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Reviewed by D. Charles Pyle

Questions to Ask Your Mormon Friend is intended to be a too l
to enable Christians to make a Mormon serious ly e xamine his o r
her fa ith. In the introducti on, severa l techniq ues a re outlined to
fo rmulate a log ical attack on Latter-day Saint bel iefs. Hints are
included on making the argument go the reader's way, even when
he or she confronts a Mormon who is able to refute the book's
claims. Here Mr. McKeever sets up a no-win te st for such a
Mormon . The Mormon's answer must pass three tests, in that it is:
• biblical , i.e., the answer mu st be fo und in the Bible, or it is
invalid :
• log ical, i.e., the answer must conform to what McKeeve r believes, or it is not logical ; or
• in harmony with Mormon hi story and teachings, i.e., what
McKeever and Johnson define as Mormon teachings, based o n
earl y statements of various General Authorities (all of whom were
converts to the church at that early period) in the Journal of Discourses, the Seer (a publication written by Orson Pratt and portions of which are sa id to have been condemned by Brigham
Young and others at one time), I and other early writings outside
the standard work s of the Churc h.
The problem with these tests is that not all Latter-day Saint
doctrines are found in the Bible as it currently ex ists and not
all statements of Lauer-day Saint leaders have been accepted as
Sce especially Orson Prom's confession in JD 7:374, 375: see also
Messages of the First Presidency of tire Chureh of Jesus Christ of Larter-doy
Saints, inlro., noles. and indc)[ by James R. Clark (Sillt Lakc City: Bookcraft ,
1965-), 2:214, 238-39: Mil/ell/rial Slar 17 (12 May 1855): 298: and CNC
4:61-62 n. 16.
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official doctrine that is binding upon the membership of the
Church. Add itionall y, the criticisms raised by McKeever and
Joh nson have log ical responses, bUI if the authors do not like the
respon se or if it does not fit into their doctrinal stricture, it is no t
log ical (to them) and hence not a valid answer.
After the introduct ion, the conlents of the book are orga ni zed
arou nd what the cover call s "fifteen effective questions":
• If J accept you as a Christian, will you accept me as a Mor·
mon?

• Whic h First Vision account should we be lieve?
• How do you determ ine doctrina l (ruth ?

• What if the Bible is translated correctly after all?
• If the Bible is corrupt, why doesn't the LOS Church usc the
Joseph S mith Tran slation of the Bible?
• Why shou ld a pe rson pray about the Book of Mormon when
the Bib le says we should no t re ly on such a subject ive test?
• Is it wise to place blind trust in mere mortal men?
• Why docs the Mormon church ig nore Jesus' ro le as prophet
of God's Church?
• Is the Mormon priesthood really of ancient origin?
• Where in the Bible does it say a person has to be worthy to
enter the temple?
• What hi stori cal support does the Mormon Chu rch have to
j ustify baptism for the dead?
• If Mormon fa milies will be together fo rever, where will the
in- laws live?
• Do you really bel ieve you can become a God?
• Ha ve you ever si nned the same sin twice?
• Are you keeping the who le law?
Let's take a quick look at a few of the issues raised by McKeever
a nd Johnson.
In the second chapter the au thors ask, "Which First Vision accoun t shou ld we bel ieve?" A number of excellent publi cat ion s
treat this oft-answered subject. 2 At first glance, the quotatio ns
2
See Milton V. Bnckm:m J r., Joseph Smith's Pirst Visian: Tire Fir.fl
Vision i,r Its lIislOriCliI COli/Pori (Snit Lake City: Bookeraft, 1971): Dean C.
Jessee. cd .. "The Early Accounts of Joseph Smith's First Vision." nyu Swdies
913 (1969): 275-94: Marvin S. lI ill. "The First Vision Controversy: A Critique
and Reconciliat ion:" Dia/aglle 15/2 (1982): 3 1-46; James B. Allen. "Eight
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presented in thi s chapter wou ld seem to be contrad ictory. How.
ever, if one examines the accounts in detail and reads the words
within their full context, one fin ds quite a harmony among them. I
think it would be instructi ve, however, for evangelicals to loo k
c ritically at accounts of the fi rst vision of Paul. A compariso n of
Luke' s secondhand account of Paul' s first vision in Acts 9: 1-20
with Paul' s own accounts in Acts 22:4- 2 1 and Acts 26:9- 20 reveals a number of differences.
Let's pretend for a min ute that I am a firs t-century crit ic o f
the New T estament (using the tec hnique fa vored by most prese ntday ant i-Mormons). We rind , as we read the three accoun ts, a
steady evolutio n of Paul' s "b lessedness," of the sources o f Paul' s
ca lling, and of what the Lord actua lly said to him.
In Luke's account , the Lord te lls Paul only to go to Damasclls
to find out what he must do. Ananias sees a vision te lli ng him that
Pml1 is a chosen vessel. The scales fa ll off Paul 's eyes and hi s
blindness is removed th rough the lay in g on of hands.
In the first account s poken by Paul himself (Acts 22), no
men tion is made of Ananias's vision. Paul is told of his calling by
Ananias (Acts 22: 14- 15) and then sees a seco nd vis ion in Jeru salem inform ing him that he must teach the Gentiles (Acts 22: 172 I ). Ananias does not lay o n hand s but only stands and says,
" Rece ive thy sig ht " (Acts 22:13), makin g thi s account appear a
little mo re miracu lous than the firs!. According to this account,
Ananias is sa id to be "a devout man accordi ng to the law, hav ing
a good re port {among) all thc Jews thaI dwelt there" (Acts 22: 12).
Yet, accordi ng to Luke's account, he is plainly identified as " a
ce rtain di sc iple at Damascus" (Acts 9: 10, 19 ). How could he have
a good report among the Jews if he were a C hristian? Were not the
Christians hated thcre? How can a man be de vout according to th e
law and a C hri stian at the same time? Does this not connict with
evange lica l doctrine that one is not truly saved if devoted to the
law?
In Paul' s second account (Acts 26), instead of Jesus te lling
Paul to go into Damascus to find out what he mu st do, Jesll s himse lf tell s Paul that he is chosen and will preach to the Gentiles. No

Contcmpornry Accounts of Joseph Smith's First Vision: What Do We Learn from
Them?·' Improl'(~lIlel1l tiro (April 1970): 4- 13.
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mention is made of Ananias, of Paul' s blindness. of Paul's second
vision, or of Paul' s bapti sm. Paul pUIS nearl y onc hundred words
into the mouth of Jesus that are unique in this account , whereas in
the other accounts Jesus only identifies him by name and tell s him
where to go for furth er instruct ion .
Additionall y, Luke's account mentions that Saul fell, whi le the
men who were wit h him were still sllIllding. They 100 heard the
voice, bul SQW nothing ("no man ," in Luke's account means "to
sec nothing") . The account in Acts 22 say s that Paul fell, while
the men did flot hear the voice and did see the light (i nte restingly,
on ly Paul is blinded by the li ght). The third account (Acts 26)
says that they all fell and that Paul (presumab ly a lone) heard the
vOice.
The first and third accoun ts make mention of Jesus, who is
being persecuted, while in the second account he ide ntifies himself
as Jesus of Nazareth. The first account has the phrase "it 's hard 10
kick against the pricks" after Paul asks. "Who art tho u, Lord?"
The second account omits the phrase, whi le the third account has
the phrase before Paul asks the Questions. On ly in the t hird
account does Paul mention that the person in the vision spoke
Hebrew to him . The others are remarkabl y silent about this,
though thi s materia l fact beller fits the context of the second a c~
count.
In Acts 9: 19-28, Paul cats and stays awhile with some disciples
at Damascus, immediately preach ing in the sy nagogues. The Jews
seek to kill him , and he is let down out of the city in a basket . He
goes down to Jerusale m to join with the disciples there. Barnabas
brings him to the Apost les, where his deeds are recounted to them.
He then trave ls around Jerusalem with them, preaching. When Paul
wrote to the Galatians, he con tradicted the author of Acts; in
Galatians I: 15- 20, he says that aft er his vision he did not confe r
with nesh and blood and did not go to Jerusale m umi l he had fir st
gone to Arabia and back to Damascus. After three years, he went
to sec Peter and ended up staying with him fifteen days.
So which first vision accoun! of Paul should we be li eve?
Paul' s vision doesn ' t fare well under Mr. McKeever's standard ,
docs it ? If Paul' s memory fai led him on exact details from time to
li me. we should not condemn Joseph Smith fo r a si milar fai lure.
unless of course we wish to adopt a double standard .
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What I found even more disappoint ing about this chapter was
its lack of coherence wi lh the chapter tit le. From pages 27- 30 the
subject jumps to Moron i, proceeds 10 speak of Ihe weight of the
plates and their compos it ion, and the n changes once more on
pages 30- 31 to Joseph Smith 's 1826 trial. Thi s disorder is characte ri stic of mu ch of the book.
T he third chapter concern s itself with justifying the book' s
mu lt itude of quotati ons from "obscure" reference materials
(obscure because not everyone has access to them and many do
not have the fund s to purchase these someti mes hard-la-ob tain
sources). McKeever and John son try to make the Journal oj Discourses appear like a sc riptura l standard work by displayin g, on
their page 40, the preface to volume eight, which in form s us,
"The Journal of Discourses deservedl y ran ks as one of the stan dard work s of the Church."3
What did the author of the preface actually mean by thi s
statement? The term sUlndard \f,lork has several meani ngs. One of
the meanin gs is "a work of recognized exce ll ence." Another is
"a work that serves as a basis of weight, measure, value, co mpari son, or jUd gme nt." A thi rd meaning, closely related to the second,
is "a work that is offi ciall y app ro vcd ."4 Th e Juurnal oj DisCO /f ne,~ was considered a standard work by some in the sense that
it was of recognized excellence-it conta ined the words of God to
mankind and to hi s servants, as well as co mmentary on the meanin g of the sc riptures. At no ti me, however, wns the series co ns id ered the same as the official standard works, nor was it ever prese nted to the general Church body for its acceptance as Church
doctrine. Joseph Smith evt!n said , "the hymn book, as a new ed ition, contai nin g a greater variety of hymn s, will be short ly published or printed in this place, which 1 think will be a standard
work ."5 Yet at no time did he ever regard the hymn book as a
funda men tal source of truth nor as having equal value to the
scriptures .

3
4
work s,"
5

JD S: prcface.

Random HOl/se Wtbs rer's College D iCliolla r)", 199 1 cd .. s.y. ··standard
especi ally defi nitiolls 2 1. 22. and 26.
TPlS, 164.
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Brigham You ng's statement in the Journal of DiJCOllrses o n
how doctrinal truth is determined in Ihc Church is virtually always
ig nored:

In trying all matters of doctrine, to make a dec isio n
valid , il is necessary to obtain a un animous voice, fait h,
and dec ision. In the capac ity of a Quorum, the three
First Presidents must be one in their voice- Ihe Twelve
Apostles must be unani mous in the ir voice, to obtai n a
righteous decision upon any matter that may come befo re the m, as you may read in the Doctrine and Covenants. .. Whenever you see these Quorums una nimous in the ir declaration, you may set it down as true. 6

It is a fact that Genera l Authorities have disagreed on a number of
issues. Some of these issues were mentioned in the Journal of Disbut have nevcr become offic ial doctrinc. Consider also
these quotations from Bri gham Young:

cOllrses

It is your priv ilege and duty 10 live so that you know
whcn thc word of the Lord is spoken to you and when
. Suppose I
the mind o f the Lord is revea led to you.
were to teach you a false doctrine, how are you to know
it if you do not possess the Spi rit of God?7
"Live so that you wi ll know whether I teac h yQu truth
or not." Suppose you arc careless and unconcerned,
and g ive way to (he spirit of the world, and I am lcd,
li kewise, to preach the things of th is world and to accept th ings that are not of God, how easy it wou ld be
for me to lead you astray! But I say to you, li ve so that
you will know for yoursel ves whether I tell the truth o r
nol. That is the way we want a ll Saints to li ve. Will you
do it ? Yes, I hope you will , everyone of you. 8
T he First Presidency have of ri ght a great influe nce
over th is people; and if we should get out o f the way
and lead Ihis people to destruct ion, what a pity it wou ld
6

JD 9:91-92.

7

JD 18:72.

8

10 18:248.
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be! How can you know whether we lead you co rrect ly
or not? Can you know by any other power than thai of
the Holy Ghost? I have uniformly ex hort ed the people
to obtain this livi ng witness each for the mse lves; th e n
no man o n earth can lead them astray'?
How do you know but I am leachin g fal se doctrin e?
How do you know that I am not cou nselin g yo u
wrong? How do you know but I will lead you to destruct ion? And this is what I wish to urge upon yo ulive so that you can discern bctween the truth and e rror,
between light and darkness, between the th ings of God
and those not of God, for by the revelations of the
Lord, and these alone, can you and I understand th e
things of God ....
But to return to my question to the Saints. " How
arc you going to know about the will and co mmands of
heaven?" By the Spirit of revelation; that is the on ly
way you can know. How do I know but what I am doing wrong? How do I know but what we will take a
course for OUf ulter ruin? I sometimes say to my brethren, " I have been yOUf dictator for twenty-seven
yea rs"-over a quarter of a century I have dictated Ihis
people; that ought to be some ev idence that my co urse
is onward and upward. But how do yOll know that I
may nOI yet do wrong? How do you know but I will
bring in false doctrine and teach the people lies that
they may be damned?IO
Bri gham Young made many such state me nts, bUI this should
suffice. He was keen ly aware of the possibility that he might make
a mistake and wanted the Saints to understand that they should not
have blind faith in their leaders. He was also di sgusted with the
idea that me n would depend "u pon another or the ir poor, weak,
fe ll ow mortals" or "{pi n] th eir faith upon another's sleeve" for
sa lvat ion. 11

9
JD6:100.
10 JD 14:204- 5.
II JIJ 1:312.
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In fact, contrary to the critics' clai ms. Brigham Young did not
claim infallibility in all things. He once said that " it is not the
place for any person to correct any person who is superior to
them, but ask the Father in the name of Jesus to bind him up from
speaking fal se principles. I have known many limes I have
preached wrong. "12
In the fourth chapter the authors quote from various books on
the textual transmission of the Old and New Testaments and from
Josh McDowell' s Evidence Thar Demands a Verdict. The claim
that the authors advance thereby is that the Bible does nol co ntradict itself or have any major textual problems. Anyone, however,
who has studied the Septuagint or the Dead Sea Scrolls or has read
the Bible carefull y knows that from time to time discrepancies oc·
cur. Many of these can be reconciled after a bout with the original
lan guages, but that usuall y only scrves to prove that the Saints
were correct in their view after all . Other di screpanc ies are not so
easy to reconc ile.
For exam ple, the ev idence of the Septuagint , or Greek Old
Testament, taken with the Dead Sea Scroll s, reveals at least two dif·
ferenl recensions of the text of Jere mi ah, one of which is about
12.5% shorter. The authors never tell the reader that . 13 Mc Keever
and Johnson also want the reader to believe that the talmudic standard of absolute rectitude required in copying biblical manu scripts played a part in the preservation of the text, and that becau se of it later manuscripts can be regarded as juse as authoritative as the orig inal s. The reality is that thi s standard came into use
after the rabbi s determined a standardized fo rm of the Hebrew
text. The Dead Sea Scrolls more than refut e the supposition that
the s.landard of the rabbi s was practiced any earlier than the
Common Era. At any rate, even if we were to trace the manuscript
history to original tex ts, we still would have only the abrid g ment s
of the compos ite tex ts of the ancient prophets. And fo r the New
Testament we have no ancient manuscripts that date before A.D.
200 that can be used to determine the original tex.t of the New
Testame nt.

12 Thomas Bullock minutes. 8 May t854, Church Historical Department.
13 See Ralph W. Klein, Texl!lal Criticism of tire Old Testament ; Tir e
Sl'flWtlgillt after Qumrrm (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1974).20,30-35.
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The authors proceed to g ive the ir reasons why the priesthood
in the Latter-day Sain t Church is not anc ient (pp. 83- 91). Briefl y,
the authors try to make a case that the Aaro nic Priesthood was
done away in C hris t; hence there wou ld no longer be a need for it.
Because of th is "fac t," the Lauer-day Saint Church cannot claim
it. The autho rs then assert that Jesus is the only high priest after
the order of Me1c hi zedek (p. 9 1) and that "S ince the Book oj
Mormoll also fa ils to men tion the Melchizedek Priesthood, it appears that the Nephites were also acting without proper auth o rity
and did not represent 't he true c hurch'" (p. 84). While il is true
that the Book of Mormon does not mention the priesthood of
Melc hi zcdek per se, the Book of Mormon does make clear that
thi s is the priesthood refe rred to. For exa mple, Alma speaks of
man y priests who were ordained afte r the order of Ihe Son of God
(Alma 13: 1- 2,6- 11). He then refers to " Me1chizede k, who was
a lso a hig h priest after th is same order" (Alma 13: 14). If th is is
not a clear reference to the Melchizedek Priesthood be ing held by
the Nephites, I don ' t know what is.
Because the Me1chizedek Pri esthood was in full operation
among the Nephite people, very like ly with no Levites of the line
of Aaron among them, there should be no men tio n of the Aaronic
Priesthood in the Book of Mormon. Obviously the aut hors do nOI
understand thai not all aspects of cu rrent Laner-day Sai nt practi ce
are found among anc ien t peoples. And why wou ld n't we ex pec t
that? We are in what is known as the dispensatio n of the fuln ess of
times, in which all the keys of the priesthood in every past dispensation arc to be united as one. In other words, just because an
ancie nt people did not possess the Aaronie Priest hood docs not
mean that they were not of the true c hurch. Paul taught "That in
the di spensati on o f the fuln ess of ti mes he might gather together
in o ne all th ings in Christ, both whic h are in heaven, and which are
o n earth; even in him" (Ephes ian s I :10). Joseph Smith further
ex plained in the Doctrine and Covenants:
II is necessary in the us hering in of the di spensation o f
the fu lncss o f times, which dispensatio n is now beginning to usher in, that a whole and complete and perfec t
union, and welding together o f d is pensations, and keys,
and powers, and glorics should take place, and be rcvealed from the days o f Adam even to the presen t time.
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And nOI only this, but those thi ngs which never have
been revealed fro m the fo undation of the world , b ut
have been kept hid fro m the wise and prud ent, shall be

revealed un lo babes and sucklings in Ihis, the dispe n·
sat ion of the fuincss of times. ( D&C 128 : 18)

Seve ral questions arise when the evangelica l posit ion IS ex amined. First of all, how docs one interp ret the sc riptures as
tcaching that the Aaron ic Priesthood is fu lfi lled (or co mplete ly
abolis hed , as most evangel ica ls understand it) when there is n o
ex plicit verse o f sc ri pture that support s thi s view? How does o ne

interpret passages like Exodu s 40: 15 and Numbe rs 25 :1 3, wh ich
declare qui te clearly thai the Aaro nic Priesthood was to be a n
everlastillg prie.~ thood to be passed down fro m generati on to gen eration? How does one dea l with Isuiah 66 : 18-22, whic h pro phesies that in the end time there would again be priests and Lcvites
or, as others tmn slate it, lev itieul pricsts?14 Know ledgeable Latte rday Saints are pe rfectly at home with these ideas. IS The qu estion
is, where will these lev iti eal priests get their authori ty? " No ma n
taketh this ho no ur unto himself, but he that is ca lled o f God , as
was Aaro n" ( Hebre ws 5:4). Aaron was called o f God by a
prophet. T here fore the keys o f the lev itical priesthood would o f
necess it y be upo n the earth whe n the time CHllle for the comp lete
fu lfillment o f these prophecies, as well as a pro phet to call the levit ical priests to service. If these prophecies are not to be fu lfilled ,
then Isaiah, M alachi , and Ezekie l are false prophets. Imag ine the
mental havoc this could cause. One mig ht even call into question
the status of C hrist as Son of God because he qUOIed Isaiah o ft e n .
If Isaiah was a fal se prophet, shou ld not Jesus have recognized that
fact?
The other poss ib ili ty is that someo ne Ialer tampered with the
bib lica l texts j ust mentioned . However. t his c reates a maj or d ile mma fo r evangelicals. If these texts were in terpo lated, then that
would mean that passages with heavy doctrinal impact were
changed . E ithe r way you look at it, the Latter-day Saints are rig ht.
E ithe r one mu st accept the view that the Bib le has been altered in a
majo r way or o ne must accepl the Lau er-day Sai nt te achi ng that
14 See also Malac hi 3:3-4 and Ezekiel 40-47.
15 See. fo r example. Tf'JS. 17 1- 72 .
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the Aaroni c Priesthood will playa major part in the events of the
latter days. Under these conditi ons it is perfectly logical fo r
Mormons to believe as they do.
After citing Alma 13: 10, the auth ors quote from a Doctrine
and Covenant s studenl manual and then say that the references are
"a clear contradiction of the biblical pattern " (p. 90). The
auth ors here compare apples with oranges and ex pect the reader
to agree with them. Their compari son of statements from Church
publications with hi story is not accurate, since the hi gh priests
menti oned in the Church publications arc after the order of Melchi zedek, while the hi gh priests mentioned in Luke 3:2 a nd
throughout most of the Old Testament arc of the order of Aaron.
The two offi ces are completely di fferent in their fun ction and
authorit y, as an yone with an understanding of Latter-day SainI
doctrine would know.
I will ex pl ore one final question on this issue before co ntinuing. The authors earl ier stated that there wa<; onl y one hi gh
priest after the order of Melchi zedek- Jesus Christ. They completely sideste p the fact that Melchi zedek himse lf was a priest o f
that manner, makin g at least two. How many priesthoods are
there? All will agree that the Bible menti ons onl y two priesth ood
orders, the Aaronic and Me!chizedek (Hebrews 7: 11 ). An other
question must now be asked . Before the Aaronic Priesthood was
instituted, an indeterminate number of priests who "co me near to
the Lord " were menti oned (Exodus 19:22, 24). If the Bibl e lists
onl y two priesth oods and th e Aaronic Pri esthood did not yet ex ist,
to whi ch order of priesthood did these priests belong? Log ic
dictates that these indi vidual s held the Melchi zedek Priesth ood.
These anti -Mormon authors mi ght counter this statement by as king, "If the Melchi zedek Priesthood was among the people at this
lime, what need was there for the Lord to give the Aaron ic Priesthood ?" Of course, if they read their Bibles more carefull y, th ey
mi ght know that the law of Moses (and its accompanying lineal
priesth ood) was revealed becau se of the transgress ions of the chil dren of Israel (Galatians 3: 19).
The authors dedicate some pages to the concepts of the tcmpl e
and temple wo rthiness (pp. 94- 96). In thi s chapter, the auth ors
again co mpare apples with oran ges. They contrast the differences
between practiccs in the Jeru salem temple and modern Latt er-day
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Saint temples. In addition to belaboring the obvious, the authors
make serious mi stakes. The reason for the differe nces should be
apparent , since th e authors have been tirelessly claiming thro ugh out the book that sacrifices of animals under the law of Moses
have been done away with because of the sacrifice of the Sav ior.
Cou ld this be why there is such a difference between the two types
of temples?
The authors speak of te mple recommends and then quote th e
story found in Luke 18: 11 - 14 of the Pharisee and the pUblican

who went to pray in the temple (pp. 94-95). The authors then ask,
"Certainl y, if temple ' recommends ' were requi red in biblical
limes, this publican wou ld nOl have qualified unde r today's Mormon gu idelines. If worthiness has always been a requirement to
enter a temple. how did the publi can of Luke 18 get in T' (p. 95).
Had the authors o nl y turned to the Greek text, they would no t
have madc the errors that they did. The Greek text says that the
two individual s went up to the lEpOV or hieron. This is different
from the vaos- or /wos. Altho ug h the two words are both translatcd temple in our Bibles, they actuall y have di stinct meanings .
'he hieron is the general word that means sanctua ry o r temple
and includes the temple precinct with its buildings, courts, and
wall s. The /1l1O.'i was the temple proper. or divine habitation.
Richard C. Trench. in distinguish ing these two terms, wrote:

The distinction between hieroll and /lao:; helps us
better understand several New Testament passages.
When Zacharias ente red into "the temple of the Lord"
to burn incense , the peop le who awaited his return a nd
who stood "out side" (Luke I: (0) also were in the
templ e- the hiero/l- though Zacharias alo ne e nte red
the nao!>, the "te mple" in its narrower sense. We oft e n
read of Christ teac hing " in the te mpl e"' (Malt. 26 :55;
Luke 2 1:37; Jo hn 8:20), and we mi ght wonder how
long conversations could have been maintained there
wi th out interrupting the service of God. But this
" temp le" is always the hieroll , the porches and porticoes of the temple that were intended for such purposes. C hrist never e ntered the naos during hi s earthl y
ministry , since that right was reserved fo r the priests.
Jesus drove the money-changers and the buyers and
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sellers with the ir sheep and oxen from the hieron, not
from the naos. Even those profane men had not dared
10 estab lish themselves in the le mple in its strictest scnse
(Man . 2 1: 12; John 2: 14).
Kee pin g in mind the di stinction between hieron
and fWOS helps us unde rstand how the pro phe t
Zacharias could be slain " between the temple and th e
altar" (Matt. 23:35). Here the word tra nslated " te mple" is naos, whic h he lps to answer the questions:
"Was not the a ltar in the temple? And if so, how coul d
an y localit y be described as between the two?" Th e
braze n altar all uded to in Matthew 23:35 was located in
the hieron, not in the I/aos. It was situated " ;11 th e court
of the house of the Lord." where the sac red hi storian
(2 ehron. 24:2 1) lays the scene of th is murder, not in
the naos. t 6
Admittedl y, the two word s seem to be used synonymou sly in a
very few instances. However, when one understands the c ultura l
background of the situation that Jesus describes in Luke 18, it becomes clear that it occ urred in one of the outer courts, not in the
te mple proper. T he state ment "standin g afar off" (Luke 18: 13)
in the passage makes clear that the Pharisee and the publican were
not close togelher. To think that the Phari see, who thou ght hi mself
superior to the pUblican , would have all owed an unclean person to
stand in the sacred precincts without an uproar is asking 100
much. If Latter-day Sai nt standards were in effect durin g biblical
ti mes, the publi can wou ld certa inly not need a temple recommend
to pray on the te mple grounds, so the authors' poi nt is simply
moot , as is the ir comparison of the purposes for the temple. Since
the fin al sac rifi ce of Chri st, the te mple is no lon ger a place to
purge away sin s-the aloncment takes care of that. Today the
temple is a sacred place in which to grow c loser to our Heaven ly
Father. while we do work for those who cannot do it for
the msel ves and whi le we learn more of the ways of the Lord .

16 Richard C. T rench. Synonyms of /he New Tes/umcn/ (G rand Rapids:
Baker Book House. 1989).28.
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The authors also debunk the Latter-day Saint practice of baptism for the dead (p. 97- 105). They allege a lack of historical
support for the doctrine. while quoting from Milton R. Hunter:
With so much expense incurred and e ffort given to
baptism for the dead by the LDS Church, it seems pecu liar that there is a major lack of biblical backing to
support this keystone Mormon doctrine. Millon R.
Hunter, a former member of the First Council of the
Sevent y, ex plained one possible reason when he said:
This doctrine was so well know n by Jeslls'
apostles and the members of the C hristian Church
during the Apostolic Age that Paul need not explain the doctrine in detail when he wrote to the
Sa ints.
Again the Mormon !'cho lar must turn to the argument of si lence. If Paul did not need to exp lain "we ll
known" doctrines in detail, it is a wondcr such imp ortant doctrines as faith, grace, and the atone mcnt of
Christ were ever mentioned at al l. To the contrary, if
baptism for the dead is such a vital doctrine as the
Latter-day Sai nt Chu rch would have its members believe, then o ne would expect to find many additional
biblical references to support it. (p. 104)17
First of all, why couldn't Elder Hunter have been right in this
instanj::e? There docs not necessarily nced to be a great number of
biblical references to baptism for the dead, as the authors wish LIS
to believe. The authors arc also drawing a concl usion based upon
an argume nt from silence. However, when one understands the
circu mstances that resulted in the writi ng of much of the New
Testament, the explanation that Elder Hunter gives is quite plau sible. Most of the New Testament (indeed, all but o ne of the leiters
of Paul) was writte n to combat false ideologies that kept emerg ing
among the Saints. In eac h case doctri nal issues involving grace,
17 McKeever and Johnson citing Mitton R. Hunter, The Gospel thrQugh
'he Ages (Salt Lak.e City: Book.craft. 1945). 224. Sec John W. Welch. review of
"Corinthian Religion and Baptism for the Dead (I Corinthians 15:29): Insights
from Archaeology and Anthropology," by Richard E. DeMaris. pp. 43-45 o r
this issue of the FARMS Re"iew of Books.
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faith, the relevance of the law to Christians, and the atonement of
Chri st were hotbeds of theolog ical debate and misunderstandi ng.
It is no wonder that these subjects were mentioned so many times.
Contrast this with the lone mention of baptism for the dead in
I Corinthians 15:29. The on ly reason thi s was even mentioned at
all was to demonstrate the inconsistency between the beliefs and
practices of some of the Corinth ian Saints. The fact is that in
many instances Paul did not go into great detail in di scuss ing the
doctrines of God. Why not? Because the Saints already knew and
understood these matters. One other fact shou ld be pointed out
here. We do not have all the writings of Paul. In I Corinthians 5:9,
he made menti on of a letter he had previoll sly written to the
Corinthian Sa ints. Thi s now-mi ssing letter was importan t e nough
to Paul to have the Corinthians refer back to it. It was Paul 's habi t
to refer to more than one subject in hi s letters. What else W,L'i written in the letter that is now lost to us-the real I Corinthi ans?
Could it have had more references to the practice of baptism for
the dead? Until that letter is found, it wi ll never be proved that
Paul did not teach more on that subject, just as it will never be
proved that he did. Interesting ly , though, a number of non-Lallerday Saint writers do not have as dim a view of the practice as the
authors of Qllestions. One of them said thi s:
In hi s first epistle to the Corinthians Paul wrote:
"Otherwise, what shall they do who are bei ng bapt ized
for the dead? If the dead are not raised at all, why are
they being baptized for them" (Conzel mann . J Corinth ialls 15:29) ....
Once the theological pressures from later possible
development s of practice and doctrine are felt Jess co nstricting, the text seems to speak plainly enough about
a practice wi thin the Churc h of vicarious bapt ism for
the dead. This is the view of most con temporary critical
exegetes. IS
Several factors demand due considerat ion to arri ve at a satisfactory interpretat ion of thi s much debated passage.
18

Krister Stendahl. "Baptism for the Dead: Ancient Sources:' in Enc)'cJo.
York: M:lCmillan. 1992) . 1:97.
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1. O't ~al11l..<6 Il EVOl is a prescnt passive participle. It can on ly
refer to Christian baptism, unless otherwise defined (which it is
not). These two facts taken together indicate that the action occurs
regularly and is known to every Corinthian saint.
2. "Thl V VEKpW V points to a specifi c class of the dead. and the
words are in the geniti ve plural, demonstrating that VTIe:p is geniti ve and not accusat ive as the critics want so desperately to believe.
This is significant because some of the critics know that vnep in
the accusative case means "over" and try to link the practice with
pagan and heretic groups that had rites in which adherents were
washed over the graves of the dead. Here, the genitive case of the
word s more than refute s thi s view and strengthens the Latter-day
Sai nt argume nt that the action of baptizing takes place in behalf
of the dead.
3. Accord ing 10 the Expo.~ilor 's Greek Testament:
In following up vcr. 29 wi th the words of ver. 30 (Tl
Kat iUU::lS- Ktv 6uv£U0I1EV;) Plaull associates himself
with the actio" of "thosc baptised for the dead," indicatin g that they and he are e ngaged on the same behalf. 19
4. Accord ing to the New International Commentary
New Testamell1:

Or!

the

The objection that the apostle cou ld not have meant
anythin g like a baptism for the benefit of others is excgetically Qu I of place .. .. If Paul had di sapproved of it
he probab ly wou ld have written morc about it than
what thi s one refere nce contains. In any case the apostic could hardly deri ve an argument for the resurrection of the body from a practicc of which he did not
approve. 20
5. The

lnte rpreter '.~

Bible has thi s to offer:

19 G. G. Findl:!y. "SI. Paul' s !,irst Epistle 10 Ihe Corinthians." in Th e
Stoughton, 1897- 1919 ).
2:930. emphasis in the original.
20 !'rcderik W. Grosheide. ··Commentary on the First Epistle 10 th e
Corim hians"· in Tile New flllertmliolllli Commenlary 011 llle New Tes/llmenl
(Gmnd Rapids: Ecrdmans. (955).372.
£X,'osilar's Greek TeSlamell1 (London: Ilodder &
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Paul turns to an inte restin g item of Church practice in
Corinth and probably elsewhere too .... At its best, the
vicarious ceremony was a tribute to the spirit of fellow ship, of unity, and of sol idarity in the communit y, and
as such il would bc sure to commend itse lf to Paul.
There are still some survivals of this ancient Christian
In a sense, it mi ght be compared with
practice..
prayers offered for the dead .... Perhaps it is as well to
leave the matter there. Paul is content to do so, mere ly
pointing to this anc ient rite, and incidentally giving us
another glimpse into the customary procedures of the
early Christian fellowship as they illustrated the truth of
the Resu rrection.21
The l<lte K. S. Wuest, teacher emeritus of New Testament
Greek al Moody Bible Instiltlle, keeping all of thi s in mind. tmn slated Ihe passage: "Otherwise. what shall those do who are being
baptized for the sake of those who arc dead. Assuming that the
dead are not actually raised up, why then are we being baptized
for their sakeT22
Other (non-Mormon) biblical sc holars agree. " It seems that in
Corinth ," they write, "some Christians would undergo baptism in
the name of their deceased non-Christian relatives and friends ,
hoping thai Ihi s vicarious bapti sm mi ght assure them a share in the
redemption of Christ:'23 What further need have we to dehate this
point ?
On pages 11 3- 24, the authors attack the Latter-day Saint
doctrine that eterna l life, in its fulle st sense, is synonymous with
becoming a god, and they Iry 10 show that the idea is imposs ible .
The authors err great ly when they write, "Christ ianity has never
defined eterna l life as god hood" (p. 122). A fair assessment of
what the Fathers meant when they spoke of one God and when
they spoke of the meaning of elerna l life can on ly be gained from
21 Interpreter's Bible. I Corinthians (New York : Abingdon-Cokesbury.
1951-57), 240.
22 Kenneth S. Wuest, The New Tesrament: An £rpanded Trans/ation
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans. 1983),412.
23 Ray mond E. Brown, Joseph A. Fitzmyer. and Roland E. Murphy, The
Jerome Biblical Commetl/ary, 2 vols. (Englewood Cliffs. N.J.: Prcntice-H:lll.
1968), 2:273.
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a personal examination of the tex is. Fo llow ing is a c ursory sy n opsis of what was believed about eternal life by the Fathers of the
earl y C hristian chu rch (em phasis added ):
I. " We have learned that those only arc deified who have
li ved near to God in ho liness and virtue ."24

2. "The Word of God, our Lord Jesus Christ, who did ,
through His transcendent love, become what we are, that He mi g ht
brin g liS to be even what He is Him self."25
3. "Then having become pure in heart, and near to the Lord,
there awaits them restoration to e verlasting contemplati on; an d
Ihey arc called by the title of gods. being dest ined to sit on thrones
with the other gods thai have been first put in the ir places by the
Savior."26
4. "For we shall be even gods, if we shall deserve to be
among those of whom He declared, ;1 have said, Ye are god s,'
and, 'God standeth in the congregation of the gods.' But this
comes o f Hi s ow n grace, not from any property in us, because it is
He a lone who can make golis."27
5. "The first-born of all creation, who is the first 10 be with
God ... is a being of more exa lted rank than the other gods be·
side Him, of whom God is the God , as it is written, ' The God of
gods, the Lord , hath spoken and ca lled the earth.' It was by the
offic es of Ihe first-born that they became gods, for He drew in
generali s measure that they shollld be made gods, and He co m·
municated it to them accordin g to His own bounty.
Now it is
possible that some may dislike what we have said representin g the
Father·as the One true God, but admitting other be ings besides the
true God , who have beco me gods by having a share of God. Th ey
may fear that the glory of Him who surpasses all creat ion may be
lowe red."28
6. "Th e Deity (by condesce nsion) does not diminish any·
thin g of the dignity of Hi s di vine pe rfecti on havi ng made you
even God unto hi s glory ."29
24

Justin the

Martyr. First Apology 21.

25 Ircn3cus, Ag(linst Here.fit s v, preface.
26 Clement of Alexandria. Si romaleis VII , 10.
27 Tertullian, Again st Herlll ogelles 5.

28 O rigc n. Commelllary 011 the GOSllel of Jolm II . 2- 3.
29 Hi ppolytus. The Reflttolioll of All Heresies X, 30.
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Of further e mbarrass ment to the au thors is their phil oso phica l
jangling about the nature of God (pp. 120-2 1). They try to e x·
plai n that it is impossi ble for a finit e be ing to become infin ite. Of
course, they seem to fo rget that " with God all thi ngs are poss i.
ble" (Mark I0 :27) . II appears that God as he is known to
Mormons is much more powerfu l than God as he is known 10
e vangelical s because Mormons belie ve he is able to change our
fi nite natu re to an infin ite one, whi le that task is obviously impos·
sible for the God of the evange licals to accompli sh. Sc ientists say
Ihat the bumb le bee is aerodynamicall y incapab le of fl ight. Yet il
ni es. Ju st because all the facts are not in does not necessarily mean
that a princip le is not true.
What is interesting is that the authors place a great dea l of e mphasis on the present-day mcani ng of the word infinite. In an cient
times the Latin word infinitum , the source for the En gli sh infinite,
did not mean what the critics infer. The word sim pl y indi cated
what is beyond counting. A curso ry exami nation of the Latin
Bible text shows that the word is on en used to indicate the numbe r
of men in a large army. Does that mean that it is trul y an infi nite
number? God is said to have an infinite knowl edge. He is a lso sa id
to know a I/ thin gs. The phrase all things necessaril y places a li mit
upon what can be known. If God knows all things he can not,
therefore, have an itlfin ite knowledge. for if God knows all thi ngs
there is no more that can be known; hence that kn owledge ca n
ne ve r be truly infinite, in the loose, present-day sense of the word.
The re ma ining pages are spent attacking the view that works
are important in obtain ing what the Lord has promised to us and
affi rmin g th e supposed imposs ibility of our so meday becomi ng
perfect (pp. 125-4 1). The au thors, in essence, say, "Why even
bothe r trying?" They say thai Manhcw 5:48 cannot be used as a
proof-tex t to show that it is poss ible for mankind to be perfec t
because it is in the present tense (p. 138). The basic proble m occurs again with the translation of the text. The Greek word in the
text of Matthew 5:48, "Eo€oOE. (ese.~l h e) , is translated erroneoll sly
as Be perfec I. It is the seco nd person. plural , indicati ve, future,
midd le depone nt form of the verb d ill (e imi). In ot her words, it
mean s something we mu st do ourselves- it will not be done for
us. We mu st be active ly engaged in the <lclion, but we are not expected to be at that place now. We must press on from this point
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forward, e xpecting the actio n' s culmination at a future time. In
short we must gradually but consistentl y become pe rfect, or full y
developed, like our Father in Heaven. Onl y through the ordi nances, as admini stered through the Churc h of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints, and by the grace of our almi g hty God can thi s
be accomplished, to the chag rin of our detractors.
I mu st be honest and say that there are a few positive aspects
within Questions to Ask Your Mormon Friend. Church doctrin e is
oflen misunde rstood by C hurch members, and Ihi s boo k does
point oul some of these mi sunderstandings. It also highlights the
hubri s of assuming superiority based on ho lding a curre nt te mple
recomme nd . 11 he lps us realize that we all could study our scriptures better than we do and , last, but by no means least, it prov ides
a wo nde rful mi ss ionary o ppo rtunity . In all seri ousness, J pe rsonally know of several baptisms that have recentl y occurred afte r
indi vidual s studi ed and questioned this book and other writings
from the Mo rmoni sm Research Mini stry . I be lieve that far mo re
will join the Church when they see the errors of this book ; they
will know that the a nti -Mo rmon movement cannot be take n seri ously, just as thi s book cannot be taken seriously as a tool to he lp
Latter-day Sa ints more closely ex amine the ir faith , muc h less
abando n it.
Matthew Roper has made an interesting observati on, one fro m
which anti-Mo rmons would do well to learn :

Since 1830, over 2000 ant i-Mormo n works
have
peen publi shed. Over half of those have been published
since 1960 and a thi rd since 1970 a lo ne. It is pe rhaps
significant that during those last thirty years The
Churc h of Jesus Chri st of Latter-day Saint s has g rown
fa ster than at any other time in its histo ry, fulfillin g in
certai n measure the predi cti on of Bri gham Young:
" Every time you kick Mormonism you kick it upsta irs;
You never kick it downstairs. The Lo rd Almi ghty so
o rders it. "30

30 Mallhcw Roper. review of The Trulh aboul Mo rmonism. by Weldon
Langficld. Rel'i!!", of lJooks 011 Ihe /Jook of Mormo!! 4 (1992): 9 1.

