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Foreword

HIS five-night discussion between Otis Gatewood of Salt

Lake City, Utah and Kenneth E. Farnsworth of Salt Lake

City, Utah, was held in Liberty Park at Salt Lake City on Aug-
ust 17, 18, 19, 20 and 21, 1942.

Each speech was recorded by dictaphone and transcribed
for this hook. No attempt has been made to alter the speeches
but rather the material has been printed exactly according to the
way it was spoken on the stage.

A sincere attempt has been made to bring out the book free
from errors typographically but no attempt has been made to
alter the language used or to delete from the record any words
or add to it any argument.

Mr. Gatewood and Mr. Farnsworth each went over the final
proofs of their own speeches and have signified that the record
is correct as printed.

Therefore asking the blessing of God upon this work we
send it forth to a public which is desirous of knowing the will
of God.

"Ye shall know the truth and the truth shall make you
free."



Propositions Discussed

PROPOSITION ONE — August 17

Resolved: "The doctrine of baptism for the dead as
taught by the Church Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints
is in harmony with the Bible."

KENNETH E. FARNSWORTH, Affirmative
OTIS GATEWOOD, Negative

PROPOSITION Two — August 18th and 19th
Resolved: "The Book of Mormon is of Divine
Origin."
KENNETH E. FARNSWORTH, Affirmative
OTIS GATEWOOD, Negative

PROPOSITION THREE — August 20

Resolved: "The Bible is the Final and Complete
Revelation from God to Man."

OTIS GATEWOOD, Affirmative
KENNETH E. FARNSWORTH, Negative

PROPOSITION FOUR — August 21

Resolved: "The Church of Christ of which I am a
member is of Divine Origin and members thereof are
divinely authorized to administer in the ordinances of
the gospel."”

OTIS GATEWOOD, Affirmative
KENNETH E. FARNSWORTH, Negative
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Introduction

Ladies and Gentlemen, we are assembled to hear this dis-
cussion on religious issues. Mr. Kenneth E. Farnsworth, a mem-
ber of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints and Mr.
Otis Gatewood, a minister of the Church of Christ. This eve-
ning the proposition to be discussed is this: Resolved that the
Doctrine of Baptism for the dead as taught by the Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints is in harmony with the Bible
and the Book of Mormon. In the first round each speaker
will have thirty minutes, in the second each speaker twenty min-
utes and the third each speaker ten minutes. The affirmative
will have five minutes rejoinder. We have two time keepers:
Mr. Grant Farnsworth and Mr. C. D. Preshaw. They will sig-
nify to the speaker two minutes before the end of their time
in the main speeches, one minute before the end of their time
in the rebuttals. We take pleasure in introducing Mr. Farns-
worth, who is in the affirmative at this time.



Baptism For The Dead

MR. FARNSWORTH, First Affirmative

My dear brothers and sisters and friends, I am not here
authoritatively representing the Church of Jesus Christ of Lat-
ter Day Saints. However, I am a member of the Church of Christ
of Latter Day Saints and believe that I have a right to defend
the Gospel whenever called upon to do so. First, I will quote
from the Doctrine and Covenants, section 71 verse 7, "Where-
fore confound your enemies, call upon them to meet you both
in public and in private and inasmuch as you are faithful, their
shame shall be made manifest."

Tonight I only have one motive in being here. I believe
that I have always been a lover of truth and I hope that every
one here will only be motivated by that one desire and that
is to know the truth. As has been stated already the propo-
sition is: Resolved that the doctrine of Baptism for the Dead
as taught by the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints
is in harmony with the Bible and the Book of Mormon.

To start this debate, I am going to ask Mr. Gatewood
this question: Mr. Gatewood, when does your church believe
that the saving gospel of Christ was first preached to the
world? Mr. Gatewood answered this question before the de-
bate and, said the saving Gospel of Christ was not preached
until after the coming of the Messiah. Now my friends, if
that is true, I want to ask Mr. Gatewood what's going to be-
come of father Adam. I want to ask Mr. Gatewood what's going
to become of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. 1 want to ask Brother
Gatewood what's going to become of all of the prophets that
died and suffered for the word of God in their day. If the
saving Gospel of Jesus Christ was not preached until his coming,
then those people, if my proposition (that we can do some-
thing for them) is not true, then those people will be damned.

I am going to quote you from Rom. 1:16, "For I am
not ashamed of the gospel of Christ, for it is the power of God
unto salvation to every one that believes." Now my friends,
the gospel is the power of God unto salvation. Don't forget
that, the power of God unto salvation. And if the power of
God unto salvation was not made known until Christ's second
coming, I wonder what's going to happen to all of the prophets
of God from that time down to Jesus Christ. We find in St.
John 14:6, "Jesus saith unto him I am the way the truth and
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the life. No man cometh unto the father but by me." Now
brothers and sisters, if no man cometh unto the Father but by
Christ, then I want to say, what's going to happen to those mil-
lions of people including the prophets, that did not have a chance
to hear Christ and his gospel in their time?

I now quote from Matt. 7:14: "Because strait is the gate
and narrow is the way which leadeth unto life eternal and few
there be that find it." Notice it says strait is the gate, not strait
are the gates; and narrow is the way, not narrow are the ways.
Now since there is only one gospel and that is the only plan of
God unto salvation, then what's to become of all the people from
Adam's time down to the time of Jesus Christ who never heard
that gospel? In Acts 4:12, "Neither is there salvation in any
other. For there is none other name under heaven given among
men, whereby we must be saved." If that is the only name,
the name of Jesus Christ, then what about those countless mil-
lions of people including the prophets, that did not have a chance
to hear the gospel preached in that name?

We are told in Eph. 4:5, "There is one Lord, one faith,
and one baptism." And if that one Lord, one faith, and one
baptism was not preached until Jesus' coming, then what about
those countless millions of our father's children who lived pre-
vious to that time?

Gal. 1:8 says, "Though we or an angel from heaven preach
any other gospel unto you than that which we have preached
unto you, let him be accursed." There is no other gospel. If
Mr. Gatewood or any other man preaches any other gospel than
that which he preached, let him be accursed. Therefore, since
there is only that one gospel that Paul preached, Mr. Gatewood
says that it was not preached until Jesus came to earth, then,
I want to ask him again, What's going to become of father Adam,
what's going to become of father Abraham, what's going to be-
come of all the prophets and what's going to become of the
countless millions that never had the opportunity of hearing
that one and only gospel?

Now so far as the law of Moses is concerned, the law of
Moses did not save. There is no saving grace in the law of
Moses. I'm sure my opponent will agree with this. 1 quote
from Hebrews 7:19, "For the law made nothing perfect but the
bringing in of a better hope did, by which we draw nigh unto
God." Notice, the law made no man perfect; therefore, I con-
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tend, woe to all of those millions of people if my proposition is
not true. If the gospel cannot be taught them, if they cannot
have the saving ordinances of the gospel performed by proxy
in their behalf, woe unto those people. Mr. Gatewood, accord-
ing to your stand, those people are damned. And certainly, I
don't think there is an intelligent person in this audience that
will say that father Adam, father Abraham, father Isaac, and
Jacob and all those great men who did not hear and obey the
gospel, according to your theory are damned. I think we have
something in the scriptures about Abraham's bosom and I don't
think it refers to hell.

Now, Mr. Gatewood's church teaches that all who have
died without being baptized by immersion for the remission of
9ins, will be damned. Mr. Gatewood's church teaches that all
who have not been baptized by immersion for the remission of
sins will be damned. Now if there are any good Catholics and
Methodists in this congregation, that means that you and all
of your ancestors that were sprinkled, baptized by sprinkling, are
damned. That means that all those good ancestors of yours who
were not baptized by immersion, are damned. If they were not
baptized they were damned, because Mr. Gatewood teaches that
baptism by immersion is essential to man's salvation. And I
will show you by the scriptures that Mr. Gatewood is correct.

I quote from John 3:5. "Jesus answered, verily, verily, I
say unto thee, except a man be born of water and of the spirit
he cannot enter the kingdom of God."  So Mr. Gatewood's
church is right in teaching that unless a man is baptized by
water and the spirit he cannot enter the kingdom of God.

Again we find in Acts 2:38. "Then Peter said unto them,
Repent and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus
Christ for the remission of sins and you shall receive the gift
of the Holy Ghost." Now if baptism is for the remission of
sins, then surely it's essential to man's salvation, because unless
you receive the remission of your sins you cannot be saved.
So again Mr. Gatewood's church is right in maintaining that
baptism is essential to salvation.

But what about those countless millions of honest souls who
did not hear the gospel of Jesus Christ and who did not have
the saving ordinance of baptism performed while they were here
on this earth? That's the question I want you to keep in mind,
ladies and gentlemen.
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Now I'm going to give you an example showing clearly
that even though a man confess Jesus, even though a man re-
pent sincerely of his sins, he still is in his sins until he has been
baptized for the remission of his sins. The example I call to
your attention is that of Paul on his way to Damascus to per-
secute the saints, and while on the way he beheld a vision of
the Lord Jesus Christ and was stricken blind. We are told that
Paul neither ate nor drank for three days, but was in continual
fasting and prayer. Certainly Paul was converted by that vision.
Certainly Paul was repentant after seeing or beholding the Christ.
And yet, when Ananias came to Paul, even after that conver-
sion, even after that repentance, he said, "And now why tarriest
thou? Arise and be baptized and wash away thy sins." So
Paul, even though converted, was still in his sins and had to be
baptized and wash away his sins.

So Mr. Gatewood's church is right in teaching that baptism
by immersion is essential to salvation, because the scriptures
certainly teach that doctrine.  And I want to ask you again,
my friends, what about those countless millions of people, in-
cluding the prophets, that did not have an opportunity of hear-
ing the gospel of Christ, the only plan of salvation? They did
not have the opportunity of being baptized by immersion for
the remission of sins.

Now, Mr. Gatewood, as 1 said, teaches that the mode of
baptism must be by immersion, and I believe he is correct.
I believe the Bible will bear him out in that. Col. 2:12 says,
"Being buried with him in baptism." Baptism there is com-
pared to a burial. Certainly that indicates that it is by im-
mersion. We find that Jesus came up straightway out of the
water, showing further that immersion is the correct mode.

Now, my brothers and sisters, you recall a story in the
Bible, a true story, where Naaman, a leper, heard of a prophet
in Israel that could heal him of his leprosy. You have read
that Naaman went to Israel; and he went to the prophet and
the prophet sent a servant out to Naaman and said, "Go dip
seven times in the River Jordan and you shall be cleansed of
your leprosy." Naaman was very angry at first. Why should
he dip in the River Jordan? But he went and dipped seven
times in the River Jordan and was healed of his leprosy.

Now my friends, Naaman did as he was told. Suppose
Naaman had sprinkled himself seven times—would Naaman have;
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been cleansed? No, because he would have shown a lack of
faith in God and certainly would not have been cleansed. But
he was told to dip seven times and he dipped and was clean.
And so the Lord has commanded us to be baptized, which means
to be dipped, or immersed, and if you do anything else, you
show a lack of faith in God.

So Mr. Gatewood is right and his church, in teaching that
unless a man is born of the water and of the Spirit, and that
by immersion, he cannot enter the kingdom of heaven. I thin!
you will all recall that Saul was sent out and told to destroy an
entire city, but he didn't obey; he departed slightly from doing
what he was told to do and he brought back some of the fattest
of the sheep. And the prophet, Samuel, said to him:—"Saul,
Saul, obedience is better than sacrifice and to hearken than the
fat of rams." And so I say here to those of you who do not
believe that baptism is essential to salvation, obedience is better
than sacrifice and to hearken than the fat of rams. The Lord
requires obedience to that ordinance and since there are countless
millions of souls that have never had the opportunity of being
baptized, certainly there must be some plan in the gospel to
save their souls.

Now, as stated in the proposition, we believe that there is
a gospel for the dead. We believe that the Almighty, who is
just and is no respecter of persons, in his plan did provide a
means so that those people who did not hear it could have that
opportunity. That plan of salvation for the dead was made
known to us by the coming of Elijah, as foretold by Malachi
4:5,6:—"Behold I will send you Elijah the prophet, before the
coming of the great and dreadful day of the Lord, and he shall
turn the hearts of the fathers to the children and the hearts of
the children to the fathers, lest I come and smite the earth with
a curse."

We believe that in fulfillment of that promise to send
Elijah the prophet, not any one else, we believe that Elijah came
in fulfillment of that prophecy, before the great and dreadful
day of the Lord, which is nigh at hand. We believe that he
visited Joseph Smith in the Kirkland Temple and that he made
known to him this gospel whereby the living might do something
in behalf of the dead.

Now I am sure that Mr. Gatewood is going to try to con-
vince you that that passage was completely fulfilled by the coming
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of John, who preceded the Messiah. But I am going to show
that that was not and could not be the case. I call your attention
to the words of the Savior, which Mr. Gatewood will refer you
to, recorded in Matthew 17:10-12:—"And his discpiles asked
him saying, Why then say the scribes that Elias must first come?
And Jesus answered and said to them, Elias truly shall first come
and restore all things. But I say unto you that Elias has come
already." Now notice that Jesus said unto them, "Elias truly
shall come and restore all things." Now, my friends, you recall
when John, was preaching, the Jews had read Malachi that I
just quoted, .and they went to John and wanted to find out whether
or not John came in the fulfillment of that prophecy, and this is.
recorded in John 1:21:—"And they asked him, What then? Art
thou Elias? And he saith, I am not, Art thou that prophet?
And he answered, No."

Now, my dear friends, if Jesus definitely said that John
fulfilled that prophecy, we have Jesus contradicting John or
John contradicting Jesus, which certainly is not true. They do
not contradict each other. The proposition is that John did come
in the spirit and power of Elias and I am going to quote from
Luke 1:17 and show that that is the case: "And he shall go
before me in the spirit and power of Elias, to turn the hearts of
the fathers to the children, and the disobedient to the wisdom of
the just; to make ready a people prepared for the Lord." Now,
John did exactly that. He came in the power and spirit of Elias.
Now certainly John did not fulfill the prophecy I quoted. Why?
In the first place, because John said he did not fulfill it, in
answer to the question; and in the second place, because the
prophecy says, "Behold I will send you Elijah the prophet." And
I want to ask Mr. Gatewood if John was Elijah the Prophet. If
he was, then I don't know very much about the scriptures.

Now certainly, my friends, by this time you should see an
absolute necessity for a plan of salvation for the dead. Otherwise,
they will all be damned. Certainly there is not one in this au-
dience that thinks that is the case, including myself and Mr.
Gatewood.

Now I am going to quote from the Bible to show clearly that
the Bible teaches such a plan. Not only did Elijah, the prophet,
make it known to the Prophet, Joseph Smith, in the Kirkland"
Temple, but a plan of salvation for the dead is taught in the
Bible. I'm going to quote from Peter, the third chapter, eigh-
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teenth, nineteenth and twentieth verses: "Christ, also, hath once
suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that he might bring us
to God, being put to death in the flesh, but quickened by the
Spirit; By which also he went and preached unto spirits in
prison; which sometime were disobedient, when once the long-
suffering of God waited in the days of Noah, wherein few, that
is, eight souls, were saved by water." Note that Jesus, after
being put to death in the flesh, went and preached to spirits in
prison.

I'm going to quote from another version of the Bible, the
American Standard version, which makes it even clearer: "Be-
cause Christ, also, suffered for sins, the righteous for the un-
righteous, that he might bring us to God, being put to death in
the flesh, but made alive in the Spirit; in which also he went and
preached unto spirits in prison; that aforetime, (notice that
aforetime) were disobedient, when the long-suffering of God
waited in the days of Noah." Certainly there can be no ques-
tion but that the Lord Jesus Christ, after being put to death
in the flesh, went and preached to spirits in prison, and they
were the ones that aforetime were disobedient. So this preach-
ing took place after Noah's time.

I'm going to quote another quotation from the Apostle
Peter, 1 Pet. 4:6, "For unto this end was the gospel preached,
even to the dead.” That's the American Standard version. "That
they might be judged indeed according to men in the flesh, but
live according to God in the Spirit." Notice, that the gospel is
preached to the dead. Is there anything clearer than that, my
friends?

Now, Mr. Goodspeed's version is also interesting. [ Pet.
4:6. This is why the good news was preached to the dead ALSO.
"That though they were judged in their physical nature as men
they may yet live like God in the Spirit." Very clear. 1'll
now quote from the King James version, "For this cause was
the gospel preached also to them that are dead, that they might
be judged according to men in the flesh, but live according to
God in the spirit." So we see that the gospel was preached
to the dead. The Bible says so. Jesus himself went and preached
it. How much more authority do you want?

Now the subject is baptism for the dead. I am going to
show you conclusively that the Bible certainly does teach bap-
tism for the dead. Do you recall in I Cor. 15? If you read
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the entire chapter you will find that Paul had converted the
Corinthian saints; but after his departure, the Corinthian saints
began to fall away and began to disbelieve in the Christian doc-
trine of the resurrection, and Paul wrote the entire epistle to
them to convince them that the dead would rise. Paul said,
"Else what shall they do that are baptized for the dead, if the
dead rise not at all? Why are they then baptized for the dead?"
In other words, Paul's argument was that if the dead were not
to rise, why be baptized for them? Paul must have believed in
baptism for the dead, or why did he use it as a premise to
prove the resurrection? He said, "Else what shall they do which
are baptized for the dead, if the dead rise not?" In other
words, Paul says if there is no resurrection, why are people
baptized for the dead? So Paul took the doctrine of baptism
for the dead as a premise to prove the resurrection. How much
more authority would you want for the doctrine of baptism for
the dead?

I am going to quote from the American Standard Version
of the Bible the same thing. "Else what shall they do that are
baptized for the dead? If the dead are not raised at all, why
are they baptized for them?" Could you have anything clearer
than that quotation? But to make it clearer, I am going to
quote from Goodspeed's translation. "Otherwise, what do peo-
ple mean by having themselves baptized on behalf of their dead?
If the dead do not rise at all, why do they have themselves bap-
tized on their behalf?" My dear friends, I wonder if there is
anyone in this audience who could doubt for one minute that the
Bible teaches baptism for the dead. And I challenge Mr. Gate-
wood in all the wisdom under high heaven to show that that
passage means other than what it says. I don't have to inter-
pret it for you; it's very clear. People in those times were being
baptized in behalf of their dead, and the Lord made known to
us that it could be done and that it was a part of the gospel of
Jesus Christ. And today it is being practiced in the Church of
Jesus Christ, as part of the restitution of all things spoken by
the mouths of all the holy prophets since the world began.

Now, not only that, but I'm going to show you conclusively
beyond any doubt, that even those great men, the prophets, those
men who died for the word of God's sake—I'm going to show
you that they can't be perfect without us. I'm going to quote
that right from the Bible. I wish you would read the whole
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chapter through—I can only quote a very small part of it. I'm
going to quote from Heb. 12:38-40. Notice, "Of whom the world
was not worthy; they wandered in deserts, and in mountains, and
in dens and caves of the earth. And these all, having obtained
a good report through faith, received not the promise: God hav-
ing provided some better thing for us, that they without us should
not be made perfect.”" That they without us should not be made
perfect. Now my friends, I want to ask Mr. Gatewood what
that means. Those men, those great men, those men who suf-
fered martyrdom even, of whom the world, the world was
not worthy. Paul says, "They without us cannot be made per-
fect." 1 want to tell Mr. Gatewood that he better wake up. If
there is something we must do for those good people, those mar-
tyred saints, for those great prophets, he better find out about
it. Otherwise, somebody's salvation is going to be neglected.
Therefore, Mr. Gatewood, if they without us cannot be made
perfect, then what is it, I ask you, what is it that we must
do that they may become perfect? There is something, because
Paul said so.

Now my brothers and sisters, to review what I have said.
I called to your attention that Mr. Gatewood's church teaches
that the saving gospel of Christ was not preached at all until
Jesus came, himself. That meant that those countless millions of
people, including the prophets, including Father Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob, including Adam, would be damned because the gospel
was not preached in their day. 1 wonder if there is anyone
here that believes that God is just. How many of you people
here would condemn your children to hell without giving them
a chance? Is there any of you that would? Do you think that
you are more just than God Almighty? You are not. The
Bible said God is just and I believe it. And because God is
just, he's going to give every man, woman and child an oppor-
tunity of hearing the gospel of Jesus Christ—that saving gospel.
Otherwise he would not be just and he would not be God if he
were not just. There isn't one of you that would condemn your
children without giving them a chance and certainly God would
not.

Futhermore, God is no respecter of persons; he's no re-
specter of persons. Peter said so. "I perceive," he said, "that
God is no respecter of persons." That being the case, if the
Lord God Almighty gives you an opportunity to hear the saving
gospel, he's certainly going to give every child of his that same
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opportunity. Can you conceive, my brothers and sisters of a
God who would condemn nine-tenths of his children to hell be-
cause they never had the opportunity of hearing the saving gos-
pel—because they never had a chance to be baptized by im-
mersion for the remission of sins? And I want to tell you that
one of the signs of the true gospel of Jesus Christ is that it
proves that God is just. It makes him a merciful God; it makes
him a good God; it makes him a kind Father; it makes him
one who loves his children. And I testify to this group, in the
name of Jesus Christ the Lord, that the gospel of Jesus Christ
is preached to those who never had the opportunity of hearing
it. I testify to you in the name of Jesus Christ, that I know,
by the power of God, that the gospel of baptism for the dead
is a part of the gospel of Jesus Christ. [ bear that testimony
to you in the name of Jesus Christ. Amen.

MR. GATEWOOD, First Negative

Friends I can fully assure you that I appreciate the sin-
cerity of Mr. Farnsworth in presenting those views which he
believes to be right, and I sincerely want to compliment him for
staying with the issue involved. I wish also to say that I have
no desire in coming here but to know the truth, but I'm just
as sure as I'm here that if Mr. Farnsworth is right, then I'm
wrong; and that if I'm right, he's wrong.

Many people would have Mr. Farnsworth believe his way and
I believe my way, and not discuss the issue. The Bible teaches
that we should debate our cause with our neighbor. Jude says
in the third verse, "contend earnestly for the faith," andthat's
what we are doing here tonight. It isn't because we are angry,
it's because of the fact that we want to study the Bible, and I
hope you will feel that very same way.

The subject as has been announced is, "Resolved that the
doctrine of baptism for the dead as taught by the Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, is in harmony with the Bible
and the Book of Mormon." Mr. Farnsworth came to the plat-
form with a statement which he says I made before I came to
the platform. He's built his speech upon that. At least, you
should hear me before you come to the conclusion as to just
what | said.

Before going further, I'd like to say that the church of
which I'm a member is the church of Christ. ['d prefer that
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Mr. Farnsworth speak of it as the church of Christ rather than
Mr. Gatewood's church, because I don't have a right to have a
church. If he'll grant me that courtesy, 1'l1 appreciate it. No
man upon the earth has a right to have a church. You don't
have a right to be a member of any man-made church. You
should be a member of Christ's church, the church which Jesus
established, the church of Christ.

Now, friends, when it comes to the idea that the gospel was
preached to people who lived before Christ came, I wish to say
emphatically before you, that I do believe it was preached. Now
then, you will perhaps say, "Well, did you tell Mr. Farnsworth
that it wasn't preached?" Well, perhaps in the hurried con-
fusion Mr. Farnsworth misunderstood what I said. If he claims
that 1 said what he said I did, he surely misunderstood. Let
me state my position definitely and finally before you. Not
that I accuse him of misrepresenting me, but I do believe that
he misunderstood. I believe that the Gospel of Jesus Christ was
preached to Adam, Abraham, Noah, Isaac and to all the people
of the Old Testament: but that it was preached in a different way
than it is preached today.

As soon as Adam and Eve were cast out of the Garden of
Eden, God came and made the promise that the "seed of the
woman shall bruise thy head and thou shalt bruise his heel,"
speaking to the Devil. Who is the seed of woman? None other
than Jesus Christ. All other people have been the seed of man
and woman, but Jesus was born of a virgin—seed of woman.
Jesus shall bruise this serpent's head, the Devil's head. This is
the Gospel of Jesus Christ preached to Adam and Eve. How was
it preached? 1 find in Galatians the third chapter the eighth
verse, how the gospel was preached. It was preached as a prom-
ise—promise that Jesus would come to the world, and that he
was going to die upon the cross.

When it was preached to Abraham, it was preached in
that way; in the days of the prophets it was preached as a
prophecy. In the days of John the Baptist it was preached as
a preparation, because John the Baptist came as harbinger for
Christ and said, "Prepare ye the way of the Lord and make his
paths straight." When Jesus died upon the cross, and when he
ascended into heaven and had been seated, for the first time
the gospel could be preached as a fact. What kind of a gospel?
That Jesus had been crucified, had been buried, had arisen from



18 GATEWOOD-FARNSWORTH DEBATE

the dead the third day. The Apostle Paul in I Corinthians 15:
14, says that's the gospel. But it wasn't preached in the days
of Abraham as a fact, not in the days of Adam as a fact, not
in the days of the Prophets as a fact; but as a promise looking
forward.

1 agree with you, Mr. Farnsworth, that nobody can be jus-
tified by the old deeds of the law. I can read the statements which
he made many, many times. "Now we know that whatsoever
the law sayeth, it sayeth to them that are under the law. There-
fore by the deeds of the law shall no flesh be justified." Turn
to Hebrews the 10th chapter and the fourth verse which says:
"It is impossible for the blood of bulls and goats to take away
sins." Those people, by the animal sacrifices which they offered,
were not cleansed. But the law had a shadow of good things to
come. Those sacrifices only reminded them of the fact that they
were still in their sins. But how were they cleansed? 1 find
in Romans the third chapter and the twenty-fifth verse, "Whom
God hath sent forth," speaking of Jesus, "to be a propitiation
through faith in his blood, to declare his righteousness for the
remission of sins that are past." Through whose blood were
those people cleansed? Through Jesus' blood. Every sin th”™t
had been committed from Adam till Jesus died was still hang-
ing over those people. Jesus died to remit those sins.

I also ask that you turn with me to Hebrews the ninth chap-
ter and the fifteenth verse. There you find a statement which
says: "For this cause he is the mediator of the New Testament
that by means of death for the redemption of transgressions that
were under the first Testament, they which are called might re-
ceive the promise of eternal inheritance." Jesus' blood was
shed for the transgressions of those under the first covenant.
When Jesus died their sins were blotted out.

I want to go a little bit further. They were blotted out with-
out any baptisms that I can perform today or that you can
perform for them. Mr. Farnsworth quoted Hebrews 11:40 and
said that those all died in the faith but, without us, they were
not made perfect. In other words, he would have you to be-
lieve that you must, in spite of the goodness of Abraham, in
spite of the opportunities that he had to commune with God, in
spite of all the visitations that God gave to him, that you, in
order to save Abraham, must go and be baptized for him today.
That's the application Mr. Farnsworth made of Hebrews 11:40
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—that those people, without the work that is done today, are
not made perfect. He was speaking in regard to the fulfill-
ment of the revelations which the apostles were giving and it
was impossible without the shedding of the blood of Jesus
for those people to be made perfect. Things that Paul hat!
just been recording here and by his recording those things that
Jesus dying made it possible for him to record; thus it was
through death that they were made perfect. Jesus died and shed
his blood for past transgressions and in that way made them
perfect.

No, friends, I don't believe today that it is in the hands of
a group of people to go and be baptized for somebody as good
as Abraham, Moses, Elijah, and Noah, which the Bible said
was perfect and kept the law; as good as Job, of which it is
said that he was perfect. Are you going to say that you must go,
today, into the temple and be baptized for them? Is that the
application which you were making of Hebrews 11:39, Mr.
Farnsworth? If not, what was the application you were making?

I wish to state that I can agree heartily with Mr. Farns-
worth that baptism is essential to salvation. I can even go
stronger than he. When we turn to the Bible, Ephesians 2 and 1
says that people who are without Christ are dead in trespasses
and sins. What kind of a condition are you in when you are
dead in trespasses and sin? Turn to the twelfth verse of Ephe-
sians two. There you'll find that people who are dead in sin
are without Christ, alien from the commonwealth of Israel,
strangers from the covenant of Promise, having no hope, and
without God in the world. The man that's in the Devil's King-
dom, in other words, is in that kind of a condition.

Yes, the Devil has a Kingdom in this world. Why you can
read in Colossians 1:13, "Jesus hath delivered us from the power
of the Devil, transplanted us into the Kingdom of God's dear
son." You remember one time Jesus said if the Devil's Kingdom
is divided against itself it cannot stand. Some people who have
not been baptized are in the Devil's Kingdom. Yes, I want to
go a little further than that. Most people are there, in the Devil's
Kingdom. I hate to have to say that; but when I look upon
the world today, I know it is true; you know it is true, that
people, mostly, are wicked.

Jesus knew that would be true. Matthew 7:13,14, "Enter
ye in at the strait gate; for strait is the gate and narrow is the
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way that leads to life and few there be that enters in thereat."
If the doctrine of baptism for the dead is true, this scripture is
false. The doctrine of baptism for the dead says that "Many
there will be that go in thereat." You say that everyone is going
to enter in at the strait gate. But Jesus says: "Few there be,"
Friends, that alone shows the doctrine of baptism for the dead
to be false. What did he say? "Because broad is the way that
leads to destruction. Many there be that go in thereat." Many
are going to go into the road of destruction.

Again, Matthew 20:16, "Many are called but few are
chosen." I know Latter Day Saints have often said to me, "Well
God is not a very strong God to create all the people in this
world and let so many of them be lost." Perhaps you'll come
forth and say, "Well God is not a just God because he hasn't given
everybody a chance to be saved." 1'd like for you to turn with
me to the Bible to Romans the first chapter and the twentieth
verse and let's read and see about the people who've had no
chance. Listen, "Because that which may be known of God is
manifest in them. For God hath shown it to them. For the in-
visible things of him from the creation are clearly seen, being
understood by the things which are made, even his eternal power
and Godhead, so that they are without excuse." In other words,
that's enough testimony that there is a God, that you should turn
to the Bible and examine it. The Bible has been translated into
every language, known to man. Perhaps you say, "Yes, but
there's many people who've died who haven't heard. Well, Mr.
Farnsworth would have you believe that I'm saying that God is
an unjust God. That God would be an unjust God to condemn
those people. From a sympathetic standpoint, perhaps that's a
good appeal, but I ask you to just lay aside sympathy. You
know God doesn't even consider emotions of man when it comes
to doing his will. Why, when Jesus was hanging upon the cross,
there quivering and dying, he turned to God and said, "Why have
you forsaken me?" Did God change? He had a plan in mind.
That plan meant that he was going to carry out his will which
he had executed, and said that he would execute. Now then,
your sympathy, your ideas of God's justice is not going to
change God. Listen to these scriptures, Bible: Roman 2:12,
"For as many as have sinned without the law shall perish with-
out the law." Acts 17:30, "And the time of this ignorance God
winked at." That is one time he overlooked ignorance, "but now
he commands all men everywhere to repent." II Thessalonians
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1:7, "And to you who are troubled rest with us when the Lord
himself shall be revealed from Heaven in flaming fire taking
vengeance on those who know not God and that obey not the
Gospel of Jesus Christ. Who shall be punished with everlasting
destruction from the presence of God." What classes of people?
Some that know God but don't obey. Others that don't know
God. He says they'll be punished with everlasting destruction.
I believe it! I don't allow my emotions to run away, to call me
away from a belief of the Bible. John 3:17,18 describes the
condition that the world was in before Jesus came. What kind
of a condition were they in while they were in sin? Did Jesus
have to come and tell them before they were sinners? He said,
"For God sent not his son into the world to condemn the world
but that the world through him might be saved." "He that
believeth not is condemned already." In other words, if you
are in ignorance, that ignorance is no excuse—you're condemned
already. Jesus didn't have to come to make men sinners; they
were sinners before he came. Let me give you an illustration.
Driving down the streets here in Salt Lake City the other day,
down State Street, all the other comers say "No U Turn," but
this one said, "No Left Turn." I didn't see it. I turned! There
was a cop nearby. I said, "Mister, I didn't see your sign," but
he kept writing out a ticket." Do you get my point? My ig-
norance was no excuse. I should have seen that.

God holds men responsible for knowing the truth. If you
are going to say that God gives those who die in ignorance an-
other chance, then friends, what are you going to say about
those who have had a chance? Mr. Farnsworth, what's going to
happen to those who had a chance to hear, yet they haven't ac-
cepted your message. [ have had many chances to accept your
message, be baptized in the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter
Day Saints, but I haven't. What's going to happen to me?
(Voice from audience: "You'll go to hell.") Is that what you
said? A1l right now, that's just what I wanted the man to say.
Now we're going to build on that. That's the doctrine of the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints. If you have a
chance and reject it, then you go to hell, but if you don't have
a chance we'll fix it up for you. (Objection from audience.)
You said I'd go to hell didn't you? Sure, he said I'd go to
hell. All right, now stay with your man. Now then, I'm going
to hell. I would be better off if I'd been a heathen in Africa,
if I'd never heard, if I'd never known. Why? Because some-
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body would have come along and been baptized for me after I
died.

So the thing to do in order to bring about universal sal-
vation to keep Otis Gatewood and others from hell—shoot all
the preachers, all your missionaries which you send to foreign
countries, burn all the Bibles and the Book of Mormon, tear
down all the schools and the churches and cease education. Let
everybody be ignorant. We'll all be saved then, if ignorance
is going to make it possible for us to have a second chance.
I want Mr. Farnsworth to answer what's going to happen to me.
I want him to answer that. You've answered it. He'll answer
it. Now when we come to this idea of God's being unjust be-
cause of the fact that he does condemn those people, I've shown
you that he said that he gave them a chance, that they're with-
out excuse, that he's declared himself. Isaiah 55:8 says, "My
ways are not your ways, my thoughts are not your thoughts. As
the heavens are higher than the earth, so are my ways than your
ways and my thoughts than your thoughts."

Will you draw that outline on the board, brother? I now
turn to I Peter 3:18,19, which Mr. Farnsworth has brought up
for our discussion. We're going to study, now, a few things
which must be possible if baptism for the dead is true. If bap-
tism for the dead is true, it must be possible for the dead to have
the gospel preached to them, must be possible for them to hear
the gospel, believe it, must be possible for them to repent. It
must be possible for them to do this while the spirit is separated
from the body. Now then the question comes: "Does Paul say
in I Peter 3:18 that Jesus went while he was dead and preached
the gospel to those who were dead?" Where do the wicked go
when they die? They go to Hades.
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There's the realm of Hades, but what part of Hades do
they go to? 1 don't have to ask you to guess, I can turn to
the Bible in II Peter 2:4, "If God spared not the angels which
sinned but cast them down to Hell." And what's the word there?
The Greek word is Tartarus. Cast them down to Tartarus. Now
I want to ask you the question, "Do all people, when they die,
go to Tartarus? Do they go to that part of Hades?" Hades in
the King James version is translated Hell. There are three
Greek words for Hell in the Bible—Hades, Tartarus, and Ge-
henna. We're not going to consider Gehenna tonight. It has
reference to the lake of fire and brimstone, but what we have
reference to is the state of the dead. Do the righteous go to
Hades when they die? Acts 2:27-32 said that Jesus' soul was
not left in Hades. So Jesus' soul went to Hades, but did it go
to Tartarus?

You remember that when he was with the thief upon the
cross, he said: "This day thou shalt be with me in Paradise.
Sure, Paradise was a part of Hades. We agree. That's just
fine. You stay with that now. Well, what part of Hades is
Paradise? It's the part, not of Tartarus where the wicked are,
but that part where the righteous are. Luke the sixteenth chap-
ter gives the story of that. You can find there the Rich Man
and Lazarus died, and when they made their appeal to God the
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Rich Man was in Hades all right. What part of Hades was
he in? He was in a place where he wasn't very comfortable.
He says, "I'm in torment in these flames. Send Lazarus that
he may bring me water and cool my tongue." Lazarus was in
Abraham's bosom. He was where the righteous are. What
did God say? "Not so, because it's not possible for him to come
to you nor you to go to him. There's a great gulf between
The Book of Mormon teaches that too, you, know. Over in the
Book of Alma, the fortieth chapter, "Then shall it come to
pass that the spirits of men, those who are righteous, are re-
ceived into a state of happiness which is called Paradise. =~ The
state of rest and peace, where they shall rest from their trou-
bles, and all their care and sorrow. Then it shall come to pass
that the spirits of the wicked, yea who are evil, for behold they
have no part nor portion of the Spirit of the Lord. For behold,
they chose evil works rather than good. Therefore, the Spirit of
the Devil did enter into them and take possession of their house
and they shall be cast into, (Where?) outer darkness."

II Peter 2:4 says outer darkness is Tartarus. "There shall
be weeping and wailing and gnashing of teeth and this because
of their iniquity, being led captive by the will of the Devil,
and this is the state of the souls of the wicked, yea in darkness
in a state of awful fearful looking for fiery indignation of the
wrath of God upon them. Thus they remain in this state, as well
as the righteous in Paradise until the resurrection." So it's im-
possible for the righteous to get down there to preach to them.
A great gulf is between, therefore, it's impossible for them to
believe.

I find in First Nephi 15:26 to 31. I won't quote that but
give it to you to take down as a reference. It says that there's
a great gulf between. The righteous and the wicked don't have
any intercourse. So then the application made of I Peter 3:
18,19 wasn't true. That Jesus, between his death and resur-
rection, went down to Tartarus. He went to Paradise with the
righteous and there he stayed until the resurrection. He didn't
go down to Tartarus. The Book of Mormon even says that he
didn't go where the wicked were. He was where the righteous
are, so I know he wasn't preaching between death and the resur-
rection to the wicked. What does I Peter 3:18,19, and 20
mean? Jesus was put to death in the flesh, but made alive
by the spirit. By what spirit was he made alive? Romans 8:11.
"But if the spirit that raised him from the (Jesus) from the dead
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doth dwell in you, he that raised Jesus from the dead shall
quicken your mortal bodies." That is, God's spirit raised Jesus
from the dead. Now who is the acting agent? God is the acting
agent. God raised Jesus from the dead. God also through that
same spirit went and preached. Now then the next question
comes. When did he preach? He preached to some souls that
are now in prison all right, but did he preach to the spirits while
they were in prison? Why no. He goes on to say, "Which
sometimes were disobedient when once the longsuffering of God
waited in the days of Noah." In other words, Hebrews 1:1 says
that he spoke through different visions, dreams, revelations, and
prophets, but now he speaks through his Son. God, in the days
when the Ark was preparing went and preached to some souls
which rejected that preaching which are now in prison.

If Jesus had gone down there and preached to them while
he was dead, in 60 A. D., they wouldn't have been in prison.
They would come forth when he arose from the dead, Jesus
having converted them. But they were still there in 60 A. D.
showing that preaching was done in the days of Noah. They re-
jected that preaching, and as a result, they went down to a
place of torment. (Place of the wicked where they stayed until
the resurrection.)

I Peter 4:6 has been referred to and the application is made
that "For this cause, the gospel was preached to those who were
dead that they might be judged according to men in the:ie?h
but live according to God in the spirit." But let's see who it
is that Peter is talking about. I find, friends, that under the Old
Testament God made a covenant that Jesus should be born
through some Jewish descendants. That covenant was not made
with Gentiles. Ephesians 2:1 says that the Gentiles were dead
through trespasses and sin. They were looked upon as dogs
by the Jews—as dead people. Not having a part in the covenant
they couldn't (a Gentile mother couldn't have been the mother
of the Son of God). I find over in I Peter the fourth chapter and
third verse, "For the time past of your life must suffice you to
have wrought the will of the Gentiles, when you walked in lascivi-
ousness, lusts, excess of wine, revellings, banqueting, and abomin-
able idolatries." And then he says, after naming all those things
that make men dead spiritually, "For this cause the gospel was
preached to those who are dead." Whom? Preached to those
Gentiles who were dead through their trespasses and sins, that
they might be judged according to men in the flesh. That is,
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you men in the flesh received the Covenant of Circumcision.
You'll be judged according to men in the flesh and live ac-
cording to men in the spirit. Live according to God in the
spirit—Ilive according to his spiritual laws. Mr. Farnsworth
must prove definitely that this does not refer to spiritual death
before he's made his point on this. I can die two kinds of
death, Mr. Farnsworth. If so, can you prove definitely that
this is a physical death and not a spiritual death in I Peter
4:6?

I've proved that you cannot have faith after going into the
grave. It's impossible to have the gospel preached to you, and
I want to show you it's impossible for people to repent. I'm
going to turn to the Book of Mormon to prove that. You know
the Book of Mormon is harder against the baptism of the dead
than as you might think, when you turn there and listen to
what it says. Alma the 34th chapter, the thirty-second verse,
"For, behold, this life is the time for men to prepare to meet
their God. Yea, behold this day of life is the day for men to
perform their labors and now, as I said unto you before, as ye
have had so many witnesses, therefore, I beseech of you that you
do not procrastinate the day of your repentance until the end,
for after this day of life which is given for men to prepare for
eternity, behold if we do not improve our time, in this life, then
cometh a night of darkness wherein there can be no labor per-
formed. Yecannotsay when ye are brought to that awful crisis,
that I will repent, that I will return to my God." What does the
Book of Mormon say? It says you cant repent. Now then,
we've found two things. You can't have the gospel preached to
you. You can't have faith, because the gospel must be preached
in order to have faith.

Now then we've found out that you can't repent. "For
that same spirit that doth possess your bodies at the time you go
out of this life, that same spirit, has power to possess your body
in the eternal world. For, behold, if you have procrastinated
the day of your repentance, even until the day of your death,
behold, you become subject to the spirit of the Devil. He doth
seal you his. Therefore, the spirit of the Lord is withdrawn from
you and hath no place in you and the Devil hath all power over
you and this is the final state of the wicked." In other words,
if you don't prepare in this life, there's nothing for you to do
or anybody else to do for you. Mr. Farnsworth is going to
come back and say, "Well, that's just for those who procrastinated.



GATEWOOD-FARNSWORTH DEBATE 27

We just believe in being baptized for those who have had no
chance." Oh! I had someone to tell me just a little while ago
that they were going to be baptized for me when I died, and not
only that, friends, but I know companions of Latter Day Saints
who've lived, having rejected the gospel of the Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter Day Saints all their life, then when they die,
the Latter Day Saint companion goes in the temple, contrary to
their wishes, and is baptized for them. So the Book of Mormon
includes those people as well. Want to make another point. Not
only is it impossible for them to have the gospel preached, im-
possible for them to repent. (Time). Did you give me two min-
utes warning? I didn't hear it, I'm sorry.

MR. FARNSWORTH, Second Affirmative

I don't know by what stretch of the imagination Mr. Gate-
wood was caused to come to the conclusion that because we
teach baptism for the dead we're going to save every-
one, the wicked and the righteous. 1 don't think I inferred any
such idea whatsoever. 1 think that I did make very clear that
every child of God must have the chance to hear the gospel of
Jesus Christ and that if they did not have the opportunity of
being baptized, there must be some provision whereby they can
be baptized by proxy.

Mr. Gatewood said that the gospel was preached to Abraham
but it was preached in a different way. Now, I called your at-
tention to the fact that Paul says, "Though I or an Angel from
heaven preach any other gospel unto you than that which we
have preached unto you let them be accursed." I wonder how
it could be preached in a different way? If so, do they come
under that condemnation? Now, all of us know, that those peo-
ple looked forward to the coming of Jesus Christ by the eye
of faith, but I want to ask Mr. Gatewood right now—Mr. Gate-
wood, were all those people baptized by immersion for the re-
mission of sins? Mr. Gatewood will tell you that they were
not. Will you not, Mr. Gatewood? Now, since Mr. Gatewood
believes that baptism is for the remission of sins and that it's
essential to salvation, do you think that God is going to save
Abraham without baptism? Do you think that God is going to
save any of those prophets without baptism and compel you to
be baptized? No, because there's one Lord, one Faith, and one
Baptism and Paul says, "Though I or any Angel from heaven
preach any other gospel unto you, let them be accursed." Na-
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turally not, there's only one gospel which is the power of God
unto salvation. [ want to say here, Mr. Gatewood, if Abraham
was not baptized, if Adam was not baptized by immersion for
the remission of sins, then I want to say here that it must be
performed for them in their behalf because the Lord said, "Ex-
cept a man be born of the water and of the spirit, he cannot enter
the Kingdom of Heaven." And God is not a respecter of per-
sons and he isn't going to cause me to be saved by one plan
and father Adam by another because the Lord says, "I am the
way, the truth and the life, no man cometh unto the Father but
by me. Strait is the Gate, narrow is the Way that leaedeth unto
life eternal and few there be that find it." Certainly, there is
only one Way of Salvation.

Mr. Gatewood referred to the thief on the cross and I'm
very pleased that he did because I don't know of any record of
the thief ever having repented of his sins and EVER having been
baptized for the remission of his sins. Did you ever read of
any such thing as that? I never have read of it. Now, Mr.
Gatewood, do you think that the thief was promised salvation
in Paradise without having been baptized for the remission of
sins? Your own church teaches that you must be baptized
for the remission of sins. Now, the thief was told, "Today shalt
thou be with me in Paradise." There was a man going to Para-
dise that hadn't been baptized for the remission of sins so far
as we know, and he went with a righteous one, the Lord him-
self, to Paradise. Mr. Gatewood quoted the Book of Mormon
and I wonder if he noticed that last part of what he read when
he indicated that the righteous and the wicked do not go to the
same place. I'm quoting, now, from the same passage, the four-
teenth verse, "Now this is the state of the souls of the wicked.
Yea, in darkness and in a state of awful fearful looking for of the
fiery indignation of the wrath of God upon them. Thus they
remain in this state, as well as the righteous in Paradise until
the time of their resurrection." So the righteous and the wicked
remain in Paradise until their resurrection. Now after the resur-
rection, where the Lord sends them is possibly down where he
was talking about, but this is before the resurrection that we're
talking of.

He called your attention to the Rich Man and Lazarus,
and indicated that it would be impossible to go where Lazarus
was. The thought there was this—Lazarus or rather the Rich
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Man, had committed sin and he died unrepentant, he died never
having been baptized for the remission of his sins and, unques-
tionably, had had the opportunity of hearing the gospel. Now
a man who dies under those circumstances must be punished for
his sins. God is just and as a man sows so shall he reap and
the Rich Man having sowed evil, he had to reap evil. Naturally,
the Lord couldn't come and let Lazarus relieve that punishment
before he had paid the uttermost farthing, because he must
reap what he sowed. That was the thought that the Lord wanted
to imply. Not that you can't preach to the souls of those that
are departed. I'm sure that it would be entirely wrong to
place any other construction upon that.

Since Mr. Gatewood mentioned that "Now is the time
to repent," before I forget I want to say "Amen." Now is the
time to repent. If you don't repent in this life and obey the
gospel of Jesus Christ, you will reap what you sow and just
like the Rich Man did, spoken of in the parable of the Rich
Man and Lazarus. Now you have heard some wonderful twist-
ing of the scripture tonight, some wonderful warping of the
scriptures in order to make it fit something other than which
was said. Mr. Gatewood, in speaking of 1 Peter 3:18-20
Who was it that was quickened by the spirit? Christ. Who
was it went and preached? Christ. That is very clear.

I'm going to quote from a Standard Version because that's
even better. "Because Christ also suffered for sins once, the
righteous for the unrighteous, that he might bring us to God.
Being put to death in the flesh, but made alive in the spirit in
which also he went and preached to the spirits in prison, that
aforetime were disobedient." Notice that aforetime. Mr Gate-
wood said that it was God's spirit preaching to them in Noah's
day, but the Bible says, "Preached unto spirits in prison that
aforetime were disobedient." The gospel was preached to those
that "aforetime were disobedient." They were disobedient afore-
time in the days of Noah but the gospel was preached to them
when Christ "put to death in the flesh, and quickened by the
spirit, by which also he went and preached to spirits in prison."
Mr. Gatewood says that those dead that the gospel was preached
to were those that were spiritually dead. Now I wonder, did
Noah preach to spirits in prison? Did the Spirit of Christ and
the Spirit of God preach through Noah to spirits? 1 don't
read anything like that. Noah preached to mortal men, but the
scripture says that he preached to spirits in prison, spirits in
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prison, and they were the ones that aforetime were disobedient
in the days of Noah. Now notice that aforetime. Now we'll
quote from Peter 4 and 6, "For unto this end was the gospel
preached, even to the dead, even to the dead, that they might be
judged in deed according to men in the flesh but live according
to God in the Spirit."

This says the gospel is preached even to the dead, showing
clearly that Mr. Gatewood's interpretation is wrong. [ fully
expected him to say something about baptism for the dead, but
I want to quote Mr. Goodspeed's interpretation of the Standard
Version on that, "Otherwise, what do people mean by having
themselves baptized on behalf of their dead, if the dead do
not rise at all?" Now, my brothers and sisters, I don't think
there is anything more that I need answer so far as I can tell.
In reviewing what Rev. Gatewood said, with respect to Para-
dise, the Book of Mormon very clearly says that "Both the
Savior and the Thief went to Paradise." That both the just and
the unjust go to Paradise where the righteous are in a state of
happiness, the wicked are in a state of misery until the resurrec-
tion. It's at the resurrection that they stand before God and are
judged according to their works. That's when they're judged ac-
cording to their works, but the wicked remain in a state of fearful
looking forward to the wrath of God and the righteous in a state
of happiness in Paradise between the time of death and the resur-
rection, and that is when Christ went and preached to the spiri s
in prison. I thank you.

MR. GATEWOOD, Second Negative

I am indeed thankful for your attention and your behavior,
and I wish to add my thanks to what Brother Fritts has said.
"It's always good to let the debaters debate, but if you want to
debate when it's over, you can." I'm sure we're going to con-
tinue to feel that we love one another and that we're searching
for the truth. I want to say that these scriptures that are under
discussion—sincerely, I'm not standing here just in order to de-
feat Mr. Farnsworth. That is not my idea in the least. My
idea is to get before you the truth. I have no pre-adopted creed
that I am under obligation to defend. If I learn new truth, I
can admit that truth, and I think that should be done in a de-
bate, as well as anywhere else. Now I want to credit you people
with enough sincerity that you will receive truth. I hope, you
will credit me with that much sincerity.
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I wish to correct one statement Mr. Farnsworth made in
his closing remarks. 1 know that he didn't intend to be un-
kind, but he referred to me as Reverend Gatewood. the word
Reverend is just used one time in the Bible. That's the 11th
Psalm and the 9th verse which says, "Reverend and Holy is God's
name." Now I wouldn't want to be called "Jehovah Gatewood"
and since "Reverend" is God's name, I prefer that Mr. Farns-
worth not refer to me as Reverend Gatewood. [ know that
preachers have taken this title to themselves because they want
to be reverenced and bowed to, but I'm just a human being as
you are and I'm no more "Reverend" than you are. 1 don't
want to be reverenced in any way. (Isn't that nice.)

Mr. Farnsworth would also have me to answer the ques-
tion, "Was Abraham baptized." No, Abraham wasn't baptized.
Neither was Adam baptized, neither was Noah baptized, neither
were all the people who lived under the First Covenant. They
died without baptism, yet those who lived according to the cove-
nant that they had, were saved. Now then, the application was
made with Galatians 1:8,9 that "though we or an angel from
heaven preach any other gospel unto you than that which we
have preached unto you, let him be accursed." I want to ask
you—must you obey the same commands that Abraham had to
obey? Must you obey the same commands that Moses had to
obey? If so, why don't you bring animals into the church and
offer them as a sacrifice? That's what Moses had to do, that's
one of his commands. It was done under the Old Testament.
Under the Old Testament the people burned incense. Do you
have incense burning in your church? Under the Old Testa-
ment they observed the Passover. Do you observe the Pass-
over? They observed the Day of Pentecost. They had to go to
Jerusalem three times a year for animal sacrifices. Do you
do that? They had to practice circumcision. Is it a command
today? No! The Apostle Paul says, "Circumcision nor un-
circumcision avails anything, but a new creature in Christ Jesus."
But it was commanded of Moses.

God made a covenant with the Children of Israel when
he took them by the hand and led them out of Egypt. That
covenant was different from the covenant that we have today.
I find that Jeremiah 31:31 and also Paul quoted it in Hebrews
the eighth chapter, God says "the day will come, sayeth the
Lord, I will make a new covenant with the house of Israel, and
with the house of Judah, not according to the covenant that I
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made with them when I took them by the hand and led them
out of Egypt." God does not have the same covenant with us
today that he had with Abraham or the Children of Israel. No sir.
The Bible said he'd make a new covenant. That new covenant
is in the New Testament. I can turn to the book of Ephesians.
There I can find reference made in regard to the Gospel which
we have and what do I find? He said, "In whom we trusted,
the Gospel of our Salvation," then he goes on to teach and says
that "this gospel which is preached to us has been hid for ages
in God, that the fullness of the gospel might be made known
through Christ Jesus." So the fullness of the gospel was not
made known in the days of Moses, and the days of Adam.

I turn over to I Peter and I find that he says, concerning the
salvation that we have now: "Which angels have desired, search-
ing what or what manner of time the spirit of Christ which is
in them did testify, for it testified of the sufferings of Christ and
the glory that should follow. To whom it was revealed that no.
to themselves but unto us, it is revealed which things angels de-
sire to look into." The New Testament is different from the
Old Testament. If you're going to keep the Old Testament Cove-
nant, you've got to offer animal sacrifices, you've got to keep
the Sabbath Day, which was the seventh day, not the first day
of the week, which is Sunday. Saturday is the seventh day of
the week and you'll have to go back and observe all those com-
mandments of circumcision and animal sacrifices. Abraham
died without baptism because of the fact that wasn't the plan un-
der which he lived.

I turn to Hebrews the tenth chapter and I read down about
the 20th verse that the Apostle Paul says: "Wherefore, having
brethren, boldness to enter in by the blood of Jesus Christ by the
new and living way which he hath consecrated for us through
the veil, that is to say, his flesh." The Covenant of the New-
Testament wasn't given to Abraham, wasn't given to Moses, was
not given back in the Old Testament times. The thief died under
that covenant. The Bible says that a testament is of force
after men are dead. It's no strength at all while the testator
lives. Heb. 9:15,16. Jesus had power while he was upon
carth to forgive sins, but his New Testament was not in effect
at that time.

I want, friends, to go back to I Peter 3:18,19. Mr. Farns-
worth seems to like Goodspeed's translation. I'm going to ask
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him to read I Peter 3:18,19 from Goodspeed's translation. Mr.
Farnsworth, if you have it there, will you please read it next
time when you come to the platform? I want you to notice
whether he will do that. Why? Because of the fact that Good-
speed's translation says, "By which also Enoch went and preached
to the spirits in prison." Now then, let's see if Mr. Farnsworth
will use Goodspeed.

Through the spirit of the Lord, the Lord preached to those
people the gospel as he said "was" preached. That's past, isn't
it? Now how far past? "Aforetime," that's when it was
preached. "Aforetime," while the Ark was preparing. They
rejected the preaching, they went down to a state of prison-
house and there they were staying when Peter was writing, "they
which are now in prison." They rejected when they were dis-
obedient. What were they disobedient to in the days of Noah?
Was any .preaching done to them? Sure. All right, then ac-
cording to Mr. Farnsworth, they wouldn't have had another
chance to have the gospel preached to them in the spirit world.
They already had an opportunity in the days "aforetime." They
were disobedient. Disobedient to what? Disobedient to some
preaching that was done to them. That preaching was done
through the spirit of the Lord which raised Jesus from the
dead.

Let's turn to the Book of Mormon again, read from Alma
the fortieth chapter and let's see if you can say that the right-
eous and the wicked are in the same place. He says, "And it
shall come to pass that the spirits of those who are righteous are
received into a state of happiness. Notice, happiness! They were
received into a state of happiness, "which is called Paradise, a
state of rest and a state of peace." But what kind of place do
the wicked go to? "Therefore, the Spirit of the Devil did enter
into them and take possession of them, and they shall be cast
into outer darkness." That doesn't sound like the same place.
State of happiness, peace, paradise and rest to those who are
righteous, to those who are wicked a state of outer darkness where
there shall be weeping, wailing and gnashing of teeth. Friends,
that's not the same place.

Not only that, but I turn over to First Nephi and I find
there in the fifteenth chapter a discussion given in regard to
this matter. He said here: "I said unto them that it was an
awful gulf which separated the wicked from the tree of life and
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I said to them that our father also saw the justice of God that
he did also divide the righteous from the wicked." By what?
That great gulf. The righteous and the wicked were divided.
Jesus, through the pardon that he gave the Thief, took him with
him to Paradise. He, through that pardon, made him a righteous
man, and he was righteous when he went there.

I want to now continue with the speech which I was making
before 1 left the platform before. That is this, that the gospel
can't be preached to those who are in prison. A Great Gulf sepa-
rates them and the righteous can't get down there. 1 called to your
attention a statement made in Alma 34 that you can't repent.
After this day of life, you can't say that you'll repent, that you'll
turn to God. The Book of Mormon says that. I want to quote
again and show the wicked can't have any hope after this life.
Reading in Ecclesiastes 9:4, "For to him that is joined to life,
there is hope." Proverbs 14:32, "The wicked is driven away in
his wickedness, but the righteous has hope in his death." Pro-
verbs 11:7, "When the wicked dieth, his expectation perisheth
and the hope of the unjust man perisheth." Isaiah 38:18, "For
the grave cannot praise thee, death cannot celebrate thee, they
that go down to the pit cannot hope for thy truth." Isaiah,
through the inspiration of God, said that the dead, those who go
down into the pit, those who die can't hope for the truth of
God, So, friends, they can't have any hope. Not only that, but
the body and soul separates at death.

The Bible teaches that our bodies must be presented "Blame-
less in the sight of God," 1 Thess. 5.23. "Pray that your whole
spirit and body be presented blameless in the sight of God." The
body goes to the grave, the spirit goes to the spirit world. Ac-
cording to Mr. Farnsworth, you go to the spirit world and con-
vert the spirit and when you go convert the spirits baptism is done
for it, the spirit is converted and saved, the body is in the
grave, it has no power to act and, therefore, it's an unregen-
erated body. The unregenerated body at the resurrection comes
and is united with the regenerated soul that has been saved.
Paul said: "I delight in the law of the Lord after the inward
man, but I see another law in my members warring against the
law of my mind and bringing me into captivity to the law of
sin which is in my members."

Mr. Farnsworth, you have an unconverted body joined to
a converted soul, you have a half-saved man. Then in the day
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of Judgment, the body will have to go back to torment, his
soul will go to God and, therefore, that will be a spirit without
a body in the next world. Ezekiel 33:11,12, "it say unto them
that live, saith the Lord, I have no pleasure in the death of the
wicked, but that the wicked may turn from his way and live;
turn ye, turn ye, from your evil ways; for why will ye die, O
house of Israel. Therefore, thou son of man, say unto the chil-
dren of the people, The righteousness of the righteous shall not
deliver him in the day of his transgression; as for the wicked-
ness of the wicked, he shall fall thereby in the day that he turns
from his wickedness; neither shall the righteous be able to live
for him. That statement says that the righteous can't do any-
thing for him. Can't live for him. In summing up, I give what
I've shown. The gospel can't be preached, the wicked can't re-
pent, they have no hope, they cannot hope for the truth of God.
In Psalms 115 and 17 they can't praise God. In John 9 and 4,
he said "Let us work the works of him that sent us while it is
day because the night comes when no man can work."

Perhaps you'd like for me to refer to the doctrine of bap-
tism for the dead. I Corinthians 15 and 29—how many more
minutes do I have? Six more minutes — have time to make
this. I Cor. 15 and 29. "Otherwise what shall those do that are
baptized for the dead, if the dead raise not at all, why then are
they baptized for them? Mr. Farnsworth goes to Goodspeed
and the Moffat translation. I have the original Greek in my
hand. Let's read from the original Greek and see what it says.
Before I do that, however, I want to bring you an introduction to
this scripture. 1 find that in this chapter the Apostle Paul is
striving, as Mr. Farnsworth has said, to prove to those people that
there is a resurrection. In the 13th through the 19th verses,
he has shown seven things that would happen if there be no
resurrection. Our preaching is vain, Jesus did not rise, you are
yet in your sins, all men are most miserable, and he continues
to say, we, we, we—ye, ye ye—talking to them. Then in the
30th verse he says, "And why stand 'we' in jeopardy every
hour." I want you to notice the repetition of those words, "we"
and "ye."

But now notice in the 29th verse. What does he say?
"Else what shall 'they' do?" Now why change from "we" to
"they?" — we — ye — they. So, what was disturbing those Cor-
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inthians? The body, James says, without the spirit, is dead.
The 12di verse of First Corinthians 15, tells that they were dis-
turbed over the resurrection of dead bodies. In the resurrec-
tion, does the dead body raise?" Those Corinthians had some
of their forefathers to die. They said, "They aren't going to
be raised." And Paul says, "Else what shall they do?" Who
do? Those that you are disturbed over. What will your fore-
fathers do? What shall your forefathers do—they are baptized
for the dead—if the dead don't raise? Now, what dead, the next
question comes. What dead are they to be baptized for?

Well, we will turn to the Greek and we are told, "in be-
half of dead bodies." In other words, why were your fore-
fathers baptized in behalf of "dead bodies" if this body don't
raise? Why, then, are they baptized for them? If they aren't
going to be raised, why were they baptized? And notice, it's
in the possessive case—"ton nekron." It is plural as well as the
possessive case. Why were your dead forefathers baptized in
behalf of their own bodies, if there be no resurrection? Now
then, if it had been "Why were they baptized in behalf of some-
body else's body?", it would have been "to nekro" in the indirect
object, but it is not in the indirect object case; it's the case
of possession. Why were they baptized in behalf of bodies
which they possessed, if there be no resurrection? That is what
that scripture says; that's what Paul was referring to when he
said "they." He wasn't talking about the people that he was
writing to, but "they."

Then I want to ask Mr. Farnsworth—Do you believe in
taking the Lord's Supper for the dead, in the temple, and in
paying tithing for the dead, in the temple? Baptism alone won't
save. Then why do you only perform baptism for the dead in the
temple? You believe that a man must pay his tithes; you believe
that a man must take the Lord's Supper; you believe that he
must do good works in this world. If you believe those things,
why don't you believe in having places in the temple where you
can "pay tithing for the dead?" Why don't you believe in
having places in the temple where you can "take the Lord's
Supper for the dead?" They are just as essential as baptism.

Mr. Farnsworth, will you answer me when you come to
the platform? Why don't you have places in the temple for
"taking the Lord's Supper for the dead," "paying the tithing for
the dead," "doing good works for the dead"? If the wicked
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can believe the gospel after this life is over, if they can repent
of their sins, if they can do their confessing—why cant they do
their own being baptized? Why can't they be baptized for
themselves? There's water down in Tartarus. Why don't they
use that water? I find that when the Rich Man wanted God to
send Lazarus that he might dip his finger in water and cool his
tongue—Dip his finger in what water? Did he say bring, water?
No. The water was there.

Mr. Farnsworth, will you please tell me when you come to
the platform next time, why he can't do his own baptizing, why
he can't be baptized for himself? If he can do his own be-
lieving, own repenting, own confession—then he can be bap-
tized. But not only that; why don't you have in the temple
places where you can take the Lord's Supper for them and do
other things that you are commanded to do?

It must remain true, since the gospel can't be preached
to the dead, since they can't repent, since they don't have any
hope, since they cannot hope for the truth of God, since they
can't praise God, since they can't work—then they are saved
without those things. It is like the Bible says, "If ye die in
your sins, whither I go ye cannot come."

THIRD AFFIRMATIVE, Mr. Farnsworth

You've heard things tonight, perhaps, that you've never
heard before. In other words, there's one gospel that will save
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob; there's a second that will save Moses
and the host of Israel under the law; and a third gospel that will
save us today. Now, my brothers and sisters, the Bible teaches
there is one Lord, one faith and one baptism. The Bible teaches
that baptism is essential to salvation. The Lord says, "No man
cometh unto the Father but by me." The gospel of Christ is
the power of God unto salvation, not the gospels of Christ. There's
only one gospel of Christ and he would have you think that there
are three ways of salvation.

There are not three ways of salvation. Otherwise, God
would be a respecter of persons. Then can you conceive of any-
one being saved under the law, when Paul says the law made
no man perfect? Why, there was no grace under the law. Are
all those people going to be lost? There is only one gospel and
if there were three, God would be a respecter of persons. Why
didn't he let me live under the Mosaic dispensation and save me
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under their plan? Or why didn't he let me be saved under a
day when I could go offer sacrifice of animals for my sins or have
the priest offer it in my behalf? God is just, and he is no re-
specter of persons and such an idea that there are three ways to
be saved, is totally ridiculous.

Now, Mr. Gatewood has not answered the questions that I
asked him. He believes that baptism is essential to salvation.
He said so. The Bible teaches that that is the case. Now,
is the Lord going to save one man without his being baptized
and compel another to be baptized? No. Because he's no re-
specter of persons and there is only one gospel and Paul says,
"Though I or an angel from heaven preach any other gospel
unto you than that which we have preached, let them be accursed."
Now what gospel did Paul preach? He preached the gospel of
Christ. What is the gospel of Christ? It's the power of God
unto salvation, and I don't know of any other way to be saved.
The gospel is the power of God unto salvation and I want to
tell you that those who did not have a chance to hear that gospel
must hear it and the scriptures clearly teach that Christ went
and preached to the spirits in prison. Certainly Enoch or any-
one else didn't preach to the spirits in prison. Enoch did not
preach at all in the days of Noah—it was Noah. The scriptures
clearly say that Christ preached to the spirits.

Now, I'm going to quote a number of versions of the Bible
on baptism for the dead, because after all, that's the thing that
we're supposed to talk about tonight. I want to quote Good-
speed's version on baptism for the dead again and see how it
sounds in comparison to Rev. Gatewood's or Mr. Gatewood's
(pardon me, Mr. Gatewood) Mr. Gatewood's interpretation. This
is what the great scholar Goodspeed had to say about the passage
that we're talking about. "Otherwise, what do people mean by
having themselves baptized on behalf of their dead?" Does that
sound like his interpretation? I believe Mr. Goodspeed is a
greater scholar on this question than Mr. Gatewood. Now no-
tice again, "Otherwise, what do people mean by having them-
selves baptized on behalf of their dead?" Could it be any
plainer?  "If the dead do not rise at all, why do they have
themselves baptized on behalf of their dead?" Now could that
be any plainer?

But let's see what numerous other scholars have to say.
Let's see what several have to say on this question. Let's see if
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their interpretation sounds anything like Rev.—Mr. Gatewood's,
The Revised version of the Bible says, "Else what shall they do
which are baptized for the dead, if the dead are not raised at
all, why are they baptized for them." The American version
"Else what shall they do which are baptized for the dead if the
dead rise not at all, why are they baptized for them." The Catho-
lic version, "Otherwise, what shall they do that are baptized
for the dead if the dead rise not again at all, why are they bap-
tized for them." Here's Moffatt's New Testament, "Otherwise,
if there is no such thing as a resurrection, what is the meaning of
people getting baptized on behalf of their dead, if dead men do
not rise at all why do people get baptized on their behalf?"
Here's Westcott and Hort, "Again, what good will they be doing
who are baptized in behalf of the dead, if it is true that the
dead do not rise, why are people baptized on their behalf?"

"Why are people baptized on their behalf?" Want some
more? Here's the Peshito version, "Otherwise what shall they
do who are baptized for the dead, if the dead rise not, why
are they baptized for the dead." Here's Molton's Reader's
Bible, "Else what shall they do which are baptized for the dead,
if the dead are not raised at all. Why then are they baptized
for them." Here's the—I have the Greek here some place that
he quoted. I want to quote that over. Here's the Wilson ver-
sion, "Otherwise, what shall they do, those being dipped on
behalf of dead ones." What do you think of that? "If, at all,
dead ones are not raised up, why are they dipped on behalf of
them?" Here's the Wilson's Liberal Translation, "Otherwise,
what will those do who are being immersed on behalf of the
dead, if the dead are not raised at all, why then are they im-
mersed on their behalf?" Here's the Greek, Sharp's New Tes-
tament, "Else what shall they do who are being baptized over
the dead, if the dead are not raised at all; why are they then
being baptized over them." Here's Goodspeed's, "Otherwise, what
do people mean by having themselves baptized on behalf of their
dead; if the dead do not rise at all, why do they have them-
selves baptized on their behalf." Here's the International Cri-
tical Commentary, "What will be the position of those who re-
ceive baptism for the dead?" 1I'll quote one more. 1 don't
want to wear you out. "Again, what will become of those who
cause themselves to be baptized for the dead; if the dead never
rise again, why do they then submit to baptism for the dead?"

I could go on, ladies and gentlemen, and quote any num-
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ber of different versions to show you that there is no question
about that passage. I could go on further, if I wanted to weary
you, and call your attention to the fact that many different sects,
many sects that consider themselves Christians, I might say,
shortly after the time of the original Apostles, practiced bap-
tism for the dead. Numerous sects that considered themselves
Christians practiced it. 1 could go on further and give you his-
torical facts or proof if I thought it necessary, but I think God's
is sufficient to show you that even the Jews previous to the Chris-
tian era practiced baptism for the dead. That is a matter of
history. There's no question about it.

Now, in this debate, the reverend hasn't answered these
questions. (Pardon me, I'm so accustomed to calling these men
Reverend, I'l1 have to beg Mr. Gatewood's pardon again.) Going
back, Mr. Gatewood has not shown any proof that people can be
saved without the gospel of Jesus Christ. That's unthinkable,
that's unthinkable and there is only one gospel. Moreover, Mr.
Gatewood condemns everybody to Hades, I presume, that is not
baptized for the remission of sins. There are countless millions
of righteous people that have never had the opportunity of being
baptized.

Now so far as those other numerous things are concerned.
I want to show Mr. Gatewood that there will be a great many
people, a great many people that will confess Jesus, in fact ev-
eryone will. This is, I'm quoting now from Revelations 13,
"And every creature which is in heaven and on earth and under
the earth and such as are in the sea and all that are in them,
heard I saying, Blessing and honor and glory and power be
unto him that sitteth upon the throne and unto the Lamb forever
and forever." [ want to say that they are all going to eventually
recognize the Christ. I'm not here to say that all will accept
the gospel; I'm here to say that all will have the opportunity of
hearing the gospel. I'm saving that those people who would
have accepted the gospel of Christ, had they been here, will have
that opportunity and that baptism can be performed in their
behalf.

THIRD NEGATIVE, Mr. Gatewood

I would like to say in the beginning that all the versions
from which Mr. Farnsworth has read concerning baptism for
the dead, just go to prove further that what I said was true
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about it. Just exactly what I was contending for. 1'll take
Good speed's, since that is the favorite, even though he doesn't
want to quote it on I Peter 3:18. "Having themselves baptized
in behalf of their dead." That's the way the latter part of Good-
speed's reads, "Having themselves baptized in behalf of their
dead." See, it is possessive case, and if you will turn to the
Greek you can see that it is plural. So, what does the plural
have reference to? The thirty-fifth verse of I Corinthians 15;
this verse says that they were disturbed about the resurrection
of dead bodies. The spirits dont die. They were concerned about
the resurrection of dead bodies, and Paul was saying, Why were
they having themselves baptized in behalf of their dead bodies,
if there be no resurrection? That is, if the body is not going
to be raised, there would be no "need for them to be baptized
in behalf of a resurrection, in behalf of having their bodies re-
surrected. Goodspeed and all the others use that word "their"
and "dead bodies," plural. Their dead bodies, is what Paul was
talking about. Why did they baptize in behalf of their own
dead bodies? Your forefathers, "they," were baptized for them,
meaning that your forefathers were baptized in behalf of their
own bodies, and if there was no resurrection, there would have
been no need of their being baptized in their behalf. 1 still
would like to hear from Goodspeed on I Peter 3:18.

I want to spend the rest of my time tonight, friends, upon
this idea: Are we living today under the same gospel that Ab-
raham lived under; are we living under the same gospel that
Moses lived under; are we living under the same gospel that
Abraham lived under; are we living under the same covenant?
I don't have to guess about it. I can turn to the Bible and an-
swer that question. Deuteronomy fifth chapter. I want you to
listen to what the inspired writer had to say: "And Moses called
all Israel and said unto them, Hear, O Israel, the statutes and
judgments which I speak unto your ears this day, that ye may
learn them and do them. The Lord our God made a covenant
with us at Horeb." He is talking to the children of Israel. "Our
God made a covenant with us in Horeb." The next verse, the
third. Dent. 5:3: "The Lord made not this covenant with our
forefathers but with us, even us who are here this day." You
see. the children of Israel that Moses led out of Egyptian bond-
age. had a covenant which they did not have before that time.
He said, in Dent. 5:3, "God did not make this covenant with our
forefathers." Paul said that our gospel hath been hid in God,
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next life (the middle life) temporary punishment, to the bodies of
those who died in penal sin, who have not satistied God for sins
already committed. And then it goes on and says that in purgatory
the souls are deterred there and are "helped by the prayers of
the saints."

They believe in praying them out. Other people believe in
cutting the flesh to get them out. Other people believe in a
great reign to get them out. My fine friends, the "Article of
Faith" by James E. Talmadge, says, "Upon all who reject, (No-
tice—reject—not just the ignorant, but those who reject the
word of the Lord in this life) shall fall the penalties of provi-
dence such act; but after the debt has been paid the prison doors
are opened and spirits once confined in this suffering, now chas-
tened and clean, shall come forth to partake of the glory of
their Christ." In other words, the teaching of the doctrine of
baptism for the dead, is just as prayers for the dead, but it is
contrary to the Bible. We have the gospel. It is preached.
We must obey it while we are in this world. Jesus said, "I1f
ye die in your sins, where I go ye cannot come. You must work
the works of your Father while it is day, for the night comes
when no man can work."

MR. FARNSWORTH, Fourth Affirmative

I am going to comment on the question that was asked me,
"Why practice baptism for the dead and not tithing for the dead
and so on and so forth?" Now, I am sure that Mr. Gatewood
will admit that without the grace of Christ, Christ suffering on
the cross for the sins of the world—my sins, your sins—of
course, on condition of repentance and obedience to the gospel;
without that grace there is no salvation. It is the grace of Christ
makes possible the remission of sins. Now there is only one way
for a man to have his sins remitted through the atonement of the
Lord Jesus Christ, and that's by baptism by immersion for the
remission of sins. The thing that makes baptism valid is the
fact that Jesus Christ atoned on the cross for our sins, and
those that believe and are baptized for the remission of sins
will have them remitted.

Now since Mr. Gatewood called your attention to the fact
that we believe that the wicked will be punished for their sins,
pay the uttermost farthing, I have, I believe, the right to com-
ment further on that. We are told that the Son of Man should
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come in the Glory of his Father, with his angels and reward men
according to their works. "And I (John) saw the dead, both
small and great, stand before God; and the books were opened
and another book was opened, the book of life, and the dead were
judged out of the books according to their works." That said,
Judged according to their works. Now Mr. Gatewood, before the
dead are judged according to their works, the spirit goes in
paradise to a place called paradise, both the just and the un-
just, as I called to your attention from the book of Mormon and
the Bible, and there the wicked pay the uttermost farthing. If
they haven't been baptized for the remission of sins, they have to
suffer, pay the uttermost farthing for those sins. They must
reap what they sow. But those that have baptism, that take ad-
vantage of baptism, receive a remission of their sins on re-
pentance. Their sins are blotted out. Now you can see why it
is necessary that baptism be performed in case it has not been
done for them.

To further show that that is the case, since Mr. Gatewood
brought it up, in Luke 12:47,48, we are told, "And that servant
which knew his lord's will and prepared not himself, neither did
according to his will, shall be beaten with many stripes. But
he that knew not and did not commit sin worthy of stripes, shall
be beaten with few stripes, for unto whomsoever much is given,
of him shall be much required and unto whom men have com-
mitted much, of them will they require more." Now, here you
see that some are to be beaten with few stripes and some with
many. That, of course, is to take place between the time of
death and the resurrection—that punishment. They are to pay
the uttermost farthing. And afterward they are to stand before
God and be judged according to their works. And it is that
time that the wicked will be cast out, particularly the sons of
perdition and their worm dieth not and the fire is not quenched.
Cast out into that place of utter darkness that is spoken of by
Mr. Gatewood.

Now, my brothers and sisters and friends, Mr. Gatewood has
not answered the question that "they without us cannot be made
perfect." His comment on that was not sufficient. He says that
Christ made them perfect. But it is in the plural, us. They
without us cannot be made perfect. Not, they without Christ
cannot he made perfect. Now, those people that looked down
through the stream of time with eye of faith and looked for-
ward to the coming of the Messiah and his atonement for the
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remission of sins—those great people. We are told here that
"They without us cannot be made perfect." There is some-
thing we must do, Paul says, us. That included Paul and the
other saints in his time. They without us cannot be made per-
fect. Now Mr. Gatewood, you did not answer that; you tried to
say that they couldn't be made perfect without Christ. And it
is not speaking in the singular. It is speaking in the plural. They
without us cannot be made perfect. Furthermore, certainly this
group is not going to hear and believe that there are three ways
to be saved, when the Lord says, "I am the Way, the Truth and
the Life. No man cometh unto the Father but by me." No
man cometh unto the father but by me. 1 further quoted,
"Straight is the gate, and narrow is the way that leadeth unto
Life Eternal." There are not three ways of salvation. Why
Paul says, "the law made no man perfect." If the law made
no man perfect, how are they going to be saved if it didn't make
them perfect? Because the Lord said, "Be ye perfect even as
your Father in heaven is perfect." Now if the law doesn't
make men perfect but the bringing in of the better hope did, then
the gospel alone will make men perfect, Mr. Gatewood, and
there is only one gospel. That is the gospel of Christ, and it
is the power of God unto salvation. And since those people, many
of them, did not hear the gospel, (you, yourself, said that it
only came after Christ's time) therefore, they must have a chance
to hear and bow the knee that Jesus Christ is the Son—those who
will.  And since baptism is for the remission of sins, since the
dead cannot now be baptized for themselves, they must have it
done in their behalf. I thank you.



PROPOSITION TWO

The Book of Mormon
(First Night)

MR. FARNSWORTH, First Affirmative

Ladies and Gentlemen: As has been stated, the propo-
sition tonight is resolved "The Book of Mormon is of Divine
Origin." I realize that it is impossible for me to prove that
the Book of Mormon is of Divine Origin in two nights of fifty
minutes each. Imagine, if you will, anyone attempting to prove
that the Bible is of Divine Origin in two nights. I realize
that is impossible; I realize that I can't give one-thousandth part
of the evidence proving that the Book of Mormon be of Divine
origin tonight. I do hope, however, that I will give you enough
evidence that you will become interested and make an investi-
gation for yourself and I know that if you do that, you will
receive a testimony that the Book of Mormon is of Divine
origin.

Now, in my experience, and I believe in your experience, |
have found human beings very, very human. [ don't care how
much a man knows, I don't care how many degrees he has op-
posite his name, he is still just a human being, and his words
prove that he is just a human being. Back in my school days
I have noticed that no matter how prominent men were, how many
degrees they had, they differed on subjects and quarreled and
jangled, and one presented one theory and one another, and I
have found that any human work will not stand investigation.

Men might reveal some truth, but invariably they will fail
in some respects. I might give you an example of what I mean.
We find Charles Darwin, a great scientist, a man trained in the
scientific method, that man spent seven years doing nothing but
observing animal life and after spending seven years observing
animal life, he spent twenty years testing out his theories and
after spending twenty-seven years that great scientist gave us
his work "Darwin's Origin of Species." In a few years many
of his theories were completely overthrown, in spite of the fact
that that great man had spent twenty-seven years in preparation
of that work.

In contrast to that, I want to call your attention to the Book
of Mormon and the way that book came forth. I want you to
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realize that Joseph Smith, when the translation of that book was
completed, was just a boy of about twenty-three or twenty-four
years old, very immature. [ want you to realize that Joseph
Smith was brought up in the backwoods of New York in an early
time. I want you to realize that that was not a library age; that
books were scarce, that learning was scarce. [ want you to
realize that it was not a newspaper age such as we have today.
I want you to remember that Joseph Smith had practically no
schooling; that he was unlearned, that he was not a great student
or scholar or scientist. Can you conceive of a man that young,
brought up under those circumstances, unlearned and uneducated,
bringing forth a book 4hat claimed to give the record of two
distinct peoples, one of them covering a period of a thousand
years, telling from whence they came, telling of their religion,
telling of every phase of their life? And yet such a book was
produced, containing five hundred and eighty pages.

If that book came forth through the wisdom of that young,
inexperienced, unlearned, unlettered boy, then certainly my op-
ponent will have no trouble in tearing the book all to pieces, and
I will have difficulty in defending it. 1 want to call your at-
tention also to the fact that the Bible itself has been criticized,
and I might say, very much like you will hear the Book of
Mormon criticized tonight. Your libraries are filled with criti-
cims of the Bible and they are similar criticisms to what will be
offered now. But those criticisms have been answered just as
the Book of Mormon criticisms have been answered.

I want you to consider for just one moment, the words of
Peter, 11 Peter chapter one, verse twenty and twenty-one. "Know-
ing this first, that no prophecy of the scripture is of any private
interpretation. For the prophecy came not in old time by the
will of man: but holy men of God spake as they were moved
by the Holy Ghost." That's the way we obtained our Bible.
Holy men of God spake as they were moved upon by die Holy
Ghost. Now, my friends. holy men of God spake and gave
us the Bible. Is the Holy Ghost moving upon men today?
Was the Holy Ghost moving upon any other people other than the
Jews in Jerusalem? God being an unchangeable God, if the
Holy Ghost is moving upon men today and those men write, then
their words are scripture just as the Bible is scripture. And be-
cause God is the same yesterday, today and forever, if his spirit
ever moved upon men in times past and if their recorded word
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is considered scripture, then being an unchangeable God, surely
he will move upon men today and we have no proof whatsoever
to believe that God singled out just one little handful of the Israel-
itish nation in one particular location and gave all his revela-
tion and inspiration to that little handful of people.

I want to call to your attention a scripture passage in
Deuteronomy twenty-eighth chapter, verse sixty-four. "And the
Lord shall scatter thee among all people, from the one end of the
earth even unto the other; and there thou shalt serve other Gods."

Notice that Israel was to be scattered and Israel was scat-
tered. The ten tribes, you remember, were taken captive into As-
syria. We now speak of them as the lost ten tribes. 1 wonder
if any of their men spoke as they were moved upon by the Holy
Ghost and if they did, I wonder if their words are not scrip-
ture and I wonder if they preserved those scriptures, that they
will not some day be forthcoming.

I certainly think that God would be a respecter of persons if
he singled out one little handful of the Israelitish people, one
little tribe in particular, and gave all his revelation and gave all
his inspiration to that tribe only. So I say that it isn't unreas-
onable to believe that God moves upon men today. I say that
it isn't unreasonable that God moved upon other men in addition
to those that we have record of in the Holy Bible, and if their
words are written, I affirm that their words are the inspiration
of God just as much as the Bible. And why should any man
complain about other people receiving God's word, or there be-
ing more of God's word?

Now I want to point out to you that we are living in a day
that makes necessary great revelations. We're living in the
greatest age of this world's history. We're about to witness some
of the greatest events that ever transpired since the beginning of
man. and I'm going to call your attention to a few of these pre-
dictions in the scriptures. And I say that these important events
that are about to transpire, within themselves warrant additional
revelation from God.

I'm going to quote from Acts 3:19-21: "Repent ye there-
fore and be converted, that your sins may be blotted out when
the times of refreshment shall come from the presence of the
Lord, and he shall send Jesus Christ which before was preached
unto you, whom the heavens must receive, (now notice) until
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the times of restitution of all things which God has spoken by
the mouth of all the Holy Prophets since the world began.”
The Apostle Peter foretold the time when there should be a res-
titution of all things spoken by the mouths of all the holy prophets
since the world began. Now, my friends, if there is to be such
a restitution of things spoken by the mouths of all the holy
prophets since the world began; certainly don't you realize that
there must be more revelation from God in order to bring such
events about?

I'm going to quote now from Isaiah, concerning the won-
derful Millennium, that I think we're dawning upon at the pres-
ent time. Taken from Isaiah 11:6-16, "The wolf also shall
dwell with the lamb, and the leopard shall lie down with the kid;
and the calf and the young lion and the fatling together; and a
little child shall lead them. And the cow and the bear shall feed;
their young ones shall lie down together and the lion shall eat
straw like the ox. And the sucking child shall play on the hole
of the asp, and the weaned child shall put his hand on the cocka-
trice den. They shall not hurt nor destroy in all my holy moun-
tain; for the earth shall be full of the knowledge of the Lord,
as the waters cover the deep. And in that day there shall be
a root of Jesse, which shall stand for an ensign of the people; to
it shall the Gentiles seek; and his rest shall be glorious. And it
shall come to pass in that day, that the Lord shall set his hand
again the second time to recover the remnant of his people, which
shall be left, from Assyria, and from Egypt, and from Pathros,
and from Cush, and from Hamath, and from the islands of the
sea. And he shall set up an ensign for the nations and shall
assemble the outcasts of Israel, and gather together the dispersed
of Judah from the four corners of the earth. The envy, also of
Ephraim shall depart, and the adversaries of Judah shall be cut
off: Ephraim shall not envy Judah, and Judah shall not vex
Ephraim. But they shall fly upon the shoulders of the Philistines
toward the west; they shall spoil them of the east together: they
shall lay their hand upon Edom and Moab; and the children of
Ammon shall obey them. And the Lord shall utterly destroy the
tongue of the Egyptian sea; and with his mighty wind shall he
shake his hand over the river, and shall smite it in the seven
streams, and make men go over dryshod. And there shall be an
highway for the remnant of this people, which shall be left,
from Assyria; like as it was to Israel in the day that he came up
out of the land of Egypt."
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Now, my dear friends, if such marvelous things are about
to transpire, if the almighty God is to work such a miraculous
work, can you conceive, can you conceive for one moment that
that work will be carried on without any revelation from the
almighty God? Such would be absurd. It would be entirely
beyond the human ability for man in his own wisdom and knowl-
edge, excluding revelation from God, to bring any such condi-
tions as have been foretold, for these latter days, by the prophets
of the almighty God. I want to call attention to the fact that
other great predictions were made with respect to the gathering
of Israel and the miraculous manner in which it should take place.
Ezekiel 37:15-32. 1 have misplaced .die quotation. [ want to
refer to a quotation where the Lord says that they should no
longer speak of the Lord that brought the children of Israel out
of Egypt; but that they should speak of the Lord God that gath-
ered Israel from the four corners of the earth and from the land
of the north and whithersoever he has scattered them. Now,
my friends, mark that.

You remember the remarkable things that happened when
Moses led Israel out of bondage; you remember how that great
prophet caused the waters of the Red Sea to divide and Israel
to go through on dry land. You recall how that great prophet
struck the rock and the water gushed forth. You recall how the
great prophet fed the Israclites with manna. You recall how
they conquered their enemies by the power of God. Such were
the conditions that prevailed then and yet we're told that there
is to be a day when God should gather Israel the second time;
when men would no longer speak of that Israel, those whom he
had scattered.

Now can you conceive of such great events taking place,
without any revelation from the almighty God, without any men
being moved upon by the Holy Ghost? 1 cannot conceive of
any such thing. Moreover, the word of the Lord tells that there
should be another record other than the Bible and I'm going now
to quote to you the Bible to prove that that is the case. I now
quote from Ezekiel the thirty-seventh chapter, fifteenth through
thirty-second verses: "The word of the Lord came again unto
me, saying, Moreover, thou son of man, take thee one stick, and
write upon it, For Judah, and for the children of Israel, his com-
panions; then take another stick, and write upon it, for Joseph,
the stick of Ephraim, and for all the house of Israel, his com-
panions: And join them one to another into one stick; and they
shall become one in thine hand."
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Notice there was to be a stick of Judah; they were to write
upon it for the house of Judah; and there was to be a stick of
Joseph, they were to write upon it and they were to be one in the
hands of the Lord. "And when the children of thy people shall
speak unto thee, saying, Wilt thou not shew us what thou mean-
est by these? Say unto them, Thus saith the Lord God: Behold,
I will take the stick of Joseph, which is in the hand of Ephraim
and the tribes of Israel his companions, and will put them with
him, even with the stick of Judah, and make them one stick, and
they shall be one in mine hand. And the sticks whereon thou
writest shall be in thine hand before their eyes. And say unto
them, Thus saith the Lord God: Behold, I will take the child-

ren of Israel from among the heathen whither they be gone, and
will gather them on every side, and bring them into their own
land: And I will make them one nation in the land upon the
mountains of Israel and one king shall be over them: and they
shall be no more two nations, neither shall they be divided into
two kingdoms."

So you see, my dear friends, that in this great day of
gathering, when there should be a restitution of all things spoken
of by the holy prophets, not only those in Jerusalem but others,
if there were others in other parts of the earth. But all things
were to be restored spoken by the mouth of the Holy Prophets
since the world began. And the Bible said that when that great
gathering of Israel should take place, that there should be two
sticks, the stick of Joseph and the stick of Judah, and they would
be one in the hands of the Lord in bringing scattered Israel to
the knowledge of the truth.

Now I want to call to your attention that the Lord Jesus
Christ clearly knew that all his sheep were not at Jerusalem. He
knew that there were other sheep of the house of Israel, not only
the lost ten tribes, but others that he would have to visit. We
find recorded, I think it is in St. John 10:16—He said to his
apostles: "Other sheep I have that are not of this fold; them also
I must bring and they shall hear my voice and there shall be
one fold and one shepherd." Other sheep I have that are not
of this fold! Now my brethren and sisters, he could not be
referring to the Gentiles, because the Lord Jesus Christ said
himself that he came only to the lost sheep of the house of Is-
rael. Now that being the case, he referred to other sheep of the
house of Israel that were to hear his voice and I want to ask
you "where were the other sheep of the house of Israel that
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claimed to have heard his voice, other than those that were at
Jerusalem? And I'm going to show you clearly that the Book
of Mormon tells of another people, other sheep who are of the
house of Israel and tells of His visiting those people and I'm
going to give you most remarkable proof concerning that.

I want to also call your attention to the fact that there was
to be and angel of God come in the last days to have the ever-
lasting gospel to preach”o those that dwell upon the earth. And
I'm going to now call your attention to the revelation of St. John.
You find in the fourth chapter of Revelation, that an angel ap-
peared to John, the Revelalor, on the Isle of Patmos. That
angel said, "Come up hither, John, and I will show you things
that must be hereafter." Mark that—hereafter—after John's
time. And we find in John fourteen, six and seven, looking down
the stream of time, that great prophet said, "I saw another angel
flying in the midst of heaven having the everlasting gospel to
preach to diem that dwell upon the earth, saying with a loud
voice: "Fear God and give glory to him, for the hour of his
judgment is come."

Notice, that in the hour of God's judgment, that John saw
an angel flying in the midst of heaven having the everlasting
gospel to preach to them that dwell upon the earth. I declare unto
you that that angel has come and that angel has made known
unto us the record of the lost sheep of the house of Israel, and
that that record is the Book of Mormon and that that record does
contain the gospel of the Lord Jesus Christ, as it was taught to
those people by the Lord himself. He visited them after his re-
surrection and established his church among them. That is my
testimony to you.

Now I want to call your attention to the fact that this young
boy, this young man who couldn't even speak grammatically cor-
rect, this young man who had little or no experience and no
mature judgment at this particular tune, I want to call your
attention to what happened. This young man beheld a vision
of the Almighty God and he was told that he should be an in-
strument in the hands of the Lord in restoring the gospel of
Jesus Christ. Now, that fourteen-year-old boy went and told
his mother that he had beheld a vision of the Father and the
Son, and that he was going to be an instrument in the hands of
the Lord in restoring the fullness of the gospel of Jesus Christ,
much of which had been lost to mankind.
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Supposing any fourteen-year-old boy would come to you
and tell you any such story, would you take any stock in it?
Do you think, he could ever bring it about? Do you think that
he could make good on any such thing? Why of course not!
No boy could do anything of that nature, and yet not long after
that, that young boy when about eighteen years of age, was visited
by an angel, the one I spoke to you about that John said should
come. That angel told him of a record engraven upon golden
plates that had been kept by an ancient people here in America
which contained the fullness of the gospel engraven upon it.
That boy went to his parents and told them that this angel had
told him of this record and that he was going to receive that
record and that he was going to translate it by the gift and
power of God.

Now if an eighteen-year-old boy would come to you and
tell you that he was going to produce such a record, do you
think that he could make good on that? No, he certainly could
not! And yet this eighteen-year-old boy did make good! Not
only that, but in translating that book by the gift and power of
God, while translating, he came across a passage that indicated
that a priesthood was necessary and that young man, before he was
twenty-three years of age, went with Oliver Cowdery, his scribe,
and an angel of God came down before their eyes, not just
Joseph Smith's, and conferred upon them the priesthood of
Aaron. And later on, those same two men were visited by Peter,
James and John, who laid their hands upon them and conferred
upon them the Melchizedek priesthood.

Do you think any little twenty-three-year-old boy could pro-
duce an angel and bring him down, not only before himself, but
before another witness? He could not. Not only that, not only
that, but in the course of translation that boy received a revela-
tion from the Almighty God which promised that those records
should be shown to other witnesses.

How would you like to make good a promise such as I
am going to read to you? Taken from Doctrine and Covenants,
section 17, "Behold I say unto you that you must rely upon my
word, which if you do with full purpose of heart, you shall have
a view of the plates and also the breastplate, the sword of Laman,
the Urim and Thummim, which were given to the brother of
Jared upon the mount, when he talked with the Lord face to
face, and the miraculous directors the Liahona which were given



GATEWOOD-FARNSWORTH DEBATE 55

to Levi while in the wilderness on the borders of the Red Sea.
And it is by your faith that you shall obtain a view of them, even
by that faith which was had by the prophets of old." Now,
here long before its fulfillment, here is a promise, a prophecy,
the word of the Lord, saying that he would show these many
instruments to three men and this young man made good. He
did just that.

But I'm going to quote also to show you that the record
itself said that it should be shown to witnesses; not only to three,
but other witnesses likewise. I now read from II Nephi 27:
12-14; "At that day when the book shall be delivered unto the
man of whom I have spoken, the book shall be hid from the
eyes of the world, that none shall behold it save it be that three
witnesses shall behold it, by the power of God, besides him to
whom the book shall be delivered; and they shall testify to the
truth of the book and the things therein. And there is none
other which shall view it, save it be a few according to the will
of God." So there it is left open, that it might be shown to
other witnesses. Now this young man showed these things to
three witnesses, David Whitmer, Oliver Cowdery, Martin Harris,,
three men of repute. I know that my friend is going to try to
discredit those men tonight. I know that he is going to try to
ridicule their testimony, but it can't be done truthfully. Any-
one here who will make an honest investigation of those wit-
nesses, will marvel at the Strength of their testimonies. Those
three men were shown the record. You have all read their tes-
timony in the Book of Mormon, that by the power of God they
beheld the plates, that an angel of God appeared before their
eyes, and that the voice of God declared from heaven that the
book had been translated by the gift and power of God. Strange
as it may seem, everyone of those men became disaffected and
went out against the prophet and left the church, were excom-
municated and yet never did even one of those men deny his
testimony but up to their dying day they affirmed that they had
seen what they had seen. Two of those men came back into the
church and for years and years went up and down the state of
Utah bearing to this people the testimony that they had beheld
these things of which I have spoken. And I want to tell you that
the testimonies of those witnesses are true, and I'm going to read
a few of those testimonies to you tonight.

At one time a man claimed that David Whitmer had re-
pudiated his testimony, and David Whitmer went to a paper,.
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I have it here, I'l]l quote from it and this is the testimony that
David Whitmer gave. David Whitmer's proclamation, by the
way—David Whitmer never came back into the church, he's
one of the three witnesses that died out of the fold. "That I
never have at any time denied that testimony or any part thereof
which has so long since been published with that book as one of
the three witnesses," signed David Whitmer. Here is an inter-
view by a correspondent of the Richmond Democrat, issue Janu-
ary 26, 1882, with David Whitmer, notice what this man says.

Now he's quoting from Whitmer, "Repairing to the woods
they engaged in prayer for a short time, when suddenly a great
light shone around about them far brighter and more dazzling
than the brilliancy of the noonday sun, seemingly enveloping the
woods for a considerable distance. A spirit of elevation seized
upon him as the joy indescribable which so entranced him that
he felt that he was chained to the spot. A moment later a Di-
vine personage, clothed in white raiment, appeared unto them
and immediately in front of the personage stood a table on which
lay a number of gold plates, some of brass plates, Urim and
Thummim, the sword of Laman, all these they were directed to
examine carefully and after their examination they were told
that the Lord would demand that they bear witness thereof to
all the World. While describing this vision to us, all traces of
the severe cold from which he was suffering, disappeared. For
the time being his form his countenance assumed that most
beautiful expression and his tones became strangely eloquent.
The description was a magnificent piece of word painting, and
he carried his hearers with him to that lonely hill by the old
farm and they stood there with him, awed in the divine pres-
ence. Skeptics may laugh and scoff if they will, but no man
could listen to Mr. Whitmer while he talks of his interview with
the angel of the Lord, without being most forcibly convinced
that he has heard an honest man tell what he honestly believes
to be true."

In that same interview there were a great number of prom-
inent people that signed their names that he, Daniel Whitmer,
was a man of repute. "We the undersigned citizens of Rich-
mond, Wray County, Missouri, were in David Whitmer's resi-
dence since the year 1838, certify that we have been long and
intimately acquainted with him and know him to be a man of
highest integrity and of undoubted truth and veracity. And these
are the names: General Alexander W. Don if on," Honorable George
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Dunn, Judge of the Fifth Judicial Circuit; Thomas Woodson,
President of Savings Bank; J. D. Childs, Editor of the Con-
servator; Garner, Cashier of Wray County Savings Bank, County
Treasurer. And there are about twenty or thirty prominent, non-
Mormon men that were well acquainted with this man that testi-
fies to his integrity. And I shall not bother nor weary you with
quoting further from them.

Before David Whitmer died, he called his physician to him
and said, "Doctor, I want you to tell me whether or not I am
in my right mind." The doctor said, "Yes, Mr. Whither, you're
in your right mind." This is what Mr. Whitmer said just before
he died. "Now you must all be faithful in Christ. I want say
to you all that the Bible and the record of the Nephites, the Book
of Mormon are true. So you can say that you heard me bear my
testimony on my death bed. All be faithful in Christ and your
reward will be according to your works. God bless you all. My
trust is in Christ forever, worlds without end. Amen."

Now I am going to quote a statement from Oliver Cowdery.
"I beheld with my eyes and handled with my hands the gold
plates with which the Book of Mormon was transcribed. I also
saw with my eyes and handled with my hands the holy interpret-
ers of the Urim and Thummim. I was present with Joseph when
an holy angel from God came down from heaven and conferred
on us, or restored the lesser Aaronic priesthood, and said unto us
at the same time that it should remain upon the earth while the
earth should stand. I was also present with Joseph when the higher
Melchizedek priesthood was conferred by the holy angels of God.

Now here is a statement from David Whitmer referring to
Oliver Cowdery. David Whitmer said Oliver Cowdery died the
happiest man he ever saw. After shaking hands with the family
and kissing his wife and daughter he said, "Now I lay me down
for the last time. I'm going to my Saviour." And he died imme-
diately with a smile on his lips. All these men to their dying day
affirmed this great testimony.

So far as Martin Harris is concerned, Martin Harris went
up and down this state for many years, testifying as to his testi-
mony, and you're all familiar with that. I'll just quote from
what his son said. "He has continued to talk," this is just before
he died, "He has continued to talk about and testify to the truth
of the Book of Mormon, and was in the happiest mood when he
could get someone to listen to his testimony. If he felt dull and
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weary at times and someone would come in and open up a con-
versation and give him an opportunity of talking, he would im-
mediately revive the feeling like a young man.

Now I want to call your attention to the fact that this young
boy not only made claims, but he made good on those claims,
and I want to testify to you here tonight that the greatest evi-
dence and testimony that the Book of Mormon is true, is the Book
of Mormon itself. I don't care how many ridicule it, they have
ridiculed the Bible. I don't care how they may try to pick flaws
in it and say things to discredit it. I want to tell you that any
honest soul that will investigate the Book of Mormon and will
go into it thoroughly, not haphazardly, those men will say that
Joseph Smith nor any man or group of men, could in their own
wisdom, have produced that book. I challenge all the wisdom
of the world, all the learning of the world combined, of all hu-
man nature, to produce any such a record as the Book of
Mormon; and you who have read it, know that I speak the
truth.

But I'm going to show you that that book has stood the
test of a hundred years. That great record and all the facts, I
say facts, that have been brought forth with reference to those
people, bear out that record and prove it to be true. I'm going
to impose upon you tonight by mentioning and calling your
attention or reading a few quotations from non-Mormon au-
thorities on ethnology and archaeology. I have right here some
forty-five non-Mormon authorities, forty-five non-Mormon au-
thorities, most of them the most eminent men of theday. 1
will call attention that the Book of Mormon said that a group
of Hebrews left Jerusalem about 600 B. C., and were led to
this land of America about 600 B. C. Now a few years ago
not one single date could be translated from the Mayan tongue.
Just recently, in the past few years, scientists have been able
to translate a few dates. I'm going to quote to you and show
you what the scientists say about the arrival of the Mayas on
this North American continent.

"With their calendar system already in working order, the
Mayas appeared on the threshold of history 600 years before the
Christian era." Here is another quotation: "With records cut
in imperishable stone, the Mayas, suddenly made their appear-
ance upon the historical scene on August 6, 1613 B. C." Think
of that! Here we have another quotation, that before it reached
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the stage which the data was given, placed the first inhabi-
tants of America, at least two thousand years before the Span-
ish Conquest, or about 500 B. C. That was this authority's
guess. Here we have a Mexican publication from the Mexican
government that says the authorities agree that the Mayan civ-
ilization began to flourish in Yucatan about two thousand years
ago.

Now I'm going to call to you attention the fact that non-
Mormon authorities are agreed, that those people were of He-
brew origin, that they did come from Jerusalem, that they were
Israelites, just as the Book of Mormon said they were. How
do you think this young boy, this unlearned boy, could make
so many good guesses if he were doing this with his own power?

I quote from Kingsborough. Kingsborough says "I cannot
fail to remark that one of the arguments which persuades me
to believe that this nation descends from the Hebrews, is to see
the knowledge of the Book of Genesis."

I'm going to quote from Ferrell, another prominent au-
thority. "There are striking similarities between the Mayan re-
ligions and the Hebrew faith, while throughout Peru there are
places, names as well as words in the language, that are almost
identical with old Hebrew."

Now. I quote Lee, a celebrated French traveler: "Many
of the Indians told me that their early ancestors were a great
and powerful people whom I cannot help identifying with the
Jews. Their laws relating to marriage were the same and they
were forbidden to eat flesh of animals, like the swine of South
America."

I could go on and quote any number of passages, but I
am going to quote one that is quite long, because I believe it is
very vital. This authority says, "Like the Jews, the Indians of-
fer their first fruits, keep their new moons, the fast of expiations
of the end of September and the beginning of October. They
divide the year into four seasons corresponding to the Jewish
festivals." According to Long, "The brother of a deceased
husband receives his widow into his house as a guest and after
a suitable time considers her as a legitimate consort." In some
parts of North America, circumcision is practiced. And on this,
Lopez makes mention, "that which most tends to fortify the opin-
ion as to the Hebrew origin of the American tribes is a species
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of Ark seeming like that of the Old Testament. This the In-
dians take with them to war. It is never permitted to touchthe
ground, but rests upon stones or pieces of wood, it being deemed
unlawful and sacrilegious to open it or look upon it. The Ameri-
can priests scrupulously guard their sanctuary and the high
priest carries on his breast a white shell adorned with precious
stones which we call the Urim, the Urim, of the Jewish High
Priest, of whom we are reminded by the band of white blooms on
his forehead." Can you imagine such remarkable evidences as
I have quoted?

Here is another authority. Notice, mark you, all these
are not Mormon authorities. This is from Lee, "The ark of the
covenant appears to have been known." On the excellent au-
thority of Adair, Long and Noah, American Indians kept a holy
chest, or ark which they were wont to carry to battle when they
were hard pressed by their enemies. Long says, "This ark was
placed on a sort of frame, carried on men's shoulders, and was
not allowed to touch the ground. To uncover it was strictly
forbidden. Three men, who out of curiosity attempted to ex-
amine its contents, were stricken blind on the spot. Such are
the traditions of the Indians with respect to the ark of the cove-
nant.

I don't think I need quote any further authorities. I have
thirty or forty more, but I'm not sure you would care to bear
them all. If our friend questions this authority, 1'11 be willing to
present them all to him. I would like very much to have him
read them.

Here is another interesting statement. "The first and most
striking fact among the North American Indians referred us to
the Jews, is their worshipping in all parts the great Spirit
of Jehovah."

Now I told you tonight that the Lord Jesus Christ said,
"Other sheep I have that are not of this fold, and them also
I must bring and they shall hear my voice and they shall be one
fold and one shepherd." We are here to affirm to you tonight,
that the Lord Jesus Christ, after his resurrection, did appear
here in this land of America to a Hebrew people, to a people
who were of the "Lost sheep of the house of Israel" to whom
he was just as much under obligation as he was to those at
Jerusalem, and that he did preach the gospel to those people.
And nowhere in this world do the peoples testify to that, like the
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American Indians in their traditions, some of which I am going
to quote to you now. Mark you. "Quetzalcoatal, the chief god
of those people; only Quetzalcoatal, among all the gods, was
preeminently called Lord. In short, that when one were saying
By our Lord, he meant Quetzalcoatal." In the fourth page of
the Boregan M. S, the Quetzalcoatal seems to be crucified be-
tween two persons who are in the act of reviling him.

Imagine! Here is an actual picture of Quetzalcoatal being
crucified between two persons who are in the act of reviling
him. Does that bring anything to your mind? The crucifixion
of the Lord between two thieves as recorded in the Bible? Kings-
borough further says, "The Aztecs have a tradition of a god suf-
fering and crucified named Quetzalcoatal, and one preceding
him to prepare the way and call them to repentance." They
even had the tradition of John going before him as well as
his crucifixion. Here is a quotation from the book, "America
Before Columbus": "Our Lord's resurrection is plainly brought
to mind by the statement of the venerable chief who asserted
that the crucified Quetzalcoatal remained dead three days and
on the third day came to life again." How does that tradition
sound? Does it sound like that of the Lord?

Here we have Lee, "The great white god in American
tradition is frequently mentioned as having been crucified." Here
we have another interesting thing: The Book of Mormon said
that when the Lord Jesus Christ should appear and be born,
that there would be a time when there would be light during
a space of about three days, when there would be no darkness.
Here is an interesting tradition on that light. Well, first I want
to quote another, pardon me. "In addition to the sign of a belief
in Christ, a ceremony suggestive of an elegy to the sacrament of
the communion was witnessed with astonishment by the invaders.
Aztec priests were seen to prepare a cake of flour mixed with
blood, which they consecrated and gave to the people, who, as
they ate, showed signs of humiliation and sorrow declaring it
was the flesh of deity." Even the Lord's supper was practiced
by those people.

Short says, "The doctrines of the benign and saintly Quet-
zalocoatal must be classed among the great faiths of mankind, and
their author alone of all the great teachers except Christ him-
self, inculcated a positive morality." This will be interesting
to you. Dr Br—————said, "Quetzalcoatal was born of a
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virgin in the land of Tula." Again Smith said, "This virgin
conceived a son without knowing man, which was called Quet-
zalcoatal, and they say he is god of the air."

Bancroft says, (now this is the passage that I want to call
your attention to )"The Book of Mormon said that at the com-
ing of the Lord that there should be a period of very strange
phenomena when there should be light, and here is an Indian
tradition that comes close to verifying that." Bancroft said that
there was a native record that speaks of the stopping of the sun
for a whole day in its course, as at the command of Joshua's
slopping of the sun, which would indicate that they had several
days without darkness.  Another interesting phenomena that
comes down to us by tradition, "And this division of an empire
was made on a day when three suns were seen which caused
some to think that it took place on the day of the birth of the
Redeemer, a day on which it was commonly believed that such
a meteor was observed."

Why, these things are almost marvelous in my eyes to
think that scientists today are verifying almost in detail the
record of that book that came forth over a hundred years ago.
The Book of Mormon said likewise that at the time of the cru-
cifixion of Jesus Christ, which as you know occurred at about
33 A. D., that there should be a great upheaval and I'm going
to quote from Indian tradition to show you that those Indians,
and by the way, they've even translated dates -verifying the fact
that this actually took place 33 A. D., as you will see.

Another circumstance of our Saviour's death seems to be
remembered in Mexico, for it is related in its traditions that at
the disappearance of Quetzalcoatal, both the sun and moon were
covered with darkness while a single star appeared in the heav-
ens. Now I'm quoting from another authority, "During His
reign, reign of a certain monarch, at 32 or 33 A. D., they ex-
perienced earthquakes that lasted several months." Think of
that, giving the exact dates the Book of Mormon gives of those
great eruptions! Bancroft says, "The sun and moon were
eclipsed, the earth shook, and the rocks were,rent asunder, and
many other things and signs happened, though there was no loss
of life. This was the year Cecilia, which chronologically being
reduced to our system, proves to be the same date when Christ
our Lord suffered 33 A. D." Thus you see that those men are
verifying as fast as they possibly can, those statements made in
the Book of Mormon.
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Here is another quotation, (Oh, I told you that the Lord
Jesus Christ not only visited those people but I told you He
established His church among them) and I'm now going to give
you conclusive proof, from non-Mormon authorities, that accord-
ing to their findings that was the case. The American Indians
testifying as to Christianity, showing beyond doubt that they
had a knowledge of it before Columbus discovered America. This
book "America Before Columbus,"” says, "We trust that no in-
telligent reader would contradict us if we should consider it
sufficiently demonstrated that the Christian religion was preached
in America during the first century of our era." Here is an-
other authority. Not a single American missionary who has
until this day left any writing has left unnoted the evident ves-
tiges of Christianity which had in former times penetrated, even
among the most savage tribes. Again, both the discoverers and the
missionaries of the sixteenth century, were convinced that the
crosses that they met with among the American aborigines were
emblems of Christianity, although their introduction was a per-
plexing and unsolvable puzzle to them." It isn't a puzzle to us.

Now, as to some of the rites of the Christian Church. We
are told by Gann and Thompson, who were students of Mayas,
report that the Mayas practiced a form of baptism and that the
Mayan word for baptism is "Rebirth;" and that the children
were baptized when they were about twelve years of age. Theroe
says, "Christian missionaries and other writers of the time as-
sure us that baptism, to all intents the sacrament of baptism, was
administered in several American districts from time immemorial.
Bancroft said, "The use of water more or less sanctified was used
as a purification avowal, which freed one from the inherent sin.
This runs back to a period far pre-Christian among the Mexican
Mayan and other American nations. They were cleansed from
sin by washing." Why I think those American Indians knew
more about baptism than some of our modern ministers.

Here is a statement on immortality. "Among the Indians,
the idea of immortality is strongly dwelt upon. It is not spoken
of as supposition or a mere belief. Not fixed, it is regarded
as actuality, as something known and approved by the judgment
of God." I see I haven't time to do more reading; I could read
all night, and probably wear you out. But I want to call your
attention to the fact that almost every important event spoken
of in the Book of Mormon as it came here 600 years B. C, that
Jesus Christ visited them. That the gospel was taught to them.



64 GATEWOOD-FARNSWORTH DEBATE

At the second coming of the Messiah there were signs and won-
ders here in AmericalJ and at his crucifixion there was a period
of darkness and earthquakes and even scientists themselves say
that it occurred just when the Book of Mormon says—33 A. D.

I call your attention to the fact that the Book of Mormon also
tells of another nation, the Jeridite nation that came over here
long before that time, after the confusion of tongues and I can
quote you numerous authorities, which I will do if necessary,
showing that the earliest people came here after the confusion,
of tongues. I can go and show you the Book of Mormon says,
that those people built great cement highways, great walls and
great cities. Today we are uncovering those cities, some of them
that had millions of inhabitants in them, some of them as large as
Chicago. Think of that! And we are finding those cement
works today that the Book of Mormon spoke of. You know in
my father's time and in my grandfather's time, some of the critics,
like our friend, that used to try to attack and pick the Book of
Mormon to pieces, used to say "Why how ridiculous, because that
book says there were cement cities here. How ridiculous—the
book says there were horses here. We know that was just Joseph
Smith's ignorance." Today, my friends, we are finding those
cement cities. Today we have found the skeletons of those horses.
Today we have found the skeletons of elephants. The Book of
Mormon says that a very great wall was built and tells exactly
where it started. Not so long ago one of our great scientists flew
over that great wall Now we have pictures of it.
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MR. GATEWOOD, First Negative

I am indeed thankful to you for your behavior and the
attention you have given Mr. Farnsworth. 1 trust that you Will
give me the same consideration and attention. There are mem-
bers of the church of Christ here from throughout the United
States: Tennessee, Arkansas, Texas, Oklahoma, California,
Washington, and Oregon, and I am thankful to them for the
respect they have given to Mr. Farnsworth in his speech even
though they do not agree with him in most of those things.
However, I do ask the members of the church of Christ not
to have their minds closed. Perhaps you have heard these
things before. Perhaps they are new to you, and therefore you
ought to investigate them with an open mind.

I also ask the Latter Day Saints to show me the same con-
sideration. I know just exactly the kind of proposition I am up
against at this time. I know that you have been reared believing
the Book of Mormon. Many of your forefathers were pioneers
and came across the prairies and settled in this city. Some of
them perhaps died for your religion. I know that when I come
to speak in regard to the Book of Mormon, although I do not
believe that it is of divine origin, that I am speaking of some-
thing which you consider sacred. In speaking these things to-
night, however, friends, I want to say that I am not doing -it
in the sense of ridicule. I am doing it only because of honest,
sincere conviction. And even though you have been reared be-
lieving it, I do ask you that you open your minds to what I
have to say. 1 will perhaps tell you something you have never
heard before.

You know the position that I hold is that which you have
invited. You have invited me to make this speech tonight.

1 have a book called the Divine Authenticity of the Book of
Mormon by Orson Pratt, one of your Apostles, and he said,
"The nature of the message in the Book of Mormon is such that
if it is true, no one can possibly be saved rejecting it. If false,
no one can possibly be saved and receive it. Therefore, every
soul in all the world is equally interested in ascertaining its truth
or falsity. In a matter of such importance, such infinite impor-
tance, no person should rest satisfied with conjectures or opinions
of others. He should use every exertion himself to become ac-
quainted with the message. He should very carefully examine
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the evidences on which it is offered to the world. He should
with all patience and perseverance seek to obtain certain knowl-
edge as to whether it be of God or not. Without such an inves-
tigation, in the most careful and candid manner, he cannot safely
judge without greatly hazarding his future and eternal wel-
fare."

Notice what he said, "1f after a rigid examination it be
found an imposition, it should be extensively published to the
world as such. The evidences and arguments upon which the
imposture was detected should be clearly and logically stated,
that those who have been sincerely and unfortunately deceived
may perceive the nature of the deception and be reclaimed, that
those who continue to publish it to the world may be exposed and
silenced, not by physical force, neither by persecution and bare
assertions and ridicule, but by strong powerful arguments; by
evidences produced by scripture and reason."

Since Mr. Pratt has invited me to do that, tonight 1 feel
that you won't object if I do so. I have done what he says,
I have read the Book of Mormon. 1 have examined it, the
same way that I would examine the Bible; not from the critical
standpoint, but examining, reading what friends have to say
about it, just as I have read what friends have had to say about
the Bible, but also reading what those who are not friends have
to say, just as I have read what those who are not friends of the
Bible have had to say. I have read the works of Ingersol and
of Paine, the greatest infidels, and of Robert Owens—the works
that they have given against the Bible. 1 believe the Bible to
be the truth. But after having compared the friends' testimony
concerning the Book of Mormon and having read the Book of
Mormon itself, and then comparing what those who do not be-
lieve it have said, I, tonight, friends, must tell you that I do
not believe it to be divinely inspired.

I find a statement made by Mr. B. H. Roberts, in his
New Witness for God, Vol. 2, page 4: "That if the origin of
the Book of Mormon could be proved other than that set forth by
Joseph Smith; if the book itself could be proved to be other
than it claims to be, that is, chiefly an abridged history of the
ancient inhabitants of America; a volume of scriptures con-
taining a message from God to that ancient people as it was
written to the Lamanites. If, I say, the Book of Mormon could
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be proved other than this, then the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter Day Saints and its message of doctrines which in some
respects may be said to be written out of the Book of Mormon,
must fall, for if that book is other than it claims to be, if it
is of origin other than that which is ascribed to it by Joseph
Smith, then Joseph Smith said that which is untrue. He is a
false prophet and all he claimed of inspiration and divine au-
thority are not only vain, but with it, all that he did as a re-
ligious teacher is not only useless, but . . ."

That's what Mr. Roberts, an apostle of the Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter Day Saints says. He continues to say: "The re-
sponsibility of proof of the divine origin of the Book of Mor-
mon rests on the affirmative side. Sometimes, Latter Day Saints
have been content to say, because no one has arisen to dis-
prove it in our minds, that therefore it must stand; but the Book
of Mormon must rest upon greater testimony. We must not
depend upon negative evidence, but we must present positive
evidence." So the burden of proof tonight rests upon the
shoulders of Mr. Farnsworth. And if he doesn't present evi-
dence that can substantiate the Book of Mormon, then it must
fall. And if it falls, the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day
Saints is built upon a sandy foundation. Joseph Smith, there-
fore, was a false prophet, according to the statements which Mr.
Roberts has made, if the Book of Mormon falls.

Now, friends, with that in mind, I want to enter into an
investigation of the Book of Mormon to show that it is in my
estimation a work of man. When I say that it is a work of
man, I want you to understand that I am not under respon-
sibility to say what man wrote it. All that I am under ob-
ligation to do in this discussion is prove that it is not of divine
origin. And if it is not of divine origin, I am not under ob-
ligation to set up a counter plan as to how it came. Therefore,
I am not going to spend time in that. I want to take up first
some statements made in the Bible which Mr. Farnsworth gave
to prove that the Bible said that the Book of Mormon would
come forth.

The first one that was mentioned was in Ezekiel 37:15.
Since he read it I don't believe that I will repeat. You remem-
ber that the story is given of two sticks. A revelation was given
to Ezekiel saying, "Take two sticks and write upon them; one
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for the tribe of Ephraim—and for all the house of Israel his
companions; And another for the tribe of Judah and his com-
panions; and hold them before you, they will be joined to-
gether, they will become one before your eyes." Now the ar-
gument which Mr. Farnsworth and the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter Day Saints offers, is that these two sticks—one of them
is the Book of Mormon; the stick of Judah is the Bible; and
that these two sticks—the Book of Mormon and the Bible, are
going to be joined together and they will become one—they will
become one witness.

Now friends, before we go further in a study of this state-
ment made in Ezekiel, I want you to understand where this
writing was made. When the writer of the Book of Ezekiel
was writing, where was he? He was down in the Babylonian
captivity. In the first chapter of Ezekiel, "Now it came to
pass in the thirteenth year, the fourth month and the fifth day
of the month, as I was among the captives by the river Che-
bar—a river down among the Babylonians—That the heavens
were opened and I saw a vision in the fifth day of the month,
which was the fifth year of the King Jehoiachin's captivity." Thus
having that before your mind, I want to get something else
before you. When the children of Israel went into Babylonian
captivity, they were divided into two tribes—the tribe of Judah,
and the tribe of Israel. You remember that after Moses had
led the children of Israel out of Egyptian bondage, they got
tired of judges. They wanted kings. So God gave them a king.
The first king was Saul. The second was David. The third king
was Solomon. It was a United Kingdom while those three
reigned. But after Solomon, the kingdom was divided. The
two tribes of Judah and Benjamin were known as the King-
dom of Judah. The other ten tribes were known as the King-
dom of Israel. There were kings over these respective divisions
and they continued in that division until they went into Baby-
lonian captivity. And while they were in this captivity, God
spoke to Ezekiel in vision.

He says, "Take two sticks." That have been written on?
No. Not scrolls that have been written on, but take two sticks.
And what did God tell him to do? Write on them. That shows
that they had not been written on before. Take two sticks and
write on these two sticks. What are you going to write on
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them? Write on one, Children of Ephraim and his compan-
ions. Over here on this one, you write what? You write, Judah
and his companions. You see what he is doing? He is saying,
This over here represents one kingdom, the Kingdom of Israel,
which is known as Ephraim. The other one, the Kingdom of
Judah—you write on that, saying, This is Judah.

And what did he say? "Thus saith the Lord God: Behold
I will take the children of Israel from among the heathen whither
they be gone. And I will gather them on every side." They
had been among the heathen in Babylonian captivity. God was
going to gather them on every side and bring them to their
own land. God was going to bring them back to the Land of
Palestine and make them one nation. Not two any more, but
the two sticks are going to be joined together. God was going
to make them one nation in the land upon the mountains of Is-
rael. "And one king shall be king over them all, and there
shall be no more two nations, neither shall they be divided into
two kingdoms any more at all."

The two sticks represented the two kingdoms into which
they were divided when they went into Babylonian captivity.
God told Ezekiel to join these two sticks, and then when the
children of Israel are brought out of Babylonian captivity, you
will see that it represents the facts that they are united into
one kingdom.

Friends, I want to say that the sticks mentioned in Ezekiel
37, do not have reference to the Bible nor to the Book of
Mormon. The two sticks represented the two kingdoms among
the children of Israel and the joining of the two sticks represented
the uniting of the two kingdoms, after the Babylonian captivity.

I want now to take up a consideration of the next scripture
that Mr. Farnsworth gave. That is, John 10:6. "Other sheep
I have which are not of this fold; them also must I bring, and
they shall be one fold and one shepherd." Now didn't Mr.
Farnsworth tell you that the people mentioned in the Book of
Mormon in America, were descendants of the children of Israel?
The Book of Mormon says that they were from the Tribe of
Judah. In other words, they were not another fold. They
were of the same fold. They were of the fold of the children
of Israel. Circumcision was a mark of that fold. If you will
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turn to the Book of Mormon, you will find that the Nephites
practiced circumcision. The Book of Mormon says that they
were children of Israel, that they kept the law of Moses.

Friends, if that is true, then they were of the same fold
that the Jews were in the old country. Jesus said, in John 10:6,
"Other sheep I have which are not of this fold.” Which fold was
he talking about? Mr. Farnsworth told you, and I also give
you, Matthew 10:6. Jesus told his apostles to go to the Jews,
not to the Gentiles. Don't go to the Samaritans, but rather to
the lost sheep of the house of Israecl. Jesus went first to the
Jews; preached to them. And he told his apostles not to go
to the Gentiles during his personal ministry. He had somebody
else that was not of that fold. He surely would not have made
that statement about the Nephites, because, according to the
Book of Mormon, they were of the same fold. But he said,
"Other sheep I have which are not of this fold" (Jewish fold).

If you will turn to Ephesians 2, you will find that the
Apostle Paul describes the Gentiles who were lost in sin. They
were dead through trespasses and sin. There you will find that
they were without hope and strangers from the covenant of the
promise; (Verse 12.) that Jesus Christ reconciled them to God
through the Cross, having slain the enmity thereby, and had made
of the two, (the circumcision and the uncircumcision) one man
in Chirst Jesus, so making peace. He came and preached peace to
those who were afar off and to those who were nigh; broke
down the middle wall of partition which was between us; took it
out of the way and nailed it to the cross. Those are the ones who
were not of the fold of the children of Israel, that he was going
to bring in.

The next reference Mr. Farnsworth gave in support of the fact
that the Book of Mormon would be given in these latter days
was Revelation 14:6. You remember there in the Book of Rev-
clation it says "And I saw another angel fly in the midst of
heaven, having the everlasting gospel to preach to every kindred,
nation, tongue, and people." Mr. Farnsworth said in his direct
statements that I took down, This reference was to the Book of
Mormon. Then if that is true, the angel must have been Moroni.
I believe that is the application I've seen made in the books
of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints. [ would
like to say before going into a study of this scripture, that the
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Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints is not the only one
that claims this scripture has an application to their later day
revelations. The Seventh Day Adventist Church also claims it.
That was a scripture applied to Mrs. White when she was sup-
posed to have received her revelations. I want to say not only
that, but Dr. Frank Robertson up in Moscow, Idaho, makes the
same claim, that it is the angel that appeared to him. But let
us see, Revelation 14:6—Does it have reference to Moroni,
does it have reference to Mrs. White, or does it have reference
to the angel that appeared to Frank Robertson in Moscow,
Idaho? I want to say friends, that according to the scriptures,
I am firmly convinced that it has reference to none of them.
Here are the reasons I give and I ask that you consider them
seriously.

In the Book of Revelation, John was not only shown things
in the future, but he also was shown things in the past and the
present. Mr. Farnsworth said that John was shown things only
future; but listen, Revelation 1:19, "Write the things which
thou hast seen, and the things which are, and the things which
shall be hereafter." So John was recording things which he
had seen and it included the things he had seen in his life as
well as the things he had seen at that time. You write the things
which are, and the things in the future. John was receiving
revelations of the past, present, and future. With that understand-
ing let us turn now to study the first part of the fourteenth
chapter of the book of Revelation. You can find that in the
first five verses, I won't quote it to you. You can read it when
you go home. He describes a hundred forty and four thou-
sand who stood before God, and the question was asked, "Who
are these people?" The answer was made, "These are they which
were not defiled with women; for they are virgins. These are
they which follow the Lamb whithersoever he goeth. These were
redeemed from among men, being the first fruits unto God, and
to the Lamb." What was he seeing? He was seeing some of
the firstfruits of God unto the Lamb. You remember that Matt.
27:52 says that when Jesus died that there was a resurrection
of a large number out of the graves, of the "saints that slept."
Notice, not wicked, but "saints which slept." They went out
into the streets and appeared to many. Where did they go? I
don't know, but I do know that here in the Book of Revelation 14,
first five verses of that chapter says, "I saw the firstfruits of
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those that slept." Firstfruits of the resurrection, before the
throne of God, giving him praise.

In other words, in this Revelation, God was going back and
giving John a scene that took place at the time that Jesus was
crucified, buried and rose from the grave. After having given
him that picture, he says then I saw a—what? "I saw another
angel fly in the midst of heaven, having the everlasting gospel
to preach." Immediately after the resurrection of all those
people, Jesus spoke to his apostles and no longer were they to
go preach to only the Jews, but he said, "Go teach all nations.”
Therefore- friends, they went forth and did proclaim the gospel,
and this angel is a symbol of their preaching this gospel.

1 want to say friends, that the gospel which they preached
was the everlasting gospel. 1f you will turn to I Peter 1:24,25,
you will find that Peter says, "All flesh is as grass and all the
glory of man as the flower thereof. The grass withereth, and
the flower falleth, but the word of the Lord endureth forever.
And this is the word by which the gospel is preached unto you."
What is it? The gospel—the everlasting gospel, is the word
of God. The gospel as recorded in the New Testament, the
gospel that Paul and Peter preached, was the everlasting gospel.
This angel was a symbol of that which spread immediately after
the resurrection to every kindred, tongue, tribe and people. I
know friends, that this angel spoken of in Revelation 14, was
not the angel Moroni that appeared to Joseph Smith, because
this book says "I saw another angel fly in the midst of heaven,
having the everlasting gospel to preach to them that dwell on the
earth. To every nation, and to every kindred and to every ton-
gue, and to every tribe." Did the angel Moroni do that? He
didn't go to every kindred, tongue, tribe, but he went only to
Joseph Smith, and appeared to him. So this scripture I know
does not apply to him. The thing that he is talking about is a
representation of the messengers that went forth to preach the
gospel, after the resurrection of that host with the Lord. In
Col. 1:23 the Apostle Paul says the gospel had been preached to
every creature under heaven. Now these are the scriptures that
Mr. Farnsworth offered to support his claims that the Bible
foretells the Book of Mormon, but I believe that you can see
from Ezekiel 37, John 10:6, Revelation 4:6,7, that no reference
is made to the Book of Mormon.
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1 wish now, friends, to take up an examination of the wit-
nesses just as Mr. Farnsworth has given them to us tonight, and
his statements about what they believe the Book of Mormon to
be. 1 would like to call to your attention that the first ap-
pearance of the angel to Joseph Smith was in 1819 when we're
told he received the visitation as a result of his praying a prayer
which was inspired by the scripture which says "If any man

lack wisdom let him ask of God who gives
to all men liberally and upbraideth not and it shall be given
him." Smith said the angels and God appeared on numerous

occasions. Then there was an appearance while he was in his
bedroom. There was an appearance while he was in the field,
and there was an appearance when he went to take the records
as the angel bade him. Still there was an appearance on Sep-
tember 22, 1827. Now notice, from 1819 to 1827 Joseph Smith
received visitations and no one has been a witness of them, on
down to April, 1829, ten years after Joseph Smith received the
first visit of the angel. You have to receive all of his state-
ments for ten years upon just his word—Joseph Smith's word
alone for ten years that he received those visitations. [ want to
say, friends, that if a boy just fourteen years of age today were
to rise in your church, stand before your assemblies and con-
ferences and say "I received a visitation from God, I received
a revelation from God, I received a book from God which had
been hidden in the earth." If he were to stand before your con-
ferences today and tell that story, you wouldn't receive him.
Why? Because of the fact that you say Mr. Grant is the Prophet,
the Seer and the Revelator. If you would reject such a sincere
testimony from a fourteen-year-old boy today, when he believed
James 1:5, which said "If any of you lack wisdom," why
would you believe a fourteen-year-old boy when he lived a hun-
dred years ago and received his testimony ten years without
anyone to show that what he said was true?

Friends, after ten years had passed, so much disturbance
had arisen about his telling he had received this message, he de-
cided that he should have some witnesses. So the story goes
that he went out to choose witnesses, 2 Nephi (or the Lord if
you want to put it that way) the Lord said that he should choose
witnesses. 2 Nephi 27:12-14 and also Ether 5:2-4, said that
there would be three witnesses. Mr. Farnsworth said that there
should be more than these. Let me quote you a statement made in
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the Doctrine and Covenants, even after the Book of Mormon had
been given, or at least after he had received some of these reve-
lations. "And I will give them power (speaking of the three
witnesses) that they may behold and view these things as they
are and to none else will I grant this power to receive this same
testimony in this generation. The testimony of three witnesses
shall send forth my word," Doctrine and Covenants 5:13,14,15.

Notice, revelation was given to Joseph Smith that nobody
but the three witnesses should receive the testimony, but Doc-
trine of Covenants 3:12, one of the witnesses of the Book of
Mormon was called a wicked man—Martin Harris. Also David
Whitmer had some trouble with Joseph Smith, Doctrine of Cove-
nants 30:1,2, Joseph said "Behold I say unto you David, you
have feared man and have not relied upon me for strength as
you ought. Your mind has been on things of the earth more
than on things of me, your Maker, and the ministry whereunto
you were called; and you have not given heed unto my Spirit
and to those who were set over you, but have been persuaded by
those I have not commanded." Here two of the witnesses of the
Book of Mormon—David Whitmer and Martin Harris—were
called wicked men. Over here we find he said, David Whitmer,
you have relied upon things that have not been revealed by the
Spirit of the Lord. Therefore, Smith went out and got some
more witnesses—eight, in direct contradiction to Doctrine of
Covenants 5:13 which said none else would be permitted to see
them.

We are told friends, that when Joseph took Martin Harris,
David Whitmer, and Oliver Cowdery and went out and began to
pray, they were all united in prayer. [ want to stop again to
say that I am not striving to ridicule. I don't want you to think
so. I'm giving this because of the fact that I am sincere and
I want you to receive it that way. These three went out to pray,
to receive the testimony from God and after much praying as
Smith tells in his own story, Martin Harris said it is because
of him that they could not receive this testimony, so, he withdrew
himself. The story goes that the angel appeared to Joseph
Smith, Oliver Cowdery, and David Whitmer. Then Joseph went
and joined himself with Martin Harris and with prayer, Martin
Harris said "'Tis enough, 'tis enough, mine eyes have beheld,
mine eyes have beheld."”
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But I want to ask you, friends, did each one of these wit-
nesses give their own story of what they had seen? No. There
is one written statement made in the front pages of the Book of
Mormon. One statement either written out By Joseph Smith,
Oliver Cowdery, David Whitmer or Martin Harris and the three
were supposed to sign it. If the three were going to tell what
they saw, why wouldn't they have been permitted to write their
own statement? But they had to sign a statement written by one.
I called Mr. Lund, the church historian, and asked him if there
was any record, if they had any testimony today that these three
men signed in their own handwriting. Mr. Lund, your church
historian, answered and said that the only record we have today
is in the handwriting of Oliver Cowdery—in the script that was
presented to the printer.

Here is the way Joseph Smith says these men gave their
testimony. Doctrine of Covenants 5:26,27 "And I the Lord
command him, my servant Martin Harris, that he shall say no
more unto them concerning these things, that is the plates, ex-
cept he shall say." (Now the Lord was speaking to Martin Har-
ris through Joseph Smith, and Joseph Smith said this is what
you have got to say, Martin Harris., "I have seen them and they
have been shown to me by the power of God. And these are
the words which you shall say, but if you deny this He will
break the covenant which you have before me and behold he
is condemned." That is, Martin, you can't speak your own
words, but you have got to say these words. Then he told him
what to say. You must speak these things. Listen, in June,
1829, Doctrine of Covenants 17 "Behold I say unto you that
you (speaking to Martin Harris through Joseph Smith, speak-
ing to these witnesses here) he says, "You must rely on my
word, which if you do with full purpose of heart you shall
have a view of the plates." Speaking to these three witnesses,
he said you have got to rely on my word and if you do rely on
my word, if you believe what I say, then you can have a view.
"And it is by your faith that you shall obtain a view of them."
That is, you shall see them by faith and after you have ob-
tained faith and have seen them with your eyes you shall tes-
tify to them by the power of God and this shall you do that my
servant, Joseph Smith, be not condemned.

Now, with that statement, you know what is given in the
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Book of Mormon. Smith's statement of what he wanted them
to say. I'm just going to ask you if we have any written testi-
mony from David Whitmer, Martin Harris, and Oliver Cowdery?
Do we have any statements from them directly? Not state-
ments that Joseph Smith wrote and they signed, but do we have
statements directly from them, now, that they saw the plates?
I want to ask you to consider for a while and see. I have before
me a book, New Wimess for God, written by B. H. Roberts. I'm
quoting from it now. Concerning the manner from which the
plates and the other sacred, things were shown to him (speaking
of Oliver Cowdery) "Beyond what is stated in the testimony
of the three witnesses published in the first and every subse-
quent edition of the Book of Mormon, Oliver Cowdery, so far
as I know, has left nothing on record other than to say." No-
tice now, B. H. Roberts, an Apostle of Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter Day Saints, says Oliver Cowdery didn't leave any-
thing on record except to say: (Mr. Famnsworth quoted it.) "I
beheld with my eyes and handled with my hands the gold plates
from which the Book of Mormon was translated. 1 also saw with
my eyes and handled with my hands the holy interpreters, the
Urim and Thummim."

Now when was this statement made, and by whom was it
made? I checked these things carefully to see when it was
made. This statement was supposed to have been made by
Oliver Cowdery at the Council Bluffs Conference in Iowa the
twenty-first of October, 1848. But nothing was published about
his having made this statement until after his death. It was
not published by Cowdery himself. It was not given to the
world by him. But it was published by Bishop Rueben Miller
and he did not publish it until April 13, 1859. Oliver Cowdery
died in 1850.

In other words, nothing was published about this until nine
years after Oliver Cowdery died. Why wasn't it published while
he lived? Somebody comes along after he could not speak
for himself, and this is what they say he said. 1 do not believe
such testimony would be good today.

Millenial Star, Vol. 2, page 43, 1849, reported Cowdery's
restoration to the church and I have checked closely to see all
of the statements which Oliver Cowdery was supposed to make;
and all of them were published after he died and were made
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by other men. Samuel W. Richards, B. H. Young (Brigham
Young's brother) and David Whitmer, all said that he said
these things, but we never have anything in Oliver Cowdery's own
words.

Now friends, I have here before me testimony from Oliver
Cowdery himself—not some statement which had been written
by somebody else—but listen to what Oliver Cowdery says. It
was published in a tract called Defense in Rehearsal of My
Grounds for Separating Myself From the Latter Day Saints, by
Oliver Cowdery, published March 3, 1839. Oliver Cowdery
says, "There was a time when I thought myself able to prove
to the satisfaction of every man that the translator of the Book
of Mormon was worthy of the title 'Prophet of the Lord." He
held over me a mysterious power, which even now I fail to
fathom. But I fear I may have been deceived and especially so
since Satan has led him, Joseph Smith, astray. Then when the
Church of Christ was set up by revelation, he was called the
first elder and 1 was called the second elder, whenever he added
the Priesthood, about which now I am beginning to doubt."

Oliver Cowdery says, "I am beginning to doubt whether
I had any priesthood." He says, "And what served to render
affliction past expression, and it is bitterness to me, was that
it was from his hand I received baptism by the direction of the
angel of God; whose voice as it has since struck me, did most
mysteriously resemble the voice of elder Sydney Rigdon, who
I am sure had part in the transactions of that day, and he ap-
peared to be the angel of John the Baptist." That's the state-
ment of Oliver Cowdery.

Now friends, if you're going to give Oliver Cowdery as a
testimony, I want to know why it is that a Methodist preacher
preached his funeral. If he were restored to the church, why is
it that he went out and joined the Methodist church? Why is
it that all the statements that he was supposed to give in favor
of the Book of Mormon, were written by some other men, after
he died, and that in his own pamphlet he denied and joined
another church? B. H. Roberts said concerning Oliver Cowdery,
that there had not been anything else written except that which
Mr. Miller said he said. 1 have shown that it was given ten
years after he died; so if something else was given, B. H.
Roberts was wrong. He said there wasn't anything else given.
Now if Mr. Farnsworth comes and says, "Here is something else
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that Oliver Cowdery says," then that proves that B. H. Roberts,
your Apostle, was wrong.

I want to turn next for an examination of Martin Harris. I
find concerning Martin Harris, that B. H. Roberts says in his
New Witness, "Martin Harris, so far as any direct personal state-
ment is concerned, is silent as to the manner in which the plates
were shown him." That's the New Witness for God, page 77,
Vol. II. That is, he is silent in regard to how the plates were
shown him. A statement was given by Edward Stephenson, re-
ported in the Mil. Star. Vol. 48, pages 367-389. This is what
it said. "It is evident, too, that his® (Martin Harris') mind be-
came somewhat darkened; for after the martyrdom of Joseph
Smith in 1844, when various persons arose claiming the right
of the leadership in the church, Martin Harris for a time sup-
ported the claims of James J. Strang who had three witnesses to
the book that he dug up. The same kind of witnesses which you
say that the Book of Mormon has given. He went out and asso-
ciated himself with Strang. You reject Strang's testimony tonight
upon the same grounds that I reject the three witnesses of the
Book of Mormon.

"Associated with Strang and under the auspices of the latter
pseudo church organizations went to England on a mission in
1836." Martin Harris was supposed to have been restored to the
church on August 30, 1870 and to have been re-baptized and
confirmed into the church. Nothing was ever said about it or an
account given until elder W. Stephenson in the Mil. Star, Vol. IV,
page 78 in the year 1882, seven years after the death of Martin
Harris. He came out with the statement that Harris had been re-
stored to the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, and
then gave a statement eight years after Martin Harris' death that
be was supposed to make.

It's queer to me, friends, that the men that you live among and
have in your church today say that the testimony of the witnesses
bad not been written, and yet after they die you go up and make
up some words, put them in their mouths and say here is what
they said about it. That's what happened to Martin Harris and
Oliver Cowdery both.

Your faith in the witnesses rests upon the testimony of David
Whitmer, which Mr. Farnsworth has quoted frequently tonight.
If you're going to believe the statements of Mr. David Whitmer,
I wonder if you're going to receive the statements which he has
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and which has been given out to the world. I want to just turn
and read some statements which he made. David Whitmer did
re-affirm his testimony. He said that Martin Harris and Olivet"
Cowdery did too—after they died. He made that statement. Here's
what he said: "He that hath an ear let him hear." Now if we are
going to take David Whitmer as a witness, let's see if you hear
him. "He that hath an ear let him hear. It was no delusion. What
is written is written. He that readeth let him understand."

Mr. Farnsworth has read his statements attesting to his belief
in the Book of Mormon; so I won't repeat those. But he goes on
to say: "That no one may be deceived in that other statement. I
here state that I do not endorse polygamy or spiritual wifism. It
is a great evil, shocking to the moral sense and more so because
practiced in the name of religion. It is of man and not of God
and especially forbidden in the Book of Mormon itself. I do not
endorse the change in the name of the church, for the wife takes
the name of her husband so that the church of the Lamb of God
should take the name of its head, even Christ. It should be called
the Church of Christ. As to high priesthood, Jesus himself is the
last great high priest for too after the order of Melchizedek, as I
understand the Holy Scriptures. Finally, I do not endorse any of
the teachings of the so-called Mormons, or Latter Day Saints,
which are in conflict with the gospel of the Lord Jesus Christ as
taught in the Bible and the Book of Mormon, for the same gospel
is plainly taught in both these books as I understand the Word of
God."

David Whitmer goes on, not only to condemn polygamy, but he
condemns the wrong kind of organization of the church. He says,
"There should not be one man over the church." Since he has
condemned the change in the name of the church, the name should-
n't be the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints. He has
condemned polygamy. He has condemned the organization of the
church, which you Latter Day Saints have here in Salt Lake City.
Why, if you reject his testimony on those things, would you re-
ceive his testimony when he says concerning the Book of Mormon
that is is true. Why don't you take all his testimony? Why, David
Whitmer was the head of another organization, another church
which was supposed to have come down from Joseph Smith.

Now I want to go, before my time is up, into a consideration of
some of the things in regard to archaeology. Farnsworth has held
before you the facts, or the statements rather, that circumcision,
Urim and Thummim, the Ark and the Covenants all of those things
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were practiced and known by the ancient Americans; and for that
reason he can look upon them as having a Jewish origin. Now he
has quoted from authors such as Kingsborough and Bancroft and
from other writers who wrote years and years ago. I have a letter
from the Smithsonian Institute dated August 4, 1942. According
to the latest scientific investigation what do they have to say?
Smithsonian Institute says: "There is nothing in America to show
that the American Indians were of Jewish descent." Mr. Farns-
worth said without a doubt that the Mayan civilization was the
Nephites that came over, as recorded in the First Nephi. "The
Mayan civilization," the Smithsonian Institute says: (and I can
show you the statement that has been signed), "according to the
latest scientific research that they did not date back to the time
of Jesus Christ"—when the Nephites were supposed to come to
this continent.

Now then, I want to show you a picture of Quetzalcoatal, 1 be-
lieve is the name. A1l right, Quetzalcoatal supposed to be the man
that was to represent Jesus Christ in the American Continent ac-
cording to Mr. Farnsworth and the Latter Day Saints. Here is c.
picture in Kimbrough's History of the Mormon crucified Christ.
Now do you think that resembles Jesus? It is nothing but a heathen-
ist picture which Kimbrough had taken and the Mormons bring
out to establish their theory. Smithsonian Institute says: "Quetzal-
coatal was the name of a Toltec monarch and religious reformer
in the ninth century." Mr. Farnsworth stood before you and said
beyond doubt he lived 33 A. D. Smithsonian Institute doesn't say
so. They say beyond doubt it was a long time later—in the ninth.
century.

I want to quote from Mr. B. H. Roberts again. "From the fore-
going it is apparent how unsatisfactory the conclusions respecting
the age of America's ruined cities and the monuments of antiquities
are, and since Mr. Bancroft remarks there is nothing in the ruins."
(Mr. Bancroft was reported by Mr. Farnsworth)' "Nothing in
the ruins themselves to tell them the age, so it will be clear to the
student that it is conjecture." So then Mr. Farnsworth says the
dates he gave were definite but Mr. Roberts says they are not
definite at all. I only wish to show the picture of the writing of
the Mayans. Here it is. And now I shall turn over here and show
you the characters which Joseph Smith was supposed to have re-
ceived. They don't resemble in the least. So the Mayan writing
and the writing Joseph Smith were given—if you will take this
down, statements and pictures taken from actual books Mr. Farns-
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worth quoted, you will see that the writings aren't in any way
similar. They are not alike. Therefore, friends, in conclusion, I
contend that the Book of Mormon is not of divine origin, and I tell
you so sincerely, because that is what I believe. (Time called.)

MR. FARNSWORTH, Second Affirmative

Tonight you have heard some very, very remarkable inter-
pretations of the Bible. In all my experience in the work of
the Lord I have never heard scripture so perverted and twisted
in order to make it mean something that it doesn't say as I have
heard here tonight, particularly in the case of the quotation he
quoted from Ezekiel the prophet. Imagine, if you can—according
to our friend, the great gathering of Israel has already transpired.
It took place when a little handful of Jews were restored to
Jerusalem and rebuilt the temple. Can you imagine such an in-
terpretation as that? Why, the Lord says in respect to that great
gathering when he should set his hands the second time to gather
Israel, that they shall no longer speak of a God that led Israel
from Egypt, but they shall speak of the God that led Israel
from the land of the Lord, and whithersoever 1 have carried
them. And he would have you believe that that little gathering
would cause us to forget about Moses when a few Jews returned
to Jerusalem and rebuilt the temple. Why, my dear friends, I
have never heard such an interpretation as that in my life.

I want to testify to you that when that great gathering takes
place, I want to testify that it has not yet been completed, that
such miraculous things will transpire that men will forget all
about Moses. These things will be much greater and so much
more marvelous in their eyes, because I quoted how the Lord
would split the tongue of the Egyptian sea, how great miracles
would be wrought, how men would go forth on dry land. That
was at the second gathering of Israel, and 1 don't read of any-
thing like that having happened, when a few Jews returned from
the Babylonian Captivity.

Again, with respect to the words of the Lord Jesus Christ,
"Other sheep I have that are not of this fold, them also I must
bring and they shall hear my voice and they shall be one fold
and one shepherd." Jesus Christ himself came only to the lost
sheep of the house of Israel. He said so again and again. Those
were the sheep he spoke of because he said they would hear his
voice. He certainly was not speaking of anyone else but the lost
sheep of the house of Israel because they were the ones he came
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to and his mission was specifically to them. It is true that the
gospel was carried to the Gentiles later. We are all aware of that.
But the Savior said, "Other sheep I have that are not of this
fold. Not of those in Jerusalem. There were some other Is-
raelites who were not in the Holy Land and they should hear his
voice and become one fold and one shepherd. He certainly
wasn't speaking of the Gentiles because he didn't come to the
Gentiles and he wasn't speaking of the Jews in Palestine because
he was among them at that time. And he said there were other
sheep that had to hear his voice, other than they.

The most remarkable interpretation I ever heard was with
reference to, "I saw another angel fly in the midst of heaven
having the everlasting gospel." He took the forepart of that
chapter and said those hundred and forty-four thousand people
were those who were resurrected at the time the Lord came
forth. 1 have never heard of such an interpretation as that.
Why, I read in the Book of Revelation, (first I shall say this, for
he quoted from the first chapter of Revelation, saying that John
was going to speak the things past, present, and future) but the
quotation I quoted was in the fourth chapter. When the angel
appeared, in the fourth chapter and after the fourth chapter it
was t 0 be hereafter. He said come up hither John and I will
show you things that must be hereafter. Now- did the angel lie
or not? That was in the fourth chapter. He quoted from the
first. 1 quoted from the fourth, and these things that I quote
come after the fourth chapter.

Not only that, but those hundred and forty and four thou-
sand—I am here to testify to you that those hundred forty-four
thousand haven't even been sealed. It is yet future, it is yet
to come. And I will prove it from the Book of Revelation, be-
cause we find that there is to be a great earthquake and every
mountain and island was moved out of its place. Has that ever
happened? Has it? It certainly has not to my knowledge. And
it goes on to say that the heavens should depart as a scroll, etc.
And after that the four angels sealed the hundred forty-four
thousand people. So this is yet future, and yet our friend would
have you believe that it occurred at the time Jesus our Lord rose
from the dead. And he would thus pervert the word of the Lord
in order to make this point and trying to say these scriptures do
not refer to these latter day works.

He said that Joseph Smith went without having any wit-
nesses for ten years. He forgot to tell you that the translation
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of the Book of Mormon took about three years in the course of
translation and during that period they found a man had to be
baptized by immersion for the remission of sins, so Joseph
Smith and Oliver Cowdery went out and inquired of the Lord
about that and an angel of the Lord appeared before their eyes
and ordained them to the Aaronic priesthood. So there is a wit-
ness, Oliver Cowdery, right there.

Now as to the testimonies of the three witnesses, you have
read it in the Book of Mormon. I need not read it over to you.
It was published when the Book of Mormon was published in
the year 1829 and it has been there ever since. And never once
did Oliver Cowdery deny that testimony. Never once did David
Whitmer deny that testimony. Not once did Martin Harris deny
that testimony. Not once. Our friend quoted from a non-Mormon
publication, statement that David Whitmer did deny it. David
Whitmer, when he heard of that publication, rose up in indigna-
tion and said that he had never denied it. And I quoted to you
his testimony, affirming that he never denied it. Not once could
our friend quote where they ever repudiated their testimonies. Not
once. However, he said Oliver Cowdery let a Methodist preacher
preach his funeral service. [ was mistaken in my statement in
the beginning. Oliver Cowdery never came to Utah. Oliver Cow-
dery died before he came, but he was baptized into the church
before he came, but he was not here.

Martin Harris came here and he went all over the state
of Utah and bore his testimony, I guess a thousand times. I
would say that practically everybody in the State of Utah heard
his testimony innumerable times. Now, he seems to think that
because those men didn't sign their own names or something,
that their testimony isn't valid. Now, I will call your attention
to the fact that very few of the witnesses of God signed their
name, but they have gone forth and bore that testimony to the
world and it is a testimony just the same, whether they signed
their name or not.

Now the fact that all three of those men apostatized makes
their testimony ten-fold stronger. They did apostatize. They
became disaffected. David Whitmer never would come back
into the church, didn't believe in Mormonism up until his death,
but yet he affirmed that what he had seen was true. And never
once did one of those men deny it. Two of the men did repent
of their sins and come back. Our friend seems to make a lot of
the fact that the revelation was to wicked men. Well, the scrip-
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ture calls all, wicked men. Isn't that right? Aren't we all in
sin? Aren't we all wicked men? [ think it does. There is none
perfect but the Lord Jesus Christ. And because a man is called
a wicked man doesn't mean that his testimony isn't worth any-
thing. I'm sure of that. He seems to make a great deal of the
point that Joseph finally decided to have other witnesses. He
seems to make a great deal of the fact that the scriptures say that
those three and those only would bear witness. Now, mind you,
only three witnesses saw the angel, only three witnesses that God
spoke and said this has been translated by the gift and power of
God. The revelations said that that kind of a testimony was only
to show the three. That kind of a testimony, and it says that it
would be shown to others, and the very day after those three
witnesses beheld their testimony, according to history—church his-
tory that I know to be authentic—eight witnesses were shown the
plates of the Book of Mormon, the Urim and Thummim—not by
any angel, not by God, but by Joseph Smith himself, and they
handled those plates and examined the engravings thereon. Joseph
didn't find that he had to have a few more witnesses ten years
later and ground our faith more. It was the day after. You can
see just how reliable the information is that you have been lis-
tening to from these non-Mormon tracts. I would advise our
friend to at least give us information that we can depend upon.

MR. GATEWOOD, Second Negative

I believe that Mr. Farnsworth and I are still good friends,
and I believe by your behavior that you are still in a good
humor—I am hoping that we may continue to feel that way
throughout the discussion. I would like to call to your attention
now evidence which we have presented which we are supposed to
discuss in our rebuttal speeches—bringing in no new information.

The two sticks of Ezekiel 37, I believe, was interpreted by
Mr. Farnsworth a few minutes ago as being the Book of Mormon
and the Bible, or the two tribes of Israel or the great gathering of
the restoration of the children of Israel from the Babylonian Cap-
tivity and their being united under one kingdom, he comes back
now and says that the two sticks represent the great gathering of
the children of Isracl. So he has given up the idea that the
two sticks do represent the Book of Mormon and the Bible. He
says that it represents the great gathering. Mr. Farnsworth, what
do you think the two sticks represent? The Book of Mormon
and the Bible or the two tribes of Israel or the great gathering of
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the tribes of Israel? I still contend, friends, that when you take
into consideration the people that Ezekiel was writing to
—the people under Babylonian captivity — writing to
the two tribes that had been divided God said that he was go-
ing to bring them out from among the heathen where they were
at that time, and bring them back into the land of Israel, from
which they had been taken, and make them one nation upon the
mountains of Israel. The scripture has reference to the restoration
of Israel from Babylonian captivity, and that is all.

Luke says, in Acts 2:5, that on the day of Pentecost when
the Holy Spirit was poured out, there were Jews from every na-
tion under heaven at Jerusalem. There is no statement made
that there were Jews from the American continent. If there had
been Jews on the American continent, there would have been
Jews at Jerusalem from America, for the Bible says there were
Jews from every nation under heaven. So then the application
of "Other sheep I have which are not of this fold," still remains
to be true, that we Gentiles were not of the fold to which Jesus
was then preaching. If there had been Jews of America, they
would have been of the same fold; so I still contend that in the
Bible reference is made to Gentles. Jesus broke down the middle
wall of partition between them and the Jews, took it out of the
way and nailed it to the cross.

Rev. 14:6, "I saw another angel fly in the midst of heaven,
having an everlasting gospel to preach to every kindred, tongue
and tribe." 1 want to ask Mr. Farnsworth this simple question.
We'll continue with the discussion tomorrow night. Was that
angel symbolical or was it an actual angel? Was it a real angel?
If it were an actual angel, not symbolical, and if it were the
angel Moroni, he didn't do what Rev. 14:6 said he would do.
He didn't go to every kindred, tongue and tribe. He went only
to Joseph Smith, and he, through you people, go to every kin-
dred, tongue, tribe, and people. And friends, you must remember
that Mr. Farnsworth is supposed to answer the question, "Is this
angel symbolical of your going out to every kindred, tribe, and
tongue, or is it just one angel?" If so, he has got to prove that
Moroni has gone to every kindred, tongue, tribe and people,
personally, and preached to them. If he didn't do it personally,
then the angel of Rev. 14 was a symbolical representation of your
going to those, receiving the message he had. Then if he says
it was a symbolical representation, Mr. Farnsworth will have to
prove that it was not the symbolical representation of the spread-
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ing of the gospel in the beginning of the church when it was first
established in Jerusalem, 33 A. D.

I made the statement that the angel first appeared to Joseph
Smith in 1819, and that he had no witnesses until ten years later.
Mr. Farnsworth comes back and says three years before the Book
of Mormon was published, Oliver Cowdery was chosen as a
witness of the Book of Mormon. According to the records that
are given on page 15 of "Joseph Smith Tells His Own Story,"
it was April 5, 1829,—only one year before the Book of Mor-
mon was given. The first appearance was in 1819 and Oliver
Cowdery was the first witness, April 5, 1829. That makes ten
years. Therefore, the statement I made stands. Mr. Farnsworth
would have you to believe that because of the fact that we don't
have a written statement of the writers of the Bible record of
their signatures, then we should demand the signature of these
men who wrote and gave their testimony that the Book of Mor-
mon is true. [ want to say friends, that the Bible doesn't offer
such kind of testimony as proof that it is divine. The Bible
doesn't offer some witnesses saying this is the word of God. The
book itself is proof that it is the word of God. Here is an illus-
tration. Suppose a little boy were to draw a picture of a cat.
When he got through he would write under: "This is a cat." But
a great artist would paint a picture of a cat, when he got through
painting, would he write under it saying, "This is a cat"? No!
That statement alone would prove that he was not a great ar-
tist; but he leaves the picture to speak for itself. I want to say
that that is the way the Bible is and this statement I would like
to make:—The three witnesses and their testimony is the greatest
conviction in my mind that the Book of Mormon is not of di-
vine origin, because you don't ever find any such testimony given
by any books of the Bible. You can tell by the reading of the
Bible that its message is divine. But, friends, those who wrote
the Book of Mormon realized that their message would not stand
the test. That is why they gave the three witnesses saying:—
"This is the word of God," just as a little boy would say, "This
is a cat."

I would like to say that I never made the statement that
David Whitmer denied. But I did say that Mr. David Whitmer
reaffirmed his testimony because of the fact that he was the head
of another church. He condemned the organization of your church.
And T did say that if you receive his testimony about the Book
of Mormon, then you should receive his testimony against poly-
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gamy, against one man at the head of the church, and against the
name of the church.

As yet there has been no proof that Oliver Cowdery made a
statement which he signed himself to give to the world. Mr. B.
H. Roberts, and mind you friend, I'm not quoting from your
enemy, ['m quoting from your friend, from your own men, from
your own writings. I want to say that I'm against the people who
attack the doctrine of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day
Saints by going out and digging up everything that is evil about
them. What I do when I study the question, I go to your own
men and investigate them. Mr. Roberts said that Oliver Cowdery
didn't make any statement or testimony except to say, and then
quoted it. I told you and showed you that that statement wasn't
given until ten years after he was dead, and then it was the tes-
timony of another man.

Mr. Farnsworth said everybody in Utah heard Martin Har-
ris give his testimony and reaffirm his belief in the Book of Mor-
mon. [ wonder, if that is true, why it was that Martin Harris
never did write it down while he was alive. Why was it that
they had to wait ten years after his death before (eight years after
his death) before anything was published, and then when it was
published it wasn't his own words but what somebody else said
that he said. David Whitmer died out of the church. Oliver
Cowdery died out of the church and his funeral was preached
by a Methodist preacher; and by his going over to the Methodist
church,, friends, you can see by that that he was saying, "I
don't believe the message." If he had believed the message, he
would have stood by it. He would have died for it. You could
not have separated him from it. Suppose an angel had ap-
peared to you and said, "These are the words of God." Would
you then go astray and join another church? No, you would
stay with the church that at least believed in those things. Oliver
Cowdery didn't go into the Reorganized Church. He didn't
go into the church that is called the Church of Christ, with its
headquarters in Independence, Missouri, which some people are
members of in Salt Lake City. He didn't go into that church,
but went into a Methodist church, that didn't even remotely be-
lieve the Book of Mormon, thus showing definitely that he did
not believe the Book of Mormon.

Friends, I'm not saying that because of the fact that these
men were called wicked men by Joseph Smith that overthrew their
testimony; but I read in your hearing that Joseph Smith said,
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"You have not given heed to the Spirit, and to those who were
set over you, but have been persuaded by those I have not com-
manded." If they were persuaded by those who were not com-
manded at one time, how do you know that he was not persuaded
by those who were not commanded by the Lord at other times? So
in closing I say again that the Book of Mormon is not of divine
origin. (Time called.)

THIRD AFFIRMATIVE, Mr. Farnsworth

Again [ want to call your attention to the word of the
Lord that the Bible came to us through inspiration; holy men
spake from God being moved by the Holy Ghost; God being the
same yesterday, today, and forever and unchangeable. If the
Holy Ghost is being made manifest today, and those men spoke
as they were being moved upon by the Holy Ghost, then we
can expect scripture today in addition to the Bible, and I want
to testify to you that today, just before this great Millennial, just
before this great golden age we are approaching; when the lion
and the lamb will lie down together and there will be no more
destruction; when there will be peace on this earth; when knowl-
edge will cover this earth as the waters cover the deep. Previous
to that great age, and previous to the second coming of the Mes-
siah, it was necessary that the Lord God Almighty speak from
heaven and that He declare his word and that he restore all
things spoken of by the mouths of all the holy prophets since the
world began. I'm here to testify to you that in part that scrip-
ture has been fulfilled. There was to be a restoration of all things
and I testify that the coming forth of the Book of Mormon was
part of that restitution.

And I'm here likewise to testify that the stick of Judah
does refer to the Bible and that the stick of Joseph does refer
to the Book of Mormon and that today they have been joined
together and they are one in our hands crying out to scattered
Israel that has been scattered to the four corners of this earth; that
the Lord has again spoken from heaven; that the prophets have
again been raised up; that the Holy Ghost is again moving upon
men; and that the great gathering is about to occur, before the
second coming of the Lord Jesus Christ. In fact, some of it
is now taking place.

I want to tell you that it would be positively ridiculous to
think that the golden age could be ushered in by the wisdom
of man. Why, the wisdom of man without the inspiration from the
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Almighty, could never bring such a golden age. The angel that
John saw flying in the midst of heaven was not a symbolical
angel, because John said "I saw another angel fly in the midst
of Heaven, having the everlasting gospel to preach to them that
dwell upon the earth, saying with a loud voice fear God and
give glory to him lor the hour of his judgment is come." John
saw an angel. The angel had the everlasting gospel. The scrip-
ture doesn't say that the angel himself would take the ever-
lasting gospel to each and every individual in the earth. He said
the gospel should be preached to every nation in the earth. "Say-
ing with a loud voice fear God and give glory to him for the
hour of his judgment is come." In the day of his judgment—
and we are living before that great day of judgment of God
—in the day of God's judgment, an angel should come having
the gospel to preach to them that dwell upon the earth. The
gospel was to be preached. It didn't say the angel would have
to preach it. I want to bear testimony to you that any man in
this audience that desires to know whether or not the Book of
Mormon is the truth, all you have to do is get the Book of Mor-
mon and read the book and read it desiring to know the truth.,






PROPOSITION TWO

The Book of Mormon

(Second Night)
MR. FARNSWORTH, First Affirmative

My dear friends, as has been stated, the proposition is: Re-
solved that the Book of Mormon is of Divine Origin. You who
were here last night recall that I called to your attention that
we're living in a great age. You will recall that I pointed to the
eleventh chapter of Isaiah, where we are told that the Lord will
set his hand a second time to gather Israecl and where the lion
and the lamb should lie down together, when peace should be
established in the earth and when the power of the Almighty
should cover the earth as the waters cover the deep. 1 called
your attention to the fact that such great accomplishments as are
to come about during this great millennium certainly could not
be brought about without further revelation from the Lord our
God. 1 told you last evening that the Bible came to us in this
manner. That holy men of God spake as they were moved upon
by the Spirit of God.

Now, my friends, if holy men of God are moved upon by
the Spirit of God today, their words are just as much scripture as
the Bible. If there were other sheep of the house of Israel in
other parts of this world, at the same time that the revelation
was given to the Jews in Jerusalem, and if the Spirit of God
moved upon those people, then their word is scripture likewise.
I called your attention to the the fact that the Apostle Peter
said that there would be a restitution of all things spoken by the
mouths of all the holy prophets since the world began. How
could such a restitution of all things spoken of by the mouth
of all the holy prophets since the world began, come about, with-
out more revelation from the Almighty God? I call your at-
tention to the fact that the Christian denominations have been
quarreling and jangling over the interpretation of the Bible for
almost 2,000 years and they are a long way from a millennium
today. We have, I guess, one of the bloodiest wars going on
that the world has ever known, despite the quarreling and
jangling that has been taking place for the last 2,000 years.
I want to say that it would take ten thousand or perhaps a mil-
lion years to ever reach a millennium which is spoken of in the
Bible, if we had to rely upon the wisdom of man and had to
deny further revelation from the Lord God Almighty.
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I called your attention to the fact that the Lord said
through his prophet Isaiah, that when Israel should be gath-
ered the people should forget about what Moses did when he per-
formed those mighty miracles leading Israel out of Egypt. They
should no longer speak of Moses but they should speak of the
Lord God Almighty who in these last times should gather Israel
from the land of the North and from whithersoever he had scat-
tered them. Why my friends, don't you realize that if that is
to be the case, that the power of God must be made manifest to-
day in this latter time more than at any age of the world? And
to deny there could be any further revelation is absurd, I must
say. I called your attention to the fact that the word of God,
the Bible, foretold that there should be a book come forth and
I quoted from the 37th chapter of Ezekiel and supported that
claim. Our friend, in answer to that, claimed that the great gath-
ering together was already accomplished. He said it took place
when a little handful of Jews that had been led captive into
Babylon returned and rebuilt the temple at Jerusalem.

Now I'm going to read to you from the 37th chapter of
Ezekiel. 1 want you to be the judge. And I know that you
will find that Mr. Gatewood's interpretation was entirely false,
that it could not be true. When I read to you that chapter I
will let you be the judge and I know what your judgment will
be. "The word of the Lord came again unto me, saying, More-
over, thou son of man- take thee one stick, and write upon it, for
Judah, and for the the children of Israel his companions: then
take another stick, and write upon it, For Joseph, the stick of
Ephraim, and for all the house of Israel his companions: And
join them one to another into one stick; and they shall become
one in thine hand. And when the children of thy people shall
speak unto thee, saying, Wilt thou not shew us what thou mean-
est by these? Say unto them, Thus said the Lord God, Behold,
I will take the stick of Joseph, which is in the hand of Ephraim
and the tribes of Israel his fellows, and will put them with him,
even with the stick of Judah, and make them one stick, and they
shall be one in mine hand."

Now I am here to affirm that in fulfillment of the prophecy,
that the Bible is the stick of Judah. That the history of Judah
was recorded and that it is the stick of Judah. I'm here to af-
firm again that the Book of Mormon is the stick of Joseph in
the hand of Ephraim and that those two in this latter day have
been joined together. And the purpose of their being joined
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together is to assist in bringing scattered Israel back to the
knowledge of our Lord God Almighty. Quoting further, "And
I will take the children of Israel from among the heathen whither
they be gone, and will gather them on every side, and bring
them into their own land. And I will make them one nation
in the land upon the mountains of Israel and one king shall be
kins to them all and they shall be no more two nations, neither
shall they be divided into two kingdoms any more. Neither shall
they defile themselves any more."

Now, how about the Jews after they returned to Jerusalem
after Babylonian captivity? Did they defile themselves any
more? I say they did. "Neither shall they defile themselves any
more with their idols nor with their detestable things nor with
any of their transgressions, but I will save them out of all their
dwelling places wherein they have sinned, and will cleanse them,
so shall they be my people and I will be their God."

I ask you again, has this been fulfilled? I emphatically say
it has not. It is yet in the future. Therefore, Mr. Gatewood's
interpretation is entirely false. Now notice this "And David my
servant shall be king over them.” "David my servant shall be
king over them." David lived long before Ezekiel's time. "And
they all shall have one shepherd, they shall also walk in my judg-
ments and observe my statutes and do them. And they shall
dwell in the land that I have given unto Jacob my servant wherein
your fathers have dwelt, and they shall dwell therein, even they
and their children and their children's children forever, and my
servant David shall be prince over them. Moreover, 1 will make
a covenant of peace with them; it shall be an everlasting covenant
with them and I will bless them and multiply them and will set
my sanctuary in the midst of them forevermore.”

The Lord was to set his sanctuary in the midst of them for-
evermore. "My tabernacle also shall be with them." I wonder
if the tabernacle of the Lord was with the Jews after they re-
turned to Jerusalem and rebuilt the temple. "Yea, I will be
their God and they shall be my people. And the heathen shall
know that I, the Lord, do sanctify Israel when my sanctuary shall
be in the midst of them forever."

You see, just as I told you, ladies and gentlemen, this great
millennium is coming, the great age—this golden age, when
not only mortal men will be upon this earth, but resurrected be-
ings as well and the Lord God Almighty brings Israel again and
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his servant David, will be king over them and he will rule over
them forever and even the Almighty will establish his sanctuary
among them. So just as I told you, this is speaking of a future
time. Preceding that time we are told that those two sticks, the
stick of Judah, the Bible, and the stick of Joseph, the Book of
Mormon, should become one in our hands and we should say to
Israel this is the case; the Lord has done it.

I quoted to you last evening from John 10;6 where Jesus
himself said "Other sheep I have that noli of this fold, them
also I must bring and they shall hear my voice and there shall
be one fold and one shepherd." I called your attention to the
fact that Jesus declared again and again that he came only
to the lost sheep of the house of Israel. Of course, he sent Paul
and others to the Gentiles, but Jesus' mission was only to the
lost sheep of the house of Isracl. Consequently, those sheep
were not Gentiles, but they were sheep of the house of Israel
that Jesus referred to.

Now, who were those other sheep that were not of that
fold in Jerusalem? Who were those other sheep of the house of
Israel? We are here to declare in words of sobemess that a
great and mighty Hebrew nation of Israelites were over here in
the land of America and just as the Bible said that they should
be scattered over all the earth, so they were. Do you mean to
tell me for one moment that God would speak to a few of the
Israelites and neglect the others? That his spirit would move
upon one group and not on others? No, because he is no respecter
of persons. 1 testify to you that here in America there were
prophets that were moved upon by the Holy Ghost that kept
records and they were descendants of Joseph who was sold into
Egypt; that one family was of the tribe of Menasseh, and the
other was of the tribe of Ephraim; so their record does fulfill
this prophecy that I called to your attention.

In refuting that passage of scripture, I'm just surprised that
Mr. Gatewood used this passage of scripture. He called my
attention to the fact that on the day of Pentecost there were
Jews from every nation there and he says, "Now I'm sure there
weren't any Jews from America." And he called that an ar-
gument. Now my friends, I wonder if Mr. Gatewood is willing
to have the same kind of argument used against the Bible. I
believe 1 reverence the Bible just as much as he does. I'm
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sure I have just as much faith in it. I'll call your attention to
the face that the Prophet Daniel, speaking to Nebuchadnezzar,
told him that he ruled the world; wherever there were people, he
ruled. Moreover, you recall that in speaking of the kingdom
that should arise he said, of Nebuchadnezzar, "Thou art the
head of gold and after thee shall arise a second kingdom and a
third kingdom that shall bear rule over all the earth.” "Over
all the earth.” Now that third kingdom, the Medo-Persian
kingdom, the kingdom of Alexander the Great. Did it bear
rule here in America? No, of course not. I have absolute proof
that there were great cities here larger than Chicago, millions of
people here.

Now I ask Mr. Gatewood, did Nebuchadnezzar in his pre-
diction include the people here? I'm sure that Alexander the
Great didn't conquer the Nephites or the Lamanites, all those
great people here in America. And yet the Bible clearly says
that that nation should bear rule over all the world and all
the earth. Now if I can use that argument it is just as sound
as Mr. Gatewood's argument that because there were Jews gath-
ered together at Jerusalem from every nation, therefore there
couldn't be any from this hemisphere. Why, it's absurd. The
idea was that from every nation that those people knew about
there were Jews. Yes. But they didn't know about those people
over here, and certainly didn't include them at all. So I
don't consider that an answer to that question.

I quoted and told you last evening that in the fourth chap-
ter of the Book of Revelation, the fourth chapter, mind you, that
an angel said to John, "Come up hither and I will show you
things that will be hereafter." Hereafter, mind you. Not in
the past. Hereafter. And I quoted from the fourteenth chapter
of Revelation, the sixth and seventh verses, where John saw an
angel flying in the midst of heaven having the everlasting gospel
to preach to them that dwell upon the earth, saying with a loud
voice, Fear God, and give glory to him, for the hour of his
judgment is come. Now, he said that was a symbol. John said
he saw an angel—mnot a symbol. I'll take John's word rather
than Mr. Gatewood's on that question. Furthermore, John saw
this angel—having the gospel to be preached. He did not say
that the angel would have to preach it to us individually. He
saw the angel having the gospel to be preached to every na-
tion under heaven. Now shall I again say that my opponent
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has not answered me on those passages of divine scripture that
1 quoted?

Moreover, he spoke of the hundred and forty-four thou-
sand spoken of at the beginning of the chapter. I called your
-attention last night to—I think it is in the seventh chapter
of the Book of Revelation, where they opened the sixth seal.
There was a great earthquake and every mountain and island
was moved out of its place and the sun was darkened and the
moon was turned to blood. Has that happened? 1 say it has
not. And then it says after that, why there were four angels
that put the seals on a hundred and forty-four thousand. So
his explanation was entirely at fault. Because those hundred and
forty-four thousand have not yet been sealed. And I want to
tell you that there is yet a future fulfillment of that prophecy.

The Book of Mormon tells us that there are yet plates to
come forth. A great many records are yet to come forth. And
that will be in a future time. You know, since Mr. Gatewood at-
tacked the three witnesses of the Book of Mormon whose testi-
mony appears in the fly-leaf of that book, I have had calls
from almost all over the city. I have not had time to even
think, for people telling me about their grandfather or someone
who heard Martin Harris, and David Whitmer and Oliver Cow-
dery. I am sorry that I could not have them all here tonight
to testify. But I think his argument was absolutely weak. Those
three men's names have been signed to a statement in that book
ever since it was published in 1829 —the names of David Whit-
mer, Martin Harris, and Oliver Cowdery. And that testimony
says they were present when an angel of God came down before
their eyes and showed them those plates from which the Book
of Mormon was translated. And that a voice from heaven
declared to them that that record had been translated
by the gift and power of God. Now I am going to compare
those three witnesses with the Apostle Peter. I think the Apostle
Peter was a wonderful man, but you know when he got under
pressure, when he saw the Lord Jesus Christ being persecuted,
carrying the cross, when he saw them reviling and ridiculing
him and a young lady said, "Oh, this man was with him." He
said, "Oh no, I wasn't." And he denied three times. Peter
weakened under that pressure. Oh, you men that know Mormon
history, you know how our people were driven from pillar to
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post. You know how unpopular we were and particularly with
ministers of the gospel, many of whom led mobs and persecuted
our people and drove them from pillar to post. Oh, what press-
are was put upon these three witnesses to deny their testimony.
Oh, how popular they could have been in the eyes of the world.
How wealthy they could have made themselves had they only
said to these people who hated the Mormon people, "Our tes-
timony was false." But those men, even though Mr. Gatewood
called them wicked men and I think they were because I think
we are all wicked more or less, those men didn't falter; never
once did those men throughout their lives deny that testimony,
never once.

I quoted to you David Whitmer's statement in a non-Mormon
publication along with numerous prominent non-Mormons who
knew Whitmer to be an upright and honest man. David Whit-
mer, when somebody said that he had denied that testimony,
made that public declaration that he had not, and that whoever
said that he had, lied and did not tell the truth. 1 find that
the church up here in our historian's office has the last written
statement of David Whitmer signed by himself to that effect.

Now, my friends, the fact that all these men left Joseph
Smith, some of them became disaffected over polygamy or over
something else and said that Joseph Smith for a time was a
fallen prophet. Why the fact that they did that, makes their
testimony ten fold stronger because in spite of that they said,
"The Book of Mormon is true because we know it." They lost
faith in Joseph Smith. Now our friends would have you think
that Joseph Smith just fooled them into doing what he wanted
them to do. If this had been the case, the minute they lost
faith in Joseph Smith, they would have said, "Well, we don't
believe that testimony." But they had seen with their eyes.
They had seen the Urim and Thummim; they had seen the
brass plates; they had seen the sword of Laman; they had seen
the breastplate; they had seen an angel and heard the voice
of God, and they dare not deny that testimony and they did not.

Two of those men repented of their sins and came back
into this church. Martin Harris went up and down this state,
preached in the tabernacle and preached to almost everyone in
the State of Utah and bore his testimony. And although Oliver
Cowdery didn't come to Zion, he bore his testimony on his death



98 GATEWOOD-FARNSWORTH DEBATE

bed that was true. Now, what do you think a boy twenty-three
years old, brought up in the backwoods of New York, a boy who
couldn't speak the English language correctly, a boy who lived
in the backwoods in an age when there was no radio, no news-
paper, no schools, who had no schooling, one whom the Lord
made educated. Imagine him being able to produce these things.
In fact, the Lord gave a revelation before hand in the Doctrine
and Covenants saying that he would show them to these wit-
nesses and he made good. The Book of Mormon said they
should be shown to witnesses and he made good. The Book of
Mormon said that they should be shown to others.

In addition to this, Joseph himself showed the plates, not
an angel of God. But Joseph himself showed the plates to eight
witnesses and my friend hasn't met that argument—He showed
the plates and they handled them, examined them, and know
that he had them. Why my friends, I can't understand why
he should attempt to discredit in the weak way he did from
non-Mormon attacks on the Book of Mormon because he has
quoted practically entirely from them. You notice that he did
not give us any references or tell us where he found them. I
recognize most of them as coming from non-Mormon attacks
on the Book of Mormon that have long since been answered.
To show you that is the case, in one of the quotations that he
quoted he said that later on one of the three thought that he
heard, that it was Sidney Rigdon's voice that spoke instead of the
angel. Why anyone that knows anything about Mormon history
knows that Sidney Rigdon never saw Joseph Smith, never heard
of Joseph Smith at this time. Sidney Rigdon was converted
years later through reading the Book of Mormon itself and yet
Mr. Gatewood indicated that one of these witnesses thought it
was Sidney Rigdon's voice. Well, Sidney hadn't been discov-
ered. He was at that time helping Alexander Campbell or-
ganize the church from which Mr. Gatewood's church originated
—the church of Christ.

There was a lady who was going to bring me a copy of
Martin Harris' testimony signed by him and signed by a notary
public. I wish she had presented it. 1 may produce that yet,
but I don't think I need do it. I think I have given all the
evidence on the testimonies that is necessary to uphold the Book
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of Mormon. I believe that I have established it in the mouths
of two or more witnesses and that's all the Lord asks.

Now, our friend quoted from one great Smithsonian Insti-
tute, a very scientific organization, a quotation that seemed to
vary from about forty quotations that I have quoted. He
quoted one against my forty. Well, he said that his was more
modern. Well, most of mine were modern. Some of them
were rather old but just because a thing is old, that doesn't mean
that it isn't true. Most of mine were modern also. Now I'll
show you. In quoting from the Smithsonian Institute, I want
to call your attention to the fact, you men of science, you men
who have studied science, haven't you seen that on every theory
that comes up in the scientific world that the men of science
differ? One says this is the way it's done and another will say
that's the way it is done. Why in my study of science I found
that there were very few scientists that agreed on theories. I
wouldn't expect all the scientists to be agreed that the people
that were over here were Hebrews. In fact, I would think it a
miracle from heaven if such were to occur because I don't think
it possible for all scientists to agree. I never made any pre-
tenses that all the scientists were agreed that the people over here
were Hebrews, but I certainly quoted you enough of them to
show you that a great many prominent men and many of the
modern men entertain that view or at least say that that is
one of the most likely theories with respect to the people that we
find over here.

I'11 just repeat for the benefit of all who didn't hear me
quote all those quotations. 1 guess some of you weren't here
to hear them. I quoted five prominent scientists: Kingsborough,
Lee (Lee's work is as late as 1932), Ferrell, whose work is late
as 1930; Willard, whose work is as late as 1926; and Katlin
1841. 1 quoted five great scientists to the effect that there were
evidences here that those people were of Hebrew origin. With
respect to Quetzalcoatal, the god that he said was one of the
rulers of those people, I quoted seven great authorities: Ban-
croft, Kingsborough, Lee, Prescott, Short, Willard, Smith—all
telling you without any question of a doubt that the traditions
of the American Indian prove beyond any doubt that Quetzal-
coatal was none other than Jesus Christ the Lord. In addition
to that, I quoted nine non-Mormon authorities: Willard, Gann
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and Thompson, Peru, Bancroft, D. G. Brenson, Schoolcraft, Spense
—all indicating that there were absolute evidences that Chris-
tianity was here long before Columbus discovered America. Why,
among those authorities the Indian traditions say that Quetzal-
coatal was the son of God, that he was born of a virgin, that
he was crucified between two thieves that were in the act of re-
viling him, that he had a forerunner like John the Baptist, that
he died and rose from the dead the third day, that there were
great signs in the heaven at his birth, that there were great signs
at his death, that those people practiced a polluted form of the
sacrament of the Lord's Supper—those Indians when the Chris-
tians arrived, they found them doing that—that they practiced
baptism by immersion for remission of sins. All of that, these
non-Mormon authorities make mention of the Indians practicing.
I quoted from all these last time. That after his coming the
Holy Spirit was sent, that Quetzalcoatal healed the sick by the
laying on of hands and that he raised the dead. Why, my
friends how can there be any question in any man's mind when
such traditions come down to us that Quetzalcoatal and Jesus
were the same being?

I'm just going to quote one individual, just one before I
continue. This is Willard, and he is one of our modern men.
"One prominent writer considers the possibility of Jewish origin
for the Mayas as being the most substantial of the several theories
I have mentioned." 1 don't want to quote all of these like I
did the other night, but I'l1 still quote a few to you. Here is
Ferrell, another of our modern men: "On the tropical eastern
seaboard, and northeastern South America, we find Indians wholly
distinct from either our United States tribes or the Central Ameri-
can and Western South American tribes. Many of these are
strikingly Semitic in appearance and still adhere to Semitic
customs." There's another of your modern men.

Here's a reference to Quetzalcoatal. This is by Lee, another
of our modern men: "The great white god in American tradition
is frequently mentioned as having been crucified." Why my
friends, there is no question whatsoever about this. I'm going
to quote from Willard with respect to Quetzalcoatal because our
friend said that Quetzalcoatal was a prince. Some of the the-
ories say that he was a prince, but I'm going to tell you what
others had to say about him, men that differed with that other
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authority. "He was a king, priest, legislator, and ruler of a
benevolent character. He was called the skillful
hand with which he performed miracles such as curing of the
sick by the laying on of hands. He possessed the power of re-
viving the dead." Can you imagine a savage monarch doing
such things as that? I'm going to quote you from Brancroft.

"He was born of a virgin, of miraculous birth. He had
a human body like other men, yet was a god, the son of god,
of mysterious birth." Why, what more proof do you want?
I'm going to quote that again. "Yet was a god, the son of
god, of mysterious birth." 1 wonder how much evidence they
want. All of this, my friends, is in support of the teaching of
the Book of Mormon that Hebrews came over here about 600
B. C.

Oh yes, he questioned the dates too. Well, scientists differ
on dates as well. I quoted three or four scientists to show you
that one group of Mayas came over here about 600 B. C. 1
realize that there was a later group and if our friend will go
into this a little deeper than he has, he will find out that the
group that he mentioned was the later group entirely. So after
all, there is no contradiction in the quotation that he made and
the. one 1 quoted, because the first group of Mayas did make
their appearance here about five or six hundred years B. C.
according to authorities.

I'm going to quote to you tonight, whether it wearies you
or not, with respect to Jesus' visit here in America. I believe that
this has the ring of scripture. And I just got through telling you
that all these great non-Mormon authorities say that Quetzalcoatal
could have been none other than Jesus, and that Christianity was
practiced here by those people before Columbus discovered
America, and that without question they were of Jewish origin
some of these authorities say. There are, of course, other
theories on that problem. I'm not saying that that's the only
one. I'd be amazed if it was, the way scientists differ. I think
I told you something about putting your trust in the arm of
flesh. That goes for scientists as well as common men.

I'm reading from III Nephi 17. This is just a little of
what Jesus taught to the people here. Now mind you, the Book
of Mormon (Mormon just transcribed it; he made an abridge-
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ment of it; so part of this is just Mormon taking excerpts of
what the Lord taught so that you will understand it) "Behold now
it came to pass when Jesus had spoken these words he looked
round about again on the multitude and he said unto them, Be-
hold my time is at hand, I perceive that ye are weak, that ye
cannot understand all my words which I am commanded of the
Father to speak unto you at this time. Therefore, go into your
homes and ponder upon the things which I have said, and ask
the Father in my name that ye may understand and prepare your
minds for the morrrow, and 1 will come unto you again. And
now I go unto my Father and also to show myself unto the
lost tribes of Israel for they are not lost unto the Father, for
he knoweth whither he hath taken them. And it came to pass
that when Jesus had thus spoken he cast his eyes around about
him again on the multitude and beheld that there were tears

. ." Mind you, that this is Jesus in his resurrected state, ap-
pearing to these people here.

"And beheld there were tears and they did look steadfastly
upon him as if they would ask him to tarry a little longer
with them. And he said unto them," A 1 I my bowels are filled
with compassion towards you. Have ye any that are sick among
you? Bring them hither. Have ye any that are lame or blind
or halt or maimed or leprous or that are withered, or that are
deaf or that are afflicted in any manner? Bring them hither and
I will heal them, for I have compassion upon you. My bowels
are filled with mercy, for I perceive that ye desire that I should
show unto you what I have done unto your brethren at Jeru-
salem; for I see that your faith is sufficient that I should heal
you." And it came to pass when he had thus spoken all the
multitudes with one accord did go forth with their sick and
their afflicted and their lame and with their blind and their
dumb and with all them that were afflicted in any manner;
and he did heal them every one as they were brought forth unto
him. And they did all—all, both they who were healed and
they who were whole, bow down at his feet and did worship him.
And as many as could come from the multitudes did kiss his
feet, in so much, as they did bathe his feet with their tears.

And it came to pass that he commanded that their little chil-
dren should be brought! so they brought their little children,
set them down upon the ground about him and Jesus stood in
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the midst of the multitude and gave way until they had all been
brought unto him. And it came to pass when they had been
brought, Jesus stood in the midst; he commanded the multitudes
that they should kneel down upon the ground; and it came to
pass when they had knelt upon the ground that Jesus groaned
within himself, saying "Father I am troubled because of the
wickedness of the people of the house of Israel." And when he
had said these words, he himself also knelt upon the earth, and
behold, he prayed unto the Father and the things which he
prayed cannot be written. And the multitude did bear record
who heard him."

Now, no wonder those people kept in mind that coming of
that great white god. No wonder they remembered that he was
crucified upon a cross. No wonder they remembered that he
healed the sick by the laying on of hands and raised the dead,
because he actually did appear to those people here. And not
only as the Book of Mormon testifies, but as the traditions of
the American Indians will verify as these great scientists said.
Now my friends, where is there any other people upon the earth
with such traditions, other than those who are actually Israelites
and have had these experiences? 1 am going to quote you a
little further:

"For they knew that the prophets had testified to these
things for many years, and that the sign which had been given
was already at hand and they began to fear because of their
iniquity and their unbelief. And it came to pass that there
was no darkness in all that night, but it was light as though it
was mid-day. And it came to pass that the sun did rise in the
morning again according to its proper order. And they knew
that it was the day that the Lord should be born, because of
the sign which had been given—and it had come to pass—yea,
all things every whit according to the words of the prophet. And
it came to pass also that a new star did appear according to
the word."

Notice that there was light for about a period of a day
and a night, and that a new star appeared. I quoted you tra-
dition last night upon this marvelous event. Now I have quoted
you from the Book of Mormon to show that at the birth of Christ
there was a period when the sun did not go down or when there
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was light for more than one day—where there was a sign ap-
peared in the heavens.

Now I quote from Bancroft. He said, "The next event
recorded is the stopping of the sun for a whole day in its course
as at the command of Joshua, as recorded in the Old Testa-
ment." That is Bancroft. So these Indians remembered that.
It is only natural that they should—that it should come down
by tradition.

Moreover, here is another. 1 quote again: "And at this
division of an empire on a day on which three suns were seen,
which has caused some to think that it took place on the day
of the birth of the redeemer—a day on which it was commonly
believed that such a meteor was observed." So we see that tra-
dition bears out that statement in the Book of Mormon which
I quoted unto you.

Now I am going to quote again from the Book of Mormon
showing that a sign occurred at the crucifixion of the Lord:
"And it came to pass, if there was no mistake made by this
man in the reckoning of our time—the thirty and third year had
passed away and the people had begun to look with great ear-
nestness for the sign which had been given by the prophet
Samuel, the Lamanite. Yea, for the time there should be dark-
ness for the space of three days over the face of the land. And
there began to be great doubtings and disputations. And it came
to pass in the thirty and fourth year in the first month upon the
fourth day of the month, there arose a great storm such an one
as had never been known in all the land. There was also a great
and terrible tempest. And there was terrible thunder, in so much
as it did shake the whole earth as if it was about to divide asun-
der, and there were exceeding sharp lightnings, such as had never
been known in all the land. And the city of Zerahemla did
take fire, and the city of Moroni did sink into the depths of
the sea—sink into the depths of the sea."

Why right out from Vera Cruz there is a little island used
by the Mexican Government similar to Ellis Island. And there
they find streets leading right down into the ocean—showing
that the cities were sunk just as the Book of Mormon said.
"And the earth was carried upon the city of Moroni. And in the
place of the city there became a great mountain."
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Did you know that at Mexico City they dug down, and
found that it was built upon the top of another city that had
been covered up? 1 can furnish absolute proof of that from
scientists.

"There was a great destruction in the land. Behold there
was terrible destruction." 1 could go on and read further.
But I think there is no need of that. I do not want to weary
you. But I will show you that even that great thing was re-
membered by those people, and non-Mormon authorities tell
us that they remembered that great incident. And the remark-
able thing is that they give us the same date that the Book of
Mormon does.

This "Tushugie" page 59. This is one of our early men.
He quotes a Peruvian historian who says, "During his reign (the
reign of a certain monarch which he places about thirty-two, or
thirty-three A. D.) they experienced earthquakes that lasted sev-
eral months." That is of course a perverted tradition coming
down from the American Indians with respect to this terrible
time.

Here is a book called "America Before Columbus." "Another
circumstance of our Savior's death seems to be remembered
in Mexico, where it is related in its traditions that at the dis-
appearance of Quetzalcoatal (notice—at the disappearance of
Quetzalcoatal) both the sun and the moon were covered with
darkness, while a single star appeared in the heavens." Here
we have all kinds of traditions to support that.

I am reading again from Bancroft: "The sun and the moon
were eclipsed; the earth shook, and the rocks were rent asunder,
and many other things and signs happened. This was in the
year "Tcicalli" which, chronologically being reduced to our sys-
tem, proves to be the same date when Christ our Lord suffered
—thirty-three A. D."

Here is another from Baldwin—one of our modern authori-
ties. "The land was shaken by frightful earthquakes and the
waves of the sea combined with volcanic fires to overwhelm
and engulf it. Most of the inhabitants were destroyed." All
of that, my friends—all of that, is in accordance with what I
have read you from the Book of Mormon. You mean to tell
me for a moment that the young unlearned boy—this young boy
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that could not even speak the English language at that time, cor-
rectly—that had had no schooling—could give us such a record
that today every fact—not theory, but every fact that has been
produced through the study of those ancient peoples, bears out
this sacred record as being true?

Now here is another quotation that likewise has been veri-
fied. I quote from page 478 verse 32. "And now behold we
have written this record according to our knowledge, in the char-
acters which are called among us the Reformed Egyptian, being
handed down and altered by us according to our manner of
speech—and if our plates had been sufficiently large, we should
have written in Hebrew, but the Hebrew hath been altered by
us, also, and if we could have written in Hebrew, behold ye
would have had no imperfection in our record."

The thing I want to call your attention to here is, that those
people had a knowledge of Egyptian. 1 want to call your at-
tention to the fact that the Book of Mormon says they had a
knowledge also of Hebrew. That the book itself, the plates from
which the Book of Mormon was translated was written in a
changed Egyptian, because they could get more on a smaller
space.

Now I am going to show you that our non-Mormon au-
thorities likewise agree that that is true. 1 am going to quote
from a Frenchman—Cleverego: "The inscriptions upon stone
monuments point to a knowledge of writing as well as actual
writing upon the few manuscripts that have come down of
pre-historic days of the American continent. The Mexicans had
more than one method of writing. Not only did they use hiero-
glyphic signs, both figurative and symbolical, but like the an-
cient Egyptians, they had also phonetic signs representing not a
thing, an action or an idea, but a sound. From thence to the
alphabet is but a step—or rather it is the alphabet already.
But they made far less use of the valuable discovery of the pho-
netic signs than did the Egyptians. They confined themselves
almost entirely to the figurative and symbolical."

Now I am going to quote from Churchword one of our
Modern men—one of our Modern men—1924. "As previously
quoted, a close relationship has been found by some scholars
between the Egyptian Hieratic writing and that of the Mayas
and the Incas." Now what do you think of that?
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I am going to quote from a Mexican work: "That there is
a connection between the inhabitants of Mexico and of certain
tribes of the Nile valley, is hardly to be doubted." That is
not the quotation that I wanted. Here is one—the Hebrew. In
his (Dr. Roudalph Falls) chapters on the relationship of the
Aryan and Semitic languages to the dialects of Ancient Peru,
he first of all proves that the Semitic roots are Aryan. Then he
shows all the common stems of all the Aryans are to be found in
their truest condition in the old Peruvian language. Dr. Falls
gives a list of fifty words similar in the Hebrew and dialects
of Peru. This is a quotation from Lee, another modern man.
Now I am going to quote from Churchword with respect to this
being a white people. "In Mexico there is an ancient Aztec tra-
dition which says that the first settlers in Mexico were a white
race. The tradition continues by saying this white race was
conquered by a race with darker skins, and the darker skin race
drove the white race from the land." Why you people who
have read the Book of Mormon—Did not the Lamanites conquer
the Nephites, and destroy them just as this said? Why these
traditions are marvelous in my eye. ['ll do a little more read-
ing from the Book of Mormon.

"And there being but little timber in the face of the land,
nevertheless the people who went forth became exceedingly expert
in the working of cement. Therefore they did build houses of
cement in which they did dwell." Why my friends, when that
Book of Mormon first came forth, how they did ridicule my
grandfather because Joseph Smith said those people built ce-
ment houses How they laughed at him, but they can't laugh
at me! No sir! Because men have uncovered those cities—those
great cement cities. Why I have a photograph of an ancient
theater built entirely of cement. The Book of Mormon said
they built of cement, and they did.

I am going to quote likewise here—"And they also had
horses, and they had elephants—" and so on and so forth. That
is from Ether, the ninth chapter. That was laughed at and
ridiculed in my grandfather's day. But they don't laugh at
me. Not so long ago I was in Los Angeles and I visited the
big "Aquarium" there and I saw, I guess, some twenty skeletons
of horses, about the size of our ponies now, in that great place.
1 saw also skeletons of elephants. Why, my friends, there is no
question about the divine authenticity of the Book of Mormon.
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I want to say again that what little I have said here can't
prove the authenticity of the book, itself. How could any man
prove the authenticity of the Bible in two nights with modern
critics criticizing it like this man is going to do tonight to the
Book of Mormon? He's going to use the same kind of criticism
against the Book of Mormon that modern critics use against the
Bible. But I want to tell you that the Book of Mormon is the
proof—read it. Joseph Smith couldn't have brought forth that
work—a twenty-three-year-old boy, unlearned, in the backwoods
of New York. Why he couldn't have done it—There is the proof
—The book itself—Read it. And I want to tell you if you'll
investigate, not just come to try to tear it to pieces like our
friend, but if you'll investigate that book, you'll find that it is
the word of God, and that is my testimony in the name of Jesus
Christ. Amen.

MR. GATEWOOD, First Negative

I believe, friends, that after Mr. Farnsworth has stood before
you and told you that scientists were so independable, then turned
around and made his speech entirely upon what scientists had to
say—I believe 1 could answer all he has to say in the state-
ments that he made—"Scientists are very independable." And
therefore, since they are, you are going to have to build to a great
extent upon conjecture.

I read last evening from Mr. B. H. Roberts; I read last evening
from a statement made by Oliver Cowdery; I read last evening
from all of the statements that were made by the Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-Day Saints, giving you chapter and verse, volume
and page; yet Mr. Farnsworth comes tonight and says that I
quoted from Anti-Mormon sources. I was accused of that last
evening, and I asked the individuals who accused me to show
me one thing that I said from anti-Mormon sources. And that
individual was unable to show me. If Mr. Farnsworth will show
me tonight where last evening I quoted from anti-Mormon sources
—then I'l1 surrender. These statements are made to arouse in
your minds prejudice against what I have to say. But Mr. B. H.
Roberts is that which I relied upon, and I quoted from him mostly.
He is a member of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day-Saints.
He is one of your Apostles, and died as a member of your church.

I quote again from him. After having spent much time discuss-
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ing and saying the very same things that Mr. Farnsworth hag said
to you this evening, here is what he says near the close of his
book: "From the foregoing it will be apparent how unsatisfactory
are the conclusions regarding the age of America's great cities,
and monuments of antiquity." Since, as Mr. H. H. Bancroft says
(whom Mr. Farnsworth quotes) "in the ruins themselves, by which
the age may be determined, it is clearly seen that all authorities
are merely declaring in conjecture concerning them." So since
Mr. Roberts has said that all Mr. Farnsworth has said is just
conjecture, and since Mr. Farnsworth speaks so positively, I won-
der which of these two men you are going to take as authority up-
on those things.

I would like to call to your attention that we are not discussing
the Millennium. Therefore I refuse to get off into a discussion
of the Millennium, which Mr. Farnsworth has brought up last eve-
ning and tonight, bringing in Isaiah 11:6-11. A1l that I ask you to
do is to go home and read Isaiah the eleventh chapter. There you
will find that Isaiah was prophesying of a Branch which was to
spring from the tribe of Jesse and that the people were to come
and were to hear him, and that Isaiah 11 is a prophecy of the
first coming of Jesus, when he shall come and gather together
the children of Israel in a new Covenant he made with them when
he took them by the hand and led them out of Egypt. He gathered
them one time, called them out to Mt. Sinai, and Jesus is going,
through his New Covenant, to call them together again. So I am
going to pass by with the exception of saying this—that you notice
that Mr. Farnsworth connected Ezekiel 37 and Isa. 11:6-11 as the
great Millennium, and then he said, quoting Ezekiel 37, that at
the great Restoration of the Jews, David would be king. Now that
is new information to me. I did not know that the Latter-Day Saints
believed that during the Millennium David would be resurrected
and would be a king over the people in the land of Zion. I thought
all the time that they were saying that Jesus would be the king
over them. And now here Mr. Farnsworth takes Ezekiel 37 and
says that has reference to the great Millennial age, and that
David would be the king. You see again tonight he gives up the
idea that the sticks in Ezekiel 37 has reference to the Book of
Mormon and the Bible.

I find in Acts 3:19,20 that the Bible says, "Whom the heavens
must retain," (that is, going to retain Jesus) until the restitution
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of all things." Now then, I want to know how long Jesus was to
stay in heaven. I turn to First Corinthians 15, beginning with the
twenty-fourth verse, and I find that when Jesus ascended upon
high, God put all things under him. A1l things were subjected
under him, and the Bible says in First Corinthians 15:25,26 that
Jesus must reign until he has put all enemies under his feet. The
last enemy to be destroyed is death. In other words, Jesus is going
to be retained in heaven until the last enemy is destroyed, and
that is death. I contend that the last enemy, which is death, has
not been destroyed, because, it is in our lives—it's coming into our
homes every day. The Bible says that Jesus is going to reign until
he has destroyed death. Therefore, if Jesus came back and ap-
peared to Joseph Smith in 1839, he came before his time was up,
because this scripture says it must retain him until the restitution
of all things—until these things are brought about. Since death has
not been conquered, I know Jesus did not come in 1830.

Why friends, in reference to the sheep that were of the other
fold that Jesus was going to bring in, I'm just going to turn and
read the statements which I quoted last evening, and ask you to
listen. "Wherefore remembering that ye being in times past Gen-
tiles in the flesh (that is you were Gentiles) who were called un-
circumcision by that which is called Circumcision of the flesh made
by hands; that at that time ye were without Christ, being aliens
from the commonwealth of Israel, Strangers from the covenant
of promise, having no hope, and without God in the world." Un-
der the Old Covenant, God did not make a covenant with the Gen-
tiles, but with the Jews. "But now in Christ Jesus, ye who were
sometimes afar off are made nigh by the blood of Jesus. For he
is our peace who hath made both one"—both Jews and Gentiles
one. There were two folds.

Now notice that Jesus in his statements of John 10:6 spoke of
two folds. The Israelites, according to Mr. Farnsworth, who were
in America, that received the message of the Book of Mormon,
were not two folds. They were of the same fold. Now you can turn
back to Deuteronomy and there you can find in the seventh chapter
and the sixth verse that Jesus chose the children of Israel that they
should be one fold and that they would be a peculiar people with
him; that he would make his covenant with them, and with none
else. Therefore, he had them in one fold. So then, these people in
John 10:6 were a different fold—that were not of the same
fold, and the children of Israel that were supposed to be in Amer-
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ica—were the same fold. But here the Apostle Paul says: "He
is our peace who hath made both one, and hath broken down the
middle wall of partition between us, having abolished in his flesh
the enmity, even the law of commandments contained in ordinances
for to make in himself of the twain, one new man, and so making
peace—that he might reconcile both (Both who? Both of these
folds that he has been talking about—that Jesus spoke about)
both unto God in one body by the cross, having slain the enmity
thereby. And he came to preach peace to you."

I want to say, friends, that Jesus was the one who came and
reconciled and Mr. Farnsworth is saying that Jesus didn't come
—If you want to take the statement here in the seventeenth verse
of the second chapter of Ephesians—Jesus—"He came and preach-
ed peace to you who were afar off, and to you who are nigh (that
is, to the Jews and Gentiles) for through him we both have access
to the spirit by one spirit unto the Father." Thus you can see that
Jesus did preach to those people and bring the Gentiles into the
covenant relationship with the Lord. Even after having taken up
fifteen minutes of discussion of these scriptures, Mr. Farnsworth
said that I have not even answered these scriptures. Well friends,
I wonder why he spent so much time answering what I have said
if I haven't.

One other explanation of scripture that I am going to dispose
of before I pass on. That is, Revelation 14: Mr. Farnsworth
insists that that angel was not a symbolic angel. Well, let's notice
what that angel was to do. He was to go (Rev. 14:6), and preach
the gospel to every kindred, tongue, and tribe, and people. Mr.
Farnsworth said that he personally didn't have to go, thus inferring
that you people take the message which the angel brought. But I
want to ask you tonight: "Do you people of the Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-Day Saints go to every people, tongue, and tribe,
and preach?" Why, I called one of your men in your church
offices today and asked him about the matter in order that I might
be sure, and Mr. Joseph Christianson this morning about eight
o'clock or eight-thirty said no—we do not send missionaries to
Africa. We do not send missionaries to the Negro. If you want
to disagree with Mr. Christianson, then produce the evidence. The
evidence is not to be produced—you have never sent missionaries
to Africa. You have never sent missionaries to the Negroes in the
South. Therefore, this does not refer to the group of people who
follow the angel Moroni.

You say, Mr. Gatewood, are you trying to say that we believe
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that Negroes have no souls? No I am not saying that, because I
know that you do believe that Negroes have souls. I do know that
you have Negroes who are members of your church, but Mr.
Christiansen said this morning, sometimes our white missionaries
in the South convert Negroes in their preaching to the white peo-
ple, but we do not send them to the Negroes. You go to Mr. Chris-
tiansen if you want to disagree with that. That angel was to take
the message to every people.

Not only that, but if you will read on down in Revelation, 14:9
you'll find that it says "There followed another angel saying, If
any man worship the beast or his image or receive the mark in
his forehead or his hand, they shall be punished with fire and
brimstone in the presence of God, and in the presence of the Holy
angels; and they have no rest day nor night. The smoke of their
torment ascendeth up forever and ever." This angel was preaching
the gospel of eternal torment to those who received false doctrine.
I turn to the Doctrine and Covenants—to the teaching of the Lat-
ter-Day Saints today and you say that nobody will be sent down
to eternal torment except the Devil and some of the sons of Perdi-
tion. The rest of them will go to the telestial, terrestrial and celestial
degrees of Glory. Therefore, friends, Revelation 14 does not refer
to the Angel Moroni, nor to the message which you people have to
give to the world.

Now Mr. Farnsworth said, "I wish I could have all the people
up here to testify to what Martin Harris has said, because we have
heard him testify and 1 wish we could get them up here before
you." Well I am just wondering, friends, if you ever did see this
little paper called the Deseret News? I am sure that you have. I
wonder if you saw the August 15th issue 1942? That was just last
Saturday. I turn and I read in this Deseret News, published by
your own people—by your own Mr. Martin Harris—and here is
a picture of some of the old plates, the original plates that were
given to Mr. David O. McKay down here, by one Mr. Wilford C.
Wood. The story is written about this old relic, and then this
editor gives this story of what was said. The Latter-Day Saints in
giving the story here on page 6 the church edition, "Martin Harris
was in the office when I finished setting up the testimony of the
three witnesses, Harris, Cowdery, and Whitmer. I said to him,
Martin, did you see those plates with your naked eyes? Martin
looked down for an instant and raised his eyes and said, No, [
saw them with the spiritual eye." That is, I did not see them with
my naked eye; I saw them with my spiritual eye, As one record



GATEWOOD-FARNSWORTH DEBATE 113

gives, he said: "I did not see them like I see this pencil which I
hold before my eyes, but I saw them through the eye of faith."
I read to you in the Doctrine and Covenants last night how that
Joseph Smith said, "These are the words Martin Harris that you
are going to have to say." You can't say anything else. The only
testimony I declared last evening, that you can bring up to give
that Martin Harris said that he gave, other than that statement
which Joseph Smith wrote out that he is supposed to have signed
—the only other statement was made and given ten years after he
was dead. Why didn't Mr. Farnsworth come and show some state-
ments that he made while he was alive? And I would like to see
that statement the lady was going to bring Mr. Farnsworth about
where Martin Harris signed with his own hand writing that he
gave that testimony. Then friends, since Martin Harris said when
the Book of Mormon was being printed, "I didn't see it with
my naked eye, but just with my spiritual eye"—just an eye of
faith—1I'll take Martin Harris' own word for it while he was
alive—rather than statements others said he made after he was
dead.

I never have said that David Whitmer denied. Mr. Farnsworth
seems set upon getting me to say that. I said that Mr. Whitmer
re-affirmed. But only because of the fact that he was the head of
another sect—that broke from your church—or as they say, you
broke away from them. I do not know who is right about the mat-
ter. That is not the point of discussion tonight, but I do say that
if you are going to take David Whitmer's testimony, why do not
you take his testimony in regard to the organization of the church
and refuse to have one man as the head of the church? And where
did I get this information? I got it from David Whitmer's Address
to All Believers. Now if you will, go to the libraries and get the
original edition that has not been worked over, and some things
taken out. I have the Old Edition of David Whitmer's Address
to all Believers. I have the new edition which has been put out
and a lot of it has been cut out. I don't know why—you can come
to your own conclusion in regard to that, but I'l1 sit down with any
of you and show you that the statements the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-Day Saints today don't want you to receive, have been
cut out. ['11 make the comparison with any of you before as many
witnesses as you want to receive. Thus friends, since David Whit-
mer was the head of another sect and organization he did re-affirm,
but he condemned polygamy. He condemned your church organiza-
tion. He condemned your name. He condemned many doctrines
that were set forth by Brigham Young here in these valleys.



114 GATEWOOD-FARNSWORTH DEBATE

Mr. Farnsworth said Oliver Cowdery did re-affirm. Friends, I
just ask you again, Do you think a man who had an angel appear
unto him and show him some plates and say "These contain a mes-
sage from God"—that after he had seen those things that he would
apostatize, go and join the Methodist Church, die in that church,
and have a Methodist preacher preach his funeral? Since he did
that, his dying actions are proof that the statements that were
published about him after he died were really not his own words.
You would not die outside of a Church of Jesus Christ of Latter
Day Saints if you had an angel appear and give the kind of testi-
mony that you say he did to Martin Harris.

Mr. Farnsworth mentioned the eight witnesses. I would like
to take up their testimony also. We read concerning the testimony
of the eight witnesses in Mr. B. F. Roberts' "New Witness for
God" and this is what we read, "They saw the plates, they handled
them, they turned the leaves of the old Nephite record, saw and
marveled at its curious workmanship, but no brilliant light illumed
the forest or dazzled their vision. No angel was there to awe
them by the splendor of his presence, no piercing voice of God from
glory to make them tremble by his power. All these supernatural
things present at the view of the plates by the three witnesses were
absent at the time when the eight witnesses saw them. Here was all
natural, matter of fact and plain; nothing to inspire awe or fear
or dread, nothing uncanny or overwhelming, but just plain straight
forward procedure that leaves man in possession of all their
faculties and self-consciousness, all that renders such things as
deception or impossibility entirely out of the question."

Now, listen, Mr. Roberts said that all these things that would
render deception possible were out of the question when the eight
witnesses received their mission. Thus, friends, if Mr. Roberts said
all these things which he said would render deception possible
were present during the first vision, why did you say tonight that
you could be so sure that the three were not deceived? Mr. Roberts
here speaks as though those things would cause deception to be
possible. Not only that, but when the eight witnesses gave their
testimonies, they, in the old original edition of the Book of Mor-
mon, said that Joseph Smith was the author and proprietor of
the Book of Mormon. Now then, go turn to the eight witnesses'
testimony today and what do you find? You find the eight wit-
nesses saying that Joseph Smith Jr. was the translator of the Book
of Mormon. Why the Latter-Day Saints themselves changed those
statements which the eight witnesses made. If you change one
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statement they made, why do you accept all the rest? I tell you,
if T disbelieve one statement they made and change that, I would
not have any faith in the rest of them.

You get an original copy of the Book of Mormon. I have the
original copy and the original testimony given and it definitely
says that Joseph Smith was the author and proprietor. Now I know
that Mr. Farnsworth will come back and say that was put in there
so he could get a copyright for the Book of Mormon. Well, I know
that is your answer. It is on the title page also, that Joseph Smith
was the author and proprietor. "That had to be put on the title
page," so your answer goes; but why did the eight witnesses say
that Joseph Smith was the author and proprietor?

Mr. Farmnsworth made the argument that Joseph Smith alone
could not write the Book of Mormon. He had some other asso-
ciates. When did Mr. Sidney Rigdon appear on the scene? I have
here the "True Origin of the Book of Mormon," by Charles Shook.
Some people who lived in the same county in New York late in
1879, speaking in regard to this, said: "I was a youth twelve or
thirteen years old, having been born January 9, 1814, at Palmyra,
New York. During some of my visits with the Smiths, I saw a
stranger whom they said was Mr. Rigdon. He was at Mr. Smith's
several times and it was the year of 1827—two years before
the Book of Mormon was published, Sidney Rigdon was here with
him."

The statement is made by Abel D. Chase, page 131. I find a
statement by Lorenza Saunders and I can read you many of them,
who say they saw Sidney Rigdon in the spring of 1827, about the
middle of March. "I went to the Smith's to eat maple sugar and
I saw five or six standing in a group better dressed than the rest,
and I asked Harrison Smith who he was. He said his name was
Sidney Rigdon, a friend of Joseph Smith, from Pennsylvania." I
could go on and read you a number of statements made by re-
liable citizens, just as reliable as David Whitmer, Martin Harris
and Oliver Cowdery, that say that that was true—that Sidney Rig-
don was an acquaintance of Joseph Smith even as early as 1827.
Thus you can see friends, that the testimony concerning the wit-
nesses, cannot stand.

Mr. Farnsworth said that Alexander Campbell started the church
of Christ of which I am a member. We are not on that subject to-
night, but I ask you to come back Friday night. I'm going to see
that Mr. Farnsworth has a correct understanding with regard to
that. Jesus Christ established the church of Christ in 33 A. D., at
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Jerusalem. That is the church of which I am a member. I refuse
to be a member of any man-made institution. Mr. Farnsworth
must prove Friday night that [ am a member of a human institu-
tion. It remains to be seen when we come to a discussion of that
subject.

Mr. Farnsworth also called to your attention that cement, ele-
phants, and iron were mentioned in the Book of Mormon, and he
stated that nothing was known about those things in 1830. But
Mr. Farnsworth, if you will turn to Clavero's "History of Mexico,"
published in 1787, at least fifty years before the Book of Mormon
was published, you will find in the archaeological surveys that
made, he stated that there were cement, iron, elephants, and many
other kinds of implements and animals in America. So until you
have examined this work, you must not say that no one knew about
them earlier than 1830.

I wish also, friends, to give you the names of writers who be-
fore Joseph Smith's day took the position that the people of the
American continent were of Jewish origin. Thorngood, "The Jews
in America," published in England, 1650; William Penn, 1683,
"Free Tract Society of London;" James Adair, 1775, "American
Indians;" Burdeaunts, "Star of the West," 1816; and Smith's
"Views of the Jews," 1820. I can give you more, who all took
the position that the people of America were of Jewish origin. And
friends, I can turn here and read to you from Mr. B. H. Roberts'
"New Witness for God." Mr. Farnsworth studied and used most
of this material and got a lot of it out of these writings. Here is
what Mr. Roberts says: "The North-eastern coast of America may
have been visited by the Norsemen in the tenth century A. D., or
that Celtic adventurers could have come to America at even an
earlier date."

Now then, after taking the Book of Mormon and saying that
it gives a true record of how the people came over here, Mr. Rob-
erts states that it is possible for that to be, even at an earlier date,
but subsequent to the close of the Nephite period. "It might even
be possible that migration came by way of the Pacific Islands
to the western shores of America. I think it indisputable that there
were many migrations from Northeastern Asia into the extreme
North part of the United States, by way of the Bering Strait, where
the continents of North America and Asia are separated by a dis-
tance of but thirty-six miles of ocean."

Up by the Bering Strait, Mr. B. H. Roberts says it would have
been possible for the people to have come over from that country.
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"The reasons for this belief are, first: (here is the reason) "A
positive identity of race between the Eskimo of North America
and the Eskimo of North Asia; and second: a very clear distinc-
tion of race between the Eskimo and the American Indians of all
other parts of America." Thus Mr. B. H. Roberts says that it is
possible that the people came from the North.

If you will turn to "Cumorrah Revisited," by Mr. Charles H.
Shook; if you will turn to Bancroft, Kimbrough and all those
scientists which Mr. Farnsworth has quoted, they will tell you that
there was a migration from the North to the South, and not from
the South to the North, as the Latter-Day Saints claim. I can give
you one quotation after another that show that to be true.

Here is Benton's "The American Race," page 164: "The Uni-
form assertion of these legends is that the ancestors of stock came
from a more northern latitude." Nadaillac, "Prehistoric America,"
page 13: " A1l these men, whether Toltecs, Chichimecs or Aztecs,
believed that their people came from the North." I could go and
show you by the architectural structure that this is true, but I
am not going to tire you with those quotations, since Mr. B. H.
Roberts has agreed that such a thing was true and possible.

I want to take up now the story of just how the translation was
brought about. (How much time do I have? Twenty minutes?
Thank you.) I want to take up the story that is given in the little
book called, "Joseph Smith Tells His Own Story." I am sure that
you will hot think that I am quoting from Anti-Mormon literature
when I come before you with this statement. Joseph Smith says
that Martin Harris went to Prof. Anthon with the characters which
Smith said were reformed Egyptian. I let Martin Harris speak:
"Professor Anthon stated that the translation was correct—
more so than any he had before seen translated from the Egyp-
tian. I then showed him those that were not yet translated and
he said that they were Egyptian, Chaldaic, Assyrian, Arabic, and
he said they were true characters. I left him and went to Dr.
Mitchell, who sanctioned what Professor Anthon had said respect-
ing both the characters and the translation."

Now then, friends, I want to ask you, if you will, to consider
some investigations that have been made in regard to these charac-
ters. Joseph Smith said that they were translated. Mr. Farnsworth
has taken non-Mormon authorities and quoted them. If you want
to listen to them, then here is what some scholars have had to say
in regard to those characters.
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Mr. Charles H. S. Davis of Meridian, Conn., author of "Ancient
Egypt in the Light of Recent Discoveries," and a member of the
American Oriental Society, says: "I am familiar with Egyptian,
Chaldaic, Assyrian and Arabic, and have considerable acquaint-
ance with all the original languages; and I can positively assert
that there is not a letter to be found in the facsimiles submitted
that can be found in the alphabet of any original language—par-
ticularly in those to which you referred, namely, Egyptian, Chal-
daic, Assyrian and Arabic. A careful study of the facsimiles shows
that they were characters put down at random, with no resem-
blance to anything, not even shorthand." Now that is what an
Egyptian scholar has to say about it.

Dr. Charles E. Moulton of New York, Dec. 27, 1896, says:
"Your letter dated Nov. 23, I have just received. I will try to
answer your question as far as I am able. I believe the plates of
the Book of Mormon to be a fraud. In the first place, it is im-
possible to find in any inscriptions, Egyptian, Arabian and Chal-
daic characters mixed together. Egyptian scholars, Oriental schol-
ars, say it is impossible to find them mixed together. The simple
idea of finding Egyptian and Arabic side by side, is ridiculous
and impossible."

Friends, 1 have here before me pictures of the different lan-
guages. Here is the picture of the Egyptian. Here is the picture of
the Assyrian. Here is the picture of the Aramaic. Here is the pic-
ture of the Arabic. And I ask you to come here at the end of this
discussion and compare Egyptian, Assyrian, Aramaic, Arabic
characters with the characters which Joseph Smith copied off and
sent over to Professor Anthon. They are nothing alike whatsoever.
When you get true characters of these languages beside Smith's
characters, you can see that they are not true.

I have here a statement made from the University of Chicago
just recently: "Have Egyptian characters been discovered in An-
cient America?" The Chicago University, August 1, 1942, answer-
ed as follows: "No Egyptian characters have been discovered in
Ancient America." If you wish, you may examine their state-
ments to see that the letter is from Chicago University. "And then,
can scholars translate Egyptian language used two thousand years
ago? Can they do itnow?" "Yes, they can!" But when did scholars
start in the work of translating Egyptian characters? The first
alphabet was by Champoleon in 1833— three years after the
Book of Mormon had been translated.
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I have a letter here from the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter
Day Saints, Salt Lake City, dated July 29, 1942. It was written
by Mr. John A. Widtsol. He says, "As far as I know, Reformed
Egyptian was not known or translated by scholars prior to 1830.
The science of Egyptology was just in the process of being born."
So when I say that Egyptian characters could not be translated
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in 1830, the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints agrees

with me.

Notice what else Mr. Widtsol says: "Scholars of today are
wrestling with the problem of translating the characters shown
to Professor Anthon. It is a matter of extreme difficulty, as any
linguist will tell you." Mr. John A. Widtsol's name is signed and
you can check it to see that it is his own handwriting with the
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title page of the Church of
Christ of Latter Day Saints.
Why do I bring it up? Because
of the fact that he said scholars
could not translate Reformed
Egyptian in 1830. Well, what
did Joseph Smith do? What
did Martin Harris say that
Professor Anthon did? He
says, "Professor Anthon stat-
ed that the translation was cor-
rect." I want to know how Pro-
fessor Anthon knew that they
were correct when there were
not any scholars of that day
that could read Reformed
Egyptian and according to Mr.
Widtsol, scholars of today are
having trouble translating
them. How, then, could Pro-
fessor Anthon give Mr. Harris
a written statement that they
were true characters and that
the translation was correct? I
say," friends, that here is a
conflict between Mr. Widtsol
and Mr. Martin Harris that
cannot be explained away.
Which are you going to re-
ceive? Either one you receive
will overthrow your faith in
Mormonism and its leaders. If
the statement of Mr. Widtsol is
true, then Mr. Harris' state-
ment concerning the charac-
ters is not true, and it must
go down in defeat.
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If you will come and examine here, you can find in this book
these characters which Smith gave to Harris have been outlined.
The English characters of one, two, three, four, five, six, seven,
eight, nine, 0, 2, 0, 6, 1, 0, %, ;,?,—.--, ABCDEFGH
ILOTUYV X ( ), are all clearly seen; and you can find
that these are all English words and letters and numerals that are
turned over and rearranged so as to appear to be Egyptian writing
of a different kind. And that is the only testimony that Joseph
Smith left us to examine. Every Egyptian scholar that you turn it
over to says that it is not Egyptian, it is not Assyrian, it is not
Arabic, nor is it Chaldaic. Therefore, friends, I say that that
story will not stand.

Maya Hieroglyphics from Co-pan

Then I read the story which Mr. Farnsworth read to you from
the Book of Mormon. I find there that when Jesus appeared to this
continent, he had the Nephites to eat the Lord's Supper before
their baptism. Do you believe in letting people eat the Lord's Sup-
per today who have not been baptized into your church? You do
not. But over here in the Book of Mormon it says that Christ did
so. This alone proves that the book is not of Divine origin. It
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teaches false doctrine. Not only that, but the argument is made,
and Mr. Farnsworth will make it when it comes to Friday night
on the subject of Divine Authority—The argument is made today
that people can't baptize themselves, but according to the story
that is given in the Book of Mormon, Jesus Christ did not baptize
Nephi, but he had him baptize himself, and then come up and start
baptizing others. You read the story for yourself.

Not only that, friends, but you can turn over to the Book of
Mormon in First Nephi 5:10, there you can find statements con-
cerning the doctrine which they were teaching. It says: "And we did
observe to keep the judgments and statutes and the commandments
of the Lord in all things according to the law of Moses." In other
words, when they left the old country, it is stated that they got
some plates—yes, stole them, as he said in First Nephi—went
back and got them—that he had possession of Isaiah and portions
of the Old Testament. The Nephites in America were supposed to
keep the law of Moses. Well, what do we find? The Law of Moses
in the Bible strictly forbids anyone but the sons of Levi to hold
the priesthood (Ex. 28:34). "They shall be upon Aaron and his
sons when they come into the tabernacle of the congregation, or
when they come near to the altar to administer at the Holy place,
that they bear not the iniquity and die. It shall be a statute forever
and forever, for his seed after him" (Num. 3:10). "And thou
shalt appoint Aaron and his sons, They shall wait on their Priest's
office. And the stranger that cometh nigh shall be put to death."
And yet you can find down in Alma 10:3 that "Amadiah was a
descendant of Nephi, who was the Son of Lephi, who came out of
the land of Jerusalem, who was the son of Manassah." And then
you can read in Halaman 6, that priests were made from the tribe
of Manassah, which was strictly contrary to the Law of Moses.
No priests should be made a priest except those from the tribe of
Levi. The Nephites were blessed for going contrary to the Law of
Moses.

I ask you to turn over here with me to the Bible in II Chron.
26 and we are going to begin to read a story about somebody
other than priests of the tribe of Levi who tried to officiate in the
priest's office. Listen, "But when he was strong, his heart was lift-
ed up to his destruction, for he transgressed against the law of the
Lord and went into the temple of the Lord to burn incense upon
the altar. And Azariah the priest," (who was from the tribe of
Levi), "went in after him, and with him fourscore priests of the
law who were valient men, and they withstood Uzziah the king"
(who was from the tribe of Judah). "And said unto him, It apper-
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taineth not unto thee, Uzziah to burn incense unto the Lord, but to
the priests, the sons of Aaron, that are consecrated to burn in-
cense. Go out of his sanctuary, for thou hast transgressed."”

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints, since 1 have
come here, have faced me time and time again with the question
of, "Where do you get your authority?" Well, I want to know,
friends, where did the priests in the Book of Mormon get their
authority for being priests from some tribe other than the tribe
of Levi? Here the Bible said you don't have the right to do it.
"Neither shall it be for thine honor for the Lord God. Then Uzziah
was wroth, and had a censor in his hand to burn incense, and
while he was wroth with the priests, leprosy arose upon his
head before the priests in the house of the Lord from the
incense altar. And Azariah the chief priest, and all the priests
looked upon him, and behold he was leprous in his forehead, and
they thrust him out from thence, yea, himself hastened also to go
out, because the Lord had smitten him. And Uzziah, the king was
a leper unto the day of his death and dwelt in a separate house,
being a leper, for he was cut off from the house of the Lord, and
Jotham, his son, was over the king's house, judging the people
and the land."

I want to know, friends, if according to the law of Moses in
the old country, people couldn't go into the temple and couldn't
offer sacrifices unto the Lord, except the priests of the sons of Levi,
why did a man from the tribe of Manasseh have a right to do it in
the Book of Mormon? They were under the same law—according
to your book. Not only that, but if you will read Num. 18:20-24
— (I don't have time to read it to you)—if you will read Num. 18:
20-24, you'll find there that God strictly forbids the sons of Levi,
the priests, to work; but if you will turn to Mosiah 18, in the
Book of Mormon, the 24th and 26th verses, you'll find that the
priests were commanded to work. Why the difference between that
of the Book of Mormon and that of the Bible when both conti-
nents were supposed to be living under the same law?

I hold before me here, a little book, called, "Two Thousand
Changes in the Book of Mormon." Even the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-Day Saints, don't believe that it is sacred—that it was
translated just as they said that it was translated, because we can
read in regard to these things that David Whitmer said: "By and
of the seer stone, sentences would appear, were read by the prophet
and written by Martin Harris, and when finished, he would say
written, and if correctly written, that sentence would disappear
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and another would appear in its place; but if not written correctly,
it would remain until corrected. So that the translation was just
as it was engraved upon the plates precisely in the language it
was written."

B. H. Roberts in his "Brief History of the Church:" "Until
the writing was correct in every particular, the words last given
would remain before the eyes of the translator and not disappear."
And yet after that was supposed to have been given by the inspira-
tion of God, translated by the inspiration of God, the Latter-Day
Saints change it two thousand times. It is a testimony that you do
not even believe that the Book of Mormon is a divine inspiration
from God. Not only that, but when you turn to the Book of Mor-
mon, there are over one thousand passages that are direct quota-
tions from the King James Version of the Bible. Since they are
exact quotations from the King James Version, word for word,
whole chapters being quoted, then you can see that there is the
idea—well here is the point—The King James Version was made
in 1611; the Book of Mormon was translated—was copied into a
work which you say was correctly translated; but even the italicized
words—words that were put in by the translators—were copied
by Smith. Joseph Smith copied even the italicized words in the
Book of Mormon. The King James Version was not copied from
the Book of Mormon, because it was given in 1611, before the
Book of Mormon was given. But you can find that the Book of
Mormon was copied from the King James Version, because of the
fact that (two minutes, thank you.)—because of the fact that
you do find them just alike.

In the closing remarks, I want to say something a little more
about Quetzalcoatl—Quetzallcoalt, or however you pronounce it.
I would like to have that picture again, Brother Bales. Here is
the picture of Quetzalcoatl which has been taken from Kimbrough's
History, which Mr. Farnsworth quoted in regard to Quetzalcoatl,
time and time again. Here is the Latter Day Saints' crucified Jesus.

Here is supposed to be the two thieves. What does it look like?
Here is a big round mark; down here are some legs that look like
the legs of a lion with horns sticking out all over it. Over here is a
leg with claws on it. Up here are some hands that have prongs
all over them, totaling about twenty fingers. Here his head is turn-
ed up. His chin extends away out—a head of an old idol that you
can find on the old Indian totem poles; and, on each side you can
find the old idols. Would you say that that was the crucified Jesus?
I would be ashamed, Mr. Farnsworth, to hold a picture before
anybody like these two picture here, and say that is a story of the
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crucified Jesus. It might be that we could say that there were some
resemblances between the two—that he was the great white God
of the American people, friends, but we must remember that in
the time when Quetzallcoalt was supposed to have been the Savior
which Mr. Farnsworth quoted, sprinkling was practiced, and not
only infant baptism but human and animal sacrifices were prac-
ticed in the partaking of the Lord's Supper. I affirm that Quetzal-
coalt is not Jesus Christ the Son of the Living God. Clanero's His-
tory says that he was dark and not white. (Time called.)
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The Crucified Christ of the Book of Mormon

MR. FARNSWORTH, Second Affirmative

Our friend seemed to make a great deal out of the fact that
there have been changes in the Book of Mormon, of a grammatical
nature and otherwise. I want to tell you that if I found the orig-
inal copy of the Book of Mormon with English of an educated
man, I would be immediately suspicious and figure that it was a
fraud, because Joseph Smith's English was that of a backwoods
boy, twenty years of age, who had had no schooling, brought up
in the backwoods of New York in an age when there were not
newspapers, radios, such as we have today. And his English was at
fault. Now, my friends, just because the spirit of the Almighty
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moved upon his spirit and through the Urim and Thummim he was
able to translate the Book of Mormon, that certainly does not
mean that he used God's English. Now how was the Bible itself
inspired? Would he stand before you and tell you that the Bible
—when the Holy Ghost moved upon men—that it was the Lord's
English and not the prophet's English? He would not, because he
knows better. He would not use that argument against the Bible,
but he has used it against the Book of Mormon. Evidently one
thing is alright for the Bible, and not for the Book of Mormon.

Martin Luther said, God does not reveal grammatical vocabu-
laries, but essential things. Frayer said, "The limitations of human
language and the disability of human infirmity were not miracu-
lously removed from those who were chosen as channels of divine
revelation." Harry Emmerson Fosdick, in his "Modern Point of
View," "Whatever else inspiration may mean, it certainly does
not mean that men in writing a sacred book are lifted out of their
own day, and provided with mental forms, scientific explanations
and world views of generations of thousands of years unborn."
I could go on and quote a number of scholars to show you that
the old prophets spoke in their languages, and not in the language
of the Almighty, even though the spirit of the Holy Ghost moved
upon them and they wrote under his inspiration.

And so if Joseph Smith came along—an unlearned boy of the
back-woods of New Y ork—and spoke the English of the Almighty,
I would wonder why. Since God inspired men in their own lan-
guages throughout all time, why should he inspire Joseph Smith
with his own language? I would disbelieve the book if that were
the case. And the fact that a mental image in Joseph Smith's
language appeared before his eyes—that does not alter the situa-
tion at all.

Our friend here makes a great deal of the fact that we have
the Aaronic priesthood and that in the Book of Mormon times,
people that were not of Aaron had that priesthood. He seems
to limit the power of the Almighty. The Almighty can't permit a
man to hold the priest's office unless he is of Aaron. Who made
that law that he quoted, if it was not the Almighty, himself? Now,
if Mr. Gatewood would use the same argument against the Bible
he would destroy it. You know why? Have you ever heard of a
man by the name of Gideon? Do you remember that an angel
of the Lord appeared before Gideon and told him to deliver
Israel? Do you remember that Gideon was told by an angel of
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God to build an altar and offer sacrifice? And he was not smit-
ten with leprosy. And I will call Mr. Gatewood's attention to
the fact that he was not of the tribe of Levi. Now what are you
going to do with that, Mr. Gatewood? I say that if Gideon could
offer sacrifice, and not be of the tribe of Levi, and escape being
smitten with leprosy, that the Almighty could, if he saw fit, per-
mit men over here to do so that were not of that tribe.

So you see my friends, whenever you examine these critics,
whenever you go into a thing properly, you find that these charges
are not sound. Why naturally there is some similarity between
the King James Version and the quotations in the Book of Mor-
mon, because Joseph Smith only knew the King James Version.
And naturally, being familiar with that, there is a great similarity,
although there are many changes. And I would be skeptical also
if that were not the case, because I want to tell you that when the
spirit moved Joseph Smith it moved him in his own language and
according to his own experiences. And it had to be that way.

Imagine if you can, Mr. Gatewood's questioning the authority of
the Lord Jesus Christ to administer the sacrament before baptism.
I wonder if he will give me any scriptural authority showing that
anyone can't take of the Lord's Supper before baptism? In fact,
I'm quite sure that the twelve apostles had been baptized, although
I don't know of any record of it in the Bible. Nevertheless, they
took of the sacrament. And there is no record of their having
been baptized. So you see that that argument is entirely ridiculous,
like most of the others that you have heard here tonight.

He said that if a man once seeing an angel, he would never
deny—or leave this church—another ridiculous argument. Now
Peter Whitmer, Martin Harris and Oliver Cowdery's testimony—
God did not come down and say that the Mormon church was true,
he didn't say that—He didn't say that polygamy was true. He
didn't say that. He said that the Book of Mormon was true, and
that it has been translated by the gift and power of God. That
is the thing that those men stood firm upon. And that is what we
are talking about tonight. We are not discussing plural marriage,
or the Mormon Church. We are discussing the Book of Mormon.
And those men maintained to their dying day that that book was
true.

Now, They saw with the eye of faith. I want to know, did any
man at any time, behold a vision of that character with his natural
eye? That is one question. But you notice that he did not deny
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the fact that the eight witnesses did see those plates with their nat-
ural eyes. So we have in one case a man seeing it by faith, and yet
that man stood by his testimony to the very end. By faith, in spite
of the fact that it is by the eye of faith, he knew it i"=t like Paul
knew it when he saw a vision of Jesus Christ; but the fight mer;
saw it with their eyes. So you have the Book of Mormon saw by
the eye of faith when an angel of God declared it, and a voice
from heaven declared it; you have eight men that saw it with their
physical eyes. What more do you want?

Now as to Sidney Rigdon—I have, I guess, a dozen statements
from Sidney Rigdon, where he said he never heard of Joseph Smith
until the Book of Mormon was published. I think it was one of
the Pratts that went to and converted Sidney Rigdon when he was
a preacher preaching the Campbellite religion. And it was through
the reading of the Book of Mormon that he was converted. Now
his source—his source that they heard Sidney Rigdon's voice, or
thought they did, was not a Mormon source; and I defy him to
tell you where that Mormon source came from that he quoted last
evening. It certainly was not a Mormon source.

Now he said that I said that David would be king when Israel
should be restored. I didn't say it. I read it from Ezekiel, so if he
wants to blame anybody, he mustn't blame me. It was Ezekiel
who said that when those kingdoms should be united, his servant
David should be the king. Mr. Gatewood, don't blame me for that;
blame Ezekiel, if there is anything at fault.

Oh, here is something that I think you would all be interested
in. I think that Mr. Widtsol is wrong on that particular thing, at
least to some extent, but here not so long ago a great Egyptologist
came here and several fellows wanted to test out Joseph Smith's
knowledge of the Egyptian, that Mr. Widtsol said couldn't be read
at that time. This great authority—this is what he had to say: "The
original manuscript—" This is from the Pearl of Great Price.
"The original manuscripts, from which the book of, called the
Book of Abraham of the Latter Day Saints was translated, are
unquestionably of true origin and the plates reproduced in the
pages of the work are easily deciphered by one educated in Egyp-
tology, declared Dr. Gene Caphert, Egyptologist of the Uni-
versity of Brussels, who arrived in Salt Lake Sunday." I haven't
time to read all, so I go on—"Dr. Caphert lauded the Latter Day
Saints for their study in Egyptian, wondering at the same time
why here is not a greater study of the science as a result of the
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foundation of their religion." So Joseph Smith, according to this
great scientist, could translate Egyptian — Egyptian language!
Where did he learn it?

THIRD NEGATIVE, Mr. Gatewood

Friends, that Egyptian is translated today, it is true. Sure it
can be translated now. But I was saying that Egyptian could not
be translated in 1830, when Professor Anthon pronounced the
characters true that had been translated. He couldn't have known
Reformed Egyptian, because there was nobody that could read
it at that time. Mr. Farnsworth has gone back on Widtsol. Mr.
Widtsol wrote this letter that Egyptian could not be translated
in 1830, and that is true.

Mr. Farnsworth calls upon me for the authority of the state-
ment made by Oliver Cowdery about the voice being the voice of
Sidney Rigdon when the angel appeared to him. It is found in the
tract that was published by Oliver Cowdery in 1839, and the front
page of it says, "Defense in rehearsal of my views of separating
myself from the Latter Day Saints" by Oliver Cowdery, Second
Elder of the Church of Christ. If you will get that—it was pub-
lished in Priestly's Job Office in Norton, Ohio—you can find
the exact statement that Oliver Cowdery made. And that is not
from an anti-Mormon source; it is taken from the book itself, and
you can find the picture of the title page here as I hold it before
you.

Now then, in regard to the translating. Smith did not put the
things down in his own words, but he depended upon the Urim
and Thummim, according to Mr. B. H. Roberts: "Until the writ-
ing was correct in every particular, the words last given would re-
main before the eyes of the translator and not disappear." In
other words, the translation was done by the Urim and the Thum-
mim, while Joseph Smith looked through those spectacles, or
looked into his hat. They appeared, not the characters, but th.
English words appeared, and those English words translated were
read off by Joseph Smith to Martin Harris, and Oliver Cowdery,
and they were written down. And so the translation was in every
particular like the Urim and Thummim gave it. And yet when the
grammatical errors are discovered, the Latter Day Saints say it
was the fault of Joseph Smith. But Joseph Smith didn't do the
translating. The Urim and Thummim did the translating and Joseph
Smith just called off the words as they appeared. Now friends,
if the Book of Mormon was translated like the Bible was trans-
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lated, I wouldn't present that kind of an argument, but the Bib:
was not translated by the inspiration of Jehovah. That is, when the
message of the Bible was translated from the Greek to the English,
the translators had to use their own words, but Joseph Smith
didn't have the privilege of using his own words. He expressed
it in the exact words that he read.

Hand me my Bible, please Brother Bales. Now then, I believe
that last night you heard Mr. Farnsworth stand here before you and
say that God is an unchangeable God. He is the same yesterday,
today, and forever. That he doesn't make any changes. Well, to-
night I believe that you heard him say that he did change, be-
cause he said: "Who made that law given to Moses about nobody
but the priests offering sacrifices?" He said: "God made it, and
if God made it, couldn't he change it?" I thought he was an un-
changeable God, Mr. Farnsworth. Here you have him changing
tonight. Notice, he turned to Gideon and he says Gideon offered
up animal sacrifices and offered on an altar, and therefore since
Gideon had a right to do it, and he was not from the tribe of Levi,
then also the Nephites from the tribe of Manasseh had the right.
But listen, if you will turn to Judges the sixth chapter, the twenty-
seventh verse, when Gideon erected that altar you read, "And Gid-
eon took ten men of his servants and did as the Lord had said to
him, and so it was because he feared his father's household, and the
men of the city, that He did not do it by day, but he did it by
night." Now how did Gideon offer the sacrifice? Yes, he built an
altar, but how did he build it? We read in the Bible that Solomon
built a temple, but how did Solomon build it? He built it through
specified agents. He didn't do the actual work himself, but he
had different men who were to do it. And so when Gideon offered
that sacrifice, this twenty-seventh verse said he took ten of his
servants, and I know that they were Levites, or else they would
not have offered sacrifices unto God.

Now friends, Mr. Farnsworth says, "Who questions the Lord's
right to serve the Lord's Supper to some unbaptized people?"
Well, 1 do. Because of the fact that Luke 22:29, Jesus said, " 1
appoint you a table that ye may eat and drink at my table in my
kingdom." Those who are in the kingdom are to eat of the Lord's
table. If you don't enter the kingdom, as Mr. Farnsworth said to
you the first night here, until you are baptized, then if those
people ate of the Lord's Supper before they were baptized, they
were eating of it in the Devil's kingdom. It was not in the Lord's
kingdom, therefore it was not the Lord's Table. This proves the






