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The Price of Money

Re-reading an old issue (vol. 20,
no. 4, winter 1996), I went through the
long article by Bruce Chilton, entitled
"Jesus' Dispute in the Temple and the
Origin of the Eucharist." There is
much detail about what went on in
this ancient, magnificent temple (King
Herod's "sop" to the Jews—remem-
ber, he was an uncircumcised Idu-
mean), and the article explains the
temple tax and the reason for the
money changers. Chilton mentions
that the adult Diaspora Jews also had
to pay the annual Vi shekel head tax,
and he also mentions Jesus' approval
of, and worship in, the temple.

Despite all this, he seems to have
completely missed the point of Jesus'
outrage and of his tipping over the ta-
bles of the money changers. Since
only Jewish coins without a "graven
image" were acceptable for temple
tax, all other coinage had to be ex-
changed—as today visitors from for-
eign countries have to convert their
money into dollars when they visit
and spend in the USA. And also just
as today, exchange rates varied daily,
and those who exchanged the monies
did so for a fee. In a monopoly ex-
change such as existed in the temple,
the temptation to make a "good
profit" was apparently irresistible.
Jesus' anger at the money changers
was not for the legitimate religious ex-
change of money, but for making the
temple "a den of thieves," making
huge profits and, essentially, stealing
from the worshippers. Insight into
this situation gives the event pertinent
meaning for us in our day.

Lew W. Wallace
San Gabriel, California.

Rationalizing with Class

I recently read "My 'Word of
Wisdom Blues'" by Garth N. Jones
{Dialogue 30, no. 2). While it is not true
that every Mormon who argues
against the "Word of Wisdom" is try-
ing to rationalize his or her own sins,
that's the way the smart money bets.
Just go into an Alcoholics Anonymous
or Overeaters Anonymous meeting,
and you will hear Brother Jones's
Story from those who are on the road
to recovery, but have not quite caught
the vision. What I liked about Brother
Jones's version was that he said it so
well. The very smart and well edu-
cated have much better arguments to
justify their actions.

Richard R Mittleman
Rancho Santa Margarita,
California

Oh! and one more thing . . .

The Winter 1997 Dialogue (vol. 30,
no. 4) contains my essay "Joseph
Smith's Emendation of Hebrew Gene-
sis 1:1." I recently stumbled upon
some further evidence that relates to
the arguments I made there. On page
28 of The Gospel Kingdom, John Tay-
lor wrote the following:

What shall we say then, to make
Moses', Jesus', and Peter's words true?
We will say that Jesus Christ had a fa-
ther and mother of his spirit, and a fa-
ther and mother of his flesh; and so
have all of his brethren and sisters: and
that is one reason why he said, "ye are
Gods"; or that Isaiah prophesied:
"Shew the things that are to come
hereafter, that we may know that ye
are gods: yea, do good, or do evil, that
we may be dismayed, and behold it to-
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gether" (Isaiah 41:23). In fact, "the
gods," in old times, was common intel-
ligence. Satan, in his first sectarian ser-
mon to Adam and Eve, told them if
they would eat of the forbidden fruit,
they should become as "gods," know-
ing good and evil (Genesis 3:5). This is
not all: the first line of Genesis, purely
translated from the original, excluding
the first Baith (which was added by
the Jews), would read: Rosheit (the
head) baurau (brought forth), Elohim
(the Gods) ate (with) hah-shau-
mahyiem (the heavens) ueh-ate (and
with) hauaurates (the earth). In simple
English, the Head brought forth the
Gods, with the heavens and with the
earth. The "Head" must have meant
the "living God," or Head God: Christ
is our head. The term Elohim, plural of
Elohah, or ale, is used alike in the first
chapter of Genesis for the creation, and
the quotation of Satan. In the second
chapter, and fourth verse, we have this
remarkable history: "These are the
generations of the heavens and of the
earth, when they were brought forth;
in the day that the Lord of the Gods
made earth and heavens." The Hebrew
reads so.

There is no way of knowing
whether this articulation reflects Tay-
lor's original understanding of Joseph
Smith's treatment or a view that he
developed over time.

In general this statement is con-
sistent with my thesis. It shows that
John Taylor knew some Hebrew. It
also suggests that his knowledge of
Hebrew was rudimentary. That Taylor
felt comfortable giving an articulation
of the Hebrew of Genesis 1:1 that was
influenced by, but varied from,
Smith's is certainly consistent with my
theory that Taylor played an impor-
tant role in shaping the way Thomas
Bullock portrayed Smith's treatment
of that text.

Taylor's statement also suggests a
possible modification to one of the ar-
guments I made in my article. In order
to grasp fully what Taylor is saying
here, we need to walk through his
statement carefully. He begins by say-
ing that, just as Jesus Christ had a fa-
ther and mother in the flesh, so also
Jesus was begotten of a divine father
and born of a divine mother in the
spirit. The same is true of all of us.
This establishes the context in which
Taylor will use Hebrew Genesis 1:1.
Following a couple of scriptural quo-
tations illustrating the plural use of
'elohim, he then turns to Genesis 1:1
itself.

He begins by following Smith in
dropping the preposition (the "first
Baith") as having been added by the
Jews. The first Hebrew word he re-
cites as "Rosheit," which he translates
as "the head." Interestingly, he does
not give the Hebrew as "Rosh," but
retains the termination, as we saw
Clayton and Bullock do in the original
manuscript reports. (I had argued that
the traditional assumption that the
termination should be deleted is
wrong.)

Taylor clearly understands the
verb "baurau" (given with the proper
Seixas transliteration) as meaning
"brought forth," and the object "Elo-
him" as meaning "the Gods." His so-
lution for connecting these words to
the remainder of Genesis 1:1 is to un-
derstand the word 'et not as an accu-
sative particle marking the direct
object, but as a conjunction meaning
"with." (Hebrew does have a conjunc-
tion 'et that is identical in form to the
direct object marker 'et.) His simple
English rendering is "the Head
brought forth the Gods, with the
heavens and with the earth."

In the next sentence he states that
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the "Head" must have meant the "liv-
ing God" or Head God, and then
notes that "Christ is our head." The
meaning of this sentence is not clear.
When I first read it, I thought he was
saying that the "Head" is Christ,
which struck me as odd. Upon reread-
ing, however, I noticed that Christ is
our (lower case) "head," apparently
distinguishing him from the Head
God. This sentence seems to be a re-
flection of the hierarchical conception
of the Gods that was common in the
latter half of the 19th century. There-
fore, presumably the Head is either
God the Father or, possibly, a God se-
nior to the Father in the hierarchical
conception. Finally, he quotes Genesis
2:4, which he calls a "remarkable his-
tory."

After sifting through all of this, I
believe that Taylor understood bara'
as a verb referring to an act of creation
in a special sense: that of siring or
bringing forth spirit children. He ren-
ders the verb as "brought forth"
(wording from the King Follet dis-
course), but understands that verb to
mean "to beget" or "to bear." I would
understand Taylor's "the Head
brought forth the Gods" as meaning
that a divine father begat and a divine
mother conceived and bore the spirits
of Jesus Christ and of all his brethren
and sisters.

I reach this conclusion based on
three considerations: First, the first
half of the second sentence, which we
have already suggested establishes
the context of this discussion. Second,
the final two sentences, which quote
Genesis 2:4 and describe the passage
as "remarkable." What is remarkable
about it? Taylor understands the
KJV's (King James Version's) "the
LORD God" as "the Lord of the
Gods," but such 'elohim passages

were common (Taylor himself had just
quoted two of them) and not particu-
larly remarkable. I believe Taylor was
focusing on the first part of the verse:
"the generations of the heavens and
the earth, when they were brought
forth." Taylor gives his rendering
"brought forth" for a niphal (passive)
form of bara', which is translated "cre-
ated" in the KJV. I suggest that what
particularly struck Taylor here was
the word "generations" (Hebrew tole-
dot), which is usually used to refer to
families in human genealogies. The
Hebrew literally says "these are the
begettings of heaven and earth." Tay-
lor replaced the KJV "created" with
his own "brought forth" to empha-
size this generative principle. Pre-
sumably, he recognized this as
metaphorical in the case of the cre-
ation of heaven and earth, but I sub-
mit that he perceived it as literal in the
case of the "Gods" (that is, the ante-
mortal spirit children of the Head).

Third is the support for this idea
Taylor may have found in the work of
the famed Hebrew lexicographer Wil-
helm Gesenius, whose writings may
have been known and used by some
of the early brethren. On page 139 of
the Gesenius lexicon I cited in my arti-
cle, Gesenius gives one possible
meaning of the verb bara' as "to be-
get." He gives no examples in the qal
(active) verb stem, although he does
point to the late Hebrew word bar
"son." In the niphal (passive), how-
ever, he gives several examples, in-
cluding Ezekiel 28:13 and Psalm
104:30.

Thus, I would understand Tay-
lor's simple English rendering of He-
brew Genesis 1:1 as follows: "The
Head brought forth the Gods [by be-
getting them; by literally siring them],
with the heavens and with the earth
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[by begetting in a metaphorical sense
only]."

I had suggested on page 127 of
my article that Taylor was essentially
forced into understanding bara' as the
verb "brought forth" simply because
there did not appear to be another
verb available. The statement ana-
lyzed above suggests another possi-
bility: that Taylor understood bara' in
not only a creative but a generative
sense, and so to him "brought forth"
as an English translation of bara' was
perfectly appropriate.

While this statement offers a re-
finement to our understanding of Tay-
lor 's approach to the verse, it does not
appear to add anything meaningful to
our knowledge of Smith's treatment
of Hebrew Genesis 1:1 (although
Smith presumably would have ap-
proved of Taylor's reading as a con-
ceptual matter had he known of it).
Smith understood the Hebrew verb
bara' as meaning "to organize," and
the English verb "brought forth" in
the sense of a call to assembly, as

shown by his adding "in the grand
council" to his initial clause ("the
head one/heads of the Gods brought
forth the Gods"). I see no evidence
that Smith understood either verb in a
generative sense. That Taylor is inter-
preting Hebrew Genesis 1:1 in his
own fashion is shown by his indepen-
dent treatment of 'et as a conjunction
where Smith clearly treated that word
as an accusative particle (taking "the
heavens" and "the earth" as objects of
the verb "organize").

The evidence described above,
while suggesting a modification to my
argument, supports my thesis that
John Taylor substantially influenced
the way Thomas Bullock portrayed Jo-
seph Smith's treatment of Hebrew in
the King Follett discourse, and that
Taylor misunderstood the details of
that treatment.

Kevin L. Barney
Hoffman Estates, Illinois
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