasm and pomposity,” whereas the Arkes First Things is incisive and modest to a fault. In fact, as noted when we launched this enterprise, our search for a title reached back long before 1924, never mind 1986, to the most important of the theological works of Origen (185-254), Peri Archon, which may be roughly translated as “First Things.” (Lest anyone be inclined to get legally serious about this friendly fuss, titles cannot be copyrighted according to U.S. law. Whether that is the case with law pertinent to third-century Alexandria, I have no idea.)
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Introduction

The Mormon denial of the traditional Christian doctrine of original sin is one of the more distinctive aspects of this group, who claim to be Christian, but whose denial of so many central Christian doctrines indicate that they as a group cannot be considered Christian. The traditional doctrine of Original Sin is held in common by all Christian denominations. The denial of this doctrine by the Mormons puts this group in a position which is contrary to Scripture, Tradition and unsupported by reality.

The Mormon denial of original sin is based on a few flimsy assumptions which will be discussed here and in a second paper.

First, however, this paper will look at the true teaching on Original Sin, continue with a discussion of some of the errors of the LDS position, and lastly examine a heresy of the early centuries, (Pelagianism) to show that the erroneous Mormon view on original sin has much in common with an old heresy.

A subsequent paper will refute the specific points of the LDS position.

What is Original Sin?

First, here is a quote from the Catholic Encyclopedia article Original Sin:

“Original sin may be taken to mean: (1) the sin that Adam committed; (2) a consequence of this first sin, the hereditary stain with which we are born on account of our origin or descent from Adam. From the earliest times the latter sense of the word was more common, as may be seen by St. Augustine’s statement: “the deliberate sin of the first man is the cause of original sin” (De nupt. et concup., II, xxvi, 43). It is the hereditary stain that is dealt with here. As to the sin of Adam we have not to examine the circumstances in which it was committed nor make the exegesis of the third chapter of Genesis.”

It is important to note that the common meaning of “original sin” is the second one given above, i.e. the stain or consequence of Adam’s sin for the rest of humanity. This is how the term will also be used in this paper. Admittedly, the term can be confusing since it does not refer to a personal sin we have committed, but rather to a state of deprivation due to the effect of Adam’s sin. However, once this is clear, then confusion can be avoided. Original sin is contracted by babies when they are conceived in the womb; it is not something committed by them. Hence it is not valid for Mormons to deny original sin by saying “how can a baby commit sin?” This is because original sin refers to a contracted loss of inheritance of grace, not a committed personal sin on the baby’s part.

Original sin refers to a lost inheritance. God gave Adam supernatural grace before the Fall when he lived in the Garden of Eden. Adam could eat from the tree of life, and so remain immortal. He was not allowed, however, to eat from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.

The Charge of Unfairness

The Mormons make a number of false assumptions about the story of the Fall of Adam. One such assumption is the idea that original sin means that God is unfair, punishing us all for something Adam did.

The reply to this is as follows. God bestowed on Adam all his natural faculties. Adam did not have any entitlement to supernatural grace, to immortality, to fellowship with God. It was only because God in His graciousness gave these to Adam that Adam had them at all. Adam did not have any natural right to them. This is a critical point. If my boss, who pays me every week, comes to me on Monday and says “here are some tickets to a show or the theatre for Friday night; take your family along.” But on Tuesday I get caught wasting time on the job. The boss then says “I’ll take those tickets back.” Now, is the boss being unfair to my family? Of course not. The relationship between me and my boss is broken and so I must pay the punishment. If my family suffer as a result, it is my fault, not the boss’s.

Similarly with original sin. Adam sinned, and by doing so broke the relationship between himself and God. It is Adam who is the cause of original sin in the rest of the human race. We have lost the inheritance of supernatural grace, but Adam is to blame for this loss, not God. So when we are born, we are without this supernatural grace which was our inheritance until Adam blew it. This is what original sin means: we are born without our inheritance.

The whole idea of the test was to see if man would freely submit himself to the will of God. And he failed.

‘The Fall was necessary’ argument.

Another flimsy assumption of Mormonism is to suggest that without the Fall Adam and the rest of the human race would be stuck forever in the Garden of Eden, and never make it to heaven. Thus they say the Fall was necessary, and even worse, they claim that God willed the Fall. Mormons make the mistake of thinking man was not made in a state of holiness, but had to “progress” to holiness. On the contrary, man was created in a state of holiness, destined to be “divinized” in glory in heaven but his disobedience lost this inheritance.

As proof of this destiny to glory (with or without the Fall), Romans 8:29-30 reads:

“For those God foreknew he also predestined to be conformed to the likeness of his Son, that he might be the firstborn among many brothers. And those he predestined, he also called; those he called, he also justified; those he justified, he also glorified.” (NIV)
God predestined us to glory, to be “conformed to the likeness of His Son”. He did not predestine the Fall. He predestined us to be conformed to His Son in glory, with or without the Fall. The Fall made it necessary for the Son of God to become man.

God never predestined the Fall. God permitted the Fall; he did not require it; such an idea makes God to be the author of sin and suffering, which He is not. Mormonism here fails to distinguish between God’s permissive will, and God’s ordaining will. God permitted the Fall, He did not ordain that it must happen.

The Fall was entirely up to Adam’s free will, and he failed. Adam was deceived into thinking God was not being totally honest with him, in other words, that God did not really want what was best for Adam. Adam called God’s integrity into question, an act which led to his disobedience. If this is not sin, what is?

In the Catholic Encyclopedia article: Divine Providence we read how the Fathers of the Church treated of sin and its nature:

‘The question of Providence in the Fathers is almost invariably connected with the problem of evil. How can evil and suffering be compatible with the beneficent providence of an all-powerful God? And why especially should the just be allowed to suffer while the wicked are apparently prosperous and happy? Patristic solutions to these problems may be summed up under the following heads: ·

Sin is not ordained by the will of God, though it happens with His permission. It can be ascribed to Providence only as a secondary result (Origen, “Contra Celsum”, IV, lxviii in “P.G.”, XI, 1516-7; St. John Damascene, “De fid. orth.”, ii, 21 in “P.G.”, XCIV, 95 sq.).

Sin is due to the abuse of free will; an abuse which was certainly foreseen by God, but could have been prevented only by depriving man of his most noble attribute (Tertullian, “Adv. Marcion.”, II, v-vii in “P.L.”, II, 317-20; St. Cyril of Alexandria “In Julian.”, IX, xiii, 10, 11, 18 in “P.G.”, LXXIV, 120-1, 127-32; Theodoret, “De prov. orat.”, IX, vi in “P.G.”, LXXXIII, 662). ·

Had there been no sin, physical evil would have been inconsistent with the Divine goodness (St. Augustine, “De div. quæst.”, lxxxii in “P.L.”, LX, 98, 99); nor would God permit evil at all, unless He could draw good out of evil (St. Augustine, “Enchir.”, xi in “P.L.”, LX, 236; “Serm.”, ccxiv, 3 in “P.L.”, XXXVIII, 1067; St. Gregory the Great, op. cit., VI, xxxii, XVIII, xlvi in “P.L.”, LXXV, 747; LXXVI, 61-2). · · <[SFW Comment : This point proves that God could not have willed the Fall, and that Adam’s sin was indeed a sin, not merely a ‘transgression’, a distinction Mormonism tries to make; see later).]

All physical evil, therefore, is the consequence of sin, the inevitable result of the Fall (St. John Chrysostom, “Ad Stagir.”, I, ii in “P.G.”, LXVII, 428, 429; St. Gregory the Great, op. cit., VIII, li, lii in “P.L.”, LXXV, 833, 834), and regarded in this light is seen to be at once a medicine (St. Augustine, “De div. quæst.”, lxxxii in “P.L.”, XL, 98, 99; “Serm.”, xvii, 4, 5 in “P.L.”, XXXVIII, 126-8), a discipline (“Serm.”, xv, 4-9 in “P.L.”, XXXVIII, 118-21; St. Gregory the Great, op. cit., V, xxxv; VII, xxix; XIV, xl in “P.L.”, LXXV, 698, 818, 1060), and an occasion of charity (St. Gregory the Great, VII, xxix)”.

(Note: Mormons may try to claim a distinction between ‘transgression’ and ‘sin’, saying that Adam transgressed, but did not sin. We shall see in the next paper that this is a false distinction.)

Summary of points so far

i) The traditional Christian doctrine of Original Sin is in no way ‘unfair’ as the supernatural graces of which man is deprived as its result, are graces to which he has no natural claim. God freely bestows graces, man does not earn a claim.

ii) The Fall was certainly not “necessary”. To maintain the Fall was necessary makes God out to be the author of sin, which He cannot be. It also means Adam did not really have free will, if God had intended him to eat the fruit. But we know Adam did have free will: God had told him to be obedient and Adam disobeyed. If Adam did not really have free will before the Fall, then it casts a question on God’s integrity. The truth is: Adam has free will before the Fall, and he freely chose to sin by disobeying God. But Mormonism denies free will in order to deny the reality of Adam’s sin, instead pretending it was merely a ‘transgression’.

iii) God predestined certain persons to eternal beatitude, with or without the Fall. Mormonism fails to explain Romans 8:29-30 which proves the predestination of the elect. Instead they try to claim the human race would be stuck in Eden for ever if it had not been for the Fall.

Next we shall have a look at the Effects of Original Sin. These are:

death and suffering (physical evils, not sin)

Concupiscence (baptism removes original sin, but not concupiscence, so concupiscence cannot be sin)

Absence of sanctifying grace. Since this is in the moral order, it can be called sin.

The following extract from the Catholic Encyclopedia: Original Sin: expands on the above points:

“St. Anselm: “the sin of Adam was one thing but the sin of children at their birth is quite another, the former was the cause, the latter is the effect” (De conceptu virginali, xxvi). In a child original sin is distinct from the fault of Adam, it is one of its effects. But which of these effects is it? We shall examine the several effects of Adam’s fault and reject those which cannot be original sin:

1. Death and Suffering.– These are purely physical evils and cannot be called sin. Moreover St. Paul, and after him the councils, regarded death and original sin as two distinct things transmitted by Adam.

2. Concupiscence.- This rebellion of the lower appetite transmitted to us by Adam is an occasion of sin and in that sense comes nearer to moral evil. However, the occasion of a fault is not necessarily a fault, and whilst original sin is effaced by baptism concupiscence still remains in the person baptized; therefore original sin and concupiscence cannot be one and the same thing, as was held by the early Protestants (see Council of Trent, Sess. V, can. v).

3. The absence of sanctifying grace in the new-born child is also an effect of the first sin, for Adam, having received holiness and justice from God, lost it not only for himself but also for us (loc. cit., can. ii). If he has lost it for us we were to have received it from him at our birth with the other prerogatives of our race. Therefore the absence of sanctifying grace in a child is a real privation, it is the want of something that should have been in him according to the Divine plan. If this favour is not merely something physical but is something in the moral order, if it is holiness, its privation may be called a sin. But sanctifying grace is holiness and is so called by the Council of Trent, because holiness consists in union with God, and grace unites us intimately with God. Moral goodness consists in this that our action is according to the moral law, but grace is a deification, as the Fathers say, a perfect conformity with God who is the first rule of all morality. Sanctifying grace therefore enters into the moral order, not as an act that passes but as a permanent tendency which exists even when the subject who possesses it does not act; it is a turning towards God, conversio ad Deum. Consequently the privation of this grace, even without any other act, would be a stain, a moral deformity, a turning away from God, aversio a Deo, and this character is not found in any other effect of the fault of Adam. This privation, therefore, is the hereditary stain.”

Note that the Fathers say ‘grace is a deification… a perfect conformity with God who is the first rule of all morality’. It is grace which was to be the instrument of the ‘divinization’ of Adam and his descendants. Mormons do not understand grace or divinization and hence think the Fall was necessary to enable man to ‘progress’ to their idea of ‘divinization’. But the Fathers meant by ‘divinization’ a transformation in glory and not in any sense ‘becoming God’ or becoming ‘a god’. This is, again, a failure of Mormonism to understand the nature of supernatural grace as the agent which glorifies and leads to union with God.

Be sure to check out what the Catechism says about the Fall of Adam and original sin.

The heresy of Pelagianism and its similarity to Mormon teaching on original sin

This final section is included as the ancient heresy of Pelagianism also denied Original Sin, and had some similarities with Mormonism’s teaching on this subject

In summary:

Pelagianism (extracted from Catholic Encyclopedia: Pelagius and Pelagianism)

1. Even if Adam had not sinned, he would have died.

2. Adam’s sin harmed only himself, not the human race.

3. Children just born are in the same state as Adam before his fall.

4. The whole human race neither dies through Adam’s sin or death, nor rises again through the resurrection of Christ.

Pelagianism also taught that the Mosaic Law was as good a guide to heaven as the Gospel.

The teachings of Pelagius changed somewhat. These can be summarized as follows: (again, this is an extract from the Catholic Encyclopedia: Pelagius and Pelagianism)

The first position which Pelagius held was that Adam would have died anyway, regardless if the Fall had happened or not, and his sin injured himself, not the whole human race. It was condemned at the Council of Carthage (see Romans 5:12 Adam transmits death with sin) 

Pelagian second position: parents transmit disease to children, so parents transmit death. But they do not transmit sin. This was condemned at the Council of Orange, and again at Trent. This position is similar to the Mormon position. 

Pelagians then gave up equating sin with death so said Adam CAUSED sin in us, not, however, by hereditary transmission, but (they said), the sin of Adam in imitation of Adam. Again, condemned by Trent.

How Mormon doctrine resembles Pelagianism (with differences):

Similarities: Mormons, like Pelagians, say Adam’s sin hurt himself, but not others. Mormons go so far as to say Adam’s transgression was necessary in order to avoid being stuck forever in Eden. Mormons, like Pelagians, say that death, not sin, is transmitted from parent to child. Mormons, like Pelagians, cannot say how a loving God who is all good could introduce death and suffering into the world if Adam was not really guilty of sin. The traditional Christian view, of course, is that Adam did really sin and lost his inheritance for himself and his children. See also Wisdom 2:24 

“But by the envy of the devil death came into the world”.

Death came into the world, not by the will of God, to get people to “progress” but by the ‘envy of the devil’.

Differences: Mormons say Adam’s sin was a not a sin, but a transgression, which was necessary for ‘progression’. Pelagius said Adam would have died anyway; Mormons do not say this.

How Romans 5:12, 18-19 opposes the three Pelagian positions:

Against position 1. The sin of Adam has introduced physical death. See also 1 Corinthians 15:21, which refers to physical resurrection, so must refer to physical death. 

Against Position 2. Romans 5:19 says ‘all men were made sinners’ not ‘all men were made mortal’. So Pelagians cannot get away with speaking only of death.

This serves also as a refutation of the Mormon position on original sin. 

Against Position 3. Adam transmits death to his children by generation of them mortal, so too he transmits sin to them, by generation (this is not to say Adam generates the soul). Paul says both death and sin come at the same time, from the same cause. Pelagians say (position 3) that the child sins later in imitation of Adam. But then Adam’s causality of sin would differ from his causality of death; also Romans 5:18, 19 includes all men, not just those who knew of his bad example.
Summary of this page:

1. The traditional Christian doctrine of original sin teaches that, as a result of Adam’s sin, man has lost his inheritance of supernatural grace, and has instead inherited death and suffering, concupiscence, and a state of sin. Without the aid of grace, provided by baptism, man cannot come into a right relationship with God. 

2. Mormonism makes numerous false assumptions regarding the Fall: that original sin is an ‘unfair’ doctrine; that Adam did not sin, but merely ‘transgressed’; that Adam did not know right from wrong; that man would be stuck in Eden and never get to heaven without the Fall; that God willed the Fall. 

3. Mormonism’s doctrine of the denial of Original Sin is a partial revival of Pelagianism.

The next paper will refute specific objections and alleged evidence for the Mormon doctrine in the early Church.

Further Refutation of Mormon Objections to Original Sin
https://beatimundocorde.wordpress.com/2009/01/03/further-refutation-of-mormon-errors-on-original-sin/
By Sean Hyland, October 22, 2008

Introduction
This paper will be discussing some of the errors and arguments of Mormonism in regard to original sin. The reader is recommended to study this section of the Catechism of the Catholic Church before reading further here, in order to have a better understanding of what the true Catholic position is.

What is the Mormon distortion of the doctrine of the Fall and Original Sin?
The Mormon distortion is based on the big lie of exaltation to godhood. While in Christian theology the goal of life is to get to heaven and enjoy the beatific vision for eternity, the goal of Mormons is to become a god. While in Christian theology, Adam and Eve enjoyed supernatural grace (life in God) before the fall, and lost it because of their sin, the Mormon distortion says Adam and Eve were stuck in Eden unable to get out until they “transgressed” then they knew good from evil, they knew how to reproduce (i.e. give bodies to spirit children) and they knew how to become gods. The Mormon denial of original sin is found in their scriptures:

“the Son of God hath atoned for original guilt, wherein the sins of the parents cannot be answered upon the heads of the children, for they are whole from the foundation of the world.” (Moses 6:54)”Every spirit of man was innocent in the beginning; and God having redeemed man from the fall, men became again, in their infant state, innocent before God.” (Doctrine & Covenants 93:38)

So in discussing the fall, Mormons do not want to her about loss of sanctifying grace, rather they are only interested in the steps needed to overcome the obstacles to godhood.

The remainder of this page will refute some of the LDS errors regarding original sin and baptism.

 

First, a quick clarification: The central differences between Catholic and LDS baptism:
1) Catholics believe that baptism removes the stain of “original sin” or “original guilt,” (i.e. the deprivation of supernatural grace to Adam and his posterity on account of his sin), necessitating the baptism of infants, while Latter-day Saints believe that Christ has already atoned for the “original guilt,” and thus infants need not be baptized 

2) Catholics baptize by immersion, pouring, or sprinkling, while Latter-day Saints baptize only by immersion. We shall not be examining this difference further in this paper.

Mormonism fails to understand the difference between personal sin (actual sin committed by a person) and original sin (correctly understood as the stain or deprivation of supernatural grace causes by Adam’s sin). 
 

Bogus argument #1: Original sin only affects the body

According to Mormonism the soul is not subject to original sin. This is an error, based, ironically enough on a Platonist teaching that the body is a hindrance to the soul, and that the soul on its own makes a person. In support of this view, they sometimes cite Romans 7: 14ff and 24) where St. Paul speaks of a conflict between the body and the soul. Hence, the Mormons say, the body is fallen, the soul is not, else why would there be a conflict between body and soul if both are in the same fallen state? So only one must be fallen. They conclude that the earliest Christians did not believe the soul came tainted from God.

A quote from the early Church which is sometimes used to is from St. Clement of Alexandria, in his Stromata 7:3, in ANF 2:528. (ca. 200 A.D.) which says that “the contest, embracing all the varied exercises, is ‘not against flesh and blood,’ but against the spiritual powers of inordinate passions that work through the flesh.”

i) The conflict St. Paul speaks of is not really between a fallen body and an unfallen soul (Mormonism) but rather the desire to please God against a fallen body-soul combination (Catholicism)
According to Ludwig Ott (Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma, p. 94), St. Paul

“is not thinking of the body in its physical construction, but in its condition of moral disorder occasioned by sin”.

This is exactly the Catholic position. Both body and soul are in the fallen state, yet we have the free will to acknowledge that body and soul are fallen, and this gives rise to terrible conflicts with our will to please God, not conflicts between body and soul per se. So we see that St. Paul is not saying the soul is not fallen. The same can be said for St. Clement of Alexandria’s remark cited above.

Now that we see there is no Scriptural support for the Mormon claim that the body only, and not the soul, is fallen, we shall now see that the nature of man necessitates that body and soul are both essential parts of human nature.

We first note with some interest that Platonism taught that the body is a hindrance to the soul. Given the Mormon charges against the Catholic Church that she (the Catholic Church) allegedly went wrong in the early centuries after Christ because she incorporated Hellenistic philosophical ideas (i.e. Platonism) into her teaching, this is a very big contradiction on the part of the Mormons to now propose the Platonic teachings on the body and soul (namely. That the body is a hindrance to the soul) as authentically Christian!

Mormons use verses such as Hebrews 12:9; Zechariah 12:1 and Ecclesiastes 12:7 to show that our fleshly nature comes from our earthly fathers (like Adam), but in contrast our spiritual nature comes from God. This is identical to the Platonic view just described.

In contrast to this Platonic view of a spirit-body dichotomy, the Catholic Church says that

ii) The body is an essential part of human nature. 

Here is what Ott says (Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma, page 95):

“According to the teaching of Holy Scripture, man is composed of two essential components…Gn. 2:7 “And the Lord God formed man out of the slime of the earth, and breathed in his face the breath of life (Spiraculum vitae= life principle, soul), and man became a living soul.” Prov. 12:7 “Think of thy Creator…, before the dust returns to the earth as it was, and the Spirit of God who sent it.” “According to Gen. 2:7, the body-material, by virtue of the increation of the soul, becomes a living human body, and thus a component part of human nature. According to the vision of Ezekiel 37:1 ff. the dead members of the body are awakened to life through the spiritual soul.”

Therefore: Given the union of body and soul, it is not possible to consider the fallen state of the one (the body) without also admitting the fallen state of the other (the soul).

Hence we have shown that the Mormon view against original sin, that the soul is not fallen, is false. Mormon attempts to say the battle between the flesh and the spirit shows that only the flesh is fallen fails to take into account that the flesh is fallen BECAUSE of the fall of the spirit (i.e. the sin of Adam). This however is their inevitable conclusion because they do not believe Adam sinned (See my paper Response to Mormon Objections to the Doctrine of Original Sin)

 

Bogus argument #2: Original sin was first taught by the Gnostics, then taken over by the Catholic Church. 

The “smoking gun” verse used to support this view is St. Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis 3:16:

“It is for them to tell us how the newly born child could commit fornication or in what way the child who has never done anything at all has fallen under Adam’s curse. The only thing left for them to say and still be consistent, I suppose, is that birth is evil not just for the body but for the soul for which the body exists.” Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis 3:16, transl. J. Ferguson (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1991)

So, in other words, St. Clement’s refutation of the Gnostics is proof the early Church rejected the doctrine of original sin. A look at the context of the debate shows that this is certainly not what St. Clement is saying. The Gnostics held matter to be evil, hence they said the body was evil. Clement is saying the body of a baby can’t be evil as it can’t commit formication; he is refuting the gnostic duality of body and soul, not the idea that the baby has a fallen soul. The gnostics were saying the the baby was under a curse precisely because he had received a body, not because he had inherited the stain of Adam’s sin. This is the essential difference.

 

Bogus Argument #3: In regard to Acts 16:15, 32-33 and 1 Corinthians 1:16, which speak of entire households being baptized, when LDS missionaries speak of “whole households” being baptized, they do not mean to include children. 
Therefore these Scripture verses do not include infants, and therefore infant baptism was not practiced in the New Testament. The point therefore being, children can’t have original sin, else they’d be baptized.

This argument was brought up by Mormon apologist Barry Bickmore in a debate with Catholic apologist Steve Clifford. The rejection of infant baptism by the Mormons is related to their belief that infants do not have original sin (note: it does not concern the various traditional protestant reasons for non–baptism of infants). Hence, rejection of infant baptism is a point to show that original sin does not exist.

The obvious error with this view of Bickmore’s is that he has a pre-defined belief that “whole families” cannot include infants because infant baptism is not done by the LDS church. In the New Testament church, there ws no such preconceived notion, so why should the LDS read their additional “condition” into the Biblical text? Answer: because their erroneous theology demands it.

 

Bogus argument #4: If original sin is true, then babies are born guilty of sin, totally depraved, and destined for eternal punishment. Yet Matthew 19:14 says otherwise.
There are several errors in this short sentence, which can be summarized as follows: a) it assumes original sin is an actual personal sin. In contrast, Catholicism teaches original sin is a deprivation. We are born totally deprived of supernatural grace, not totally depraved in our nature. Hence children who die unbaptized do not deserve hell fire, as they have committed no actual personal sin, but are deprived of the beatific vision (on account of Adam’s sin). Of course, there is speculation as to how God may admit these children to His presence, a question we shall never know in this life. 

Suffice it to say, however, that His ways are far above ours. We can safely entrust the souls of departed unbaptized infants to His fatherly care, at the same time not neglecting our Christian duty to baptize these little ones without undue delay. B) The doctrine of total depravity is an error of Calvinism. Even those who commit personal sin are not totally depraved. b) Matthew 19:14 does not address original sin. Of course Our Lord can say that to children belongs the Kingdom of heaven: these have committed no personal sin (at least no mortal sin before they have reached the age of reason). Again, the Mormon position is mixing up personal sin and original sin. The same error applies to the Mormon understanding of verses such as Psalm 106: 37, 38:

“They sacrificed their sons and their daughters to demons.
They shed innocent blood, the blood of their sons and daughters, whom they sacrificed to the idols of Canaan, and the land was desecrated by their blood.” (NIV)

and Jeremiah 19:4, 5

“they have filled this place with the blood of the innocent. They have built the high places of Baal to burn their sons in the fire as offerings to Baal” (NIV)

which refer to the deaths of innocent people. Again, this refers to the absence of personal, not original, sin. Mormonism, it must be remembered, is unable to distinguish personal sin and original sin. This is because it does not understand original sin as a privation.

 

Bogus argument #5:
a) If we can inherit Adam’s guilt, why not inherit the guilt of all our ancestors?
b) And why can’t we inherit righteousness too?
If our parents were Christians who have been cleansed from all sin (see for example the verses 1 John 1:7, 9; Heb. 7:25), then there would be no sin for us to inherit, so we would be born pure.

To show the guilt of parents is not inherited, Mormonism points to Ezekiel 18: 20:

The soul who sins shall die. The son shall not bear the guilt of the father, nor the father bear the guilt of the son. The righteousness of the righteous shall be upon himself, and the wickedness of the wicked shall be upon himself.

As to the first part of this argument, the reason is because Adam was the head of the human race. None of our other ancestors were head of the human race. And what difference does this make? Well, for one thing, our other ancestors did not have supernatural gifts which the children could inherit, these had been lost already by Adam. But more importantly, if your first ancestor throws away your supernatural inheritance in the heavenly city, none of your later ancestors can do anything to recover it. Error (b) actually answers error (a). We do not inherit righteousness or sin from our parents, (just from Adam) so Christians cleansed from sin will still have children born with original sin.

 

Bogus argument #6: Original sin is not mentioned throughout the Old Testament, so it must not be true.
Answer: In the Old Testament, the Jewish people didn’t have a concept of original sin, because they could not grasp the ultimate meaning of original sin, namely, the loss of sanctifying grace. It is only when we know Jesus as the source of sanctifying grace, that we can really understand Adam as the source of original sin. in any case, the Old Testament (and the New Testament) makes no mention of many Mormon doctrines.

 

Conclusion
We have seen that the Mormon denial of original sin is a teaching which cannot be defended either from Scripture, history, or reason.

The next paper will refute the erroneous Mormon doctrine of pre-existence, a teaching which means that as souls (supposedly) exist from eternity, they could not pick up “original sin” from Adam, so the traditional Christian doctrine of original sin must be wrong. Also, theories of the origin of the soul will be discussed.

 

Appendix: Was St. Augustine the first Church Father to teach original sin?
Bogus argument #7: The doctrine of original sin was invented by St. Augustine as a throwback to his Manichean days (Manichaeism taught that matter was evil).

On the contrary, St. Augustine in his “Contra Jul.”, II, x, 33, (the full title being “Opus imperfectum contra Iulianum” (Unfinished Work against Julian) [429/430], concerning his dispute with the Pelagian bishop of Eclanum (Italy) cites 11 Fathers in support of original sin.

Finally, here is a citation from the Catholic Encyclopedia entry on Original Sin which effectively destroys the notion that St. Augustine invented the doctrine:

 

IV. ORIGINAL SIN IN TRADITION

On account of a superficial resemblance between the doctrine of original sin and the Manichaean theory of our nature being evil, the Pelagians accused the Catholics and St. Augustine of Manichaeism. For the accusation and its answer see “Contra duas epist. Pelag.” I, II, 4; V, 10; III, IX, 25; IV, III. In our own times this charge has been reiterated by several critics and historians of dogma who have been influenced by the fact that before his conversion St. Augustine was a Manichaean. They do not identify Manichaeism with the doctrine of original sin, but they say that St. Augustine, with the remains of his former Manichaean prejudices, created the doctrine of original sin unknown before his time. It is not true that the doctrine of original sin does not appear in the works of the pre-Augustinian Fathers. 

On the contrary, their testimony is found in special works on the subject. Nor can it be said, as Harnack maintains, that St. Augustine himself acknowledges the absence of this doctrine in the writings of the Fathers. St. Augustine invokes the testimony of eleven Fathers, Greek as well as Latin (Contra Jul., II, x, 33). Baseless also is the assertion that before St. Augustine this doctrine was unknown to the Jews and to the Christians; as we have already shown, it was taught by St. Paul. It is found in the fourth Book of Esdras, a work written by a Jew in the first century after Christ and widely read by the Christians. This book represents Adam as the author of the fall of the human race (vii, 48), as having transmitted to all his posterity the permanent infirmity, the malignity, the bad seed of sin (iii, 21, 22; iv, 30).

…That this doctrine existed in Christian tradition before St. Augustine’s time is shown by the practice of the Church in the baptism of children. The Pelagians held that baptism was given to children, not to remit their sin, but to make them better, to give them supernatural life, to make them adoptive sons of God, and heirs to the Kingdom of Heaven (see St. Augustine, “De peccat. meritis”, I, xviii). The Catholics answered by citing the Nicene Creed, “Confiteor unum baptisma in remissiomen peccatorum”. They reproached the Pelagians with introducing two baptisms, one for adults to remit sins, the other for children with no such purpose. Catholics argued, too, from the ceremonies of baptism, which suppose the child to be under the power of evil, i.e., exorcisms, abjuration of Satan made by the sponsor in the name of the child [Aug., loc. cit., xxxiv, 63; Denz., n. 140 (96)].

So Augustine is proved not to be the inventor of the doctrine of original sin.

The rational soul is immediately the essential form of the body.
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Witnessing to Mormons - Some First Principles

http://www.iclnet.org/pub/resources/text/cri/cri-jrnl/web/crj0017a.html 

By Marian Bodine, From the Witnessing Tips column of the Christian Research Journal, Fall 1987, page 7.  

When witnessing to the Mormon it is vital to select and concentrate on an isolated topic for discussion. Otherwise you will likely find yourself being taken down "rabbit trails" which rarely lead to anything productive. You will find that you cannot satisfactorily respond to one statement before another is made. Make every effort to avoid this pitfall as the discussion can become meaningless unless you can stay "on track" long enough to make your point. 

Not infrequently the Mormon will interrupt your presentation with a questions prefaced with, "Well, what about...?" Usually this leads to an entire change of subject. Calmly remind the Mormon that for clarity's sake it is important that he or she allow you to finish your point. Likewise, be courteous and allow him or her to respond without interruption. 

Sometimes the Mormon will interrupt you with his/her testimony, which is: "I testify to you that Joseph Smith is a prophet of God, the Mormon church is true, Jesus is the Christ, Ezra Taft Benson is a prophet on the earth today, and I say this in the name of Jesus Christ, amen." You might reply: "Your personal testimony is actually invalid because I testify to you that Joseph Smith was a false prophet, the Mormon church is not true, Jesus Christ is my Lord and Savior, and Ezra Taft Benson is not a prophet on the earth today, and I say this is the name of Jesus Christ, amen." With the force of the Mormon's testimony effectively neutralized, chances are that you will not be interrupted with that tactic again. 

Mormon missionaries urge the non-Mormon to pray about the Book of Mormon and ask God if it is true. When the Christian refuses to do this, the missionaries can become insistent, even trying to lay a "guilt trip" on those who are reluctant to agree to their challenge. 

It is important to give some reasons why you will not pray about the Book of Mormon. The following illustrates how such a dialogue might proceed: 

Mormon: I'd like you to read and pray about the Book of Mormon, asking God if it's true. 

Christian: Can you show me in the Bible where we are told to pray about a book or a prophet to find out the truth? 

Mormon: James 1:5 says, "If any of you lack wisdom, let him ask of God, who giveth to all men liberally and upbraideth not, and it shall be given him." 

Christian: That passage is not speaking about praying about a book, or a prophet. The context is testings and trials and temptations. (vv. 2, 3, 12). 

Mormon: That is your interpretation! 

Christian: That is what the passage says in context. It is up to you to demonstrate that the passage applies to praying about a book in order to discover whether it is true or not. 

Mormon: I know the Book of Mormon is true because I prayed about it. 

Christian: Acts 17:11-12 gives us an example of how to test a teaching or a doctrine, which would include a religious book. Paul and Silas went to the synagogue of the Jews in Berea and preached the gospel of Jesus Christ. The passage states that the Bereans received the word with all readiness of mind, which means that they were open to accept the word which was preached to them, but they first searched the Scriptures daily to determine if what they were being told was scriptural and therefore true. The Scripture calls them noble for responding in this way. You will notice that it wasn't through prayer that the new teaching was proven but by putting it to the test of Scripture. When they saw that the teaching accorded with Scripture, then many of them believed. 

Mormon: But I prayed and I have a burning in my bosom that confirms my belief in the Book of Mormon. Don't you believe in prayer? Do you think our Heavenly Father would allow me to be deceived when I prayed to Him? Christian: Let me ask you a question: Where did you get the idea to pray about the Book of Mormon? 

Mormon: Well, we are exhorted to pray with a sincere heart and receive a testimony from the Holy Ghost in Moroni 10:4-5. 

Christian: So the idea to pray about the Book of Mormon came from the Book of Mormon itself, right? Suppose for a moment that the Book of Mormon is not true. Now, I know that you believe that it is, but just for the sake of argument suppose that it is not an historical document, but rather a counterfeit not inspired by the God who inspired the Bible. Who then would be the real inspiration behind a counterfeit book that claims to be from God? 

Mormon: Satan? 

Christian: Right! Now, since the admonition to read and pray about the Book of Mormon comes from the Book of Mormon itself, if its author is in reality Satan, who do you think would give the answer that the Book of Mormon is true? 

Mormon: Well, if Satan were the author, which he isn't, he would have to be the one who gives you the answer that the Book of Mormon is true. 

Christian: That is correct, and that is why it is a spiritually dangerous thing to pray about whether the Book of Mormon is true. The Bible makes it clear that the Book of Mormon is false (e.g., Gal. 1:8-9). To pray for an answer about it is to ignore what God has already said, which is to dishonor Him. We have only ourselves to blame, then, if Satan comes and answers such an irresponsible prayer instead. You must rely on the authority of the Bible to prove all things. 

Philosophical Problems with the Mormon Concept of God
http://www.iclnet.org/pub/resources/text/cri/cri-jrnl/web/crj0100a.html (All emphases theirs)
By Francis J. Beckwith, May 20, 1994, from the Christian Research Journal, Spring 1992, page 24. 

Most Christians who critique the Mormon view of God do so from a strictly biblical perspective. Christian apologists have correctly pointed out that Mormon theology conflicts with biblical doctrine in a number of important areas, including the nature of God, the plan of salvation, and the nature of man. [1] 

Although the biblical approach should be the Christian's primary focus, Dr. Stephen E. Parrish and I have suggested another approach in several articles and books. [2] This approach focuses on the philosophical rather than the biblical problems with the Mormon concept of God. 

In this article I will (1) compare and contrast the Christian and Mormon concepts of God and (2) present three philosophical problems with the Mormon view. 

THE CHRISTIAN CONCEPT OF GOD 

Christians claim that their concept of God is found in the Bible. Known as classical theism, this view of God has long been considered the orthodox theistic position of the Western world. Though there are numerous divine attributes that we could examine, for our present purposes it is sufficient to say that the God of classical theism is at least (1) personal and incorporeal (without physical parts), (2) the Creator and Sustainer of everything else that exists, (3) omnipotent (all-powerful), (4) omniscient (all-knowing), (5) omnipresent (everywhere present), (6) immutable (unchanging) and eternal, and (7) necessary and the only God. 

Let us now briefly look at each of these attributes. 

1. Personal and Incorporeal. According to Christian theism, God is a personal being who has all the attributes that we may expect from a perfect person: self-consciousness, the ability to reason, know, love, communicate, and so forth. This is clearly how God is described in the Scriptures (e.g., Gen. 17:11; Exod. 3:14; Jer. 29:11). 

God is also incorporeal. Unlike humans, God is not uniquely associated with one physical entity (i.e., a body). This is why the Bible refers to God as Spirit (John 4:24). 

2. The Creator and Sustainer of Everything Else that Exists. In classical theism, all reality is contingent on God -- that is, all reality has come into existence and continues to exist because of Him. Unlike a god who forms the universe out of preexistent matter, the God of classical theism created the universe ex nihilo (out of nothing). Consequently, it is on God alone that everything in the universe depends for its existence (see Acts 17:25; Col. 1:16, 17; Rom. 11:36; Heb. 11:3; 2 Cor. 4:6; Rev. 4:11). 

3. Omnipotent. God is also said to be omnipotent or all-powerful. This should be understood to mean that God can do anything that is (1) logically possible (see below), and (2) consistent with being a personal, incorporeal, omniscient, omnipresent, immutable, wholly perfect, and necessary Creator. 
Concerning the latter, these attributes are not limitations of God's power, but perfections. They are attributes at their infinitely highest level, which are essential to God's nature. For example, since God is perfect, He cannot sin; because He is personal, He is incapable of making Himself impersonal; because He is omniscient, He cannot forget. All this is supported by the Bible when its writers assert that God cannot sin (Mark 10:18; Heb. 6:18), cease to exist (Exod. 3:14; Mal. 3:6), or fail to know something (Job 28:24; Ps. 139:17-18; Isa. 46:10a). Since God is a perfect person, it is necessarily the case that He is incapable of acting in a less than perfect way -- which would include sinning, ceasing to exist, and being ignorant. 

When the classical theist claims that God can only do what is logically possible, he or she is claiming that God cannot do or create what is logically impossible. Examples of logically impossible entities include "married bachelors," "square circles," and "a brother who is an only child." But these are not really entities; they are merely contrary terms that are strung together and appear to say something. Hence, the fact that God cannot do the logically impossible does not in any way discount His omnipotence. 

Also counted among the things that are logically impossible for God to do or create are those imperfect acts mentioned above which a wholly perfect and immutable being cannot do -- such as sin, lack omniscience, and/or cease to exist. Since God is a personal, incorporeal, omniscient, omnipresent, immutable, wholly perfect, and necessary Creator, it follows that any act inconsistent with these attributes would be necessarily (or logically) impossible for God to perform. But this fact does not count against God's omnipotence, since, as St. Augustine points out, "Neither do we lessen [God's] power when we say He cannot die or be deceived. This is the kind of inability which, if removed, would make God less powerful than He is.... It is precisely because He is omnipotent that for Him some things are impossible."[3] 

But what about Luke 1:37, where we are told that "nothing is impossible with God?" (NIV) Addressing this question, St. Thomas Aquinas points out that this verse is not talking about internally contradictory or contrary "entities," since such "things" are not really things at all. They are merely words strung together that appear to be saying something when in fact they are saying nothing.[4] Hence, everything is possible for God, but the logically impossible is not truly a thing. 

4. Omniscient. God is all-knowing, and His all-knowingness encompasses the past, present, and future.[5] Concerning God's unfathomable knowledge, the psalmist writes: "How precious to me are your thoughts, O God! How vast is the sum of them! Were I to count them, they would outnumber the grains of sand. When I awake, I am still with you" (Ps. 139:17, 18). Elsewhere he writes, "Great is our Lord and mighty in power; his understanding has no limit" (147:5). The author of Job writes of God: "For he views the ends of the earth and sees everything under the heavens" (Job 28:24). Scripture also teaches that God has total knowledge of the past (Isa. 41:22). Concerning the future, God says: "I make known the end from the beginning, from ancient times, what is still to come. I say: 'My purpose will stand, and I will do all that I please,'" (Isa. 46:10). Elsewhere Isaiah quotes God as saying that knowledge (not opinion or highly probable guesses) of the future is essential for deity (Isa. 41:21-24), something that distinguished God from the many false gods of Isaiah's day. 

5. Omnipresent. Logically following from God's omniscience, incorporeality, omnipotence, and role as creator and sustainer of the universe is His omnipresence. Since God is not limited by a spatio-temporal body, knows everything immediately without benefit of sensory organs, and sustains the existence of all that exists, it follows that He is in some sense present everywhere. Certainly it is the Bible's explicit teaching that God is omnipresent (Ps. 139:7-12; Jer. 23:23-24). 

6. Immutable and Eternal. When a Christian says that God is immutable and eternal, he or she is saying that God is unchanging (Mal. 3:6; Heb. 6:17; Isa. 46:10b) and has always existed as God throughout all eternity (Ps. 90:2; Isa. 40:28; 43:12b, 13; 57:15a; Rom. 1:20a; 1 Tim. 1:17). [6] There never was a time when God was not God. 

Although God certainly seems to change in response to how His creatures behave -- such as in the case of the repenting Ninevites -- His nature remains the same. No matter how the Ninevites would have responded to Jonah's preaching, God's unchanging righteousness would have remained the same: He is merciful to the repentant and punishes the unrepentant. Hence, a God who is responsive to His creatures is certainly consistent with, and seems to be entailed in, an unchanging nature that is necessarily personal. 

7. Necessary and the Only God. The Bible teaches that although humans at times worship some beings as if these beings were really gods (1 Cor. 8:4-6), there is only one true and living God by nature (Isa. 43:10; 44:6, 8; 45:5, 18, 21, 22; Jer. 10:10; Gal. 4:8; 1 Cor. 8:4-6; 1 Tim. 2:5; John 17:3; 1 Thess. 1:9). And since the God of the Bible possesses all power (see above), there cannot be any other God, for this would mean that two beings possess all power. That, of course, is patently absurd, since if a being possesses all of everything (in this case, power) there is, by definition, nothing left for anyone else. [7] 

Moreover, since everything that exists depends on God, and God is unchanging and eternal, it follows that God cannot not exist. In other words, He is a necessary being, [8] whereas everything else is contingent. 

THE MORMON CONCEPT OF GOD 

Apart from biblical influences, the Mormon doctrine of God is derived primarily from three works regarded by the Mormon church (the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints [LDS]) as inspired scripture: The Book of Mormon, the Doctrine and Covenants (hereafter D&C), and the Pearl of Great Price. (Most of these writings were supposedly received through "revelation" by the movement's founder and chief prophet, Joseph Smith.) It is also found in Smith's other statements and doctrinal commentaries. Although not regarded by the LDS church as scripture per se, Smith's extracanonical pronouncements on doctrine are almost universally accepted by the Mormon laity and leadership as authoritative for Mormon theology. 
The Mormon doctrine of God is also derived from statements and writings of the church's ecclesiastical leaders -- especially its presidents, who are considered divinely inspired prophets. Additionally, we will consider the arguments of contemporary LDS philosophers who have attempted to present Mormonism's doctrine of God as philosophically coherent. [9] 

Because there are so many doctrinal sources, it may appear (with some justification) that it is difficult to determine precisely what the Mormons believe about God. For example, the Book of Mormon (first published in 1830) seems to teach a strongly Judaic monotheism with modalistic (God is only one person manifesting in three modes) overtones (see Alma 11:26-31, 38; Moroni 8:18; Mosiah 3:5-8; 7:27; 15:1-5), while the equally authoritative Pearl of Great Price (first published in 1851) clearly teaches that more than one God exists (see Abraham 4-5). This is why a number of Mormon scholars have argued that their theology evolved from a traditional monotheism to a uniquely American polytheism. [10] 

Consequently, our chief concern will not be the historical development of Mormon theism, but rather, the dominant concept of God currently held by the LDS church. Though there is certainly disagreement among Mormon scholars concerning some precise points of doctrine, I submit that the church currently teaches that God is, in effect, (1) a contingent being, who was at one time not God; (2) finite in knowledge (not truly omniscient), power (not omnipotent), and being (not omnipresent or immutable); (3) one of many gods; (4) a corporeal (bodily) being, who physically dwells at a particular spatio-temporal location and is therefore not omnipresent like the classical God (respecting His intrinsic divine nature -- we are not considering the Incarnation of the Son of God here); and (5) a being who is subject to the laws and principles of a beginningless universe with an infinite number of entities in it. 

No doubt there are individual Mormons whose personal views of God run contrary to the above five points. But since both the later writings of Joseph Smith and current Mormon orthodoxy clearly assert these five points, Mormons who dispute them are out of step with their church. 

The modern Mormon concept of God can best be grasped by understanding the overall Mormon world view and how the deity fits into it. Mormonism teaches that God the Father is a resurrected, "exalted" human being named Elohim who was at one time not God. Rather, he was once a mortal man on another planet who, through obedience to the precepts of his God, eventually attained exaltation, or godhood, himself through "eternal progression." 

Omniscience, according to Mormon theology, is one of the attributes one attains when reaching godhood. Mormons appear to be divided, however, on the meaning of omniscience. It seems that some Mormons believe omniscience to mean that God has no false beliefs about the past, present, and future. This view is consistent with the classical Christian view. [11] 

On the other hand, the dominant Mormon tradition teaches that God only knows everything that can possibly be known. But the only things that can possibly be known, traditional Mormons say, are the present and the past, since the former is occurring and the latter has already occurred. Consequently, since the future is not a "thing" and has never been actual (and hence cannot possibly be known), God does not know the future. Therefore, the Mormon God is omniscient in the sense that he knows everything that can possibly be known, but he nevertheless increases in knowledge as the future unfolds and becomes the present. [12] The common ground of the two Mormon views is that God must, at minimum, have complete and total knowledge of everything in the past and in the present. 

Once Elohim attained godhood he then created this present world by "organizing" both eternally preexistent, inorganic matter and the preexistent primal intelligences from which human spirits are made. Mormon scholar Hyrum L. Andrus explains: 

Though man's spirit is organized from a pure and fine substance which possesses certain properties of life, Joseph Smith seems to have taught that within each individual spirit there is a central primal intelligence (a central directing principle of life), and that man's central primal intelligence is a personal entity possessing some degree of life and certain rudimentary cognitive powers before the time the human spirit was organized. [13] 

For this reason, Joseph Smith wrote that "Man was also in the beginning with God. Intelligence, or the light of truth, was not created or made, neither indeed can be."[14] In other words, man's basic essence or primal intelligence is as eternal as God's. 

The Mormon God, by organizing this world out of preexistent matter, has granted these organized spirits the opportunity to receive physical bodies, pass through mortality, and eventually progress to godhood -- just as this opportunity was given him by his Father God. Consequently, if human persons on earth faithfully obey the precepts of Mormonism they, too, can attain godhood like Elohim before them. 

Based on the statements of Mormon leaders, some LDS scholars contend that a premortal spirit is "organized" by God through "spirit birth." In this process, human spirits are somehow organized through literal sexual relations between our Heavenly Father and one or more mother gods, whereby they are conceived and born as spirit children prior to entering the mortal realm (although all human persons prior to spirit birth existed as intelligences in some primal state of cognitive personal existence).[15] Since the God of Mormonism was himself organized (or spirit-birthed) by his God, who himself is a "creation" of yet another God, and so on ad infinitum, Mormonism therefore teaches that the God over this world is a contingent being in an infinite lineage of gods.[16] Thus, Mormonism is a polytheistic religion. 

Comparing the Mormon concept with the classical Christian concept of God (see the chart for a breakdown of this comparison [17]), Mormon philosopher Blake Ostler writes: 

In contrast to the self-sufficient and solitary absolute who creates ex nihilo (out of nothing), the Mormon God did not bring into being the ultimate constituents of the cosmos -- neither its fundamental matter nor the space/time matrix which defines it. 
Hence, unlike the Necessary Being of classical theology who alone could not not exist and on which all else is contingent for existence, the personal God of Mormonism confronts uncreated realities which exist of metaphysical necessity. Such realities include inherently self-directing selves (intelligences), primordial elements (mass/energy), the natural laws which structure reality, and moral principles grounded in the intrinsic value of selves and the requirements for growth and happiness. [18] 

Mormonism therefore teaches a metaphysical pluralism in which certain basic realities have always existed and are indestructible even by God. In other words, God came from the universe; the universe did not come from God (although he did form this planet out of preexistent matter). 

It follows from what we have covered that in the Mormon universe there are an infinite number of intelligent entities, such as gods (exalted humans) and preexistent intelligences. If this is denied, however, the Mormon must somehow reconcile a finite number of these beings with an infinite past. For instance, if there is only a finite number of gods in a universe with an infinite past, then there was a time when no gods existed (which Joseph Smith denies [19]). For a finite number of gods coming into being cannot be traced back infinitely. Moreover, if there is only a finite number of gods, then the continually repeated scenario of a god organizing intelligences so that they can begin their progression to godhood would have never begun. This is so because in Mormonism one needs a god in order for another to become a god, and no being has always been a god. 

Furthermore, if there were only a finite number of preexisting intelligences in the infinite past, then there could no longer be any preexistent intelligences who could become gods, since they would all certainly be "used up" by now. An infinite amount of time is certainly sufficient to use up a finite number of preexistent intelligences. At any rate, in order for Mormonism to remain consistent, it must teach that there is an infinite number of gods and preexistent intelligences in an infinitely large universe. 
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SOME PHILOSOPHICAL PROBLEMS WITH THE MORMON CONCEPT OF GOD 

In our two books, Dr. Parrish and I deal with a number of philosophical problems with the Mormon concept of God. [20] In this article I will present three of these. Because of space constraints, however, I cannot reply to all the possible Mormon responses to these problems. For this reason, I refer the reader to the detailed replies in my two books. 

The Problem of an Infinite Number of Past Events 

It is evident from what we have covered that Mormonism teaches that the past series of events in time is infinite or beginningless. Joseph Fielding Smith, the Mormon church's tenth prophet and president, writes that Joseph Smith "taught that our Father had a Father and so on."[21] Heber C. Kimball, who served as First Counselor in the church's First Presidency, asserts that "we shall go back to our Father and God, who is connected with one who is still farther back; and this Father is connected with one still further back, and so on...."[22] Apostle and leading doctrinal spokesman Bruce R. McConkie writes that "the elements from which the creation took place are eternal and therefore had no beginning."[23] O. Kendall White, a Mormon sociologist, points out that because Mormon theology assumes metaphysical materialism it "not only assumes that God and the elements exist necessarily, but so do space and time. In contrast, traditional Christian orthodoxy maintains that space and time, along with everything else except God, exist because God created them."[24] 

There are several philosophical and scientific problems in asserting that the series of events in the past is beginningless. Philosopher William Lane Craig has developed four arguments -- two philosophical and two scientific -- along these lines. [25] In this article, I will apply Craig's second philosophical argument to the Mormon concept of God: 

(Premise 1) If the Mormon universe is true, then an infinite number (or distance) has been traversed. 

(Premise 2) It is impossible to traverse an infinite number (or distance). 

(Conclusion) Therefore, the Mormon universe is not true. 
Premise 1 is certainly true. We have seen already that the Mormons fully acknowledge that the past is infinite. And if it is infinite, then certainly an infinite number of events has been traversed to reach today. 

But can an infinite number actually be traversed, as premise 2 denies? I think it is clear that it cannot. Consider the following example. 

Imagine that I planned to drive on Interstate 15 from my home in Las Vegas to the Mormon temple in Salt Lake City. The distance is 450 miles. All things being equal, I would eventually arrive in Salt Lake. But suppose the distance was not 450 miles, but an infinite number. The fact is that I would never arrive in Salt Lake, since it is by definition impossible to complete an infinite count. An "infinite" is, by definition, limitless. Hence, a traversed distance by definition cannot be infinite. Consequently, if I did eventually arrive in Salt Lake City, this would only prove that the distance I traveled was not infinite after all. That is to say, since I could always travel one more mile past my arrival point, arriving at any point proves that the distance I traveled was not infinite. 

Now, let us apply this same logic to the Mormon universe. If the universe had no beginning, then every event has been preceded by an infinite number of events. But if one can never traverse an infinite number, one could never have arrived at the present day, since to do so would have involved traversing an infinite number of days. In order to better understand this, philosopher J. P. Moreland provides this example: 

Suppose a person were to think backward through the events in the past. In reality, time and the events within it move in the other direction. But mentally he can reverse that movement and count backward farther and farther into the past. Now he will either come to a beginning or he will not. If he comes to a beginning, then the universe obviously had a beginning. But if he never could, even in principle, reach a first moment, then this means that it would be impossible to start with the present and run backward through all of the events in the history of the cosmos. Remember, if he did run through all of them, he would reach a first member of the series, and the finiteness of the past would be established. In order to avoid this conclusion, one must hold that, starting from the present, it is impossible to go backward through all of the events in history. 

But since events really move in the other direction, this is equivalent to admitting that if there was no beginning, the past could have never been exhaustively traversed to reach the present moment. [26] 

It is clear, then, that premises 1 and 2 are true. Given the fact that the argument is valid, the conclusion therefore follows: the Mormon universe is not true. And if the Mormon universe is not true, then the Mormon God does not exist, since his existence is completely dependent on the existence of the Mormon universe. 

The Problem of Eternal Progression with an Infinite Past 

In this second objection, unlike the first, I am arguing that even if we assume that the past series of events in time is infinite, it is impossible for the Mormon doctrine of eternal progression to be true. Although Dr. Parrish and I present three arguments for this view in one of our books, [27] I will limit myself to one argument in this article. 

Mormon theology teaches that all intelligent beings have always existed in some state or another and progress or move toward their final eternal state. McConkie writes: 

Endowed with agency and subject to eternal laws, man began his progression and advancement in pre-existence, his ultimate goal being to attain a state of glory, honor, and exaltation like the Father of spirits....This gradually unfolding course of advancement and experience -- a course that began in a past eternity and will continue in ages future -- is frequently referred to as a course of eternal progression. 

It is important to know, however, that for the overwhelming majority of mankind, eternal progression has very definite limitations. In the full sense, eternal progression is enjoyed only by those who receive exaltation. [28] 

Here is the problem: if the past series of events in time is infinite, we should have already reached our final state by now. Yet, we have not reached our final state. Therefore, the Mormon world view is seriously flawed. 

The Mormon may respond by arguing that we have not yet reached our final state because there has not been enough time for it to have transpired. But this is certainly no solution, since the Mormon's own world view affirms that an infinite length of time has already transpired. One cannot ask for more than an infinite time to complete a task. 

We must conclude, then, that since none of us has reached his or her final state -- whether it be deity or some posthumous reward or punishment -- the past series of events in time cannot be infinite in the sense the Mormon church teaches. For even if we assume that the past is infinite, since we have not yet reached our inevitable fate the Mormon world view is still false. 

The Problem of Achieving Omniscience by Eternal Progression 

McConkie explains the Mormon doctrine of eternal progression when he writes that "during his [an evolving intelligence] earth life he gains a mortal body, receives experience in earthly things, and prepares for a future eternity after the resurrection when he will continue to gain knowledge and intelligence" (D&C 130:18-19). McConkie then states that the God of this world (Elohim) went through the same process until he reached a point at which he was "not progressing in knowledge, truth, virtue, wisdom, or any of the attributes of godliness."[29] That is to say, the Mormon God progressed from a point of finite knowledge until he reached a point of omniscience (infinite knowledge). I believe, however, that this view is incoherent. Consider the following inductively strong argument: 

(Premise 1) A being of limited knowledge gaining in knowledge entails the increasing of a finite number. 

(Premise 2) Starting from a finite number, it is impossible to count to infinity. 
(Premise 3) The Mormon view of eternal progression entails a being of limited knowledge gaining in knowledge until his knowledge is infinite (remember, the Mormon universe contains an infinite number of things). 

(Conclusion 1/Premise 4) Therefore, the Mormon view cannot be true, for it is impossible -- given premises 1, 2, and 3 -- for eternal progression to entail that a being of limited knowledge gains knowledge until his knowledge is infinite. 

(Premise 5) The Mormon doctrine of eternal progression is entailed by the Mormon concept of God. 

(Conclusion 2) Therefore, the Mormon concept of God is incoherent. 

Let us review each of these premises. Premise 1 is clearly true: Mormon theology teaches that all beings are limited in knowledge unless or until they attain godhood (see D&C 130:18-19). Consequently, every time one of these beings acquires a new item of knowledge on his or her journey to godhood it amounts to an increase in a finite number of items of knowledge. 

Premise 2 asserts that it is impossible to count to infinity if one starts at a finite number. For example, if one begins counting -- 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and so on -- no matter when one stops counting one can always add one more member to the count. But if one can always add one more member, then one can never arrive at an infinite number -- which is, by definition, limitless. To use an example cited earlier, one can never arrive in a city an infinite distance away, since it is impossible to complete a count (or a distance) which has a limitless number of members. 

Premise 3 -- that the Mormon view of eternal progression entails that a being of limited knowledge gains in knowledge until his knowledge is infinite (since there are an infinite number of things for the Mormon god to know in his universe) -- is a doctrine clearly taught by Joseph Smith: 

Here, then, is eternal life -- to know the only wise and true God; and you have to learn how to be gods yourselves, and to be kings and priests to God, the same as all gods have done before you, namely, by going from one small degree to another, and from a small capacity to a great one; from grace to grace, from exaltation to exaltation, until you attain to the resurrection of the dead, and are able to dwell in everlasting burnings, and to sit in glory, as do those who sit enthroned in everlasting power....When you climb up a ladder, you must begin at the bottom, and ascend step by step, until you arrive at the top; and so it is with the principles of the gospel -- you must begin with the first, and go on until you learn all the principles of exaltation.[30] (emphasis added) 

Therefore, given that premises 1, 2, and 3 are established as valid, then conclusion 1 logically follows. And if conclusion 1 is linked with premise 5 (a foundational belief of Mormon theism), the final conclusion of the argument logically follows: the Mormon concept of God is incoherent. 

Someone may argue that the Mormon God receives his infinite knowledge from his own "Heavenly Father" God all at once when he reaches a particular point in his progression. Although there are a number of replies to this argument, [31] one is to point out that this response does not really explain how the Mormon God acquires his infinite knowledge. It merely places the problem on the shoulders of a more distant God, who acquired his supposed omniscience from an even more distant God, and so on into infinity. 

Appealing to an endless series of contingent beings as an explanation for why all the Mormon gods are omniscient explains nothing. Consider the following: If Being A does not have the sufficient reason for his omniscience in the being who created him (Being B), but requires other prior conditions (i.e., B receiving his omniscience from his creator, Being C, and C receiving his omniscience from his creator, Being D, ad infinitum), then the necessary conditions for the omniscience of any one of the gods in the series are never fulfilled and can never be fulfilled in principle. It follows from this that none of the gods in the Mormon universe could have ever actually attained omniscience. Whether a Mormon god "progresses" to infinite knowledge or receives it all at once from his own superior God, the Mormon concept of God is nevertheless incoherent. 

In conclusion, I began this article by defining both the Christian and Mormon concepts of God, showing them to be radically different. I then presented three related philosophical criticisms of the Mormon concept of God: (1) the problem of an infinite number of past events; (2) the problem of eternal progression with an infinite past; and (3) the problem of achieving omniscience by eternal progression. I believe these criticisms clearly demonstrate that philosophically the Mormon concept of God is irredeemably flawed. 
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Mormonism and the Question of Truth
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By Latayne C. Scott, June 30, 1994, From the Christian Research Journal, Summer 1992, page 24. 
Summary 

The Mormon concept of, and approach to, the subject of truth is radically different from that of the Bible in at least nine ways. A Mormon sees truth as (1) constantly changing, (2) as going, in culture and practice, far beyond written doctrine, (3) as determined by subjective feelings, and (4) as often divorced from its history. (5) The Mormon approach to truth is compromised by a heritage of deception as practiced by leaders from founder Joseph Smith to today's Elder Paul Dunn. In addition, (6) truth to a Mormon is "layered" in the way that it is presented to prospective converts. And (7) the Church itself routinely edits both its own history and doctrine to make it seem consistent and palatable. In practice, therefore, (8) truth often yields to what the Church views as expedient. In the final analysis, (9) the Mormon concept of truth depends upon the character of its god, who as defined by LDS doctrine is constantly changing and himself ultimately human in nature. 



The most basic Mormon statement of faith, known as "bearing your testimony," is taught to young children to repeat from their first chance to speak in a "fast and testimony meeting" until their dying day. It consists of a very simple yet psychologically potent affirmation: "I know the Church is true." 

I believe from my own past experience as a Latter-day Saint that for most Mormons this statement encompasses two elements. First, to be a member of the only "true" church implies that all other churches are "false." Second, I believed (as wholeheartedly faithful Mormons do) that this emotional confirmation of the Church's truthfulness was supported by continuing revelation. 

Now, after eighteen years' distance from the Mormon Church -- years in which I have matured as a Christian -- I see that the biblical concept of truth is diametrically opposed to the Mormon one. This is borne out in nine major areas which involve not only the Mormon Church's view of history and veracity, but its world view and theology as a whole. 

TRUTH AS CONSTANTLY CHANGING 

As a faithful Mormon I was confident that, because of continuing revelation from God to the prophet of the church, whatever my leaders told me took into account new developments in human history. I reasoned, for example, that since the birth control pill hadn't been invented until the twentieth century, it was useless to look for clues about its rightness or wrongness in a flawed, 2,000-year-old book (the Bible) when I had a direct line to God through His prophet on such issues. I was proud that Mormon doctrine is flexible, believing that although it can conform to contemporary situations, all new revelation dovetails with previous doctrines without contradiction. 

Of course, even the most unbiased and cursory study of Mormonism reveals that the church's doctrine has undergone major changes in the past 160 years (with polygamy being the most obvious example). The official explanation of doctrines which conflict with prior teachings is that the church's "prophet, seer and revelator" -- its president -- is authorized as the only one who "writes something or speaks something that goes beyond anything that you can find in the standard church works" (i.e., its scriptures). [1] 

Mormons have told me that such changes are really no different from those Jesus made when He came to earth and dramatically altered the way we are to worship. Indeed, Hebrews 7:12 emphasizes that a change in covenant necessitates a change in law. But the cataclysmic, one-time change in law that Jesus -- Himself the "fulfillment of the law" (Matt. 5:17) -- instituted can hardly be equated with the way that Mormon doctrine, as formulated by its various prophets, has waffled on major issues throughout its history. (Bible students will note that one's perception of truth is often progressive. In 1 Corinthians 3:2 Paul scolded his readers for letting their worldliness keep them on a diet of doctrinal milk when they should have matured in their understanding. However, there is a vast difference between one's own changing perception of truth and the Mormon belief that doctrinal truth itself is subject to ongoing revision.) 

TRUTH AS WRITTEN ON THE MORMON HEART 

As any sociologist can attest, the practices and beliefs of a people are determined by their world view. This refers to the way they process information about the world and life based on their preconceptions and past experiences. These preconceptions and experiences often influence attitudes and behavior more than any formulated doctrine. This is especially true in Mormonism, which as a subculture (and not merely a religion) structures a world view that is often beyond an outsider's understanding. 

For example, while there is very little written doctrine about the function of the special undergarments to be worn at all times by Mormons who have received their temple "endowments," there is a rich heritage of folklore describing how these sacred garments have saved soldiers from bullets, fire victims from burns, and others from death. Virtually all Mormon children learn such stories and grow up with them as a part of their world view. 

In Early Mormonism and the Magic World View, Mormon historian D. Michael Quinn notes that "the magic world view and practice of magic rarely substitute for religion, but do manifest a personal, rather than institutional, religious focus. Although one may label magic and religion in various ways, it is more difficult to differentiate between external manifestations of the two."[2] 

For this reason, the Christian trying to communicate biblical truth to a Latter-day Saint must never forget that the Mormon's substructure of faith often extends far beneath the level of formal, written doctrine. 
When I began to write The Mormon Mirage (Zondervan, 1979), which tells of how and why I left the Mormon Church after ten happy years, I was especially grateful that I had extensive written notes of meetings I'd attended as well as the journal I'd kept. These still illustrate to me that there is often a considerable difference between the way a system of thought is taught and the way in which it is believed and practiced. 

TRUTH AS DETERMINED BY SUBJECTIVE TESTIMONY 

If one asks any Latter-day Saint for the primary proof that the Book of Mormon is true, he or she will assuredly point to the promise it gives in Moroni 10:4--5: "And when ye shall receive these things, I would exhort you that ye would ask God, the Eternal Father, in the name of Christ, if these things are not true; and if ye shall ask with a sincere heart, with real intent, having faith in Christ, he will manifest the truth of it unto you, by the power of the Holy Ghost." A physical sensation called a "burning in the bosom" is the spiritual confirmation from the Holy Ghost often said to accompany the conviction that a given thing is "true." 

Not only written scripture is subject to such subjective confirmation. J. Reuben Clark, Jr., who was a counselor in the church's First Presidency to three of its prophets, once advised members that "we can tell when the [General Authorities] are 'moved upon by the Holy Ghost,' only when we, ourselves, are 'moved on by the Holy Ghost.' In a way, this completely shifts the responsibility from them to us to determine when they so speak."[3] 

Mormon truth, then, is in one sense the domain of the heart and its perceptions. This is in distinct contrast to biblical teachings (which nowhere invite the reader to subjectively "test" them) and in direct opposition to the Bible's repeated warnings that the heart is deceitful and unreliable (e.g., Jer. 17:9; Prov. 19:21). 

The introduction of new doctrine is a touchy subject for Mormons, showing that there are limits to this subjective approach. As noted earlier, only the church's president can "go beyond" previous doctrine in giving the church new revelation. Mormon doctrine also states that one can only receive revelation -- personal communication from God -- for oneself and for those of inferior rank in the church.[4] For a woman (or a man low in the priesthood echelons), recourse to "revelation" to determine truth is severely limited -- and, consequently, so are viable criticism and reform. This is quite unlike the biblical profile of prophets like Jeremiah who were called by God to challenge and rebuke their priesthood leaders. 

TRUTH AS DIVORCED FROM HISTORY 

When I was a Mormon I knew that the original printing of the Book of Mormon had some errors in it, but that Joseph Smith had nonetheless declared it "the most correct of any book on earth."[5] I later learned that there were over four thousand "errors." Most were errors in grammar and punctuation, but some that were later "corrected" represented significant doctrinal changes.[6] This process has continued for over 150 years, and includes the 1981 change of the Book of Mormon prophecy that "Lamanites" (Indians) who become Mormons would become "white and delightsome" (which now reads "pure and delightsome").[7] 

The Mormon Church has been peerlessly cavalier in changing not only its own scriptures, but even its history, as Mormon scholars themselves repeatedly and publicly lament.[8] Historical events such as the Mountain Meadows Massacre; doctrinally inspired practices such as "blood atonement" (the taking of life as an atonement for a person's sins), administered by the church's "Avenging Angels," the Danites;[9] and teachings like Brigham Young's repeated identification of Adam as God the Father between 1852 and 1877[10] are conspicuously absent from many Mormon historical and doctrinal books. 

Such alterations and omissions accompany the astounding doctrinal changes of Mormonism. A member of Joseph Smith's 1831 flock, Book of Mormon in hand, would be aghast at a church which teaches that God has a physical body and once lived on another earth; that man can himself progress to godhood; or that temple worship, eternal marriage, and genealogical research are essential for "exaltation" or eternal life. All of these are, of course, basic twentieth-century Mormon doctrine, but they appear in neither the Bible nor the Book of Mormon. 

TRUTH AS BETRAYED BY HISTORY 

Many Mormons were shocked and ashamed when it came to light in 1991 that one of the church's most sought-after inspirational speakers, Elder Paul H. Dunn of the First Quorum of the Seventy, had blatantly lied for years about having played baseball for the St. Louis Cardinals and being the only uninjured survivor of his thousand-man combat group in World War II. Dunn's best-selling books and tapes have inspired generations with their dramatic, eyewitness stories of professional athletics, miraculous rescues, and divine protection. 

The trouble is, not one of his best-known stories is completely true; they are -- according to Dunn's own admission -- fabrications and combinations of events that he felt were necessary to "illustrate points that would create interest."[11] Unfortunately, this tendency to exaggerate and fabricate -- and, in some cases, to lie outright -- is one that Dunn inherited, at least in spirit, from his predecessors in the church's leadership. 

Joseph Smith concealed his youthful occultic pursuits as a peepstone-gazer and treasure-digger. [12] After introducing the doctrine of polygamy, he practiced it while denying that he was doing so. Later, when polygamy was renounced, Mormon prophets such as Joseph F. Smith continued to practice it in secret and to solemnize plural marriages. [13] Even today, faithful Mormons in Utah and other places turn a blind eye to the activities of friends and neighbors who illegally practice polygamy. 

Sometimes such disregard for truth is displayed in deliberate cover-up tactics, as when high church leaders "stonewalled" the investigation of the connection of the Mark Hofmann forged-documents scam (a scam for which prominent church leaders had fallen) to the nationally publicized bombings in Salt Lake City in October of 1985. [14] 
Years ago I would have said that such deceptive practices were an aberration for both the church and its adherents. However, I have found too much evidence to the contrary. As a further example, Robert Lindsey, the respected investigative reporter who covered the Hofmann case in his best-selling book A Gathering of Saints (Simon and Schuster, 1988), characterized spying in the Mormon Church as "commonplace." I have corresponded with at least one individual, Steven L. Mayfield (a.k.a. Stan Fields), who wrote me claiming that he had left the church and needed my emotional support. Later I learned from Jerald and Sandra Tanner's book Unmasking a Mormon Spy (Modern Microfilm, 1980) that this man was in the employ of a church official and infiltrated ex-Mormon groups to dig up information to impugn the character of ex-Mormons. 

TRUTH AS A LAYERED REALITY 

Truth, as presented to a prospective convert to Mormonism, is layered much like plywood: the outer surface is attractive, but, like the inner layers, is incapable of sustaining much weight until bonded with the others. Missionaries are trained to present carefully structured "lessons" that are designed to force conclusions based on incorrect premises. For instance, an "investigator," or prospective member, will conclude that there was a need for the true church to be divinely restored if he or she first accepts the faulty premise that it was utterly lost from the earth in the second century A.D. The investigator is carefully guided down a specific doctrinal path and urged to commit to a baptismal date, while missionaries postpone answering questions about "hot" issues like polygamy. Other basic Mormon tenets are skimmed over -- issues like the Heavenly Father's prior existence as a mortal man -- while the Book of Mormon, priesthood authority, and the church's ecclesiastical structure are stressed. The most overtly unbiblical issues are not covered until much later, after the convert is less inclined to dispute them. 

What an enormous contrast with the Christian life, which has no hidden doctrines or ceremonies and where access to the "mysteries" is determined only by one's personal relationship with the Mystery-Giver and His Word. 

THE CHURCH AS THE GUARDIAN OF THE TRUTH 

In Mormonism, as in other pseudo-Christian cults, the organization's leadership sets itself up as a shield to protect its members from factual information it regards as potentially harmful. Thus, instead of defending its members from outside attack, it must concentrate its efforts on guarding them from their own past; not only defining truth, but regulating how and when it will be disseminated. 

As a young Latter-day Saint I was continually admonished not to read anything critical of the Mormon Church, and I obeyed without question. Recently Apostle Boyd K. Packer offered a definition of "faithful history" as "history that bolsters belief and avoids awkward or embarrassing detail."[15] Thus, in the Mormon mind, to read anything unsupportive of Mormonism, far from reflecting open-mindedness, is actually an act of faithlessness. 

And how does the church deal with people or facts that include "awkward or embarrassing detail"? Consider the case of BYU teacher Lynn Packer. Packer publicly revealed the glaring discrepancies in Elder Dunn's stories. He found, for instance, that Dunn's legendary tale of how his closest wartime buddy, Harold Lester Brown, died in his arms in Okinawa couldn't be true because Brown is very much alive in Odessa, Missouri. When these and many other lies and embellishments came to light, the church gave Dunn "emeritus" status due to "factors of age and health."[16] But "shortly afterwards ... [Dunn] was traveling and speaking, and ... took young men around the nation on a baseball tour."[17] His books and tapes are still carried by the church-owned Deseret Book chain. 

Packer, on the other hand, was sternly warned not to publish his findings about Dunn's stories; when he did, he was terminated from his BYU teaching position "in part because [he] was violating church and university policies that prohibit public criticism of church leaders, even if the criticism is true."[18] 

TRUTH AS WHAT IS PRACTICAL 

The Mormon concept of truth often has little to do with what is historically verifiable, nor with how a concept fits with prior Mormon "revelation." In many cases, it is more closely identified with expediency: If it works, it's right. 

LDS history is rife with examples. The "eternal doctrine" of plural marriage was rescinded as an earthly practice (Mormons believe it will be enjoyed in the next life) by means of a revelation known as the Manifesto, given by Mormon president Wilford Woodruff. This "revelation" came to Woodruff after the Supreme Court's landmark 1879 decision Reynolds v. the United States upheld the prohibition of polygamy in the Utah territory. Woodruff realized that Utah would never achieve statehood unless plural marriages were dropped. 

In June of 1978 the church's leadership found itself in similar circumstances as it faced two difficult situations. First, missionary efforts in places like Brazil had reaped large numbers of converts, most of whom had at least some African ancestry (disqualifying them for the priesthood, thereby making it difficult to cultivate indigenous Mormon leadership). LDS leaders also perceived threats in both the outcome of a recent court case on racial discrimination and in the possibility of an IRS review of the church's tax-exempt status. So, in a tersely-worded statement (a far cry from earlier revelations, which began with "Thus saith the Lord") the church announced that blacks were suddenly eligible for the priesthood it had denied them for almost 150 years. 

The Mormon Church is most anxious to present itself to the Christian world as "one of us." Its slick magazine advertisements, its polished Home Front television spots stressing moral values, and its desire to air television programs on Christian stations all reflect a concerted effort to be accepted. "We believe just like you do," I've heard many a Mormon say; "We're Christians, too." 
Quite a different picture, though, is presented in Are Mormons Christians? (Bookcraft, 1991), a recent book by BYU professor Stephen E. Robinson. Not only does he call Mormonism the only "true Christianity," he also identifies all other groups bearing Christ's name as practitioners of the bastardized offspring of Greek philosophy and a supposed "original Christian" (i.e., Mormon) doctrine. However offensive a Christian may find this idea, at least Robinson is telling the truth -- the real truth -- about where honest Mormons place their religion in relation to orthodox Christianity. 

TRUTH AS A REFLECTION OF THE MORMON GOD 

The ultimate key to understanding how Mormons view and treat truth is not found only in looking at the way they deal with history, or doctrinal issues, or even integrity in stating facts. We make a crucial mistake when we look at any cultic group and try to ascertain its motives by examining only its teachings or earthly leaders. People make mistakes, tell lies, and go to great lengths to uphold and protect individuals and ideals they believe in. 

Historical, orthodox Christianity has always focused on truth as absolute and unchanging precisely because its God is absolute and unchanging. In the words of Hebrews 13:8, "He is the same yesterday, today and forever." 

Similarly, the key to Mormon truth is found in its ultimate truth-giver; its god. Mormons believe that the being who made this earth was himself once a mortal human. Their doctrine of eternal progression -- that their god is changing, becoming more perfect each day -- necessarily implies that this being was less perfect each day we look backward into his past. 

Thus, if one accepts the untenable premise that such a being exists, then one must also accept the logical implication that Mormon truth is also like its creator -- constantly changing and ultimately human in origin. 
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Need for awareness about the blasphemy of Mormonism
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2078 
January 4, 2012 

Guess you too are grateful for the Iowa caucus results - that persons in our country recognise what Mormonism is about - the blasphemy of making a creature out of even God The Father who they claim was a human!
Would that make all Mormon worship to come under 'idolatry'?
One good things is , non-Catholics can now make reparation by turning more to Church teachings on Mary and thus away from the heresy - the Dogmas of Mary as ever Virgin conceived Immaculate which all help to magnify who The Lord is!
Mormonism - even the name seem to suggest 'more mony' such as in love of money, self-glorification, worldy success, becoming gods of own little worlds hereafter - all seem to suggest forms of idolatry!
The littering of our faith by these lies of the latter days hopefully would be used to help more persons, to recognise what can happen when they turn away from The Rock of the true faith!
Hope that Jewish persons and people of Islam too would recognise that this is not Christianity but may be the most virulent form of idolatry! –Maria
I am not sure what you are asking. If you’re asking my thoughts on Mormonism, the Mormons are not Christians. 
To be Christian one must affirm at minimum the Nicene Creed and be baptized with real water touching the skin performed in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.

Mormons do not have a valid baptism, thus they are not Christian. Although they use Christian terms like "Trinity", we have to look behind the terms to how they interpret those concepts.

For example, Mormons think that Jesus and Satan are brothers.

Mormons usually live moral lives and have a strong sense of family, but they are not Christian.

The Book of Mormon is a demonically inspired book, just as the Qur'an is inspired by the devil.  The angel Moroni who allegedly appeared to Smith was a demon, not an angel from God. The angel that allegedly appeared to Mohammed was not St. Gabriel, but a demon.

Joseph Smith and Mohammed are both false prophets. -Bro. Ignatius Mary

*
If Mormons are not even Christians, why does Catholic Zenit devote so much space to the cult (below)?
Polygamy and Religious Freedom - Marriage in Canada Up For Grabs

http://www.zenit.org/rssenglish-31673
By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, February 6, 2011 
Polygamy should be allowed as part of the exercise of religious freedom, according to a splinter Mormon group in Canada.

Over the last few months British Columbia Supreme Court Justice Robert Bauman has been hearing arguments about whether polygamy should be legal. According to the Bountiful community of the Fundamentalist Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms means that as part of their religious rights men should be allowed multiple wives.

The group has around 10,000 members in the U.S. and Canada, according to a Nov. 23 report by the BBC. About 1,000 of them live in Bountiful.

British Columbia has a 19th century law prohibiting polygamy, but in the past turned a blind eye to what the group was doing, fearing that the law might not be constitutional. Authorities changed their minds, however, and charged two elders of Bountiful with polygamy. The case was dismissed on technical grounds in 2009.

Rather than appeal the decision the British Columbia authorities asked the high court to look at the constitutionality of the anti-polygamy law, resulting in the current court case which has just finished hearing the evidence from both sides.

If the law were to be struck down the risk is that Canada could attract polygamous immigrant families, bringing about harm to society, Crown lawyer Craig Jones argued before the court, the Globe and Mail newspaper reported Nov. 23.

Jones said that the community of Bountiful suffered from problems such as underage brides, teen pregnancy, and men and boys who were driven out. Such harms are "inevitable consequences" of polygamy, he maintained.

"Polygamy leaves some young men with no opportunities to marry or create a family," Deborah Strachan, representing the Attorney-General of Canada, said the following day, according to the Nov. 24 edition of the Globe and Mail. "There is a cohort of boys and young men who find themselves rejected in one way or another from the community," she added.

Subservience
Economist Shoshana Grossbard, who has written several books on the economics of marriage, gave evidence saying that invariably the male leaders in polygamous societies have institutionalized women into subservience, the Vancouver Sun reported, Dec. 9.

Appearing as an expert witness the San Diego State University professor noted that polygamous societies have a higher frequency of arranged marriages to older men, and this increases the likelihood of early widowhood and financial hardship.

Other experts, from both sides, gave evidence in December and January, before the proceedings turned to hearing testimony from some members of Bountiful. According to Daphne Bramham, a columnist for the Vancouver Sun, the government's experts held up the best.
"Evidence so far has been overwhelming that polygamy is inherently harmful to individuals and society," she observed in her Jan. 7 column.

John Witte, Jr., the director of the Law and Religion Center at Emory University testified that there is a consistent, 2,500-year tradition of marriage as the monogamous union of two people, according to a report in the Jan. 10 edition of the Vancouver Sun. "The longstanding consensus [of the harms] underscores that the prohibitions are both pre-Christian and post-Christian," he said.

A graphic example of the harm that can occur came in later evidence, in which it was alleged that water torture of babies is common in the Fundamentalist Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints.

Fear

Carolyn Blackmore Jessop, who left the group in 2003, said it's typically done by fathers and it's called "breaking in," the National Post reported Jan. 12. Its purpose is to install fear of authority, she explained.

Jessop explained that she left, with her eight children, because she felt powerless to protect her children from physical abuse. She was 18 years old when it was decided she should become the fourth wife of 50-year-old Merril Jessop.

Some of the current wives in the community gave testimony in a closed courtroom under the guarantee of anonymity. The public and the media listened via an audio link. For witness number two life in Bountiful was pleasant and there was no coercion, the Toronto Star reported Jan. 25. She is in her mid-40s and she shares a husband with her biological sister. Between them they have 19 children. One of her daughters married at age 15. She admitted they lived at poverty level, but that was partly due to them sending money to fellow believers in the United States to fund their legal battles.

Witness number four believes she is in a "celestial marriage" ordained by God, the National Post reported, Jan. 27. Aged 16, she met her husband thirty minutes before the marriage ceremony. Six months later her husband took a new bride, a 15-year old girl.

According to the author of the article, Barbara Kay, women such as witness number four have been brainwashed through living in a community sealed off from the rest of the world.

The court also heard from some disenchanted former members of Bountiful. Truman Oler, the son of James Oler, a community leader with multiple wives, spoke about a community of distant fathers and neglected children, the National Post reported Jan. 25. "Personally I can't see why [FLDS adherents] have so many children if they don't want to take care of them,'' he told the court.

Further information about the state of the children came from Bruce Klette of B.C.'s Vital Statistics Agency. According to birth records for the period 1986-2009 there were 833 births to 215 mothers and 142 fathers, the Globe and Mail reported Jan. 27.

Just over 10% of children were born to girls aged 18 or under, compared to the provincial average of 2.7%. The ages of mothers and fathers were also further apart than the provincial figure of 4.6 years, at 8 years of difference. About 45% of mothers were born outside of Canada, mostly from Utah, compared with 30% of foreign mothers for B.C.

The article also noted that educational records for the two schools in Bountiful revealed that since 2003 only 25 students have completed Year 12.

Equal dignity

Commenting on the evidence that revealed the poor education standards, trafficking of brides, and abnormally rates of teen pregnancy, a January 31 editorial in the Globe and Mail urged that the law on polygamy should be upheld.

"Barring polygamy remains a reasonable limit on religious freedom and a potent reminder that the law must protect the vulnerable and the equality rights and human dignity of women and children," the editorial stated.

A position not dissimilar from that of the Catholic Church.

The union between a husband and a wife has its roots in the natural complementarity that exists between man and woman, John Paul II explained in his 1981 apostolic exhortation on the family, "Familiaris Consortio."

"Such a communion is radically contradicted by polygamy," he affirmed. "This, in fact, directly negates the plan of God which was revealed from the beginning, because it is contrary to the equal personal dignity of men and women who in matrimony give themselves with a love that is total and therefore unique and exclusive" (No. 19).

Now, in Canada, the consequences of the weakening of fundamental Christian values that long upheld the institution of marriage can be seen in the push to allow polygamy. It can only be hoped that Canada, which perhaps not coincidentally has legalized same-sex marriage, will not introduce by judicial fiat a further blow to marriage by allowing the exploitation of women and children.
"Humanae Vitae": A Compelling Argument - Mormon Physician Comments on Paul VI's Encyclical
https://zenit.org/articles/humanae-vitae-a-compelling-argument/ EXTRACT
By Robert Conkling, Rome, September 25, 2008

For a non-Catholic, Pope Paul VI's encyclical "Humanae Vitae" is not important because it is the Church speaking, but rather because it offers a compelling argument, says Mormon physician Dr. Joe Stanford. Stanford, a family physician and a researcher in the Creighton Model FertilityCare system and NaPro Technology, was a speaker at the 27th annual meeting of the American Academy of FertilityCare Professionals, held this summer in Rome.
Stanford, a professor in the department of family and preventive medicine at the University of Utah, spoke to ZENIT about his take on "Humanae Vitae," as well as the role faith plays in his medical practice.

Religious Colleges Coming of Age - Strict Norms and a Sense of Mission Help Shape Campuses 
https://zenit.org/articles/religious-colleges-coming-of-age/  
Salt Lake City, Utah, March 12, 2005

A new "Missionary Generation" is being formed at a growing number of religious-inspired colleges in the United States. A just-published book, "God on the Quad" (St. Martin's Press), by journalist Naomi Schaefer Riley, analyzes the phenomenon. 
She begins by observing that the university campus is normally associated with secularism and a decided hostility to established religion. Liberation from the strictures of morality, coed dorms, and prohibitions against any one of a myriad of forms of "discrimination" are only too common, notes Schaefer Riley. 
But this is far from being a complete picture of the college situation, she adds. In fact, there are now 1.3 million graduates of more than 700 religious colleges. In her travels the author visited 20 of these colleges in 2001 and 2002. She found that the students "reject the spiritually empty education of secular schools." 
And student numbers are rising sharply. The more than 100 members of the Council for Christian Colleges and Universities -- liberal arts colleges committed to teaching Christian doctrine -- saw enrollments jump 60% between 1990 and 2002. Catholic institutions are also flourishing, and Orthodox Jewish colleges have more applicants than they can take. 
Not surprisingly, many of the students come from private religious schools, and from families that take their faith seriously. Another important factor that the author identifies among the students is the proportion who come from a home-schooling background. About 10% of the students at evangelical colleges were home schooled. In the case of some Catholic colleges, such as Thomas Aquinas and Christendom, the proportion rises to 20% and 30%, respectively. 
For their part the faculty in the religious colleges hope that their graduates will become young professionals imbued with a strong moral code and will be able to transform secular culture from within. This is no pipe dream, Schaefer Riley observes. One of the most liberal states, Massachusetts, now has as governor Mitt Romney -- a graduate of Brigham Young University. Schaefer Riley starts her profiles of the colleges with Brigham Young, located in the state of Utah. The Mormon-run university carefully selects its students from among the 100,000 or so co-religionists who graduate from high school each year. The overwhelming majority of faculty staffers are Mormons with teachers and students (99% of whom are Mormons) alike bound by a strict honor code. Students who fail to abide by the norms face expulsion. 
From Utah, the focus shifts to South Carolina, and Bob Jones University. The fundamentalist Christian institution, the author notes, is famed for having represented the racist and intolerant image of the South. It also gained a reputation in the past for anti-Catholicism. Students must sign a creed declaring belief in the divinely inspired Bible and the role of Christ as Savior, among other things. Regular chapel meetings are a part of weekly student life. Like their Mormon counterparts, most of the students at Bob Jones have participated in overseas missionary activity, or plan to do so in the near future. 
Rules are strict here, and accumulating 150 demerit points means students will be "shipped out." A dress code, strict curfew and zero tolerance of drinking and premarital sex are among the norms students must follow. 
Strict norms are the rule in the religious colleges, Schaefer Riley observes. In many cases it involves not only drinking or sex, but also the type of music and reading material allowed on campus. But it is not just about rule making. College administrators also offer guidance and help in the area of character formation, and try to prepare the students for life in the adult world. The students do not live in a vacuum, she notes. 
One of the aims the colleges have in this area is to teach the students cultural discernment, "that is, teaching students the best of what secular culture has to offer and providing them with the tools for examining it themselves." 
The Southern California campus of Thomas Aquinas College is another of the institutions surveyed by Schaefer Riley. Founded in 1971, the liberal arts school has about 300 students. It is also noted for providing vocations: 11% of its graduates have gone on to try religious life. According to one chaplain, Father Wilfred Borden, Catholicism is fundamental to the identity of the school. It is not unusual, he notes, to find 50 students at a weekday Mass. 
The curriculum follows a Great Books program and the teaching style favors the Socratic method. The focus is on learning and study, with an emphasis on oral presentations and debate. Another visit took the author to Baylor University in Texas, a Baptist-run institution. It is in the midst of an ambitious expansion program, planning to hire 220 new full-time faculty members by 2012. It has also taken steps to reinforce its Christian identity. Catholics are the second-largest group of students and, unlike at other evangelical schools, they are represented among staff members. 
The majority of students are regular participants in the numerous churches close by the campus. With 8,000 undergraduates the university is bigger than a lot of the other religious schools, and less aggressively evangelical. Nevertheless, the Christian identity and an education that integrates faith and scholarship are well present. One of the questions the book considers is whether the close integration of faith and learning will work in the long run. The more than 700 religious-inspired institutions covers a wide gamut in terms of intellectual orientation and quality, the book notes. 
Employers and graduate schools can be skeptical of applications from graduates of religious colleges, Schaefer Riley observes. However, this is not always the case. She notes, for example, that the overseas missionary experience of the Mormon graduates of Brigham Young stands in their favor, given their language skills and acquired maturity. 
The religious colleges also have another positive factor: a more motivated environment. In her visits the author noted a "sense of mission" among students, and many teachers reported that their pupils are keen to come to class and study. She also commented that professors at religious colleges are often more qualified than their counterparts at secular schools, and have the advantage of sharing with their students a common motivation. 
Religious colleges and universities, Schaefer Riley concludes, "have a tremendous opportunity to provide hospitals, law firms, businesses, and political organizations with the kind of ethically aware professionals that they desperately need today." 

Having spent time in college contemplating what God is calling them to do not only means that the graduates of religious colleges will be devoted to their careers, she observes, but they also have a well-formed sense of how their vocation should be carried out. She also hopes that the evidence provided in the book will dispel the notion that the members of strongly religious communities are intellectually backward. In fact, the schools she examined "disproportionately require students to complete a rigorous traditional core curriculum, at the same time that the curricula of their secular rivals have often been watered down." Christendom College's president, Timothy O'Donnell, commented that the school's mission is "to restore all things in Christ." The success of this and the other 700-plus religious colleges seems destined to make a significant impact in coming years. 
*
The survey on the U.S. religious landscape on the website of the Pew Forum on Religion & Public Life: 
U.S. Religious Landscape Survey 
Religion in the United States in 2008 (Percentages out of the total adult population): 
CHRISTIANS 78.4 
Protestants 51.3 
"Evangelical" Churches 26.3 
Mainline Churches 18.1 
Historically black Churches 6.9 
Catholics 23.9 
Mormons 1.7 

Feature - Mormons on the rise 

http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=5986, http://cathnews.com/cathnews/11784-feature-mormons-on-the-rise 
February 25, 2008

Despite its detractors, the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints now exceeds 13 million members worldwide. It is one of the fastest-growing Christian churches in the United States and with more members of the Church today living outside of the United States than inside, the Church is poised for even greater growth. – 

Source: BustedHalo.com, http://www.bustedhalo.com/features/LatterDayDifferences.htm 

Snapshot of Religion in America 
https://www.ewtn.com/library/CHRIST/zreligamer.htm  EXTRACT
By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, March 2, 2008 (Zenit.org)
More than one-quarter of American adults have left the faith in which they were brought up. This is one of the most important findings of a survey published last Monday by the Pew Forum on Religion and Public Life.

Among the major religions, Hindus -- 90% -- and Mormons -- 83% -- are most likely to have a spouse with the same religion. Catholics follow closely at 78%.
Latter Day Differences

The Mormon Church is busy growing (and challenging misconceptions) 

http://bustedhalo.com/features/latter-day-differences 

By Anthony Chiorazzi, February 28, 2008

“You’re not true Christians,” shouts the barrel-chested 43-year-old Lonie Pursifull to a group of Mormons passing through Temple Square, the world headquarters for the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, in Salt Lake City, Utah. “You’re not following the true gospel of Jesus Christ. You’re liars. You’re of your father—the devil.”

Pursifull pastors the Wildness Bible Church in Duchesne, about 90 miles outside of Salt Lake City. He says off and on for the last 13 years—despite being hit 16 times in the face and receiving 23 death threats—he’s come to Temple Square to preach to Mormons.
Ryan Sanchez listens not too far away. Sanchez, a 24-year-old Mormon, says he’s not upset at Pursifull. “I just don’t get why they’re here in front of our Church yelling at us, when we’re not in front of their church yelling at them.”

Still Growing 
Despite its detractors, the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints—now exceeding 13 million members worldwide—is one of the fastest-growing Christian churches in the country, according to Newsweek magazine. And with more members of the Church today living outside of the United States than inside, the Church is poised for even greater growth. In Nigeria, for example, the Church says it’s experiencing a 10% annual growth rate. The Church estimates that one million members are added to its numbers every three years.

According to a new Pew Research Poll, however, 51% of Americans have little or no understanding of the Mormon faith. No doubt statistics like this have prompted Mormons like Sanchez as well as LDS Church officials to answer its critics—in 2005 the Church even sponsored a six-week multifaith seminar at Brigham Young University. 

Sanchez says one of the biggest misconceptions of the Mormon faith besides that it practices polygamy—which it discontinued in 1890—is that it’s not Christian. “The name of our Church has Christ in it—The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints,” he says. “What could be more Christian than that?” 

But Pursifull, along with 45% of white American evangelical Christians, according to the same Pew Poll, disagree. Mormon doctrines such as the belief in our pre-existence as spirit children and the fact that Mormons don’t affirm the traditional Christian view of the Trinity—God the Father, Son and Holy Spirit as being three distinct persons in one God—certainly contribute to the skepticism of many Christians.

[image: image2.jpg]



Origins
Joseph Smith, the founder of the Mormon faith, claimed insight into the three distinct beings of the Godhead during what Mormons call the First Vision. At 14 years old, Smith sought religious truth. He was confused by the religious denominations of his day and wanted to know which Church was the correct one. So, he retreated into the woods near his home in Palmyra Township, New York to ask God.

As he prayed, Smith later wrote that he saw a pillar of light fall over him and “saw two personages, whose brightness and glory defy all description, standing above me in the air. One of them spoke unto me, calling me by name and said, pointing to the other—‘This is My Beloved Son. Hear Him!’” The Mormon idea of God the Father and the Son as two separate personages was born with this vision. When Smith asked the personages which Church to join, he was told none of them and was led to form the Mormon Church. 

Book of Mormon
The Book of Mormon, which Latter-day Saints hold sacred, is another point of divergence from traditional Christianity. The book tells of an Israelite family that journeys to the Americas around 600 B.C. to establish a thriving civilization and of a risen Christ who visits the people of the New World, preaches and establishes His church there. 

A popular misconception holds that Mormons value the Book of Mormon above the Bible, but Church officials respond that the Book of Mormon does not replace the Bible and that both are used side-by-side in Church instruction and teaching. 

Most archeologists and anthropologists, however, say that no credible evidence exists to substantiate the claims in the Book of Mormon. A criticism that Mormon church historian Jeffrey Cannon takes issue with: “Faith in the Book of Mormon is a gift that comes from the Holy Spirit,” he says. “And a gift that is independent of what archeologists might say.” 

Keys of Mormon Success 
With church assets estimated at up to 30 billion dollars, the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints is arguably the wealthiest church per capita in America, according to the PBS documentary “The Mormons.” A list of some of the Church’s successful business leaders includes: Nolan Archibald, CEO, Black and Decker; Kevin B. Rollins, CEO, Dell Computer Corp.; David Neeleman, founder and CEO, JetBlue Airways and J.W. Marriott, Jr., CEO, Marriott Int.

Contributing to the Church’s financial vigor is the requirement that its members tithe 10% of their annual income. However, Church officials say that members don’t have to tithe, but they will not be considered in good standing and be able to participate in certain Church honors such as visiting the Temple.

“My 10% goes to building new churches, helping missionary funds, helping those in our community who need money,” says Stephen Sobisky, CEO of Sandman Studios, a visual effects and interactive media company in Pleasant Grove, Utah.

Sobisky says when he lost his job almost ten years ago he and his family had a difficult decision to make. The couple had $1,800 to spend on paying their tithe or their rent. After praying about it, Sobisky says they decided to pay their tithe. After he and his wife completed praying and wiping the tears from their eyes, they heard a knock on the door and standing there was a Federal Express man with a package. Sobisky says inside the package was a severance check for $2,500 from his previous employer. Two weeks later Sobisky got an even better job at a larger company.

Humanitarian Aid 
Rejecting the view that the Church spends its resources only on itself, members of the Church point out the work of the Church’s Humanitarian Center, which offers poverty relief for millions around the globe regardless of religious orientation. 

In a typical year, Bill Reynolds, manager of the 150,000-square-foot facility in Salt Lake City, says they send out 9 to 10 million pounds of clothing a year to needy organizations world-wide, including one million hygiene kits, 300,000 newborn kits, 35,000 school kits and 300,000 handmade quilts. 

Efforts such as these might not convince skeptics like Lonie Pursifull to change their minds about Mormonism, but the doubts of outsiders aren’t likely to cause many LDS members to lose much sleep either. In front of Temple Square, a gray bearded Mormon, Samuel Harris, stops and listens to Pursifull shouting. “They been yelling at us for over a hundred and fifty years,” Samuel says while pointing to the old Salt Lake City Temple towering nearby. “And that Temple is still standing… still standing strong.” 

Read the companion article to this piece: 

 HYPERLINK "http://www.bustedhalo.com/features/CoolYoungandMormon.htm" "Cool, Young and Mormon?"
Survey shows big gaps in religious literacy

Catholics get US religious survey about half right 
http://www.catholicnews.com/data/stories/cns/1003956.htm
http://cathnews.com/cathnews/5386-catholics-get-us-religious-survey-about-half-right 

By Patricia Zapor, Washington, September 28, 2010 
Catholics know about as much as Americans in general about religion, getting right only half of the 32 questions in a survey for the Pew Forum on Religion & Public Life.
In the U.S. Religious Knowledge Survey released Sept. 28 at a Washington symposium on religious literacy, Pew found that those most likely to answer the most questions correctly were atheists and agnostics. Panelists suggested that might be the result of the analytical process and study that many people go through before they decide to define themselves as atheist or agnostic.
That group on average answered 20.9 of 32 questions correctly, compared to the total average of 16; Jews averaged 20.5 questions correct and Mormons, 20.3. White evangelical Protestants got an average of 17.6 questions correct, while white Catholics averaged 16 correct answers and Hispanic Catholics averaged 11.6 correct answers. Black Protestants got 13.4 questions correct, while white mainline Protestants answered 15.8 questions right.
The questions tested general knowledge about various religions, about U.S. laws affecting religion and about key figures and beliefs of major religions. For instance, overall, at least two-thirds of those surveyed knew that public school teachers cannot lead a class in prayer; that Mother Teresa was Catholic; that Moses was the Bible figure who led the exodus from Egypt; that Jesus was born in Bethlehem; and that most people in Pakistan are Muslim.
Only about half of the entire sample knew that the "golden rule" is not one of the Ten Commandments; that the Quran is the Islamic holy book; that Joseph Smith was a Mormon; that the Dalai Lama is Buddhist; and that the four Gospels are Matthew, Mark, Luke and John.
Fewer than one-third of the whole group correctly answered that most people in Indonesia are Muslim; that public school teachers are legally allowed to read from the Bible in class as an example of literature; and that only Protestants, not Catholics, teach that salvation comes through faith alone.
On the questions specifically about Catholicism, 55 percent of Catholics correctly identified the church teaching about transubstantiation, that the bread and wine used in Communion become the body and blood of Christ during the consecration. Overall, about 40 percent got that question right.
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