Email Conversation between Andrew Miller and Pastor Rick Ramsey of Calvary Brethren Church Buena Vista, VA in May 2007

Hello Andrew

 

I am sorry that I am so long in getting back to you as to our conversation and your email response.

 

I have tried to take my time and go through that which you sent me. I will not attempt to answer it line by line at this time but as I read the answer that you or whoever it was that wrote them I became aware that though you protest loudly even in your protest you make my points. The LDS Church is not in conformity to vital doctrines that the Church has held down through the ages. You may choose to argue that the bible doesn't teach them that is your right but you must understand that we believe they do. 

 

The DVD's purpose was not to teach LDS doctrine but to show where it stands in stark contrast to traditional biblical understanding. I believe they did that well.

 

As I see it we stand on different ground when it comes to several key subjects. I do not believe that I can argue you into my position but I do want you to understand the chasm that divides us and the reason that we must "speak the truth in love". 

 

Below find some short statements about those differences:

 

1. The authority of scripture.

 We cannot accept anything that is "extra-biblical" as authoritative. Our creed is the bible, the whole bible and nothing but the bible. 

 

2. Who God Is

 

We believe in One God who is eternal. He had no beginning, he is the creator of all things. God said in Isaiah 44:8 "Is There a God beside me? yea, there is no God, I know not any" When God, who knows everything  says. "I know not any" you can be sure that there are no other Gods" All other gods are false gods.

 

3. On who Jesus Is

 

We reject the idea that Jesus was on the same level with Satan. He is Satan's creator. We believe that he is the eternal God previously stated. He is co-equal with the father and that along with the Holy Spirit they form the God-head. These are not 3 separate God's but one eternal God.

 

4. On Salvation

 

We believe that Salvation is the free gift of God that comes to those who recognize their sinfulness and believe on Jesus (the eternal God) who laid down his glory and took on flesh and died for our sins, was buried and rose the third day. You may say that you believe in the deity of Christ but it is a kind of deity that is different that what the scriptures teach. There is only one deity God the father, God the Son, God the Holy Spirit. It cannot be attained by or aided by or kept by any work of the flesh. It is the gift of God.

 

 

5. There are many other key differences not the least of which is your view that man is eternal, and that there were more than the 12 Apostles  however I will not go into them at this time.

 

In conclusion let me say that I found the arguments that were made in the reply were in most cases designed to avoid the issue that was being brought up. For example under the question: Are their "significant" differences between Christianity and Mormonism? The answer says "of course! There are differences between every Christian denomination". This answer implies that their is little difference when it is clear that the differences are large. The reason that Christianity has classified Mormonism as a cult is that on the major doctrines that we hold dear you deviate. The doctrinal differences in denominations are small and have nothing to do with who God is or who Christ is or the way or means of salvation. You know that the differences between what we believe and you believe are large and yet you want us to accept you as just another part of Christianity. Joseph Smith settled that a long time ago when he stated that God told him that all the Churches were false (paraphrase) and that he was to start the true Church. Why don't you tell people that you try to pull into Mormonism that you believe that?

 

I promised you when we met that I would continue to pray daily for you and I have been doing that. Please understand that our battle is not with people but with the doctrine. I am sorry that some feel we are bearing false witness by doing what Jude told us to do in verses 3-4. We believe that the false witness has been active in the LDS church for many years.

 

I do not desire to win a debate. My concern is for the souls of men that according to the scriptures hang in the balance. If God so leads I may spend some time answering in detail the paper that you gave me, until then you have my continued prayers.

 

Sincerely

 

Pastor Ramsey

Pastor Ramsey,

I’ve prepared a brief (as brief as it can be) response to your email.  As I said in my last my email, Latter-day Saints are NOT “traditional” Christians, nor do we want to be.  We know that God has restored primitive Christianity in these last days.  For us, Mormonism is not “another” gospel nor a “new” religion, it is ancient apostolic Christianity restored by God himself.  

I believe the most fundamental difference between your view of Christianity and that of Latter-day Saints is what you call “the authority of scripture.”  You wrote, “We cannot accept anything that is ‘extra-biblical’ as authoritative.  Our creed is the bible, the whole bible and nothing but the bible.”  

You are welcome to accept such a view, although I believe it to be entirely inconsistent with a correct understanding of God and of historical fact.  Let me demonstrate why.

I. First, what is scripture? 

Your statement of belief is basically a summarization or restatement of the basic protestant doctrine of sola scriptura.  According to this view, all essential belief and practice must be derived directly from the protestant bible (without the apocrypha).  This concept originated with certain reformers, but foremost Martin Luther (Bainton, Roland H. The Age of the Reformation. [London: Van Nostrand, 1956], 15).  Ironically, Martin Luther had doubts “respecting some of the antilegomena, especially the Epistle of James, the Epistle to the Hebrews, and the Revelation” (Schaff, Philip. History of the Christian Church, 8 Vol. [Peabody: Hendrickson, 2006. reprint], 3:610, fn 1.).  In other words, before you can even practice a doctrine of sola scriptura, you have to determine what is scriptura, and Martin Luther, originator of sola scriptura, was unsure as to what was indeed to be included among scripture.  By his own private view, accepting James, Hebrews, and Revelation may be accepting something “extra-biblical.”  

II.  Second, who interprets scripture?

There are many Christian sects that accept the doctrine of sola scriptura but that differ greatly in belief.  Here are a few examples:

1. Is man totally depraved or is his nature only partially corrupted?  

2. Can salvation, once gained, be lost or is a person “once saved, always saved?” 

3. Does predestination dominate over free will, or is free will given to all?

4. Did Christ die for all mankind, including “the lost,” or is his atonement limited to the elect?

5. Is grace irresistible, or can man continue to fight against God even when God calls him?

These are a few examples of the many doctrinal issues that divide Protestants, although all accept the sola scriptura doctrine. If all belief is supposed to be derived from scripture alone, how can there be such great divergence in belief?  There is obviously a problem of interpretation.  Who can authoritatively determine interpretation and thereby belief?

III. Third, is the Bible complete?

In order for the Bible to be the full and completely authoritative book of scripture, it must be complete.  Yet the Bible makes no such claim for itself anywhere.   Further, the Bible specifically mentions other books of prophecy that are not found anywhere today.  

These books include in the Old Testament time period the Book of the Covenant (Ex. 24:7), the Book of the Wars of the Lord (Num. 21:14), the Book of Jasher (Josh. 10:13), the book of Statutes (1 Sam. 10:25), the Book of Enoch (Jude 1:14), the Book of the Acts of Solomon (1 Kings 11:41), the Book of Nathan the Prophet, and that of Gad the Seer (1 Chr. 29:29), the Book of Ahijah the Shemaiah (2 Chr. 12:15), the Story of the Prophet Iddo (2 Chr. 13:22), the Book of Jehu (2 Chri. 20:34), the Acts of Uzziah (2 Chr. 26:22), and the Sayings of the Seers (2 Chr. 33:19).  

The New Testament mentions other scripture not found in the Bible such as a missing epistle of Paul to the Corinthians (1 Cor. 5:9), a missing epistle to the Ephesians (Eph. 3:3), a missing epistle to Laodicea that Paul actually instructs the readers of his epistle to also read (Col 4:16), and a missing epistle of Jude (Jude 1:3).

Not only are there all of these missing books, but Paul, Luke, John and even Jesus mention that there are more teachings which are not written in the Bible.  

First, in the Gospel of John, usually thought to be the most spiritual gospel written to believers, Jesus said “I have many things to say unto you, but ye cannot bear them now.  Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will guide you into all truth...” (John 16:12).  He had just explained that the spirit of truth or the Comforter could not come until after he had departed (John 16:7).  Thus we see that not even Jesus was permitted to teach everything to his disciples until they were ready.  The obvious conclusion is that there are things that Jesus thought his disciples should know but that are not found in any of the four gospels.  

If these things are not in the four gospels, are they found somewhere else in the New Testament?  If so, what are they?  Paul wrote, “I have fed you with milk, and not with meat: for hitherto ye were not able to bear it, neither yet now are ye able” (1 Cor. 3:2).  If 1 Corinthians contains only milk, where is the meat?  Does Paul anywhere in the New Testament add anything that could be considered “meat” when compared with 1 Corinthians?  Perhaps in Hebrews?  “For when for the time ye ought to be teachers, ye have need that one teach you again which be the first principles of the oracles of God; and are become such as have need of milk, and not of strong meat.  For every one that useth milk is unskillful in the word of righteousness: for he is a babe.  But strong meat belongeth to them that are of full age” (Hebrews 5:12-14). No, not in Hebrews.  Where then is the meat?  If the New Testament just contains milk, where is the meat?

The reason they were fed with milk and not meat was because they were not spiritually mature.  The apostles of Jesus were spiritually mature, however, and they knew the meat.  Jesus taught it to them after his resurrection.  “[H]e shewed himself alive after his passion by many infallible proofs, being seen of them forty days, and speaking of the things pertaining to the kingdom of God” (Acts 1:3).   Yet, nothing is recorded more than this as to what these “things pertaining to the kingdom of God” are!  

According to Clement, as quoted by the earliest Christian historian Eusebius (c. 325 AD), Christ did some important teaching after his resurrection. “The Lord after his resurrection imparted knowledge to James the Just and to John and Peter, and they imparted it to the rest of the apostles, and the rest of the apostles to the seventy...” (The Church History of Eusebius, Book II, chapter I in Schaff, Philip and Wace, Henry, eds, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers: Second Series, 14 Vols [Peabody: Hendrickson, 2004. reprint],1:104).  If this knowledge was passed down orally from Jesus after his resurrection to his apostles and from them to the seventy, where is it today?  Does it remain with the Roman Catholics, or was it lost?  If everything that is needed were contained in scripture, why would Jesus impart knowledge orally after his resurrection, knowledge that is clearly not recorded in scripture (Acts 1:3)?

Paul and John both wrote that they would give more instructions in persons that they had not given in writing.  Some of this must have been very pertinent information since the topics included the resurrection and the Lord’s Supper (See 1 Cor. 11:24; 2 John 1:12; 3 John 1:13-14).   There was more to give than what was recorded in scripture.   Where is that information today?  Do the Catholics have it by tradition, or was it lost?  If it was lost, how can it be restored without God calling another “Paul” or “John” to set things in order?  For Latter-day Saints, Joseph Smith was exactly that. 

IV. Scientifically, can we have confidence in the Bible?

I only need to quote to scholars for this topic.  First I quote the faithful Christian and protestant Philip Schaff.

“The oldest manuscripts of the Bible now extant date no further back than the fourth century, and are very few, and abound in unessential errors and omissions of every kind; and the problem of a critical restoration of the original text is not yet satisfactorily solved, nor can it be more than approximately solved in the absence of the original writings of the apostles” (Schaff, Philip. History of the Christian Church, 8 Vol. [Peabody: Hendrickson, 2006. reprint], 3:610).

Next I quote leading textual scholar Bart D. Ehrman.

“We do not have the ‘originals’ of any of the books that came to be included in the New Testament, or indeed of any Christian book from antiquity.  What we have are copies of the originals or, to be more accurate, copies made from copies of the copies of the copies of the originals.  Most of these surviving copies are hundreds of years removed from the originals themselves” (Ehrman, Bart D. Lost Christianities [Oxford, 2003], 217).

In other words, we cannot know exactly what the New Testament originally said simply because there are no originals and the oldest copies are separated from the originals by centuries.  We cannot have confidence, scientifically, that even one word found in the New Testament was written by Peter, Paul, John, Luke, Matthew, Mark, Jude, or anyone else.  However, scientifically, we could still have high confidence that the books are at least accurate copies of the originals if when comparing the different manuscripts we found internal consistency and accuracy. But does the New Testament pass such a test?

Dr. Ehrman writes,

“The fact that we have thousands of New Testament manuscripts does not in itself mean that we can rest assured that we know what the original text said.  If we have very few early copies—in fact, scarcely any—how can we know that the text was not changed significantly before the New Testament began to be reproduced in such large quantities?  Most surviving copies were made during the Middle Ages, many of them a thousand years after Paul and his companions had died.

“I should emphasize that it is not simply a matter of scholarly speculation to say that the words of the New Testament were changed in the process of copying. We know that they were changed, because we can compare these 5,400 copies with on another.  What is striking is that when we do so, we find that no two copies (except the smallest fragments) agree in all of their wording.  There can be only one reason for this. The scribes who copied the texts changed them.  Nobody knows for certain how often they changed them, because no one has been able yet to count all of the differences among the manuscripts.  Some estimates put the number at around 200,000, others at around 300,000 or more.  Perhaps it is simplest to express the figure in comparative terms: There are more differences among our manuscripts than there are words in the New Testament” (Ehrman, Bart D. Lost Christianities [Oxford, 2003], 219).

I should here qualify these statements.  I do not believe the Bible to be inaccurate or falsified.  The Book of Mormon actually says the Bible is true.  The Book of Mormon is, in part, a book written “to the convincing [of men] of my word, which shall have already gone forth among them [i.e. the Bible]” (2 Nephi 3:11).  Mormon, the compiler of the Book of Mormon, wrote that “this [the Book of Mormon] is written for the intent that ye may believe [the Bible]” (Mormon 7:9).  Because I have received a spiritual witness that the Book of Mormon is true, I also know the Bible is true, notwithstanding the so-called scientific problems of the Bible.  

V. How was the canon established?

Once again, I turn to Philip Schaff. 

“At the end of the fourth century views still differed in regard to the extent of the canon, or the number of the books which should be acknowledged as divine and authoritative....

“Of the New Testament, in the time of Eusebius, the four Gospels, the Acts, thirteen Epistles of Paul, the first Epistle of John, and the first Epistle of Peter, were universally recognized as canonical, while the Epistle to the Hebrews, the second and third Epistles of John, the second Epistle of Peter, the Epistle of James, and the Epistle of Jude were by many disputed as to their apostolic origin, and the book of Revelation was doubted by reason of its contents. This indecision in reference to the Old Testament Apocrypha prevailed still longer in the Eastern church; but by the middle of the fourth century the seven disputed books of the New Testament were universally acknowledged, and they are included in the lists of the canonical books given by Athanasius, Gregory Nazianzen, Amphilochius of Iconium, Cyril of Jerusalem, and Epiphanius; except that in some cases the Apocalypse is omitted.

“In the Western church the canon of both Testaments was closed at the end of the fourth century through the authority of Jerome (who wavered, however, between critical doubts and the principle of tradition), and more especially of Augustine, who firmly followed the Alexandrian canon of the Septuagint, and the preponderant tradition in reference to the disputed Catholic Epistles and the Revelation; though he himself, in some places, inclines to consider the Old Testament Apocrypha as deutero-canonical books, bearing a subordinate authority. The council of Hippo in 393, and the third (according to another reckoning the sixth) council of Carthage in 397, under the influence of Augustine, who attended both, fixed the catholic canon of the Holy Scriptures, including the Apocrypha of the Old Testament, and prohibited the reading of other books in the churches, excepting the Acts of the Martyrs on their memorial days. These two African councils, with Augustine, give forty-four books as the canonical books of the Old Testament, in the following order: Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, four books of Kings (the two of Samuel and the two of Kings), two books of Paralipomena (Chronicles), Job, the Psalms, five books of Solomon, the twelve minor Prophets, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Daniel, Ezekiel, Tobias, Judith, Esther, two books of Ezra, two books of Maccabees. The New Testament canon is the same as ours.

“This decision of the transmarine church however, was subject to ratification; and the concurrence of the Roman see it received when Innocent I. and Gelasius I. (a.d. 414) repeated the same index of biblical books.

“This canon remained undisturbed till the sixteenth century, and was sanctioned by the council of Trent at its fourth session (Schaff, Philip. History of the Christian Church, 8 Vol. [Peabody: Hendrickson, 2006. reprint], 3:608-610).
In other words, as to what books belonged in the Bible and what the official canon would be, we depend entirely upon the ideas and debates of mortal men.  God never spelled out what should or should not be included unless you believe in post-apostolic revelation (which would completely defeat the concept of sola scriptura on its own!).

VI. Conclusion

The doctrine of sola scriptura is problematic and full of contradictions.  The Bible itself does not claim to be complete.  There are missing books. No New Testament author claimed to be telling all.  Further, several promised to tell more in person.  There is also evidence for teachings in the early Christian church that were not written, but communicated orally to those who were spiritually mature.  That information was lost.  Scientifically, the Bible cannot be considered infallible or completely trustworthy.  We cannot be certain that even one word of the New Testament is identical to the original manuscripts.  Lastly, the cannon of scripture as we now have it was a product of debate, speculation, and catholic councils.  To accept the Bible as complete is to accept the authority of such debate, after revelation has supposedly ceased.

Latter-day Saints, of course, do not accept sola scriptura.  Our belief is based on what the Bible is based on—revelation from God.  We wouldn’t have a Bible if it weren’t for revelation. In order for Christianity to be like it was in apostolic times, it needs to step away from putting too much emphasis on the Bible as the source of all truth. God is the source of all truth, not the Bible!  Original Christianity didn’t even have the Bible.  The world has the Bible because of the things that were written by those who experienced religion.  Spiritual knowledge shouldn’t have to be bound in the covers of a book.  It should be found in the spiritual experiences we have ourselves, not in the spiritual experiences of others.  We should not have “Bible religions” because the Bible is not religion—it is simply the record of those who had religion.  True religion is a living thing.  To confine God to past revelation is to place a death sentence on the living God!

I believe that God said it best when he said a day would come when people “shall teach with their learning and deny the Holy Ghost, which giveth utterance.  And they deny the power of God, the Holy One of Israel; and they say unto the people: Hearken unto us, and hear ye our precept; for behold there is no God today, for the Lord and the Redeemer hath done his work, and he hath given his power unto men...Wo be unto him that hearkeneth unto the precepts of men, and denieth the power of God, and the gift of the Holy Ghost!  Yea, wo be unto him that saith: We have received and we need no more!   And in fine, wo unto all those who tremble and are angry because of the truth of God! For behold, he that is built upon the rock receiveth it with gladness; and he that is built upon a sandy foundation trembleth lest he shall fall.  Wo be unto him that shall say: We have received the word of God, and we need no more of the word of God, for we have enough!” (2 Nephi 28:4-5, 26-29)

I too, Pastor Ramsey, am a man of prayer.  I pray, in the name of Jesus of Nazareth, that you may understand the truth that God still speaks, still calls prophets, and still reveals scripture.  God doesn’t change.  He always reveals his secret to his servants the prophets (Amos 3:7).  They, holy men of God, always write his words.

Sincerely,

Andrew Miller

Hello Andrew
 
I appreciate you answering my email and though I have been busy the last few days I wanted to get back to you. I have chosen to copy you letter into a word document so then I can answer each section. I will put my answers in Red. Also I allowed my associate Pastor to read your email and he has made comments as well. They will be in quotes.
 

Pastor Ramsey,

 

I
ve prepared a brief (as brief as it can be) response to your email.  As I said in my last my email, Latter-day Saints are NOT 
traditional
 Christians, nor do we want to be. (I appreciate your honesty and this again is why Mormonism is considered as a cult by the historic Church. We are traditional Christians. By this we mean that Faith that was taught by the Apostles of the Early Church, Peter and Paul being two).  We know that God has restored primitive Christianity in these last days. (How do you know this? Define Primitive Christianity? “Where was Primitive Christianity before the “so called” Restoration by Joseph Smith?” The idea of a restored Christianity flies in the face of the words of the Lord in Matt. 16:18 that he would build his Church and the gates of Hell would not prevail against it”.  For us, Mormonism is not 
another
 gospel nor a 
new
 religion, it is ancient apostolic Christianity restored by God himself.  (By whose verifiable authority can you accept that God suddenly after 1800 years decided that the Church had gone bad and would be restored? At the time of this so called restoration, the Church believed basically what it had believed since its early days. Are we to believe that suddenly God decides to set it right, and does it through a 14 year old boy? I choose not to be to wordy on this subject but I can.)
 

I believe the most fundamental difference between your view of Christianity and that of Latter-day Saints is what you call 
the authority of scripture.
  You wrote, 
We cannot accept anything that is 
extra-biblical
 as authoritative.  Our creed is the bible, the whole bible and nothing but the bible.
  

 

You are welcome to accept such a view, although I believe it to be entirely inconsistent with a correct understanding of God and of historical fact.  Let me demonstrate why.

 

I. First, what is scripture? 
 

Your statement of belief is basically a summarization or restatement of the basic protestant doctrine of sola scriptura.  According to this view, all essential belief and practice must be derived directly from the protestant bible (without the apocrypha). (the sola scritura was a response in part to the traditions of Catholicism that hat crept in over the years while some might debate the worthwhileness of the apocrypha or lack there of men like Martin Luther were simply holding to the position of the Church from the beginning.) This concept originated with certain reformers, but foremost Martin Luther (Bainton, Roland H. The Age of the Reformation. [London: Van Nostrand, 1956], 15).  Ironically, Martin Luther had doubts 
respecting some of the antilegomena, especially the Epistle of James, the Epistle to the Hebrews, and the Revelation
 (Schaff, Philip. History of the Christian Church, 8 Vol. [Peabody: Hendrickson, 2006. reprint], 3:610, fn 1.).  In other words, before you can even practice a doctrine of sola scriptura, you have to determine what is scriptura, and Martin Luther, originator of sola scriptura, was unsure as to what was indeed to be included among scripture.  By his own private view, accepting James, Hebrews, and Revelation may be accepting something 
extra-biblical.
  (simply because someone has doubts about something does not falsify that something. To quote a friend of mine: “I may doubt gravity but does not mean gravity does not exist” Many have through the centuries struggled with the Words of God. We believe that God promised to preserve his word. Just like he inspired it using human man and human language he will preserve it with the same.
 

II.  Second, who interprets scripture?
 

There are many Christian sects that accept the doctrine of sola scriptura but that differ greatly in belief.  Here are a few examples:

 

1. Is man totally depraved or is his nature only partially corrupted?  

 

2. Can salvation, once gained, be lost or is a person 
once saved, always saved?
 

 

3. Does predestination dominate over free will, or is free will given to all?

 

4. Did Christ die for all mankind, including 
the lost,
 or is his atonement limited to the elect?

 

5. Is grace irresistible, or can man continue to fight against God even when God calls him?

 

These are a few examples of the many doctrinal issues that divide Protestants, although all accept the sola scriptura doctrine. If all belief is supposed to be derived from scripture alone, how can there be such great divergence in belief?  There is obviously a problem of interpretation.  Who can authoritatively determine interpretation and thereby belief? (“Many different interpretations do not necessarily mean that there are no correct interpretations. This does not relate to the principal of sola scriptura which is an authority question, interpretation is something quite different. It is a question of understanding/heremeutic of authority.” We should not be surprised that man would have trouble totally understanding the Words of God Almighty. Many of the things that you site are man trying to grasp all the truths of God from his perspective. When we do that we will struggle. Paul said in 1 Corinthians 13 “Now we see through a glass darkly but then face to face, now I know in part…” God didn’t tell us all we would like to know but he did tell us all we need to know. 
 

III. Third, is the Bible complete?
 

In order for the Bible to be the full and completely authoritative book of scripture, it must be complete.  Yet the Bible makes no such claim for itself anywhere. (I know you understand the bible is made up of individual books that were compiled individually. No individual would be making that blanket statement about the whole of scripture. To say that it does not say it is complete is support for it’s incompletion is to misunderstand the nature of the book. It is not a Novel that could have “the end” written at the end.)   Further, the Bible specifically mentions other books of prophecy that are not found anywhere today.  (“Why were these books not accepted  into the Hebrew canon? This seems to imply that a strict standard was applied to determine, not decide what was inspired scripture”. I often quote someone that I would not endorse all that they say. For the bible to quote the writings of someone doesn’t necessarily mean that all that was in the book was scripture.)
  
These books include in the Old Testament time period the Book of the Covenant (Ex. 24:7), the Book of the Wars of the Lord (Num. 21:14), the Book of Jasher (Josh. 10:13), the book of Statutes (1 Sam. 10:25), the Book of Enoch (Jude 1:14), the Book of the Acts of Solomon (1 Kings 11:41), the Book of Nathan the Prophet, and that of Gad the Seer (1 Chr. 29:29), the Book of Ahijah the Shemaiah (2 Chr. 12:15), the Story of the Prophet Iddo (2 Chr. 13:22), the Book of Jehu (2 Chri. 20:34), the Acts of Uzziah (2 Chr. 26:22), and the Sayings of the Seers (2 Chr. 33:19).  (Most of these have not survived and God obviously that he didn’t intend for us to have them if that have not survived. This does not mean that the ones that did survive are to be rejected.)
 

The New Testament mentions other scripture not found in the Bible such as a missing epistle of Paul to the Corinthians (1 Cor. 5:9), a missing epistle to the Ephesians (Eph. 3:3), a missing epistle to Laodicea that Paul actually instructs the readers of his epistle to also read (Col 4:16), and a missing epistle of Jude (Jude 1:3). (it is not necessarily a given that because an Apostle wrote something that it belonged in the scripture. Paul wrote many letters and so did the other disciples but if they were left out of the bible which God promised to preserve then it must be that God didn’t intend for us to receive them.)
 

Not only are there all of these missing books, but Paul, Luke, John and even Jesus mention that there are more teachings which are not written in the Bible.  (John said that the world could not contain the books that should be written if all that Jesus did were to be written. Again God gave us what he wanted us to have and preserved it in the bible.
 

First, in the Gospel of John, usually thought to be the most spiritual gospel written to believers, Jesus said 
I have many things to say unto you, but ye cannot bear them now.  Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will guide you into all truth...
 (John 16:12).  He had just explained that the spirit of truth or the Comforter could not come until after he had departed (John 16:7).  Thus we see that not even Jesus was permitted to teach everything to his disciples until they were ready.  The obvious conclusion is that there are things that Jesus thought his disciples should know but that are not found in any of the four gospels.  (this is an incorrect understanding of the text. The reason they would be able to understand is that the Holy Spirit would teach them and he wasn’t coming until Christ left. Are we to believe that God waited 1800 years and allowed many generations to go by without knowing all that he wanted them to know. Are you saying that this promise to the disciples was not really a promise to them but to generations 1800 years away?
 

If these things are not in the four gospels, are they found somewhere else in the New Testament?  If so, what are they?  Paul wrote, 
I have fed you with milk, and not with meat: for hitherto ye were not able to bear it, neither yet now are ye able
 (1 Cor. 3:2).  If 1 Corinthians contains only milk, where is the meat?  Does Paul anywhere in the New Testament add anything that could be considered 
meat
 when compared with 1 Corinthians?  Perhaps in Hebrews?  
For when for the time ye ought to be teachers, ye have need that one teach you again which be the first principles of the oracles of God; and are become such as have need of milk, and not of strong meat.  For every one that useth milk is unskillful in the word of righteousness: for he is a babe.  But strong meat belongeth to them that are of full age
 (Hebrews 5:12-14). No, not in Hebrews.  Where then is the meat?  If the New Testament just contains milk, where is the meat? (I am not sure what you are trying to say here. Are you saying that the meat is a part of this so called revelation of the book of mormon? I find lots of meat in the bible, and I think there is lots of meat in 1 Corinthians. Paul had not to that point though taught them much of it for sure. I am not sure of the connection to Hebrews. There are many other meaty books in the New Testament even if all of Corinthians is “milk” which I don’t believe. 
 

The reason they were fed with milk and not meat was because they were not spiritually mature.  The apostles of Jesus were spiritually mature, however, and they knew the meat.  Jesus taught it to them after his resurrection.  
[H]e shewed himself alive after his passion by many infallible proofs, being seen of them forty days, and speaking of the things pertaining to the kingdom of God
 (Acts 1:3).   Yet, nothing is recorded more than this as to what these 
things pertaining to the kingdom of God
 are!  (I beg to differ, there are many discussion of thing pertaining to the kingdom of God in the rest of the bible. Heaven is mentioned 112 times from the book of Acts through Revelation. I would say that is more than “nothing”. “”The verse does not say that 1 Corn. Is milk, but rather describes the content of Paul’s message to a carnal church. This is a rebuke of the inability of the Corinthians to understand “meat”, not a general statement about scripture or the doctrinal revelation.”
 

According to Clement, as quoted by the earliest Christian historian Eusebius (c. 325 AD), Christ did some important teaching after his resurrection. 
The Lord after his resurrection imparted knowledge to James the Just and to John and Peter, and they imparted it to the rest of the apostles, and the rest of the apostles to the seventy...
 (The Church History of Eusebius, Book II, chapter I in Schaff, Philip and Wace, Henry, eds, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers: Second Series, 14 Vols [Peabody: Hendrickson, 2004. reprint],1:104).  If this knowledge was passed down orally from Jesus after his resurrection to his apostles and from them to the seventy, where is it today?  Does it remain with the Roman Catholics, or was it lost?  If everything that is needed were contained in scripture, why would Jesus impart knowledge orally after his resurrection, knowledge that is clearly not recorded in scripture (Acts 1:3)? “ How does Mr.. Miller know that this teaching was not recorded in Scripture? The traditional evangelical position is not that  the Scripture gives extensive detail, but adequate detail (note john 21:25)”
 

Paul and John both wrote that they would give more instructions in persons that they had not given in writing.  Some of this must have been very pertinent information since the topics included the resurrection and the Lord
s Supper (See 1 Cor. 11:24; 2 John 1:12; 3 John 1:13-14).   There was more to give than what was recorded in scripture. (the bible does not say there was more to give)  Where is that information today?  Do the Catholics have it by tradition, or was it lost?  If it was lost, how can it be restored without God calling another (to say that it was lost is to say that God lost it or allowed it to be lost, there is no support for that)  
Paul
 or 
John
 to set things in order?  For Latter-day Saints, Joseph Smith was exactly that. 

(by what authority could Joseph Smith set things in order? There were only 12 Apostles according to Revelations 21:14.)
 
IV. Scientifically, can we have confidence in the Bible?
 

I only need to quote to scholars for this topic.  First I quote the faithful Christian and protestant Philip Schaff. ( “ Phillip Schaff wrote in the 1800s during the high point of historical criticism and pre textual criticism. Much since his time has been discovered which nullifies his theories of scripture. He was influenced by men such as Baur, and Strauss both products if an Enlightenment view of Scripture which was antisupernaturalistic in its presuppositions.”
 


The oldest manuscripts of the Bible now extant date no further back than the fourth century, and are very few, and abound in unessential errors and omissions of every kind; and the problem of a critical restoration of the original text is not yet satisfactorily solved, nor can it be more than approximately solved in the absence of the original writings of the apostles
 (Schaff, Philip. History of the Christian Church, 8 Vol. [Peabody: Hendrickson, 2006. reprint], 3:610).

 

Next I quote leading textual scholar Bart D. Ehrman.

 


We do not have the 
originals
 of any of the books that came to be included in the New Testament, or indeed of any Christian book from antiquity.  What we have are copies of the originals or, to be more accurate, copies made from copies of the copies of the copies of the originals.  Most of these surviving copies are hundreds of years removed from the originals themselves
 (Ehrman, Bart D. Lost Christianities [Oxford, 2003], 217). (And what does this have to do with anything in our discussion? Of course of the course of centuries originals of anything would be scarce. I suspect finding original Mormon writings would be difficult as well.)
 

In other words, we cannot know exactly what the New Testament originally said simply because there are no originals and the oldest copies are separated from the originals by centuries. (by this logic you will not be able to know exactly what anything that was copied says, I think this is faulty logic) (“We can know what the original said: Note Princeton Nt scholar the late Bruce Metzger on this point. “We have a text that is 99.5 % pure. Compare the text of scripture to other works of ancient literature and it is no contest” 
 
 We cannot have confidence, scientifically, that even one word found in the New Testament was written by Peter, Paul, John, Luke, Matthew, Mark, Jude, or anyone else.  However, scientifically, we could still have high confidence that the books are at least accurate copies of the originals if when comparing the different manuscripts we found internal consistency and accuracy. But does the New Testament pass such a test?

 

Dr. Ehrman writes,

 


The fact that we have thousands of New Testament manuscripts does not in itself mean that we can rest assured that we know what the original text said.  If we have very few early copiesin fact, scarcely anyhow can we know that the text was not changed significantly before the New Testament began to be reproduced in such large quantities?  Most surviving copies were made during the Middle Ages, many of them a thousand years after Paul and his companions had died. 

 


I should emphasize that it is not simply a matter of scholarly speculation to say that the words of the New Testament were changed in the process of copying. We know that they were changed, because we can compare these 5,400 copies with on another.  What is striking is that when we do so, we find that no two copies (except the smallest fragments) agree in all of their wording.  There can be only one reason for this. The scribes who copied the texts changed them. (“This is presupposition that the scribes “changed” the text”) (Surely an error in spelling would not be considered “changing the text”.  Nobody knows for certain how often they changed them, because no one has been able yet to count all of the differences among the manuscripts.  Some estimates put the number at around 200,000, others at around 300,000 or more.  Perhaps it is simplest to express the figure in comparative terms: There are more differences among our manuscripts than there are words in the New Testament
 (Ehrman, Bart D. Lost Christianities [Oxford, 2003], 219).

 

I should hear qualify these statements.  I do not believe the Bible to be inaccurate or falsified.  The Book of Mormon actually says the Bible is true. (again here I do not understand your logic, you have spent this entire document attacking that which you say that you believe to be true? To me that is like telling your wife that you don’t believe she is a good mother and a good wife and accusing her of immorality and not being genuine and possible a fraud but then saying but I believe in you and love you.)  The Book of Mormon is, in part, a book written 
to the convincing [of men] of my word, which shall have already gone forth among them [i.e. the Bible]
 (2 Nephi 3:11).  Mormon, the compiler of the Book of Mormon, wrote that 
this [the Book of Mormon] is written for the intent that ye may believe [the Bible]
 (Mormon 7:9).  Because I have received a spiritual witness that the Book of Mormon is true, (“What is this spiritual witness? I have a spiritual witness that the Book of Mormon is untrue. Mr.. Miller has a witness that it is true, who is correct and how do we determine this.”) I also know the Bible is true, notwithstanding the so-called scientific problems of the Bible.  (I still don’t understand how you can spend so much time attacking the bible and then say you believe it. You can’t have it both ways. Either it is the Word of God or it isn’t. It reminds me of how people respond to Christ. He is either God or he is a liar. If he is a liar he is not good. 
 

 

V. How was the canon established?

Once again, I turn to Philip Schaff. 

 



Of the New Testament, in the time of Eusebius, the four Gospels, the Acts, thirteen Epistles of Paul, the first Epistle of John, and the first Epistle of Peter, were universally recognized as canonical, while the Epistle to the Hebrews, the second and third Epistles of John, the second Epistle of Peter, the Epistle of James, and the Epistle of Jude were by many disputed as to their apostolic origin, and the book of Revelation was doubted by reason of its contents. This indecision in reference to the Old Testament Apocrypha prevailed still longer in the Eastern church; but by the middle of the fourth century the seven disputed books of the New Testament were universally acknowledged, and they are included in the lists of the canonical books given by Athanasius, Gregory Nazianzen, Amphilochius of Iconium, Cyril of Jerusalem, and Epiphanius; except that in some cases the Apocalypse is omitted.


In the Western church the canon of both Testaments was closed at the end of the fourth century through the authority of Jerome (who wavered, however, between critical doubts and the principle of tradition), and more especially of Augustine, who firmly followed the Alexandrian canon of the Septuagint, and the preponderant tradition in reference to the disputed Catholic Epistles and the Revelation; though he himself, in some places, inclines to consider the Old Testament Apocrypha as deutero-canonical books, bearing a subordinate authority. The council of Hippo in 393, and the third (according to another reckoning the sixth) council of Carthage in 397, under the influence of Augustine, who attended both, fixed the catholic canon of the Holy Scriptures, including the Apocrypha of the Old Testament, and prohibited the reading of other books in the churches, excepting the Acts of the Martyrs on their memorial days. These two African councils, with Augustine, give forty-four books as the canonical books of the Old Testament, in the following order: Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, four books of Kings (the two of Samuel and the two of Kings), two books of Paralipomena (Chronicles), Job, the Psalms, five books of Solomon, the twelve minor Prophets, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Daniel, Ezekiel, Tobias, Judith, Esther, two books of Ezra, two books of Maccabees. The New Testament canon is the same as ours.


This decision of the transmarine church however, was subject to ratification; and the concurrence of the Roman see it received when Innocent I. and Gelasius I. (a.d. 414) repeated the same index of biblical books.


This canon remained undisturbed till the sixteenth century, and was sanctioned by the council of Trent at its fourth session (Schaff, Philip. History of the Christian Church, 8 Vol. [Peabody: Hendrickson, 2006. reprint], 3:608-610).

 

In other words, as to what books belonged in the Bible and what the official canon would be, we depend entirely upon the ideas and debates of mortal men. (“does not the entire discussion of canonicity rule out the possibility of more revelation? There were books which were rejected, but why would this be if there was not a lid on what constitutes inscripturated revelation? Which Canon of the Bible does Mr.. Miller accept? The Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox, or Protestant? What does he use to determine what he will accept?”) ( My guess is that you would hold to that which you are told by the Latter Day Saints “Prophets” to accept?  God never spelled out what should or should not be included unless you believe in post-apostolic revelation (which would completely defeat the concept of sola scriptura on its own!).

 

VI. Conclusion
 

The doctrine of sola scriptura is problematic and full of contradictions.  The Bible itself does not claim to be complete.  There are missing books. No New Testament author claimed to be telling all.  Further, several promised to tell more in person.  There is also evidence for teachings in the early Christian church that were not written, but communicated orally to those who were spiritually mature.  That information was lost.  Scientifically, the Bible cannot be considered infallible or completely trustworthy. (this again is your opinion and based on Latter Day Saints doctrine and is why you are rejected by the Church that understands what you believe.) (“the bible can be determined to be trustworthy through the science of textual criticism”)  We cannot be certain that even one word of the New Testament is identical to the original manuscripts.  Lastly, the cannon of scripture as we now have it was a product of debate, speculation, and catholic councils.  To accept the Bible as complete is to accept the authority of such debate, after revelation has supposedly ceased.

 

Latter-day Saints, of course, do not accept sola scriptura.  Our belief is based on what the Bible is based onrevelation from God.  We wouldn’t have a Bible if it weren’t for revelation. In order for Christianity to be like it was in apostolic times, it needs to step away from putting too much emphasis on the Bible as the source of all truth. (again this is heresy, if the bible cannot be considered the source of truth and the bible tells us of the God of the Universe then where is that truth to come from. As Jesus said John 5:39  “Search the scriptures; for in them ye think ye have eternal life: and they are they which testify of me.”)   God is the source of all truth, (“What God? The God of the bible or another God? How does Mr.. Miller know anything about which God is true and which is false?”) not the Bible! (God and his word are equal. John 1:1 says in the beginning was the word and the was with God and the word was God, the same was in the beginning with God”) 

 

Original Christianity didn’t even have the Bible.  The world has the Bible because of the things that were written by those who experienced religion.(No the world has the bible because God inspired it. 2Ti 3:16,17  All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness: That the man of God may be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works.”) Spiritual knowledge shouldn’t have to be bound in the covers of a book. (“then how do we determine whose spiritual knowledge is correct? Is not this email an attempt to impart spiritual knowledge via print?”) It should be found in the spiritual experiences we have ourselves, not in the spiritual experiences of others. (“Mr.. Millers spiritual experience tells him that his view is true, but mine tells me that his is wrong. How does he determine that his experience is the correct one? The moment he appeals to any revelation outside of himself he contradicts himself, If he does not appeal to a revelation outside himself then his whole argument falls apart because he is trying to persuade that he is correct”) We should not have “Bible religions” because the Bible is not religion, it is simply the record of those who had religion.  True religion is a living thing.  To confine God to past revelation is to place a death sentence on the living God! 

 

I believe that God said it best when he said a day would come when people”
shall teach with their learning and deny the Holy Ghost, which giveth utterance.  And they deny the power of God, the Holy One of Israel; and they say unto the people: Hearken unto us, and hear ye our precept; for behold there is no God today, for the Lord and the Redeemer hath done his work, and he hath given his power unto men...Wo be unto him that hearkeneth unto the precepts of men, (this is exactly what you have done by listening to Joseph Smith) and denieth the power of God, and the gift of the Holy Ghost!  Yea, wo be unto him that saith: We have received and we need no more!   And in fine, wo unto all those who tremble and are angry because of the truth of God! For behold, he that is built upon the rock receiveth it with gladness; and he that is built upon a sandy foundation trembleth lest he shall fall.  Wo be unto him that shall say: We have received the word of God, and we need no more of the word of God, for we have enough!” (2 Nephi 28:4-5, 26-29) (honestly who is to say that this passage from your holy book is authoritative?) Couldn’t I just as well say that God has given me a revelation? If Revelation is still possible then God could call anyone to give it. I do not accept that possibility.
 

I too, Pastor Ramsey, am a man of prayer.  I pray, in the name of Jesus of Nazareth, that you may understand the truth that God still speaks, still calls prophets, and still reveals scripture.  God doesn
t change. (If he doesn’t change (and he doesn’t’) then his words ought to agree. Many of the things in the book of Mormon do not agree with that which has already been given. Now I know at this point you will say that I have wrongly interpreted them I ask you to study the bible for yourself, read it diligently and you will find that there is a wide chasm between the teachings of the scripture and the book of Mormon. Now you have the right to choose to believe that there isn’t but if you will honestly with an open mind study it for yourself you will find that to be true.  He always reveals his secret to his servants the prophets (Amos 3:7).  They, holy men of God, always write his words.

 

Sincerely,

Andrew Miller

 

PS:  I have taken the liberty to forward this to a couple of family members who were interested.  I hope you don't mind.  There emails are in the cc line

 

Andrew the bible says that we are sinners (I know you believe that) “For all have sinned and come short of the glory of God” Romans 3:23 It also says that: “The wages of sin is death” Romans 6:23 This is not just earthly death but something that the bible calls the “second death” Revelations. 2:11. Revelations 20:14 says: “And death and Hell were cast into the lake of fire, this is the second death”. The soul that dies without Faith in the Lord Jesus Christ, the Eternal God of the Bible will spend eternity there. I know this isn’t the God you believe in but it is the God of the Bible. He loved us so much that he was willing to die for us that we might have the “gift of God” A gift is never earned, nor is it taken back because it wasn’t properly paid for. It is a gift. My prayer for you is that you would trust the Lord Jesus as your savior and honor him. I pray that we can continue these conversations as we have the time.
 
God Bless
 
Rick Ramsey

Pastor Ramsey,

Thanks for taking the time to respond to my email even with your busy schedule.  I’m not sure how to best format my response so as to be legible.  I suppose I will quote some things from your response and then my commentary will follow after.  I cannot respond in detail to every statement as I expect you can’t to mine, simply for time constraint.  However, I will do my best to respond to all of the major issues.

You asked that I define Primitive Christianity.  By Primitive Christianity I mean the Christianity taught in apostolic days and not a post-Nicene and post-chalcedonic creedal Christianity.  Latter-days Saints believe The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints to be pure Christianity restored.  We believe that Christianity was corrupted and falsified very soon after apostolic times.  While much of Christian principles have remained down through the centuries (such as belief in Christ, charity, etc), a correct understanding of God and salvation were lost to mankind due to man’s own rebellion.  We believe in free will.  Mankind has and had the ability to reject Christ and his apostles and their doctrines.  It wasn’t taken from them.  They rejected it and lost it.  God allowed them to do so.  

When the time was right, God restored pure Christianity.  Joseph Smith was called of God as an apostle and prophet and was taught by divine messengers the everlasting gospel as predicted by John in the New Testament (Revelation 14:6-7).  This is the Latter-day Saint view.  I do not think you understand our view correctly.  Latter-day Saint believe (rightly or wrongly so) that their religion is not newer than, not different than apostolic Christianity.  Rather, it is apostolic Christianity restored.  Likewise, the reforms such as Luther, Calvin, and others recognized that Christianity had become corrupted.  They sought to purge the church of such corruption.  Protestantism is based on the idea of Christianity having apostatized!  Surely, Latter-day Saints and Protestants are alike in this idea.  However, Latter-day Saints believe that God did not restore Christianity through Luther or any other reformer.  Rather, he restored it to a prophet. 

I do not believe you have had a correct understanding of our doctrine in this regard and I hope this will clarify what we believe.  I do not care whether you agree with it our not, I only write for clarification.  In regards to Christianity apostatizing, you quote Matt. 16:18.  However, I would once again disagree with your interpretation of the passage.  That, however, could be a topic of discussion on its own.  I would love to discuss that another time, but I’m afraid it might distract us from the subject at hand at the moment.

You wrote: “At the time of this so called restoration, the Church believed basically what it had believed since its early days. Are we to believe that suddenly God decides to set it right, and does it through a 14 year old boy?”

 Your assertion here is unfounded.  What evidence do you have that “the Church believed basically what it had believed since its early days”?  Which “church”?  There is considerable evidence to the contrary.  I recommend that you read “Will the Real Heretics Please Stand Up?” by evangelical author David Bercot.  He documents many doctrinal issues where modern day evangelicalism differs from early Christianity.  Surprisingly, many of these differences are identical to those between Mormons and evangelicals.  Mormons more often side with the “early days” of Christianity than do evangelicals. 

 I also suggest you read “Restoring the Ancient Church” by Barry Robert Bickmore (ISBN:1-893036-00-6).  It documents the many hundreds of parallels between early Christian belief and Latter-day Saint belief.  These parallels do not exist between evangelicalism and early Christianity.  Before you make assertions, it would be wise to research the facts. 

 Also, if you are interested, I have written a lengthy paper that documents the similarities between early Christian belief on the afterlife and postmortem salvation and then compares the beliefs to modern Christianity.  All of the sources are clearly documented and you can see for yourself how much modern Christianity has departed from ancient Christianity with the exception of the Latter-day Saints.

You wrote: “the sola scritura was a response in part to the traditions of Catholicism that hat crept in over the years while some might debate the worthwhileness of the apocrypha or lack there of men like Martin Luther were simply holding to the position of the Church from the beginning.”

 Once again, this assertion is unfounded.  There is no evidence that the Church “from the beginning” or even after had a doctrine of sola scriptura or anything even similar.  Where is any such doctrine found in the New Testament?  Further, how could such an idea exist “from the beginning” when the canon of scripture wasn’t established until 400 years after “the beginning”?

 You wrote: “We believe that God promised to preserve his word. Just like he inspired it using human man and human language he will preserve it with the same.”

You are welcome to your belief, but from where is it derived?  There is no promise in scripture that God would preserve all of his word down through the centuries.  The facts seem to be evident that it did not happen.  I addressed that in my last email clearly and irrefutably.  

Your associate pastor wrote, “Many different interpretations do not necessarily mean that there are no correct interpretations.”

I agree 100%.  However, who is authorized to interpret the Bible?  Scripture is of no private interpretation. It was given by the Holy Ghost to holy men.  Likewise, it has to be interpreted by the Holy Ghost through holy men.  If revelation is finished with the closure of the canon, there are no more “holy men” inspired by the Holy Ghost.  If that is the case, there is no authorized interpretation, only private interpretation.  That is one of the many problems of your doctrine of sola scriptura.  By sola scriptura, you do not really mean “only the Bible” but “only whatever private interpretation of the Bible I believe.”  Thus is the vast confusion in Protestantism concerning what the Bible means and thus are the differences in doctrine.

Further, Peter wrote that Paul’s epistles were hard to understand and that people in their day were already misinterpreting them (2 Pet. 3:16).  Paul had mentioned a similar problem (1 Cor. 5:9). If Peter and Paul had to interpret their own words and correct misunderstanding while they were yet alive, who can confidently interpret their words today?  Where do we go for a correct interpretation if there is no modern-day “Peter” or “Paul”? 

  Latter-day Saints, however, have not put a close on revelation or apostolic authority and we therefore do not accept the creed of sola scriptura.  We can interpret scripture authoritatively and receive teaching straight from God, without depending solely upon past revelations to people of another time and place.

Your associate Pastor wrote, “Why were these books not accepted  into the Hebrew canon? This seems to imply that a strict standard was applied to determine, not decide what was inspired scripture”.  

Once again, this is your speculation.  It is clear, however, that at some point the books were lost.  My belief that they were lost and thus not included in the canon is just as likely as your belief that they simply were not included.  How do you support your statement?  

On this very topic you wrote, “Most of these have not survived and God obviously that he didn’t intend for us to have them if that have not survived. This does not mean that the ones that did survive are to be rejected.”

Once again, you are asserting your belief but with no evidence.  How do you know that God did not allow such books to be lost due to man’s own negligence?  I understand that you are Calvinist in your view and cannot accept that God can allow things as this to happen, however, I, like many other Christians, am not a Calvinist.  

I would agree that the books that have survived should not be rejected. However, this does not negate the problem that the Bible does not claim to be complete nor the only authoritative source of knowledge about God. Further, although I accept the whole Bible as we now have it, I do not restrict myself to it alone.  Can’t a person believe all that God has revealed, does reveal and will reveal at the same time?  Why do I have to reject further revelation and information about God simply because he has at some time in the past given revelation to another people?

You wrote, “it is not necessarily a given that because an Apostle wrote something that it belonged in the scripture.”

Agreed.  But this does not necessarily prove true your following statement that “if they were let out of the bible [...] then it must be that God didn’t intend for us to receive them.”  God did not compile the Bible.  Men did in the 5th century AD.  Did they receive revelation as to what to include and not include?  If they did, then there has been further revelation since New Testament times and your doctrine of sola scriptura is unfounded by your own belief! Or, did they have authority to compile scripture?  Then the Roman Catholic claim of the dual source of truth (priesthood and scripture) is true and sola scriptura isn’t.  Either way, sola scriptura is logically unfounded.

You said, in reference to Jesus’ saying in John 16:13 that, “this is an incorrect understanding of the text. The reason they would be able to understand is that the Holy Spirit would teach them and he wasn’t coming until Christ left.”

This, however, was exactly my point!   If the Gospel of John contains the teachings of Jesus, and according to Jesus he hadn’t taught them everything because they were not yet able to bear it, then logically the Gospel of John doesn’t contain all gospel truth.  If it isn’t all found in the Gospel of John, where is it?  

You wrote,  “Are we to believe that God waited 1800 years and allowed many generations to go by without knowing all that he wanted them to know. Are you saying that this promise to the disciples was not really a promise to them but to generations 1800 years away?”

No, we are not to believe this nor is that what I am saying. This is a gross misrepresentation of my belief.  I believe all was revealed after Christ sent the Holy Ghost.  This event is clearly recorded in scripture.

 However, I believe many of the truths themselves as were revealed were all recorded in what is now the New Testament.  Thus we find statements like Acts 1:3 where it doesn’t mention or expound upon certain teachings. Also, statements like 1 Cor. 11:14, 2 John 1:12; 3 John 1:13, where Paul and John said they would teach them more things in person, things they did not write!  Can we safely assume that since they were not written they were somehow not important?  If you believe so, what is your basis for such a belief?  Where does the Bible claim to be complete?  Who received the revelation that closed the canon and ended the prophetic calling of apostle?

Many of these truths that were revealed to the apostles by the Holy Ghost were never recorded and then were subsequently lost.   God called Joseph Smith and restored to him these truths.  He did not correct, change, modify, or expound the fullness of apostolic doctrine.  Rather, such truths were restored to him.  That is why we call ourselves Latter-day Saints as opposed to the Former-day Saints.  True Christians are Saints (holy ones) because of Christ’s sanctifying power.  We believe the only difference between Latter-day Saints and former-day saints is time and place, but not doctrine, teaching, or anything else.

You wrote, “I am not sure what you are trying to say here. Are you saying that the meat is a part of this so called revelation of the book of mormon?”

No, the Book of Mormon is not the meat.  That is not what I was implying.  Since you didn’t understand what I was trying to say here, let me restate it in a moment.

You wrote, “I find lots of meat in the bible, and I think there is lots of meat in 1 Corinthians. Paul had not to that point though taught them much of it for sure. I am not sure of the connection to Hebrews. There are many other meaty books in the New Testament even if all of Corinthians is ‘milk’ which I don’t believe.”

You may think there is “lots of meat in 1 Corinthians” but Paul certainly didn’t think so.  Let me requote the scripture for you so you can grasp its full significance. “I have fed you with milk, and not with meat: for hitherto ye were not able to bear it, neither yet now are ye able.  For ye are yet carnal” (1 Corinthians 3:2-3).  Paul had not yet taught the Corinthians the meat, neither was he at that time.  They still weren’t ready.  Therefore, 1 Corinthians doesn’t contain the meat and neither does Hebrews (Heb. 5)

Now, if the Gospel of John doesn’t contain the meat, 1 Cor. doesn’t contain the meat, and neither does Hebrews, where exactly is it?  Which epistle, which verse, which chapter?  Does Ephesians teach something not found in those books? How about 1 Peter?  Where is the meat?  The apostles teach the meat to those who are ready.  The meat, however, is clearly not recorded in the New Testament.  So, where is the meat if there are no modern day “Pauls” or “Peters”?  Are you, sir, an apostle?

 You wrote in response to my commentary on Acts 1:3, “I beg to differ, there are many discussion of thing pertaining to the kingdom of God in the rest of the bible. Heaven is mentioned 112 times from the book of Acts through Revelation. I would say that is more than ‘nothing’.”

Of course, “the Kingdom of God,” “the Kingdom of Heaven,” and other similar terms are used before Acts 1:3, too.  So, then, are these teachings Jesus gave after his resurrection just a restatement of what he had already taught?  Your argument is a two edged sword.  Where does it say in the Bible what the teachings of Jesus were after his resurrection?  It doesn’t! It’s silent on that matter.  And, as I quoted to you before, Clement (a disciple of Peter), wrote that “The Lord after his resurrection imparted knowledge to James the Just and to John and Peter, and they imparted it to the rest of the apostles, and the rest of the apostles to the seventy...” (The Church History of Eusebius, Book II, chapter I in Schaff, Philip and Wace, Henry, eds, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers: Second Series, 14 Vols [Peabody: Hendrickson, 2004. reprint],1:104).    This knowledge was reserved for the prepared and was not written for the public.  Where is this knowledge today?  Does Roman Catholicism have it, or was it lost?  If it was lost, how are you going to derive it from the Bible when these teachings aren’t recorded there?

Your associate pastor wrote, “The verse does not say that 1 Corn. Is milk, but rather describes the content of Paul’s message to a carnal church. This is a rebuke of the inability of the Corinthians to understand “meat”, not a general statement about scripture or the doctrinal revelation.”

Once again, you missed the point.  If all we have are epistles written to “carnal” members of the church, then where is the “spiritual” information?  If Paul couldn’t give it to the Corinthians, how can we derive it from the epistle to the Corinthians? 

Refering to the post-resurrection teaching of Jesus, the associate pastor asked,  “How does Mr.. Miller know that this teaching was not recorded in Scripture? The traditional evangelical position is not that  the Scripture gives extensive detail, but adequate detail (note john 21:25)”

Because scripture says so! Note Acts 1:3. It says he taught, but it does not give any detail whatsoever as to what he taught! Further, Clement, a close associate of Peter, wrote that this teaching was passed down among the apostles and seventy (quoted above).  It was not put in print.  This is consistent with what the earliest Christians said time and time again.  Here are a few examples.

“In the same manner the Apostles and Fathers who laid down laws for the Church from the beginning thus guarded the awful dignity of the mysteries in secrecy and silence, for what is bruited abroad random among the common folk is no mystery at all.  This is the reason for our tradition of unwritten precepts and practices, that the knowledge of our dogmas may not become neglected and contemned by the multitude through familiarity.  ‘Dogma’ and ‘Kerugma’ are two distinct things; the former is observed in silence; the latter is proclaimed to all the world.” (Basil of Caesarea, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Series 2. 8:42)

“And Peter said: ‘We remember that our Lord and Teacher, commanding us, said, “Keep the mysteries for me and the sons of my house.”  Wherefore also He explained to His disciples privately the mysteries of the kingdom of heaven.  But to you who do battle with us, and examine into nothing else but out statements, whether they be true or false, it would be impious to state the hidden truths.’” (Peter, Clementine Homilies, Ante-Nicene Fathers 8:336)

“In these circumstances, to speak of the Christian doctrine as a secret system, is altogether absurd. But that there should be certain doctrines, not made known to the multitude, which are (revealed) after the exoteric ones have been taught, is not a peculiarity of Christianity alone, but also of philosophic systems, in which certain truths are exoteric and others esoteric.” (Origen.  Ante-Nicene Fathers 4:399)

“We ought not then to parade the holy mysteries before the uninitiated, lest the heathen in their ignorance deride them, and the Catechumens [those investigating Christianity] being over-curious be offended.”  (Athanasius, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Series 2. 4:106)

“[T]he mysteries are not exhibited incontinently to all and sundry, but only after certain purifications and previous instructions.” (Clement of Alexandria, Ante-Nicene Fathers. 2:449)

I could multiply such quotes, but this should suffice to show that there were teachings in the early Church that were not recorded in scripture and that were not taught to just anyone.  Now, you may call such great Christians as Basil of Caesarea, Athanasius, Peter, Clement of Alexandria, and Origen “heretics” if you desire, but my interpretation of Acts 1:3 is consistent with ancient Christian understanding that some things were not taught openly and most definitely not recorded. (And you say that my belief is not consistent with historic Christianity!)

In reference to 1 Cor. 11:24; 2 John 1:12; 3 John 1:13-14 I wrote that,  “There was more to give than what was recorded in scripture.”  You then wrote “the bible does not say there was more to give”

For your convenience I will reproduce the text of these scriptures.  After giving some instruction concerning the Lord’s Supper, Paul wrote “And the rest will I set in order when I come” (1 Cor. 11:24).  In other words, there was more to the Lord’s Supper than what he wrote.  Arguably, 1 Cor. 11 is the clearest and most explanative chapter in the Bible on the Lord’s Supper, yet Paul said he had more to set in order when he came to them!  Let’s think about what the chapter doesn’t say.  It doesn’t say:

How often to have the Lord’s Supper.

If there are any certain prayers to be used.

Who can bless, break, and administer the Supper.

What previous instructions or sacraments are needed 

These things, undoubtedly, if not already understood by the Corinthians were among “the rest” that Paul wanted to set in order when he visited them.  You may say it’s not important because it’s not recorded in scripture, but by what authority can you make such a statement?  If it was important enough for Paul to set in order when he visited them, surely it would be important for us to know today.  Can you gain such information from the Bible?  

You wrote, “to say that it was lost is to say that God lost it or allowed it to be lost, there is no support for that”

What is your support to say that it wasn’t lost?  Do you have it?  Can it be derived from the Bible alone?  Once again, it’s a two edged sword.  

You asked, “by what authority could Joseph Smith set things in order? There were only 12 Apostles according to Revelations 21:14.”

By the authority given him by God.  He conversed with Jesus Christ, with Peter, James, and John.  Now, obviously Revelation 21:14 has reference only to the original twelve apostles.  These does not exclude the possibility of others.  As a matter of fact, Paul was an apostle (1 Cor. 1:1; 2 Cor. 1:1; Galatians 1:1; Ephesians 1:1; Colossians 1:1, etc, etc).  Was he a member of the original twelve called in Matt 10? (In case you didn’t know, he wasn’t!).  Was he, therefore, a false apostle as you are insinuating Joseph Smith was? By your own logic, Paul’s authority was not divine! Oh, by the way, Barnabas was an apostle (Acts 14:14) and  so was James, the Lord’s brother (Gal. 1:19).  That makes at least fifteen apostles.  

The associate pastor wrote, “Phillip Schaff wrote in the 1800s during the high point of historical criticism and pre textual criticism. Much since his time has been discovered which nullifies his theories of scripture. He was influenced by men such as Baur, and Strauss both products if an Enlightenment view of Scripture which was antisupernaturalistic in its presuppositions.”

This is smoke and glass.  It has nothing to do with the subject at hand.  Dr. Schaff’s statement is founded in fact and is neither his opinion nor his view.  It is simple fact.  Why don’t you try to answer the criticism instead of resorting to character assassination?

 “The oldest manuscripts of the Bible now extant date no further back than the fourth century, and are very few, and abound in unessential errors and omissions of every kind; and the problem of a critical restoration of the original text is not yet satisfactorily solved, nor can it be more than approximately solved in the absence of the original writings of the apostles” (Schaff, Philip. History of the Christian Church, 8 Vol. [Peabody: Hendrickson, 2006. reprint], 3:610).

Referring to Ehrman’s statement that we have no originals of any New Testament manuscripts, you wrote, “And what does this have to do with anything in our discussion? Of course of the course of centuries originals of anything would be scarce.”

Yes, indeed. This lays the point for the following problem of determining what the originals said.  That’s why I quoted it. Further, here Ehrman’s statement agrees with Schaff’s.  It is not an issue of opinion (Schaff being a Christian, Ehrman an agnostic) but a matter of fact.  We have no original manuscripts of the New Testament.  

I wrote, “In other words, we cannot know exactly what the New Testament originally said simply because there are no originals and the oldest copies are separated from the originals by centuries.”  You responded,  “by this logic you will not be able to know exactly what anything that was copied says, I think this is faulty logic”

I’m not sure I follow your logic here.  We HAVE the copies.  It’s the originals we don’t have.  Of course we know what the copies say.  However, how accurately were they copied?  Is there any evidence that they were purposefully changed by scribes?  The answer is clearly yes!  (See for example Ehrman, Bart The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture [Oxford, 1993] and Metzger, Bruce M. A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 2nd Edition [United Bible Societies, 1994]). For one simple example of this, see Metzger on Matt. 5:22.  

The associate pastor wrote,  “We can know what the original said: Note Princeton Nt scholar the late Bruce Metzger on this point. “We have a text that is 99.5 % pure. Compare the text of scripture to other works of ancient literature and it is no contest” 

I do not see how Bruce Metzger’s supposed statement is pertinent to this discussion.  A reference, however, would be welcome.

You wrote, “again here I do not understand your logic, you have spent this entire document attacking that which you say that you believe to be true? To me that is like telling your wife that you don’t believe she is a good mother and a good wife and accusing her of immorality and not being genuine and possible a fraud but then saying but I believe in you and love you.”

I’m sorry you don’t understand my logic.  I am not attacking the Bible per se, I’m attacking the belief in the inerrancy of the Bible and the omnipotence of the Bible as expressed by yourself (The Bible alone is authoritative).   I believe the Bible is true, but I do not believe that it contains all of God’s word or that it is perfect.  I do not accept sola scriptura.  It is the foolishness of sola scriptura that I am attacking.  I do believe the Bible to be true, but not perfect nor complete nor alone authoritative.  I do believe my wife to be a good mother and wife, although not perfect, not fully developed, nor the only good mother and wife out there.

You associate pastor asked, “What is this spiritual witness?”

Are you supposed to be a pastor of the fold of God, and you don’t know what a spiritual witness is?

 He further wrote, “I have a spiritual witness that the Book of Mormon is untrue. Mr.. Miller has a witness that it is true, who is correct and how do we determine this.”

You have not had any spiritual witness that the Book of Mormon is untrue.  How can you, considering you haven’t even read it or asked God about it?

 He further wrote, “does not the entire discussion of canonicity rule out the possibility of more revelation? There were books which were rejected, but why would this be if there was not a lid on what constitutes inscripturated revelation?”

 I respond by asking, was it GOD who said there was no more revelation, or MAN?  Was it GOD who put together the canon of scripture, or MAN?  If it was God, when and where did he do it?  Man closed the canon in the 5th century A.D.  I reject a closed canon and find no reason to believe revelation should have ceased in the first century A.D.

Again, “ Which Canon of the Bible does Mr.. Miller accept? The Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox, or Protestant? What does he use to determine what he will accept?” My guess is that you would hold to that which you are told by the Latter Day Saints “Prophets” to accept?” 

Yes, prophets can determine what is scripture and what is not.  I rather follow a prophet than a philosopher like Athanasius.

I wrote, “We wouldn’t have a Bible if it weren’t for revelation. In order for Christianity to be like it was in apostolic times, it needs to step away from putting too much emphasis on the Bible as the source of all truth.”  You responded, “again this is heresy, if the bible cannot be considered the source of truth ... then where is that truth to come from?”

Um, God? God is the ultimate source of truth!  Not the Bible.  Jesus said, “I am the truth!” Further, you wrote that “God and his word are equal. John 1:1 says in the beginning was the word and the was with God and the word was God, the same was in the beginning with God.”

That, my friend is heresy!  If the Bible is “the word”, then, according to you, the bible is God!  That would settle our differences.  Perhaps this is the crux of the whole matter—We DO believe in a different God.  I worship the living God of heaven, and you practice bibliolatry, the worship of a book.

Your associate pastor wrote, “If Revelation is still possible then God could call anyone to give it. I do not accept that possibility.”

Once again, you’re welcome to your own belief.  However, is there anything in the Bible that would preclude that very possibility, i.e. for God to call certain persons and commission them with apostolic authority and revelation?  Just because you cannot accept that possibility does not mean it cannot be an actuality.   Further, the testimony of Jesus is the spirit of prophecy (Rev 19:10).  Can you really have a testimony of Jesus and not receive revelation? Perhaps we do believe in a different Jesus.

You wrote, “If he doesn’t change (and he doesn’t’) then his words ought to agree. Many of the things in the book of Mormon do not agree with that which has already been given. Now I know at this point you will say that I have wrongly interpreted them I ask you to study the bible for yourself, read it diligently and you will find that there is a wide chasm between the teachings of the scripture and the book of Mormon. Now you have the right to choose to believe that there isn’t but if you will honestly with an open mind study it for yourself you will find that to be true.”

This is the most puzzling statement in your email.  You have by your own admission told me that you have not read the Book of Mormon in great depth (or even all the way through).  I have read the Book of Mormon from cover to cover several times. I have also read the Bible from cover to cover several times (the first time when I was only fifteen).  I have diligently and carefully compared their doctrines and have yet to find one contradiction anywhere.  You ought to take your own advice and read the Book of Mormon.  Compare it to the Bible.  Find a contradiction if you can.  There are none and I defy you and anyone else to find one.

Finally, you wrote, Andrew the bible says that we are sinners (I know you believe that) “For all have sinned and come short of the glory of God” Romans 3:23 It also says that: “The wages of sin is death” Romans 6:23 This is not just earthly death but something that the bible calls the “second death” Revelations. 2:11. Revelations 20:14 says: “And death and Hell were cast into the lake of fire, this is the second death”. The soul that dies without Faith in the Lord Jesus Christ, the Eternal God of the Bible will spend eternity there. I know this isn’t the God you believe in but it is the God of the Bible. He loved us so much that he was willing to die for us that we might have the “gift of God” A gift is never earned, nor is it taken back because it wasn’t properly paid for. It is a gift. My prayer for you is that you would trust the Lord Jesus as your savior and honor him. I pray that we can continue these conversations as we have the time.

Thanks for that reminder.  I have accepted Jesus Christ as my personal savior and am trusting in him for my salvation.  You are not a judge of such things.  “Therefore thou art inexcusable, O man, whosoever thou art that judgest: for wherein thou judgest another, thou condemnest thyself; for thou that judgest doest the same things” (Romans 2:1).  Perhaps you should look inward and not outward. 

A Deo Gloria,

Andrew Miller

Hello Pastor Ramsey, 

I am Andrew Miller’s Father. Since you seem to have approved my being in the loop by sending the response to Andrew to me also, I have taken the liberty of responding to you. I will use blue so you can separate my responses.

 First, let me tell you a little about myself. I was born of goodly parents who taught me from my youth  up by precept and example about Jesus Christ and His atoning sacrifice. My Father comes from a Baptist family and my mother from a Methodist family all my grandparents were active faithful followers of Jesus Christ. Three of my fathers brothers were Baptist ministers, as was an Uncle, a first cousin, two nephews, a son-in-law, a son, and two grandsons. 

As a family we read from the scriptures and prayed together daily. We attended Church every Sunday in the Baptist Church and frequently attended revival meetings at various Churches. In one such revival meeting when I was nine years old, I accepted Jesus Christ as my personal savior. I will never forget the wonderful feeling of assurance that swept over me that night.  I have never had any doubt about what took place in my heart as a 9 year old boy that night. I was committed to my savior and desired to follow Him in all my doings. I united with the Baptist Church and remained an active member wherever I lived. 

As a teenager, my brother felt called to the ministry, and began pastoring churches before he was 20 years old continuing to do so throughout his years as a college student. He pastured churches for 14 years.  One afternoon as we were passing through their town, my wife and I stopped in to visit them and he informed me that they had joined the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. My response was” Well there must have good reason for doing so, tell me about it.” He did. My response was as I would have expected from any follower of Christ, ”If this is true It is truly exciting news, and if it is a fraud it is a big one. I want to know which.”  I have been surprised over the years how many people professing to be Christians respond with vitriol instead of genuine interest.

Thus began 2 ½ year quest to find out. I was working on a masters degree in physics at the time, so my approach was to prove The Book of Mormon true or false against the Bible which I accepted as containing God’s Word. By so doing I would determine whether Joseph Smith was a Prophet. If he were a fraud, there would be errors and contradictions. They weren’t there. In that 2 ½ years I read the Bible, The Book of Mormon, the other revelations of the Prophet all the time comparing it against the Bible. I read commentary that I got my hands on even some anti-Mormon material. When one is honest in heart with no axes to grind, it doesn’t take long to recognize the deliberate deception of the anti-Mormon material. It is logically contradictory and built around erroneous assumption. Over the years I have seen much of such material and I have seen no exception to that rule!  My 2 ½ year quest culminated in my being baptize (again) this time into the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. In rearing five wonderful children, I followed the pattern of my parents who taught me to have faith in the Lord Jesus Christ. I have been blessed to see all my children come to understand the atonement of the Savior and commit to their lives to Him. 

You need to understand that in joining the LDS Church, I lost nothing and gained much. I did not give up the faith of my childhood. The same Jesus Christ is my redeemer and savior today. Detractors fall into one of two camps or both. They are ignorantly bigoted, set themselves up as judge wherein only God can rightly Judge or they are both. I have yet to see a single exception! It’s as if their domain is hell and they are determined that I must go there.  The people who should be the most tolerant have no tolerance.

 (How do you know this? Define Primitive Christianity? “Where was Primitive Christianity before the “so called” Restoration by Joseph Smith?” The idea of a restored Christianity flies in the face of the words of the Lord in Matt. 16:18 that he would build his Church and the gates of Hell would not prevail against it”. (The gates of Hell have not prevailed. It has been restored in its fullness with all that was revealed at first)  For us, Mormonism is not another gospel nor a new religion, it is ancient apostolic Christianity restored by God himself.  (By whose verifiable authority can you accept that God suddenly after 1800 years decided that the Church had gone bad and would be restored? (He didn’t. Even the apostle Paul knew that it would happen.2 Thes.2:3 And please don’t tell me that the falling away has not occurred else what was Luther, Calvin and the other reformers trying to do?) At the time of this so called restoration, the Church (Which church? Catholic? Then what were the reformers doing?) believed basically what it had believed since its early days.(And what were these basics? That we should pray to dead saints?  That sin was forgiven with money by buying an indulgence from the church before committing adultery or other sin? That the priest or minister could forgive sin, or by his own judgment condemn another person to hell?)  Are we to believe that suddenly God decides to set it right, and does it through a 14 year old boy? (Yes! It was not done through a fourteen year old boy, God chose a fourteen year old boy and shaped him and taught him precept upon precept over a twenty four year period. The Bible gives ample evidence that he might call a child in the example of the great prophet Samuel. I Samuel 3:1-19) I choose not to be to wordy on this subject but I can.)
 
Your statement of belief is basically a summarization or restatement of the basic protestant doctrine of sola scriptura.  According to this view, all essential belief and practice must be derived directly from the protestant bible (without the apocrypha). (the sola scritura was a response in part to the traditions of Catholicism that hat crept in over the years while some might debate the worthwhileness of the apocrypha or lack there of men like Martin Luther were simply holding to the position of the Church from the beginning.) [So which reformer was holding the position of the Church “from the beginning”?  Considering the FACT that they did not agree with each other any more than the hundreds of denominations or thousands of ministers of today do, who was holding the position of the original church? Calvin? Luther? Wesley? Or who holds it today? Is it the Presbyterians, the Lutherans, the Methodists, some other, or just you? The various sects don’t even agree on the mode of baptism. The only agreement seems to be among individuals from various sects so bigoted as to sit in judgment of others condemning them to hell, saying they do not worship the God of the Bible or that they do not trust in His only begotten Son, Jesus Christ as their savior and redeemer. I am grateful to that God and to His Son Jesus Christ who agonized in the Garden of Gethsemane bleeding at every pore, then suffered excruciating pain on the cross at Calvary, that only He will sit in final judgment of me and of YOU!  He paid the price for my sins and for yours upon the condition of repentance through faith. Acts17:30; John3:16   He redeemed all men from the fall of Adam. “As in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive.” (I Cor 15:22)] This concept originated with certain reformers, but foremost Martin Luther (Bainton, Roland H. The Age of the Reformation. [London: Van Nostrand, 1956], 15).  Ironically, Martin Luther had doubts respecting some of the antilegomena, especially the Epistle of James, the Epistle to the Hebrews, and the Revelation (Schaff, Philip. History of the Christian Church, 8 Vol. [Peabody: Hendrickson, 2006. reprint], 3:610, fn 1.).  In other words, before you can even practice a doctrine of sola scriptura, you have to determine what is scriptura, and Martin Luther, originator of sola scriptura, was unsure as to what was indeed to be included among scripture.  By his own private view, accepting James, Hebrews, and Revelation may be accepting something extra-biblical.  (simply because someone has doubts about something does not falsify that something. To quote a friend of mine: “I may doubt gravity but does not mean gravity does not exist” Many have through the centuries struggled with the Words of God. We believe that God promised to preserve his word. Just like he inspired it using human man and human language he will preserve it with the same. [I assume that means you and others of like mind, but not anyone who would have the audacity to imagine that God can still speak to man today if He so desires. To quote myself, “You may doubt revelation, but that does not mean revelation does not exist!”]
 
These are a few examples of the many doctrinal issues that divide Protestants, although all accept the sola scriptura doctrine. If all belief is supposed to be derived from scripture alone, how can there be such great divergence in belief?  There is obviously a problem of interpretation.  Who can authoritatively determine interpretation and thereby belief? (“Many different interpretations do not necessarily mean that there are no correct interpretations. This does not relate to the principal of sola scriptura which is an authority question, interpretation is something quite different. It is a question of understanding/heremeutic of authority.” We should not be surprised that man would have trouble totally understanding the Words of God Almighty. Many of the things that you site are man trying to grasp all the truths of God from his perspective. When we do that we will struggle. Paul said in 1 Corinthians 13 “Now we see through a glass darkly but then face to face, now I know in part…” God didn’t tell us all we would like to know but he did tell us all we need to know. [ If its in the scripture, didn’t He tell us? So how do you determine which parts of scripture we need to understand and which we would just like to Know?  Does this mean that some of the Word of God does not Matter? Why was it written then? Was it written so we could speculate as to its meaning or have vigorous discussion in Sunday School about things that really doesn’t matter?]
 
In order for the Bible to be the full and completely authoritative book of scripture, it must be complete.  Yet the Bible makes no such claim for itself anywhere. (I know you understand the bible is made up of individual books that were compiled individually. No individual would be making that blanket statement about the whole of scripture. To say that it does not say it is complete is support for it’s incompletion is to misunderstand the nature of the book.[ Oh come on! Don’t you understand? He has simply said that you maintain the bible is the complete and only basis of your faith, but you’re contention that there can be no further revelation, is not stated in the Bible. Hence the Bible is either incomplete or your idea is extra biblical which contradicts your creed] It is not a Novel that could have “the end” written at the end.) [Exactly! So where did your idea come from?]  Further, the Bible specifically mentions other books of prophecy that are not found anywhere today.  (“Why were these books not accepted  into the Hebrew canon? This seems to imply that a strict standard was applied to determine, not decide what was inspired scripture”. [‘Seems to imply” sounds like speculation to me! I often quote someone that I would not endorse all that they say. For the bible to quote the writings of someone doesn’t necessarily mean that all that was in the book was scripture.)
  
These books include in the Old Testament time period the Book of the Covenant (Ex. 24:7), the Book of the Wars of the Lord (Num. 21:14), the Book of Jasher (Josh. 10:13), the book of Statutes (1 Sam. 10:25), the Book of Enoch (Jude 1:14), the Book of the Acts of Solomon (1 Kings 11:41), the Book of Nathan the Prophet, and that of Gad the Seer (1 Chr. 29:29), the Book of Ahijah the Shemaiah (2 Chr. 12:15), the Story of the Prophet Iddo (2 Chr. 13:22), the Book of Jehu (2 Chri. 20:34), the Acts of Uzziah (2 Chr. 26:22), and the Sayings of the Seers (2 Chr. 33:19).  (Most of these have not survived and God obviously that he didn’t intend for us to have them if that have not survived. [O how convenient! So if man screws up and throws away part of the word of the Lord then obviously He didn’t mean what he said. Or could it possibly be that it was important and the Lord would want to speak to prophets again? Heaven forbid we propose such an idea!] This does not mean that the ones that did survive are to be rejected.) [Here you go again! No one proposed rejecting any part of the Bible.]
 
Not only are there all of these missing books, but Paul, Luke, John and even Jesus mention that there are more teachings which are not written in the Bible.  (John said that the world could not contain the books that should be written if all that Jesus did were to be written. Again God gave us what he wanted us to have and preserved it in the bible. [And when did he do this? In Luther’s day after revelation had ceased or was he a prophet to? Hmmm You may have a problem there. If revelation hadn’t ceased then, when did it cease?]
  
According to Clement, as quoted by the earliest Christian historian Eusebius (c. 325 AD), Christ did some important teaching after his resurrection. The Lord after his resurrection imparted knowledge to James the Just and to John and Peter, and they imparted it to the rest of the apostles, and the rest of the apostles to the seventy... (The Church History of Eusebius, Book II, chapter I in Schaff, Philip and Wace, Henry, eds, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers: Second Series, 14 Vols [Peabody: Hendrickson, 2004. reprint],1:104).  If this knowledge was passed down orally from Jesus after his resurrection to his apostles and from them to the seventy, where is it today?  Does it remain with the Roman Catholics, or was it lost?  If everything that is needed were contained in scripture, why would Jesus impart knowledge orally after his resurrection, knowledge that is clearly not recorded in scripture (Acts 1:3)? “ How does Mr.. Miller know that this teaching was not recorded in Scripture? The traditional evangelical position is not that  the Scripture gives extensive detail, but adequate detail (note john 21:25)” [‘traditional evangelical  position? Wow now were starting toget honest!]
 
Paul and John both wrote that they would give more instructions in persons that they had not given in writing.  Some of this must have been very pertinent information since the topics included the resurrection and the Lords Supper (See 1 Cor. 11:24; 2 John 1:12; 3 John 1:13-14).   There was more to give than what was recorded in scripture. (the bible does not say there was more to give)  Where is that information today?  Do the Catholics have it by tradition, or was it lost?  If it was lost, how can it be restored without God calling another (to say that it was lost is to say that God lost it or allowed it to be lost, there is no support for that)  Paul or John to set things in order?  For Latter-day Saints, Joseph Smith was exactly that. 
(by what authority could Joseph Smith set things in order? There were only 12 Apostles according to Revelations 21:14.) [The Pharisees and Sadducees of Jesus’ time questioned the authority of the very Son of God (Matt 21:23) and called Him a blasphemer because they were unwilling to hear the truth, because it would have required them to repent of the unrighteous dominion they held over the people. Christ condemned them by saying,” Woe unto you! for ye build the sepulchres of the prophets, and your fathers killed them. Luke 11:47   Hypocrites pay tribute to prophets when they are dead whom they would persecute most cruelly when they are alive. As to there being 12 Apostles, The bible mentions more than the original twelve and specifically mention choosing replacements for some who were dead. (Act 1:26 If you discard all but the original 12, you would have to throw out much of the New Testament including the writings of the Apostle Paul.] 
 
“The fact that we have thousands of New Testament manuscripts does not in itself mean that we can rest assured that we know what the original text said.  If we have very few early copiesin fact, scarcely anyhow can we know that the text was not changed significantly before the New Testament began to be reproduced in such large quantities?  Most surviving copies were made during the Middle Ages, many of them a thousand years after Paul and his companions had died. 
 
“I should emphasize that it is not simply a matter of scholarly speculation to say that the words of the New Testament were changed in the process of copying. We know that they were changed, because we can compare these 5,400 copies with on another.  What is striking is that when we do so, we find that no two copies (except the smallest fragments) agree in all of their wording.  There can be only one reason for this. The scribes who copied the texts changed them. (“This is presupposition that the scribes “changed” the text”) (Surely an error in spelling would not be considered “changing the text”.[ Scribes made the changes whether by intent or in error]  Nobody knows for certain how often they changed them, because no one has been able yet to count all of the differences among the manuscripts.  Some estimates put the number at around 200,000, others at around 300,000 or more.  Perhaps it is simplest to express the figure in comparative terms: There are more differences among our manuscripts than there are words in the New Testament” (Ehrman, Bart D. Lost Christianities [Oxford, 2003], 219).
 
 (“What is this spiritual witness? I have a spiritual witness that the Book of Mormon is untrue. Mr.. Miller has a witness that it is true, who is correct and how do we determine this.”)[ A spiritual witness comes by revelation from God. (Matt16:17) Since according to you revelation has ceased, you can have no spiritual witness of anything. You can only make up your own mind. ] I also know the Bible is true, notwithstanding the so-called scientific problems of the Bible.  (I still don’t understand how you can spend so much time attacking the bible and then say you believe it. You can’t have it both ways. Either it is the Word of God or it isn’t. It reminds me of how people respond to Christ. He is either God or he is a liar. If he is a liar he is not good. [ Andrew is not attacking the Bible, He is attacking your dogmatic view of it by pointing out facts that contradict your creed. “We cannot accept anything that is extra-biblical as authoritative.  Our creed is the bible, the whole bible and nothing but the bible.”  Since you place it above God himself denying God the right to speak ever again it would appear that it (the Bible) is your God. As for responding to Christ, Let me make it clear. Jesus Christ is the only begotten Son of God the Eternal Father, The Creator of all that is created, the Prince Of Peace, King of Kings and Lord of Lords, our advocate with the Father, the Savior and Redeemer of all mankind. He is my Savior and my Lord.  We believe the Bible and the Book of Mormon to be the Word of God. We believe all that God has revealed, all that he does now reveal and that he will yet reveal many great and important things pertaining to the Kingdom of God. (see 8th & 9th  Articles of Faith) Whether it is by His own mouth or by the mouth of his servants the prophets, it is the same. (D&C)]
 
 (“What God? The God of the bible or another God? How does Mr.. Miller know anything about which God is true and which is false?” God and his word are equal. John 1:1 says in the beginning was the word and the was with God and the word was God, the same was in the beginning with God”) [ And there we finally have it. So the word in John 1:1 is the Bible? And the Word was made flesh and dwelt among us (and we beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the Father,) full of grace and truth.(John1:14) So you may worship your bible and I’ll worship the only Begotten Son of the Father 

Original Christianity didn’t even have the Bible.  The world has the Bible because of the things that were written by those who experienced religion.(No the world has the bible because God inspired it. 2Ti 3:16,17  All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness: That the man of God may be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works.”) Spiritual knowledge shouldnt have to be bound in the covers of a book. (“then how do we determine whose spiritual knowledge is correct? Is not this email an attempt to impart spiritual knowledge via print?”) It should be found in the spiritual experiences we have ourselves, not in the spiritual experiences of others. (“Mr.. Millers spiritual experience tells him that his view is true, but mine tells me that his is wrong.(Of course, you being the judge of all things spiritual, you are entitled to pass judgment and subsequent condemnation to hell any others who fail to accept your creeds.) How does he determine that his experience is the correct one? [you tell me how you know yours is the correct one. Oh, you have God in your hand1 I forgot that above you equated god to the Bible citing John 1:1. If God is just the words on a page, you must be right since you have YOUR god in your hand! ]The moment he appeals to any revelation outside of himself he contradicts himself, If he does not appeal to a revelation outside himself then his whole argument falls apart because he is trying to persuade that he is correct”)(And you are not?) We should not have Bible religions because the Bible is not religion it is simply the record of those who had religion.  True religion is a living thing.  To confine God to past revelation is to place a death sentence on the living God! ( And you have reduced Him to the printed page.)
 
I believe that God said it best when he said a day would come when people shall teach with their learning and deny the Holy Ghost, which giveth utterance.  And they deny the power of God, the Holy One of Israel; and they say unto the people: Hearken unto us, and hear ye our precept; for behold there is no God today, for the Lord and the Redeemer hath done his work, and he hath given his power unto men...Wo be unto him that hearkeneth unto the precepts of men, (this is exactly what you have done by listening to Joseph Smith) and denieth the power of God, and the gift of the Holy Ghost!  Yea, wo be unto him that saith: We have received and we need no more!   And in fine, wo unto all those who tremble and are angry because of the truth of God! For behold, he that is built upon the rock receiveth it with gladness; and he that is built upon a sandy foundation trembleth lest he shall fall.  Wo be unto him that shall say: We have received the word of God, and we need no more of the word of God, for we have enough! (2 Nephi 28:4-5, 26-29) (honestly who is to say that this passage from your holy book is authoritative?) Couldn’t I just as well say that God has given me a revelation? If Revelation is still possible then God could call anyone to give it. [Yes! If they were humble enough for Him to speak to them. Maybe He would have to find a fourteen year old who has not yet been corrupted into thinking he understands everything. ] I do not accept that possibility. [ I respect your right to accept or reject that possibility! But that is also the crux of the matter because YOUR god is paper bound in leather and all of YOUR prophets are dead!]
 
I too, Pastor Ramsey, am a man of prayer.  I pray, in the name of Jesus of Nazareth, that you may understand the truth that God still speaks, still calls prophets, and still reveals scripture.  God doesn’t change.
 (If he doesn’t change (and he doesn’t’) then his words ought to agree. [Yes, He is the same yesterday, today, and forever! And if he called and spoke through prophets of old, then can call and speak through prophets today.] Many of the things in the book of Mormon do not agree with that which has already been given. [What audacity! You have not read the Book of Mormon by your own admission. You cannot know what it says unless you are accepting someone else’s lies about it. If so, shame on you for passing judgment without knowing the facts for yourself]
 Now I know at this point you will say that I have wrongly interpreted them I ask you to study the bible for yourself, read it diligently and you will find that there is a wide chasm between the teachings of the scripture and the book of Mormon. Now you have the right to choose to believe that there isn’t but if you will honestly with an open mind study it for yourself you will find that to be true.
 [What arrogance! Who is talking about having an open mind? One who passes judgment without facts? Who has already read the entire Bible and the Book of Mormon multiple times? Not you by your own admission! I personally spent 2 ½ years doing exactly what you have asked Andrew to do and not only is there not “a wide chasm” it does not contradict the Bible but strengthens the truthfulness of the Bible. How can you who have not even read the Book of Mormon in good conscience suggest that someone else’s mind is not open? I suggest that he who has the closed canon has the closed mind.] 
 
Andrew the bible says that we are sinners (I know you believe that) “For all have sinned and come short of the glory of God” Romans 3:23 It also says that: “The wages of sin is death” Romans 6:23 This is not just earthly death but something that the bible calls the “second death” Revelations. 2:11. Revelations 20:14 says: “And death and Hell were cast into the lake of fire, this is the second death”. The soul that dies without Faith in the Lord Jesus Christ, the Eternal God of the Bible will spend eternity there. I know this isn’t the God you believe in (according to you) but it is the God of the Bible (in whom we believe and desire to serve with all our  heart, and with all our soul, and with all our mind. Matt 22:37 ). He loved us so much that he was willing to die for us that we might have the “gift of God” A gift is never earned, nor is it taken back because it wasn’t properly paid for. It is a gift. My prayer for you is that you would trust the Lord Jesus as your savior and honor him. (The intent of such prayer is appreciated, but why the negative assumption which can only come of your passing judgment. Has God appointed you such? If so, did He speak to you to tell you that Andrew or any Mormon will not have trusted in the Lord Jesus Christ even though they repeatedly testify that they trust Him as their savior and redeemer?  When people profess faith in the Lord Jesus Christ in your church, do you keep condemning them as lost or as having faith in a different Jesus if they understand some biblical passage differently than you? Why is it so difficult for you to accept the profession of faith in the Lord Jesus Christ by a Latter-day Saint? Is it that to do so might require you to open your mind to possibilities that you are not willing to consider? What if God did call a prophet in these last days. Would it be important for a Christian to know? Careful, now! If your answer is no, you will have said “what is important to God is not important to me”. And if you say yes you have just acknowledged that you need to honestly investigate the claims made by the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints because it makes just such claim. Oh my! It is so difficult to keep a closed mind!] I pray that we can continue these conversations as we have the time.
 
God Bless
 
Rick Ramsey

God has spoken again in these latter days and has called prophets and apostles. Ministering angels have descended to visit the earth restoring that which was obscured or lost through the dark ages. Though the Jews today still set a place at the table for Elijah the Prophet at the Passover Sader, Elijah the prophet has already been sent from the presence of the Lord as he promised in Malachi 4:5 And what did he bring?  Like the Pharisees of old many who profess to be the Lord’s people today reject this glad message and may never know.
 
Chester Miller

Hello Andrew
 
I finally have some free time to answer you email. First let me make a request that we keep these discussions in the realm of theological and not personal. What I mean by that is that I intend to respect you as an individual and not attack you personally. I have tried to do that in all our communications. I know emotions cannot be clearly understood in words on paper but I sensed in your last reply sarcasm that I do not think is appropriate. If I misread you then forgive me. I am sending this to the others that you sent your reply to if they do not wish to receive it or you do not wish them to receive it please let me know.
 
As I am sure is the case with you it is difficult to answer all of the things in your statement but I will try to address the major ones. I will indent your comments which I will reply to.
 
“a correct understanding of God and Salvation were lost to mankind due to man’s own rebellion”
 
Here again you are asking us to believe that (according to Mormon doctrine) extreme differences in the understanding of who God is and the salvation he provided were lost to many generations of people. Pure Christianity has been passed on through the generations of the Church. (When I say Church I mean it as the body of Christ, not necessarily the Catholic Church or the “protestant Church”. There have been those down through the ages of Church history that would not have been considered either but held to the doctrines of biblical Christianity.) I believe that in the major areas of doctrine there has been little change through the ages. Yes there have been heretics who taught things contrary to scripture, and there have been churches that believed and still do different doctrines. However as to who God is and the gospel of Christ the Church has been consistent. Because we agree to some degree with the Nicene Creed does not mean that we get our authority from them. We don’t consider ourselves either Catholic or Protestant.
 
 “We believe in free will”
 
It might surprise you that we believe in free will also although I doubt that we believe it as you do. But man’s free will does not negate God’s sovereignty. God has given man the opportunity to reject his truth but this will not stop his truth. Free will though is an individual choice, we believe that individuals down through the centuries have chosen to embrace Christ and are a part of his Church that he sovereignty designed.
 
 “I do not think you understand our view correctly”
 
Your view is that those books of the scriptures that were lost were restored by revelation to Joseph Smith. Our view is that those books were never intended by God to be scripture and that Genesis through Revelation are the completed text of the Revelation of God to the world.
 
 “Protestantism is based on the idea of Christianity having apostatized!”
 
I do not suppose to be an apologist for Luther or Protestantism however I believe that “Apostatized” is the incorrect word to be used. As I understand it Luther said that his Church (Catholic) had departed from making the word the authority of the Church and had placed the “church of Rome” as authoritative. In that he was correct. The word of God is the final authority for us as Christians.
 
 “rather he restored it to a prophet”
 
Though I know you disagree, we understand that Apostles and Prophets were only foundational gifts. (Eph. 2:20) In the strictest sense of the word as one who gives new revelation from God is no longer necessary due to the completion of Revelation.
 
 “I do not care whether you agree with it or not”
 
If you are right I would think that you would want to convince me to agree with you.
 
“what evidence do you have that the Church believed basically what it had believed since its early days? Which Church?”
 
First there is the promise of the Lord that the Church he would build would not be defeated (Matt. 16:18) A study of Church history will find those who held false doctrines and were repudiated, over and over again. The major doctrines about who God is and who Christ is, the sinfulness of man, the need for salvation, and salvation thru the death burial and resurrection of Christ    have been consistent. Though you site David Bercot his arguments are rejected. Simply because someone was close to the time does not keep them from being false.
 
                                “I also suggest you read Restoring the Ancient Church by Barry Robert Bickmore
 
Sighting a Mormon apologist does not support your argument.
 
“There is no evidence that the Church from the beginning or even after had a doctrine of sola scriptura  or anything even similar. Where is such doctrine found in the New Testament?”
 
The main references in the New Testament relating the authority of scripture (1 Tim. 3:16) A good article that communicates how I feel is found at http://www.bible-truth.org/norevtod.htm 
 
“All of the sources are clearly documented and you can see for yourself how much modern Christianity has departed from ancient Christianity with the exception of the Latter-day Saints”
 
This is your opinion and you are certainly allowed to hold it however I would suggest that the many changes in LDS doctrine since its inception speak against your position.
 
There is no evidence that the Church 
from the beginning
 or even after had a doctrine of sola scriptura or anything even similar.
 
You should know that there is much evidence that there were those who rejected the so called “lost” books from the early days. Sure there have been those who did not but there have always been heretics in the church.
 
“You are welcome to your belief, but from where is it derived?  There is no promise in scripture that God would preserve all of his word down through the centuries.  The facts seem to be evident that it did not happen. ”
 
Here are a few: 2 Kings 10:10, Psalms 12:6-7, 33:11, 100:5, 119:89, Isaiah 40:8, 55:11, 59:21, Matthew 4:4, 5:17-18, 24:35, 1 Peter 1:25.
 
 “clearly and irrefutably” 
 
I admire your confidence but the majority of Christendom would argue with you. Maybe from your point of view it is clear but I would argue that it is not irrefutable.
 
“who is authorized to interpret the Bible?  Scripture is of no private interpretation. It was given by the Holy Ghost to holy men.  Likewise, it has to be interpreted by the Holy Ghost through holy men. If revelation is finished with the closure of the canon, there are no more 
holy men
 inspired by the Holy Ghost.  If that is the case, there is no authorized interpretation, only private interpretation ”
 
3 things
 
The text you quote was not talking about our interpretation of what they said but about their message received. They were simply stating that these were not their own personal ideas but those things that were revealed by God.
                            “the truths which the prophets communicated were not originated by themselves; were not of their own suggestion or invention; were not their own opinions, but were of higher origin, and were imparted by God; and according to this the passage may be explained.” Barnes Notes on the bible
 
By Your logic you then would not be able to study the bible and understand its truth’s unless you had a prophet there to teach you what it meant. I however believe that we are to be like the Bereans in Acts 17:11 who searched the scriptures to find the truth of them. I do not see where they were Apostles or prophets but students of the word.
 
The last part of your statement is correct in that with the closure of Revelation there is no more need for inspired men only holy men who will: “study to show themselves approved unto God rightly dividing the word of God” 2 Timothy 2:15.
 
“We can interpret scripture authoritatively and receive teaching straight from God, without depending solely upon past revelations to people of another time and place.”
 
You must struggle then with the changes that your Apostles and Prophets have made in their revelation from God through the 200 years of your Church. If what they give is Revelation from God it will not change (Malachi 3:6) 

“Your associate Pastor wrote, ‘Why were these books not accepted  into the Hebrew canon? This seems to imply that a strict standard was applied to determine, not decide what was inspired scripture’.  Once again, this is your speculation.  It is clear, however, that at some point the books were lost.  My belief that they were lost and thus not included in the canon is just as likely as your belief that they simply were not included.  How do you support your statement?” 
 
Do you believe that no standard was used to determine what was scripture. If you study the process you would find that the standard was first authorship, secondly consistency with known scriptures. 
 
“Can’t a person believe all that God has revealed, does reveal and will reveal at the same time?  Why do I have to reject further revelation and information about God simply because he has at some time in the past given revelation to another people? “              
 
You can accept what you choose however if someone claims to give Revelation from God and it contradicts what has already been given then I would recommend you reject it. I have no problem believing that God gave us in the bible all that we need for faith and practice. 
 
“God did not compile the Bible.  Men did in the 5th century AD.  Did they receive revelation as to what to include and not include?”
 
I believe that God through his Holy Spirit guided the preservation of his word. He did not have to give Revelation to let them know what was and wasn’t scripture. 
 
“This, however, was exactly my point!   If the Gospel of John contains the teachings of Jesus, and according to Jesus he hadn’t taught them everything because they were not yet able to bear it, then logically the Gospel of John doesn’t contain all gospel truth.  If it isn’t all found in the Gospel of John, where is it?”  
 
So what would make Christians who had already Apostatized able to bear these truth’s 1800 years later? Jesus often referred his death and resurrection and they didn’t understand it but did understand it after it happened. The Lord continued his Revelation after he ascended through the Apostles until the foundation of the Church had been laid once the foundation was laid the mission that Christ commanded of building his Church was begun through the preaching of the gospel. That which he deemed necessary was recorded and the rest was not. This is my view and it is the view of the majority of Christianity.
 
“Paul and John said they would teach them more things in person, things they did not write!  Can we safely assume that since they were not written they were somehow not important?”
 
We can assume that they were not important to us. Remember these Epistles were first and foremost letters to those specific Churches and so it would make great sense to me that when Paul was there in person that he instructed them personally. Jesus instructed the disciple personally on many occasions away from the multitudes and those instructions were not all recorded. God recorded in the bible what he intended for us to receive.
 
“God called Joseph Smith and restored to him these truths.  He did not correct, change, modify, or expound the fullness of apostolic doctrine.  Rather, such truths were restored to him”
 
This is where the crux of our difference come. When we first started our conversations I got the impression that you couldn’t understand how we could not accept you as a legitimate Christian Church. This is the reason we cannot. We do not and cannot accept that a man who of his own admission was searching for God who didn’t even have a Church relationship be given Revelation that would change the very nature of Christianity. How is that you know that he wasn’t demon possessed? Or a false prophet? Or Satan’s servant? I submit that You do not know that by any verifiable means. 
 
“You may think there is ‘lots of meat in 1 Corinthians’ but Paul certainly didn’t think so.  Let me requote the scripture for you so you can grasp its full significance. ‘I have fed you with milk, and not with meat: for hitherto ye were not able to bear it, neither yet now are ye able.  For ye are yet carnal’”
 
Forgive me of a little humor but you remind me of the old commercial: “where’s the beef?” 

I believe you are reading much more into a word that you should. Again these were letters, yes inspired letters but letters. His purpose was to tell them that in order for them to become all that God wanted them to be they would have to grow up first. Get away from this man following that they were involved in and then they could study the meaty things of God. He wasn’t talking of Revelation in that text!
 
“And, as I quoted to you before, Clement (a disciple of Peter), wrote that ‘The Lord after his resurrection imparted knowledge to James the Just and to John and Peter, and they imparted it to the rest of the apostles, and the rest of the apostles to the seventy..’”
 
Quoting Clement even if what he said is correct and even if true doesn’t tell us that the knowledge imparted was new knowledge.
 
“I could multiply such quotes, but this should suffice to show that there were teachings in the early Church that were not recorded in scripture and that were not taught to just anyone.  Now, you may call such great Christians as Basil of Caesarea, Athanasius, Peter, Clement of Alexandria, and Origen 
heretics
 if you desire, but my interpretation of Acts 1:3 is consistent with ancient Christian understanding that some things were not taught openly and most definitely not recorded. (And you say that my belief is not consistent with historic Christianity!)”
 
Your references to the fact that early Church fathers spoke is noted. That however does not mean that they should be considered as part of recorded scripture nor that Jesus intended other things to be recorded in holy writ. I do not call them heretics but I do not consider them authoritative either. Yes I still say that your belief is not consistent with historic Christianity.
 
“Paul wrote ‘And the rest will I set in order when I come’ (1 Cor. 11:24).  In other words, there was more to the Lord’s Supper than what he wrote.  Arguably, 1 Cor. 11 is the clearest and most explanative chapter in the Bible on the Lord
s Supper, yet Paul said he had more to set in order when he came to them!”
 
Again the fact that Paul was going to give further teaching to a particular Church does not mean that he was going to give more revelation but teach them and clarify for them more so. You are right in saying that I believe that the things you point out are not important. Things unrevealed by God were deemed by God to be unimportant. For example Paul said: “For as often as you eat this bread and drink this cup” 1 Corinthians 11:26 helps us understand that when you did it and how often you did it wasn’t the important issue but that you do it in remembrance of him. He allowed Churches the liberty of deciding how often they would practice communion. 
 
“What is your support to say that it wasn’t lost?  Do you have it?  Can it be derived from the Bible alone?”
 
I don’t need support to prove something wasn’t lost by God or allowed to be lost by God. He is God, nothing is lost to him therefore if it was not available then God choose for it not to be available.
 
“By the authority given him by God.  He conversed with Jesus Christ, with Peter, James, and John.  Now, obviously Revelation 21:14 has reference only to the original twelve apostles.  These does not exclude the possibility of others.  As a matter of fact, Paul was an apostle (1 Cor. 1:1; 2 Cor. 1:1; Galatians 1:1; Ephesians 1:1; Colossians 1:1, etc, etc).  Was he a member of the original twelve called in Matt 10? (In case you didn’t know, he wasn’t!).  Was he, therefore, a false apostle as you are insinuating Joseph Smith was? By your own logic, Paul’s authority was not divine! Oh, by the way, Barnabas was an apostle (Acts 14:14) and  so was James, the Lord’s brother (Gal. 1:19).  That makes at least fifteen apostles.”
 
I am sure you are aware of what the word Apostle means. It was a fairly common Greek word. It simply meant “A sent One” Jesus sent 12, the Church sent some, Apostles sent some”. There is no evidence that Barnabas was sent by the Lord which is the unique Revelation giving Apostle. Paul was an Apostle “Born out of due season”, the one Greek word in which that sentence is translated as carries the idea of aborted, born at the wrong time. Jesus called 12 originally and replaced Judas with Paul (we have biblical documentation of this). The others were sent by the church or Apostles themselves not Christ. I am sure that you understand that I reject the idea that Joseph Smith ever conversed with Jesus Christ, or with Peter James and John.
 
“This is smoke and glass.  It has nothing to do with the subject at hand.  Dr. Schaff’s statement is founded in fact and is neither his opinion nor his view.  It is simple fact.  Why don’t you try to answer the criticism instead of resorting to character assassination?”
 
I spoke with Josh about this and he said he was not trying to attack his character simply stating the fact of the influences of his time. By the way to say that his statements are founded in fact and not his opinion is giving him super natural authority which I don’t believe even he would do. I certainly don’t.
 
“I wrote, ‘In other words, we cannot know exactly what the New Testament originally said simply because there are no originals and the oldest copies are separated from the originals by centuries.’  You responded,  ‘by this logic you will not be able to know exactly what anything that was copied says, I think this is faulty logic’ I’m not sure I follow your logic here.” 
 
Let me restate this. If we copy a sentence and then dispose of the original because we have the copy. Then by your argument we have lost the document and it is untrustworthy. By that logic nothing ever copied is trustworthy unless the originals are preserved. That again I say is faulty logic.
 
“Are you supposed to be a pastor of the fold of God, and you don’t know what a spiritual witness is?”
 
A spiritual witness to us is the Holy Spirit of God who guides us as we study the scriptures. He will not lead contrary to his word.
 
“Yes, prophets can determine what is scripture and what is not.  I rather follow a prophet than a philosopher like Athanasius. I wrote, ‘We wouldn’t have a Bible if it weren’t for revelation. In order for Christianity to be like it was in apostolic times, it needs to step away from putting too much emphasis on the Bible as the source of all truth.’  You responded, ‘again this is heresy, if the bible cannot be considered the source of truth ... then where is that truth to come from?’  Um, God?”
 
John 1:1 tells us that “in the beginning was the word, the word was with God and the word was God. The same was in the beginning with God” verse 14 says “And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us” You cannot separate God from his word. You said that Jesus said “I am truth” and that is correct. Jesus is also “the word” We worship Jesus. John in 1 John 1:1 SAID: “That which we was from the beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes, which we have looked upon, and our hands have handled, of the Word of life”. We only know about God through what he spoke, what he communicated and that is revealed only in his word. We are not the judge but his word is.  Joh 12:48  He that rejecteth me, and receiveth not my words, hath one that judgeth him: the word that I have spoken, the same shall judge him in the last day.
 
“That, my friend is heresy!  If the Bible is ‘the word’, then, according to you, the bible is God!  That would settle our differences.  Perhaps this is the crux of the whole matter We DO believe in a different God.  I worship the living God of heaven, and you practice bibliolatry, the worship of a book.”    
                                                                                    
I think you are right when you say we come as you said to “the crux of the matter” and that you do worship a different god and a different Jesus. The God of Heaven that you say you worship according to your doctrine was once a man, we worship the Eternal God of heaven. The one who Isaiah quoted as: “I am the first, the last, and beside me there is no God”. “Is there any God beside me? Yea, there is no God; I know not any”.            (44:6 & 8) “I am the LORD, and there is none else, there is no God beside me” (45:5) “I form light and create darkness” (45:7) This is what was said of Jesus in Colossians 1:16 “For by him were all things created , that are in heaven and that are in earth, visible and invisible” 
 
He is revealed in his word and only in his word.
 
“Perhaps we do believe in a different Jesus.”
 
That has been our point from the beginning. We believe you do. And the bible warned us that there would be those who would come preaching “another Gospel” and “another Jesus”. This is why we are standing where we stand. Not in an attack of you personally but for the authority of the word of God. 
 
We stand on the authority of the word of God. 
 
“Thanks for that reminder.  I have accepted Jesus Christ as my personal savior and am trusting in him for my salvation.  You are not a judge of such things.  ‘Therefore thou art inexcusable, O man, whosoever thou art that judgest: for wherein thou judgest another, thou condemnest thyself; for thou that judgest doest the same things’ (Romans 2:1).  Perhaps you should look inward and not outward.”
 
I do not believe witnessing is judging. You are right that is not my responsibility. I have been a Christian for 32 years. I have on a few occasions had people witness to me and have never minded it and have never felt they were judging me. Maybe if I share my testimony you will understand why I press the point. I grew up in Church. My dad as a deacon and my mother who is 85 is a Godly women and Sunday School teacher. I heard all the doctrine and believed it all. When I was 8 I was baptized but I had no desire for the things of God. I went to Church because I was made to. I was always in Church looked the part, played the game but never had a personal experience with Christ. I was married and continued to go because I loved my parents and didn’t want to disappoint them, again I believed all the doctrines. When I was 21 on a Wednesday night I went to Church which wasn’t my habit. I heard a preacher preach a sermon on Luke 13:3 “Except ye repent ye shall all likewise perish”. He preached the truth of the dangers of eternity in hell. I left that night went home and laid in my bed all night long restless, not finding sleep. I got up the next morning and went to work with the weight of the conviction of my sinfulness on my heart. I was religious but I was lost. On June 25th 1975 standing beside a machine at General Cable in Buena Vista  I acknowledged my sin to God and accepted Jesus Christ as my savior. Immediately the peace of God flooded my soul. God changed my life, called me to preach and has led me all these years. I hope you understand that I do what I do out of concern for lost souls. With a realization that people need more than religion but they need Christ. Thus I try to witness and communicate the gospel at ever opportunity. The gospel is the death burial and resurrection of Jesus whom the bible declares to be God in the flesh. I hope this does not offend you. 
 
Andrew I am not a Christian apologist. Nor do I consider myself to be an authority on such issues. However I love God’s word and believe it with all my heart. It is this love for God’s word that causes me to reject anything that is contrary to it. You are a fine man from a human perspective, I admire your abilities and determination but cannot accept your theories. 
 
I know that the process of passing the scriptures on to us was messy but God’s promises to preserve his word give me peace that it was done. I still grapple with the truths that are revealed and look forward to the day when “Face to Face” I will be taught by God himself.
 
Thanks for your time,

Pastor Rick Ramsey

Pastor Ramsey,

Thank you for your email.  By way of introduction, I must say that I do not believe I have made any intentional personal attacks on you.  I’m sorry if anything I wrote implied as much.  I ask for your forgiveness and want to make it clear that no such thing is my intent.  As far as sarcasm goes, I can’t help but be a little sarcastic at times.  I’ll try to do better.

However, I believe passing judgment on my salvation is in essence a personal attack. I know that you believe yourself to be “witnessing” and not judging.  But by “witnessing” to me that I need to accept Jesus Christ as my Savior presumes that I have not yet received him as such and that I am lost.   You have assumed such judgment before witnessing, and thus feel justified in the coarse you have pursued in witnessing.  You have, therefore, set yourself up as judge and that is a personal attack.

As another example, you were careful to call me a “fine man from a human perspective.”  While such compliments are appreciated, the implication is that I am not really a fine man, that is, in the sight of God.  

Perhaps I’ve misunderstood. However, I want you to understand that such statements as these can be offensive and do seem to be indicators of passing judgment and resorting to “personal attacks.”  Further, there are few personal attacks that could be more offensive since I take my relationship with Jesus Christ very seriously.

I hope this does not offend you, but these are my feelings with regards to this matter.  Scripture is clear, however, that he who desires to pass judgment most often is the truly guilty. That said, I do not wish to pass judgment on you, but warn you to carefully follow the teachings of the Savior found in Matthew 7:1-5.  I hope that these things were done in ignorance of the implication or that I have seriously misunderstood you.  Either way, it would be best for both of us to not insinuate that the other’s future salvation is in question.  God alone is the judge in such matters.

Now, in my last email I first tried lay some groundwork by explaining the LDS view of Christianity since apostolic times until the present day.  I was not trying to convince you that they were true or accurate or that you should believe them.  I was only trying to paint a picture of our view so you could best understand my perspective in context and so that there be no misunderstanding of LDS doctrine on your part.

 I know we disagree concerning whether there was a Christian apostasy or not.  I know that you believe the Church has continued since the beginning in one way or another.  I believe otherwise.  This could be a topic of a different discussion in the future.   I could give you my reasons for believing such and you could give me your reasons for believing the contrary.  However, I think it best to withhold this discussion until we’ve finished the present one on the Bible.  I only introduced such ideas in my last email to give context to my views, not to engage in discussion on a new topic.  Once again, I’m more than willing to discuss such views, but I think it would be best to approach one broad topic at a time.

In my last email I stated that “I do not think you understand our view correctly.”  You wrote in response (your words will be in red), “Your view is that those books of the scriptures that were lost were restored by revelation to Joseph Smith. Our view is that those books were never intended by God to be scripture and that Genesis through Revelation are the completed text of the Revelation of God to the world.”

Here you vindicated my point exactly.  This is not what Latter-day Saints believe at all.  I think you’re approaching LDS beliefs from a protestant sola scriptura perspective and getting confused as to what it is we believe. Let me try to clarify.  Please try to understand our view, whether you accept it or not.

  First, Latter-day Saints do not derive all of their belief, authority, doctrine, revelation, or otherwise from scripture (PERIOD).  Although we do have more books of scripture than the Bible, these books combined do not represent all of LDS belief, doctrine, authority, etc.  Latter-day Saints believe in living prophets who receive continuous modern revelation (See Amos 3:7).  Not all revelation is recorded in scripture, in the LDS view (as I have mentioned before).  My argument is, likewise, that the early Christians did not record all of revelation in what would become the Bible (as I have also mentioned before).  

 I said before, and I here repeat for clarity, Latter-day Saints do not base their religion on the Bible alone (and I might add here, or the Book of Mormon, or the Doctrine and Covenants, or the Pearl of Great Price), rather, Latter-day Saint religion is based on what scripture is based on—i.e. revelation from God to living prophets.  Therefore, a deficiency in scripture does not equate with a deficiency in true doctrine, authority, and so forth where there are living oracles.  You might be surprised that we do not even believe the Book of Mormon to be complete; we have only about 1/3 of it.

Since in your belief you equate scripture (the Bible) with your authority and doctrine, you assume we do the same with the added additions of LDS scripture.  We do not, however.  Only part of our doctrine and authority is derived from scripture.  Such things will not end until we know all things.  To Latter-day Saints living prophets are more important than dead ones.

Second, we do not believe Joseph Smith restored all of the lost parts of the Bible.  The Book of Mormon was never part of the Bible.  Neither was the Doctrine and Covenants.  In our view, it ultimately wasn’t scripture that Joseph Smith restored, but direct revelation from God to prophets.  We rejoice in having more scripture, but scripture is only a part of the great whole of prophetic truth and divine authority. 

Now, that having been said, ironically, in responding to my statement that you did not correctly understand our view, you stated our view incorrectly!  I only say this so that you might be humble and realize that you do not have a full understanding of LDS doctrine.  I likewise do not have a full understanding of your belief.  I try, however, to seek out understanding from scholarly sources and from evangelicals themselves instead of from sources that would demean or mock evangelical and fundamentalist belief. 

One of the things most frustrating to me (and many Latter-day Saints) is that people generally think they understand our doctrine while they do not.  They thereby reject our “view” not because our view is necessarily wrong, but because they do not understand it.  If a person’s understanding of what LDS believe and teach is derived from things like the DVD you distributed in town, I wouldn’t expect them to believe in LDS doctrine.  This is so simply because our view is misunderstood. 

Ironically, when we try to correct such views, seldom do we find anyone willing to listen and even more seldom do we find someone who is willing to believe us when we try to tell them what we really believe.  I do not doubt that you have received some sort of spiritual witness that “Mormonism” isn’t true if your understanding of Mormonism is based on Walter Martin, Ed Decker, Dave Hunt, and other “anti-cultists” who mis-portray LDS doctrine and belief.  How could you have a conviction that something is true when you don’t even have accurate information about it?  I know this may seem offensive to you, but its time that evangelicals started to really investigate what Mormons believe instead of continuing to buy into anti-cult literature that is loaded with inaccuracies, distortions, lies, and nonsense.   

I would recommend “How Wide the Divide: A Mormon & an Evangelical in Conversation” by Craig L. Blomberg (PhD Baptist) and Stephen E. Robinson (PhD LDS) published by InterVarsity Press as a starting place to understand the real differences between Mormons and Evangelicals.  Another good source is “A Different Jesus? The Christ of the Latter-day Saints” by Robert L. Millet with Foreword and Afterword by Richard J. Mouw published by Eerdmans.  These books address the real issues at hand and are neither pro-Mormon or pro-Evangelical.  They have received wide acceptance in both camps and are two of my most beloved books.  Once again, there are differences, but you may be surprised on what our similarities and differences really are.  I would suggest that if you’re really interested in the truth you would be willing to investigate such things.  On the other hand, if you’ve already made up your mind that you know “enough” about Mormonism, you’ll continue to misunderstand our views and to publish such falsehoods.

Now let me continue with the email.

I found this statement interesting and refreshingly straightforward. “Though I know you disagree, we understand that Apostles and Prophets were only foundational gifts. (Eph. 2:20)”

Let me here quote Ephesians 2:19-21 for convenience. 

“Now therefore ye are no more strangers and foreigners, but fellowcitizens with the saints, and of the household of God; 

“And are built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ himself being the chief corner stone;

“ In whom all the building fitly framed together groweth unto an holy temple in the Lord.” (Ephesians 2:19-21)

Latter-day Saints, of course, do not see in the teachings of Paul in Ephesians any reason for the calling of prophets and apostles to be only “foundational.”  The “foundation” spoken of in Ephesians 2:20 does not refer to “the beginning” of the Church.  The context compares the Church to “an holy temple” built up unto God, essential parts of which are the members of the Church themselves (see v. 22).  The “foundation” spoken of is an architectural foundation, that is, it refers to the basic structure of the holy temple (the Church).  

An important part of the foundation is the cornerstone.  The chief cornerstone is Jesus himself.  If the foundation of apostles and prophets was only needed “foundationally” to establish Christianity, likewise then, Jesus Christ, who is the chief corner stone, is no longer needed.  Is Jesus Christ no longer needed?  Is the Resurrected One  dead?  If you apply your interpretation to the whole verse, the implication is that like the apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ was foundational only, and is no longer needed.  I believe your interpretation to be flawed. In my reading, apostles and prophets are likewise essential to the Church in all ages just as is Jesus Christ. As a building needs a foundation to stand, so the Church needs apostles and prophets and the continuing guidance of Jesus Christ, the Great Head of the Church.

Further, it was Paul who wrote to the Ephesians that “[Christ] gave some apostles, and some prophets, and some evangelists, and some pastors and teachers...till we all come in the unity of the faith, and of the knowledge of the Son of God, unto a perfect man, unto the measure of the stature of the fulness of Christ: That we henceforth be no more children, tossed to and fro, and carried about with every wind of doctrine...” (Ephesians 4:11-14).   Have we “all come in the unity of the faith” yet?  Do all already have “The knowledge of the Son of God”?  Until such a day comes, there is need for apostles, prophets, evangelists, pastors, teachers, and so forth. 

Interestingly, ever since the death of the apostles and prophets Christianity as a whole has been “tossed to and fro and carried about with every wind of doctrine, by the sleight of men, and cunning craftiness, whereby they lie in wait to deceive.”  This is evidence of the necessity of the continuation of apostolic and prophetic offices.  

The second half of your statement above follows thus, “In the strictest sense of the word as one who gives new revelation from God is no longer necessary due to the completion of Revelation.”

I think the best response to this was one given by Joseph Smith himself.  

“From what we can draw from the Scriptures relative to the teaching of heaven, we are induced to think that much instruction has been given to man since the beginning which we do not possess now. This may not agree with the opinions of some of our friends who are bold to say that we have everything written in the Bible which God ever spoke to man since the world began, and that if He had ever said anything more we should certainly have received it. But we ask, does it remain for a people who never had faith enough to call down one scrap of revelation from heaven, and for all they have now are indebted to the faith of another people who lived hundreds and thousands of years before them, does it remain for them to say how much God has spoken and how much He has not spoken? We have what we have, and the Bible contains what it does contain: but to say that God never said anything more to man than is there recorded, would be saying at once that we have at last received a revelation: for it must require one to advance thus far, because it is nowhere said in that volume by the mouth of God, that He would not, after giving what is there contained, speak again; and if any man has found out for a fact that the Bible contains all that God ever revealed to man he has ascertained it by an immediate revelation, other than has been previously written by the prophets and apostles. (Joseph Smith, Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, selected and arranged by Joseph Fielding Smith [Salt Lake City: Deseret Book Co., 1976], 61.)

Who received a revelation saying that revelation has ceased?  Who received a revelation saying the canon of scripture was closed?  When did it happen?  Where is it recorded?  

You quoted me out of context thus, “ I do not care whether you agree with it or not” and then responded with, “If you are right I would think that you would want to convince me to agree with you.”

Here’s the full context of what I said, “I do not believe you have had a correct understanding of our doctrine in this regard and I hope this will clarify what we believe.  I do not care whether you agree with it our not, I only write for clarification.”

The context here was my attempt at explaining LDS belief as regards to the apostasy of Christianity and the restoration of true Christianity through Joseph Smith. I was at that point of the email, by way of introduction (as I explained above in this email), clarifying LDS belief to give a proper context to my arguments.  I wrote so much only as to say “whether you accept the information I am here presenting as true or not is of no particular concern to our argument at this time, and thus whether you believe it or not does not effect what I am writing, I am writing by way of clarification only.”  It was not meant in the final and absolute sense that you have applied to it with it ripped out of context.

Further, I believe your response betrays your true feelings for sarcasm.  Your response to a statement clearly taken out of context is filled with sharp sarcasm. Once again, like personal attacks, we’re dealing with a double edged sword.  Please don’t accuse me of personal attacks or sarcasm while you continue to personally attack my most fundamental belief in Jesus and employ sarcasm yourself.

You flatly rejected the work of David Bercot without any reason.  If you have read his work, it would be interesting to know what you think.  How can you be confident that he doesn’t have something important if you haven’t investigated it? 

Further, you rejected Barry Bickmore’s work on the basis that he is LDS.  Why does it matter if Barry Bickmore is LDS if his information is truthful and accurate?  If David Bokovoy (PhD Middle Eastern Studies) who is LDS were to write a scholarly article that compares LDS thought on the nature of God with Old Testament thought, would you dismiss simply because he is LDS, irregardless of the facts he presented?  Such an attitude is verging on bigotry.  

You cite in your email 1 Tim. 3:16 as the main reference in the New Testament for the authority of scripture.  By authority of scripture, you mean, of course, the authority of the complete Bible.  However, the Bible was not complete and neither was it compiled when 1 Tim 3:16 was written.  The “scriptures” that Timothy knew since his childhood were the Old Testament.  Are we, therefore, to reject the New Testament? 1 Tim 3:16 obviously cannot preclude the possibility of more scripture since more scripture was written after it was!

 On the other hand, how does 1 Tim. 3:16 say that the Bible is the only authority given of God?  When 1 Tim. 3:16 was written there were living authorized apostles (remember, the Church’s foundation is the apostles and prophets, not scripture!).   When Paul wrote this there were apostles still alive (he was an apostle) and more scripture was being written.  In other words, scripture and apostles can exist at the same time with the apostles and prophets being the main source of authority (the foundation!) and not scripture alone.

If this was the case when Paul wrote 1 Tim. 3:16, why couldn’t it still be true now?  How does 1 Tim.3:16 give authority to scripture alone?  If it does, then the apostles who were alive at the time had no authority and were under the authority of the scriptures they wrote, even though Paul says that they, the apostles, and Jesus Christ made up the foundation of the Church, not scripture! When you look at this verse in context, it lends more support to the LDS view of an open canon and apostolic authority and not to the protestant concept of “the authority of scripture.”

“ This is your opinion and you are certainly allowed to hold it however I would suggest that the many changes in LDS doctrine since its inception speak against your position.”

In my last email I mentioned a paper I authored.  I mentioned that my sources were clearly documented and that you could investigate it for yourself.  This statement of yours is in response to my paper’s thesis that I stated to you, “modern Christianity has departed from ancient Christianity with the exception of the Latter-day Saints.”  

You stated that this is my opinion. That is true.  However, whether my opinion is validated by the facts or not does not appear to be a concern to you by your response.  I am more than willing to send you an electronic copy of the paper for your file to read when you have an opportunity so you can see whether my opinion is founded in fact or not.  Or, you can brush of the issue by saying it’s only my opinion and by changing the subject.  

I could tell you that your faith in the resurrection of Jesus Christ is “just your opinion.”  Strictly speaking, it is.  However, does that invalidate the reality of his resurrection?  Likewise, you may call something my opinion, but that does not weaken its validity or logical strength.  Are all opinions somehow wrong?

As to your statement about “many changes in LDS doctrine”—this is just a distraction from the subject at hand.  Further, it is an unsupported allegation.  I do not wish to discuss this yet, as this could be a lengthy discussion on its own. You bring this up again later in your email.   But, like the topic of the apostasy and restoration of true Christianity mentioned above, I would be more than willing to discuss the matter with you on another time.  For now, however, let’s try our best to stay on topic no matter how difficult that may be.
 “You should know that there is much evidence that there were those who rejected the so called ‘lost’ books from the early days. Sure there have been those who did not but there have always been heretics in the church.”

This is an interesting statement.  Obviously, the first part is true.  Some of the books now referred to as “lost books” still do exist and are not canonical, but are rather forgeries.  However, out of the long list in my original email of books that are lost, not one exists today.  In other words, they weren’t just “rejected.”  They were lost.  The fact that the Bible mentions them and refers its readers to many of these books creates a problem.  The Bible is true and tells us we should read these books and refers us to them, but yet we don’t have them. Either the Bible, a book that tells no lies, refers us to read books that aren’t trustworthy and “heretical” (as you claim), or the Bible refers us to books that are valid and scriptural but that have since been lost to mankind (as I claim).  Obviously, the second option is not compatible with your creed of sola scriptura, but the first option isn’t compatible with your belief that the Bible is trustworthy.  So you must have an error in belief.

 I here reproduce this list of scriptural books not found in the Bible so you can investigate them more closely: the Book of the Covenant (Ex. 24:7), the Book of the Wars of the Lord (Num. 21:14), the Book of Jasher (Josh. 10:13), the book of Statutes (1 Sam. 10:25), the Book of Enoch (Jude 1:14), the Book of the Acts of Solomon (1 Kings 11:41), the Book of Nathan the Prophet, and that of Gad the Seer (1 Chr. 29:29), the Book of Ahijah the Shemaiah (2 Chr. 12:15), the Story of the Prophet Iddo (2 Chr. 13:22), the Book of Jehu (2 Chri. 20:34), the Acts of Uzziah (2 Chr. 26:22), and the Sayings of the Seers (2 Chr. 33:19), a missing epistle of Paul to the Corinthians (1 Cor. 5:9), a missing epistle to the Ephesians (Eph. 3:3), a missing epistle to Laodicea (Col 4:16), and a missing epistle of Jude (Jude 1:3).

The second part of your statement that “there have always been heretics in the church” tells more about your belief than anything else.  A “heretic” for you appears to be anyone who believes anything other than what you believe.  Is Paul a heretic because he believed his epistle to Laodicea was important for the readers of Colossians to read (Col 4:16)? What added insights would the epistle to Laodicea give to the epistle of Colossians?  Perhaps we’ll never know.   I for one would not reject the epistle if it were unearthed on the basis that it wasn’t included in the canon.  (By the way, the epistle to Laodicea was never even brought up in the disputes concerning what should be canonized.  Why?  Because by the time the canon was introduced the epistle was already long lost and had been “replaced” by a forgery.)

 You mention 2 Kings 10:10, Psalms 12:6-7, 33:11, 100:5, 119:89, Isaiah 40:8, 55:11, 59:21, Matthew 4:4, 5:17-18, 24:35, 1 Peter 1:25 as support for your doctrine that none of scripture would ever be lost or corrupted.

Let’s investigate each.

Let me preface my statements below.  In each case you assume that “the word of God” or “of the Lord” refers to the written word as contained in the Bible alone.  However, that is inconsistent with the facts.  The Bible was not compiled until centuries after these verses were written.  I would submit that the “word of the Lord” refers to any prophecy or revelation from God written or not. 

2 Kings 10:10 speaks concerning the fulfillment of a specific prophesy given to Elijah about the house of Ahab.  It states nothing concerning the totality of scripture, the Bible, or anything else.  It does not state even that all of Elijah’s prophecy would be preserved in writing, but simply that it would be fulfilled.  This does not add to or detract from your argument, but it does not have anything to do with it.  Of course the Lord’s prophecies will be fulfilled! 

Psalms 12:6-7 compares the word of the Lord to the word of liars (see previous verses).  Like I already said, this statement cannot be taken as a statement concerning the Bible since most of the books of the Bible were not even yet recorded.  It is simply a comparison of God’s word verses man’s word.  Once again, what is God’s word?  Is it the Bible or is it anything God speaks? Further, there is nothing about his written word being preserved in its entirety in this verse.  It stresses the truthfulness, purity, and fulfillment of his word (written or unwritten).

Psalms 33:11 is similar to Psalms 12:6-7.  It contrasts the fulfillment of God’s word to that of man’s.  What the Lord speaks will be done (verse 9).  The counsel of the heathen, however, are brought to naught (verse 10).  This does not refer to the written word in any instance but rather to anything God speaks (for example, it mentions the Creation in verse 6 by “the word of the Lord.”  Did the Bible create the universe, or was it done as God spoke?)

Psalms 100:5 Once again, this refers to the fulfillment of God’s word (it does not say his written word, the Bible, or anything like that, but implies that all of his words will be fulfilled whether spoken or written).

Psalms 119:89 “thy word is settled in heaven”?  What does this have to do with the continuity of all of the written word of God on earth? Once again, what is his word?  You assume it means the Bible as we now have it. You’re reading it to say “thy Bible is settled on earth.”  That’s a large leap from what the text actually says.  Either way, this verse doesn’t support your belief. 

Isaiah 40:8.  The grass here refers to people (see v. 6-7).  Do people cease to exist at death?  The comparison, therefore, is not between something that ends and something that continues in a lineal sense, but between that which is true and trustworthy and will be fulfilled versus something that is not.  God’s words are always fulfilled.  This verse is much the same as the Psalms passages above.

Isaiah 55:11  Once again, this verse speaks of the fulfillment and verity of God’s words, not the continuity of scriptural texts in written form.  All of God’s words will be fulfilled, whether written or spoken.

Isaiah 59:21 Does not speak about written text, but about the continuity of prophesy itself! The spirit of the Lord, which spoke through the mouth of prophets of old, would likewise speak through the mouths of their descendents forever and ever.  I like this verse so much I will quote it for the benefit of the readers: “As for me, this is my covenant with them, saith the Lord; My spirit that is upon thee, and my words which I have put in thy mouth, shall not depart out of thy mouth, nor out of the mouth of thy seed, nor out of the mouth of thy seed’s seed, saith the Lord, from henceforth and for ever.”

Matt 4:4.  Once again, I do not see how this supports your view.  “Man shall not live by bread alone, but by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God.”  The verb is in present active form “proceedeth” not past perfect “proceeded.”  In other words, it does not say “but by every word that had proceeded out of the mouth of God that was written down.”  This supports the LDS view that the word of God continues to “proceed out of the mouth of God” and that we should live by every word, written or unwritten.  There is nothing in this that would close the canon or support the continuity of all scriptural texts in written form.  

Matt 5:17-18 speaks of the fulfillment of God’s word, not its continuity in written form.  

Matt 24:35 same as above

1 Peter 1:25 Peter is quoting Isaiah 40:8.  See response above.

“By Your logic you then would not be able to study the bible and understand its truth’s unless you had a prophet there to teach you what it meant. I however believe that we are to be like the Bereans in Acts 17:11 who searched the scriptures to find the truth of them. I do not see where they were Apostles or prophets but students of the word.”

Yes, you understand me in part correctly.  The testimony of Jesus is the spirit of prophecy (Rev. 22:18).  We can receive the prophetic gifts ourselves and thereby be prophets. “Salvation cannot come without revelation; it is in vain for anyone to minister without it.  No man is a minister of Jesus Christ without being a prophet.  No man can be a minister of Jesus Christ except he has the testimony of Jesus and this is the spirit of prophecy.” (Joseph Smith, Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, 160).  This testimony of Jesus and spirit of prophecy is essential to understanding scripture.  However, if there is no more revelation, there are no more prophets, and if there are no more prophets, there is no more authorized interpretation of scripture.

 But, in a stricter sense, official interpretation of doctrine and scripture is left to those with apostolic office (Ephesians 2:20; 4:11-14).   This eliminates the problem of “being tossed to and for by every wind of doctrine” that has happened in modern Christianity.  I believe these are “the holy men” spoken about since Apostles and prophets in the past were those who were inspired to write scripture that was binding upon the world.  Therefore, apostles and prophets are the same ones who can interpret them in an official and binding manner.  Doctrine isn’t determined by the private interpretation of the local pastor, but by revelation to apostles and prophets who preside over the whole Church of God.

“You must struggle then with the changes that your Apostles and Prophets have made in their revelation from God through the 200 years of your Church. If what they give is Revelation from God it will not change (Malachi 3:6)”

Once again, this isn’t the topic at hand.  Further, you are asserting something without any supporting evidence.   I have not seen any change in revelation from God since the beginning.   This, however, should be discussed in under another topic.  You obviously are eager to discuss it. 

 “Do you believe that no standard was used to determine what was scripture. If you study the process you would find that the standard was first authorship, secondly consistency with known scriptures.”

I do understand the so-called process of determining scripture.  However, your statement and the statement of your associate pastor that I made reference to both beg the question.  If a book of scripture was lost BEFORE the canon was determined, then it obviously couldn’t be included.  There is no evidence that any of the books of scripture mentioned in the Bible (those I cited above) that were not included were around in 400 AD when the canon was first determined.  They were not even considered because they simply didn’t exist then, as they don’t now.  They were already lost.

“You can accept what you choose however if someone claims to give Revelation from God and it contradicts what has already been given then I would recommend you reject it. I have no problem believing that God gave us in the bible all that we need for faith and practice.”

This is good advice.  Have you considered applying it to many of modern Christianity’s post-biblical notions such as the trinity, the dual nature of Jesus Christ as God and man, the creation ex-nihilo, the non-corporality of God, and so forth?  I would suggest that such notions are not biblical but post-biblical and that they conflict with what God has already revealed and should therefore be rejected. I do not wish to discuss this now, but I would love to in a future discussion.  Either way, I am saying that your advice to me is very pertinent for you as well.

I understand that you have no problem believing the Bible contains all of God’s word, but you have yet to produce a single verse from the Bible or any other strong evidence that would vindicate your position.

“The Lord continued his Revelation after he ascended through the Apostles until the foundation of the Church had been laid”

At what point exactly was the foundation laid?   At what point was perfectly unity reached and a knowledge of the Son of God reached by all (Ephesians 4:11-14)? Why is there so much division in Christianity if the apostles supposed to protect us from being blown around by “every wind of doctrine?” Where does the New Testament record the ceasing of revelation?  

“That which he deemed necessary was recorded and the rest was not. This is my view and it is the view of the majority of Christianity.”

Your first statement is an assumption.  Even if it were true, do we have all the words that were recorded?  Do we know for certain that apostate priests haven’t corrupted what we do have? 

Your second statement is an appeal to the majority argument.  The majority isn’t always right.  The majority of Jews didn’t accept Christ.  The majority of Americans think truth is relative.  Therefore, Jesus should have been rejected and truth is relative.  I understand that perhaps this is the view of the majority of Christianity, but so what? In my view, the majority of Christianity holds views that are incorrect.

 
“We can assume that they were not important to us. Remember these Epistles were first and foremost letters to those specific Churches and so it would make great sense to me that when Paul was there in person that he instructed them personally. Jesus instructed the disciple personally on many occasions away from the multitudes and those instructions were not all recorded. God recorded in the bible what he intended for us to receive.”

 Once again, you make my own argument!  How can we assume anything?  Does the Bible say the information wasn’t important?  If so, where? 

Yes, the epistles in the New Testament were epistle to specific people. They were not meant to be used as the complete only-authoritative word of God.  That is the point I’ve been trying to make all along.  Peter, Paul, and the apostles were God’s spokesmen.  What we have written from them is important, but wouldn’t it be more important to have Peter and Paul than their epistles that are limited in nature to a small group of people with a specific set of circumstances?

 Further, as you said, many things that Jesus taught his intimate disciples aren’t recorded. You might include his 40-day post-resurrection teachings. Surely those teachings must have been important!  If they weren’t, couldn’t Jesus have spent his time doing something more important?

Your conclusion that “God recorded in the bible what he intended for us to receive” is simply your assertion with nothing to back it up.  Where does it say in the Bible that it is complete?  Where does it say God put into it everything he intended for us to have?  I have been asking these questions since our first email.  Frankly, you have evaded them by telling us what we can assume.

The fact is that you are unwilling to receive anything else and thus your creed.  Your creed is not derived from the Bible, ironically, though you profess that all of your doctrine is derived from the Bible and nothing but the Bible.  

“This is where the crux of our difference come. When we first started our conversations I got the impression that you couldn’t understand how we could not accept you as a legitimate Christian Church. This is the reason we cannot. We do not and cannot accept that a man who of his own admission was searching for God who didn’t even have a Church relationship be given Revelation that would change the very nature of Christianity. How is that you know that he wasn’t demon possessed? Or a false prophet? Or Satan’s servant? I submit that You do not know that by any verifiable means.”

I understand our difference here.  Yes, I understand.  The Jews, of course, asked the same thing about Jesus.  They questioned his authority, divine calling, and they accused him of being a false prophet and the prince of devils (surely you don’t need references for this, being familiar with the New Testament).  The Jews whitewashed the sepulchers of the dead prophets, but could not accept the Prophet himself.  How do you know that he wasn’t demon possessed or Satan’s servant?  

Here’s how I know Jesus was the Son of God and that Joseph Smith was his prophet.

“Ye shall know them by their fruits. Do men gather grapes of thorns, or figs of thistles?  Even so every tree bringeth forth good fruit; but a corrupt tree bringeth forth evil fruit.  A good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit, neither can a corrupt tree bring forth good fruit.  Every tree that bringether not forth good fruit is hewn down, and cast into the fire.  Wherefore by their fruits ye shall know them” (Matt. 7:16-20)

Joseph Smith’s fruit includes the Book of Mormon, the Doctrine and Covenants, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, etc.  I have tasted these fruits and know them to be good. 

Jesus also taught us that we must do his doctrine to know of its divinity (John 7:16-17).  As a person conforms his life to the teachings of Jesus, he can taste their goodness and truthfulness.  By such a test I have also received strong evidence that Joseph Smith’s teachings are actually those of Jesus Christ, Joseph Smith being his spokesman. 

Concerning how to discern between something that is true and something that is not true, the Book of Mormon teaches the same doctrine as the Bible.

“A bitter fountain cannot bring forth good water; neither can a good fountain bring forth bitter water; wherefore, a man being a servant of the devil cannot follow Christ; and if he follow Christ he cannot be a servant of the devil.  Wherefore, all things which are good cometh of God; and that which is evil cometh of the devil; for the devil is an enemy unto God, and fighteth against him continually, and inviteth and enticeth to sin, and to do that which is evil continually.  But behold, that which is of God inviteth and enticeth to do good continually; wherefore, every thing which inviteth and enticeth to do good, and to love God, and to serve him, is inspired of God.  Wherefore, take heed, my beloved brethren, that ye do not judge that which is evil to be of God, or that which is good and of God to be of the devil...For behold, the Spirit of Christ is given to every man that he may know good from evil; wherefore, I show unto you the way to judge; for every thing which inviteth to do good, and to persuade to believe in Christ, is sent forth by the power and gift of Christ; wherefore ye may know with a perfect knowledge it is of God.  But whatsoever thing persuadeth men to do evil, and believe not in Christ, and deny him, and serve not God, then ye may know with a perfect knowledge it is of the devil; for after this manner doth the devil work, for he persuadeth no man to do good, no, not one; neither do his angels; neither do they who subject themselves unto him” (Moroni 7:11-13, 16-17).

Further, Joseph Smith and the things he brought forth fulfill biblical prophesy (Isaiah 29; Ezekiel 37; John 10:16, etc).  Also, as Jesus predicted, Joseph Smith as a prophet sent of Christ, was driven from city to city and killed (Matt. 23:34). 

Referring to my commentary on Paul’s statement about milk and meat in 1 Cor 3 you wrote, “ I believe you are reading much more into a word that you should. Again these were letters, yes inspired letters but letters. His purpose was to tell them that in order for them to become all that God wanted them to be they would have to grow up first. Get away from this man following that they were involved in and then they could study the meaty things of God. He wasn’t talking of Revelation in that text!”

 I didn’t say he was talking about revelation in this text.   Paul wrote that he could not give them meat.  They weren’t ready.  So, 1 Cor. doesn’t contain meat.  I don’t see what’s so hard to understand about this.  If the meat isn’t in 1 Cor., then 1 Cor. cannot be said to contain all truth concerning God.  I would submit (and have before) that if 1 Cor. doesn’t contain meat than much of the New Testament doesn’t either.  As a matter of fact, the author of Hebrews said the same thing.

Further, I find it astounding that here you (who believes in the Bible, the whole Bible, and nothing but the Bible) are telling me (who accepts more than the Bible) that I’m putting too much belief in what it says!  This reminds me of a statement of Joseph Smith when asked what made Mormons “differ from other sects.” He wrote, “In that we believe the Bible, and all other sects profess to believe their interpretations of the Bible, and their creeds” (Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, 119).  

“Quoting Clement even if what he said is correct and even if true doesn’t tell us that the knowledge imparted was new knowledge.”

Good point.  However, Clement implied that this teaching was oral and was passed down orally.  If it was already written in the New Testament, why pass it on orally?  Could this be “the meat” that wasn’t written because most of the world wasn’t ready for it?  That’s what I believe.  It seems to make sense of the facts and as well as the many quotes I provided you from the early fathers.  This admittedly, cannot be proven or disproved with the information we have.  
“Your references to the fact that early Church fathers spoke is noted. That however does not mean that they should be considered as part of recorded scripture nor that Jesus intended other things to be recorded in holy writ. I do not call them heretics but I do not consider them authoritative either. Yes I still say that your belief is not consistent with historic Christianity.”

My belief that I was referring to in this instance is that some things were not recorded in scripture.  And yes, it is consistent with historic (in the sense of ancient) Christianity as I have shown through the quotes of early Church fathers.  Whether you accept or reject such an idea is of no consequence to the fact that many early Christians held a view that some important facts of Christian faith were not recorded in scripture.   Whether their belief or your belief is correct perhaps can’t be settled at this time, but the LDS belief is consistent with the early Church fathers.  Who is more likely to be right—ante-Nicene early Christian fathers who were taught by John and Peter, or a post-Nicene, post-reformation belief derived from post-biblical creeds?  I would rather trust Clement of Rome’s understanding than yours, provided that you cannot show how your belief is derived from God (as yet, you have not done).
 
“Again the fact that Paul was going to give further teaching to a particular Church does not mean that he was going to give more revelation but teach them and clarify for them more so.”

Once again, you still vindicate my point.  Did Paul write 1 Cor. 11 for you or for the Corinthians?  He wrote it for the Corinthians. The things he left out he told them in person.  All you have is what he wrote.  What you have is incomplete (as evidenced from my list of examples in the last email).  Therefore, if there is no modern day Paul, how do you complete your information?  You can’t.  You can only say “well, it must not have been important.”  But once again, your argument begs the question by assuming that the Bible is complete when it clearly isn’t (as evidenced in 1 Corinthians!).

 “You are right in saying that I believe that the things you point out are not important. Things unrevealed by God were deemed by God to be unimportant.”

Were they not revealed, or just not written down in 1 Corinthians?  What you really mean is “revelations from God that weren’t written down aren’t important.” You’re assuming again.

“He allowed Churches the liberty of deciding how often they would practice communion.”

He did?  Where does it say that?  Once again, you’re assuming.  The scripture you quote “as oft” should be understood as “whenever” (i.e. see NIV) and does not imply that the frequency of such a supper isn’t important.  This is a great example of reading something into the text that you really want it to say. If I were to say that ‘As oft as (whenever) I eat, I feel happy,’ I would not necessarily be precluding the possibility of me having a rigid eating schedule and practice proscribed by doctors. 
“I don’t need support to prove something wasn’t lost by God or allowed to be lost by God. He is God, nothing is lost to him therefore if it was not available then God choose for it not to be available.”

 This is another statement that denies freewill.  If I understand your argument, it is

a) God is God (thus omnipotent and completely sovereign)

b) Therefore, if something were to happen, God must allow it or make it be

c) Since some texts were lost to mankind, God must have allowed it or caused it to be

d) Therefore, the texts were meant to be lost.

By your logic, I could change this syllogism to read:

a) God is God (thus omnipotent and completely sovereign)

b) Therefore, if something were to happen, God must allow it or make it be

c) Since so-and-so was murdered, God must have allowed it or caused it to be

d) Therefore, the murder was meant to be.

As you can see, there is a big jump from points a-c to the conclusion of d.  Just because God allows something to happen, doesn’t mean it is his will. Many will ultimately “be lost” although God desires the salvation of all.  He cannot force free will.  In this case, scripture was lost, because God does not force free will.

 “There is no evidence that Barnabas was sent by the Lord which is the unique Revelation giving Apostle.”

Then is he called “apostle” only because he was a “missionary” (Latin, for “sent forth one”)?  I could accept this, I suppose, but once again, this is a matter of reading into the text something that is not explicitly stated.  Further, the text that calls Barnabas an apostle also calls Paul an apostle.  Was Paul’s calling as an apostle only generic like Barnabas?

“Jesus called 12 originally and replaced Judas with Paul (we have biblical documentation of this). The others were sent by the church or Apostles themselves not Christ. I am sure that you understand that I reject the idea that Joseph Smith ever conversed with Jesus Christ, or with Peter James and John.”

 I would love to see this “biblical documentation”! My Bible indicates that Matthias replaced Judas (Acts 1:14-16) and not Paul.  So, even if you get rid of Barnabas and James (whom you forgot in your response), you still have 13 apostles.  Maybe Paul wasn’t an apostle after all!  Either way, the Bible does not distinguish between Paul, Barnabas, and James’ calling as apostles and those of the original twelve.  It would appear that there were at least 15 called (16, if you include Judas).  So, once again, you haven’t yet answered my question. 

 You originally stated that Joseph Smith couldn’t be an apostle since there were only twelve.  Yet, the Bible says there were at least 15 and there were four called after the resurrection (Matthias, Paul, Barnabas, James).  If there can only be twelve, are we to reject Paul, Barnabas and James?  By your logic, we must.  On the other hand, if the apostolic office is not finished, Joseph Smith could be called as an apostle.  Which is it? Is it at least a possibility that Joseph Smith be called of God (whether in fact it is true or not)?

Of course I understand that you reject the idea that Joseph Smith conversed with Jesus Christ, etc.  That’s the problem.  The idea contradicts your post-biblical creeds.  Of course, whether you can accept the idea or not, the reality is the same.

 
Concerning Philip Schaff, “I spoke with Josh about this and he said he was not trying to attack his character simply stating the fact of the influences of his time. By the way to say that his statements are founded in fact and not his opinion is giving him super natural authority which I don’t believe even he would do. I certainly don’t.”

I think we’re talking past each other here.  The facts about the manuscripts, which ones we have, their dates, and so forth is fact.  You can see the manuscripts for yourself.  Whether you agree with the conclusion or not doesn’t change that fact.  Now, if we have no original manuscripts, we only have copies of copies of copies of copies, then you cannot scientifically prove that the copies were not purposefully corrupted by evil men.  You can on the basis of faith assume that they were correctly preserved, but not on the basis of fact alone.  I do not see what the big deal is here.

 
“Let me restate this. If we copy a sentence and then dispose of the original because we have the copy. Then by your argument we have lost the document and it is untrustworthy. By that logic nothing ever copied is trustworthy unless the originals are preserved. That again I say is faulty logic.”

 You’re misunderstanding me.  If the copies were corrupted, intentionally or otherwise, and the original was lost, then yes, it isn’t completely trustworthy.  There is strong evidence that such corruption took place.  I cited that in my first email.  This isn’t a matter of debate.  It’s a matter of fact.  Now, I suppose the real question is whether we can ascertain what corruptions were made and why and what they should have read.  That can be done to a certain extent and has been done by some scholars (see Metzger, Textual Commentary on the New Testament).  However, it is impossible to state with 100% confidence what the originals said, simply because they do not exist.  Surely you understand this.

“A spiritual witness to us is the Holy Spirit of God who guides us as we study the scriptures.”

 Do spiritual witnesses have to come only “as we study the scriptures?”  If so, what evidence do you have of that?  Couldn’t a spiritual witness come as holy men speak prophetic words?
 
John 1:1 tells us that “in the beginning was the word, the word was with God and the word was God. The same was in the beginning with God” verse 14 says “And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us” You cannot separate God from his word. You said that Jesus said “I am truth” and that is correct. Jesus is also “the word” We worship Jesus. John in 1 John 1:1 SAID: “That which we was from the beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes, which we have looked upon, and our hands have handled, of the Word of life”. We only know about God through what he spoke, what he communicated and that is revealed only in his word. We are not the judge but his word is.  Joh 12:48  He that rejecteth me, and receiveth not my words, hath one that judgeth him: the word that I have spoken, the same shall judge him in the last day.

 I responded to this in my last email and then you took my words out of context.  Let me quote myself again.
“That, my friend is heresy!  If the Bible is “the word”, then, according to you, the bible is God!  That would settle our differences.  Perhaps this is the crux of the whole matter We DO believe in a different God.  I worship the living God of heaven, and you practice bibliolatry, the worship of a book.”

  The Word is Christ, not the Bible.  To call the Bible “the Word” is to confuse the Bible and Jesus and to trust in “another Jesus.” Jesus Christ is God, not the Bible.  Revelation comes from the Word (Christ) and not the Bible. Jesus Christ is embodiment of truth, and not the Bible. 

“I think you are right when you say we come as you said to ‘the crux of the matter’ and that you do worship a different god and a different Jesus. The God of Heaven that you say you worship according to your doctrine was once a man, we worship the Eternal God of heaven. The one who Isaiah quoted as: ‘I am the first, the last, and beside me there is no God’. ‘Is there any God beside me? Yea, there is no God; I know not any’.            (44:6 & 8) ‘I am the LORD, and there is none else, there is no God beside me’ (45:5) ‘I form light and create darkness’ (45:7) This is what was said of Jesus in Colossians 1:16 ‘For by him were all things created , that are in heaven and that are in earth, visible and invisible’”

Here you took my words out of context.  I was responding to your equating the Bible with “the Word” spoken of in John.  “The Word” is Jesus “and the Word was God.”  The Bible, is not “the Word.”  For you to call the Bible “the Word” is to call the Bible “God.”  That is a different god! That is a different Jesus too! My Jesus is the Word.  My God is the eternal God of Heaven, and not a book.  “I am the first, the last, and beside me there is no God” (Isaiah 44:6).  The Bible is not God!  

Further, you have evaded my response all together.  Pastor Ramsey, is the Bible the Word spoken of in scripture?  You said so before.  If so, then the Bible is God! (John 1:1).  That is heresy and that is a different Jesus.  I will not bow to the altar of a leather-bound book

.
“That has been our point from the beginning [that we do believe in a different Jesus]. We believe you do. And the bible warned us that there would be those who would come preaching ‘another Gospel’ and ‘another Jesus’. This is why we are standing where we stand. Not in an attack of you personally but for the authority of the word of God.”

You took my statement out of context.  I was referring to your idolatrous concept that the Word is the Bible and not Jesus.  Once again, you say you are defending “the authority of the word of God” by which you mean “the Bible.”  I, for one, worship and defend Jesus of Nazareth and not the Bible.  I believe that Paul’s warnings about “another Gospel” and “another Jesus” apply very aptly to your belief. 

“We stand on the authority of the word of God.”

 Of course, by this you mean “the authority of the Bible.”  I stand on the authority of the Word of God, even Jesus Christ.  I allow him, the only true Word, to speak whenever he chooses to whomever he chooses.   

In conclusion, thanks for your recounting of your conversion to Jesus Christ.  I understand that such things are intimate for some people and I appreciate your willingness to share that with me.  

I do believe that “witnessing” presupposes that I am lost, in which case you pass judgment contrary to what I tell you for myself! I have told you, and do now tell you, on the authority of Jesus Christ and the power of the Holy Ghost, I have come unto Christ and accepted him as my Savior.  He has cleansed me from all sin.  I have made him Lord of my life.  I will follow him on earth and in heaven throughout all eternity.  There is no limit to my devotion here or hereafter.  I will follow him until I become like him (1 John 2:1) and sit on his throne with him (Rev. 3:21).

Sincerely, 

Andrew Miller

Hello Andrew

 

Thanks for your recent reply to my email. After reading your comments it has become very obvious to me that what I had previously sensed is true. That is, that it is not going to be a profitable use of either of our time for us to continue these discussions. I am very busy and I am sure that you are. We have established that we are separated by a great chasm of belief. I feel as though we are not accomplishing anything by continued discourse. I am sure that you can find plenty of people who love to debate these issues. I am not one of them. I know where I stand and what I believe and feel that my time would be better spent elsewhere.

 

I guess I should make one comment about the comment I made about you being a fine man from a human perspective. I guess this kinda shows the inability that we have in communication. I only meant it that you appear to me to be a fine man. I cannot make a judgment about your relationship to God nor his view of you for he alone is that judge.

 

If in the future if I do have a question about Mormon belief I will certainly contact you. 

 

One last comment. I hope you and anyone else who might come in contact with us as we seek to stand for the faith that our Church holds dear will know what I have told you already that we do what we do not out of any ill feelings toward individual people but seeking to stand for the Doctrines of the Faith that we hold dear.  

 

I wish you and each member of your family well.

 

Sincerely 

Pastor Rick Ramsey

Pastor Ramsey,

Thanks for your time.  I have appreciated your effort to explain your views.  I have also appreciated your generally good and respectful tone.   I hope that your conversation with me has been helpful in clarifying LDS belief.  I did not set out thinking I could change your mind or convert you to Mormonism.  Surely you know that.  However, I did hope that you could gain a clearer and more accurate understanding of our belief.  

Once again, I do not belief that the information presented in the DVD, for example, is accurate or that it portrays out belief.   It is one thing to disagree with what we really believe, it's another thing to disagree with an inaccurate portrayal of our belief.  I hope that you will take me up on the books I mentioned to read.  Once again, I do not seek to convert you, but to help you be more accurately informed.  I believe it is extremely unfortunate when people, especially honest people, act on the basis of inaccurate information.

Once again, feel free to contact me with any questions you may have.  I will try to be as honest and clear as I can be in portraying LDS belief.  I am not scared of "difficult" issues.  I believe that in the final sense of things, truth speaks for itself and needs no representative.

Best wishes in your ministry,

Andrew Miller
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