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. News has forwirded to me
your question about the Dovlk

of Murmon and the King
James Bible. I welcome this

“opitoctunity to try lo clear up

thit and a number of related
points,

Readers of that e xlu'\blc e
riodical  Christiaiity  Today
have been treited to & number
of lively discussions of the
Doolk of Mormaea in recent ise
St Po me the nost signifi-
cant aspeet of the various ate
tacles on that boolk has been

their. concomtration on  the
philcla:ieal  aspeets  of the
previon.

At the oll “seientific” ob-

have fatlen

jr.oddons oseem (o

by the way, so that today we
are back whera we sturted,
with heavy cmphasis on the
reiatig wip of tine Dook of
M oven o the abie, specifi-
ci 'y to the King James Ver
sivi.. CThe madn argumcents,
past ond present ave these:

1) For many vears the most
era-shinge argane s against the
oaw ot Moranen \vns that ot
peooctimed el the Werd ot
Gond, rinhl hedde the kbl
shpee el century the Doce-
tors ot e Clinreln Bad arguaed
thal since the Iable is the
vord of Goi, and God is ner-
feat, the Bible itself niust be
perfeet, and therefore com-
piete. This vo Jonper holds to-
day; the discovery of other
ancient and holy texts leads
such devout scholars as T M.
Cross to excluim: “It is as
though God had added to his
‘once for all’ revelation” But
where does the Bible itsclf
ever cluim ‘once for all revela.
tion? Muwhere. As Prof, C. AL
Torrey puints out, our DBible
as we have it is the result of
picking: and choosing by men
who cluimed no inspiration for
themsclves, yet on their own
authority devided what should
be considered ‘revelation’ and
what should be Iabelled apoc.

mersibioal v Searrtaizdn®? hanlee

ouo--.-
N

right guesscq (n them, whnt

will we do meantime on Sun..
day morning? bvery translas

tivt Is provisioml ..« & trange

lution is always also an inter-

prefation,” Any translation of .

the Bible inte English will ever
be more than a provisionhal
translation.” The title
Cood's articte is, “Withh All Ny
Fuaulis”—and these men e
talking about - the Bible! It
was hecause the Bouk of Mor.
mon recognizud these now wells
known facts of scripture, that

. it -was assailed for a century
as thie most outragueous bl.ns--

phemy.

" 3) The ncxt most devastat:
ing argument against the Nook
of Mormon wias that it acluatly
quoted the Bible. The varly
eritics were simply staggered
by the incredible stupidity of
including large scctions of the
Bible in a bouk which they in-
sisted was specifically designed
to fool the Liblercading pub-
lic. They screamed blasphemy
and plagiarismm at the top of

their lungs, but today any Bib-

lical scholar knows - that it

wottld. be an extremely suspls’
vious clreumstanees it a boolc

purporting to be the product of
a saciely ol pious emigvialy
from  Jerusaltom  in ancient
tilnes did not guote the Bible.

No lengthy religious writing of

the Hebrews could conceivably
be genuine if it was not full of
scriptural quolations.

These were once the three
commonest arguinents against
the Book of Mormon, -Since
thoy have been silenced by the

progress of discovery, the em- ’

phasis has now shifted to two
other points, (1) that the Book
of Mormon conlains, to quule
another writer in Christianity
Today, “passages lifted bodxly
from the King James Version,”

cnd (b) that it quotes not only

from the Old Testument but
from -the New ‘Testament as

well. Your own qucsnon Ileave .

to.the last.

{4) As to the "p:ussnges ‘lft-v

of

EDITOR’S NOTE

'I‘hu Church Ncw.x, recently.

terested non-member of the
Chure making the inquiry

. about why the Prophet Jo-

seph Smith, In translating

. the Buok’ ot Morimon, did not

use contemporary nglish
instcad of uslug tho “King
Jumes English” as found In
the Bible. .

o We zorWn}‘dcd this letter
on to Dr.

Ilugh Nibley of
the Brigham Young Unlver-

" sity Departinent of Religion,

.

. reccwcd a lefter from an in- """

‘. turcs' to (hcm in. nny otlu.r
o .. : form 50 far ag thoiy tc.uhlngu .. BOpes,

Twere correck, Ly b

A »

(3 What s xhought to be
a very serfous charge against .

the Buok of Morinon today is °

3 long before New Testunent |

" times and on the other side of -

“fhat it, a book written down'

S, Fore thut mattcr,. ‘we Q{m "
pray in- that language ml ‘

! ",

-* the samg;  that is, we still rec.

v

the world, actually, quotes the

“.New Testamnent! True, it is

, "the' same Savior speaking in

SR

. ,,,n But what nbout the “I‘ulth .
’Hope and Charity"” passage in _

-asking him to prepare the .

answer, Di. Nibley's reply,

" published herewith, is worth -

the reading ol every Latter .

- day Saint.

. both, and the same Holy Ghost,

~.. and 80 wa can expact the same

I .xlv‘f

doctrines - In the -same lnn-
e{gunge. ~"‘»d"‘ i

Moroni 7;45? Its resemblance -
to I Corinthlans 13 is undeni

able. This particular passage,

- recently singled out-for attack .

_' ﬁ(hous"

lu thclr loﬂlcr :

teach our simall children to do

¥ ognize the valldity of & special

speech set apart for special

** oceasions. My old Hebrew and

would throw a student out of -

the class who did not -use:

:
i Arabic teacher, Prof. Popper, 7. :
4

. "‘thée" and “thou” in conmstru-’;
ing “T'his is the word of God!"” *

"He would. cry indignantly,.

vl

e

in Christanity Today, is actu- -*

ally one of those things that

" turns out to be a striking vin.
dication of ‘the Book of Mor-

reason why It should be fol-.

lowed.

Scriplures In the New ‘Testa-
mend do they reelle from soimne
myslevious Urlext? Do they
quote the prophets of old In
the ultimale orviglnal? Or do
they pive their own inspired

‘translations? No, they do not.

They quote the Sepluagint, a
Greck version of the Old 'l‘esla-
ment prepaved in the 3rd Cen-

Ctury DB.C. Why so? Because

that happened to be the. re-

celved standard version of the |

Bible accepted by the readers
of the Greek New Testament.

When *“holy men of God”
quote the scriptures it is al-
ways the received standard
version of ilie people they are
addressing.

We do not claim that the

When Jesus and tho,
‘Apostles and, for that matter,
the Angel Gabrlel quote the -

" mon. For the whole passage,

~ which scholars” have labelled .
“*he Uymn to Charity,” was

shown early in this century by’
a number of firstrate investi-
gutors working nuh.pendenlly

A, TTarnack, J. Weiss, It Rel- .

. zensteln) to have originated

- nwl with Paul at all, but to go

Jback to some much older but

s unknown souree: aul Is meve-
ly quoting from the recoid.

. Now it so happens that Mao-’

roni alse is peculiarly fond of

.V

" of Maoarnion,

“This {s the Dible! Let us show |
a little respect; let us have a
little formal English herc!"

+ Furthermore, the Book ' “of

Mormon is full of scripture, .
:and for the world of Joseph -
- Smith's day the King James

:

Vex sion was the Scripture, as
“we have noted; large sections
of the Book of Mormon there-
fore had to be in the language

" of the King James Version—

and what of the rest of iL?
{ That Is scriplure, too!

One can think of lots of ar-
gumenls for wusing “King
“James English” in the Book
but the clearest

© comes oul of very recent ex-
~'perience. In the past decade, as

- lated by modern,

you know, certaln anclent nune.
Biblleal texts, discovered near
the Dead Sea, have been trans- *
up-to-date

- Amerlcan readers. I-open at

: queting from the record. It is
he who, for example, reminds -

Iis people of an old tradition

-, about the two garments of Jo--

scph, telling them a detailed
story which I have found only
-in a thousand-year-old com-
- mentary on the Old Testament,
3 work still untranslated and
" quite unknown to the world

. of Joseph Smith. So I find it

King Jamesg Version of the _

Septuagint are the original
scriptures—in fact nobody on
earth today knows where the

original scriptures are or what'™

they say. Inspired men have in .
every age been content to se-

s

“not a refutation but a confir-
‘mation of the authenticity of
- the Book of Mormon when
_-.Paul and Moron! both quote™
.. from a onco well-known but
“now lost Hebrew writing.

4 (6) Now as to your ques-’
. tlon, “Why did Joseph Smith, '’

e 3 19th Century American farm

. s e

random & modeérn Protestant |
scholar’s niodern translation uf
the Dead Sea Scrolls, and what -

. do I read? “Thine is the battle, ..

"and by the strength of thy
hand their corpses were scat-
- tered without burial. Goliath
the Cittite, a mighty man of
valor, thou didst deliver into 3
the hand of thy servant Da-
vid, ., "

Obviously the man who
wrote this knew the Bible, and
we mist not forget that anclent
~=Leribéy " wétd™ consclotsly” nr-

._-;.,,

s, ey,

o

- .“

vete 4

[

e lvet;

. chale iIn thelr writing, so that - -

Ry

]

most of the secriptures were
-probably in old-fashioned .:

language the day they were &

. written down—to efface that : b

T entinvar nntlines oftvln By thps

e mieae



.“tion? Nowhere. As Drot, M,
-p Torre oints out, our Bible
’ y r % Todny, "passnges lilted bodily -

“{rom the-King James Vcl‘sion,’.’; King James Version of the

T Beptuagint are' the origlnal

though God had addew 1o his
sonce for all’ revclation.” But
where docs the Bibia Mself
ever claim ‘once for adl revela.

as we have it Is the result of
pleking and choosing hy men

s 18 EIALRAN 70 inspiration for 7 raml (b) thdt it quofeg ot onig-
- from the Old Testament but =

themselves, yet on their own
_ authority decided what should
* be considered ‘revelation’ and
what should be lahglled apoce
ryphal or “outside” bocks. RS YUl

“Outside books?" ‘wiites Tor.
_roy, “By what authority? The
authority was duly-declared,
but it continucd to be' disputed
. . « down even o the 10th
century.. .. A new terminology’ -
js needed ., . . thé current
classification . .. as Apocrypha -
and Psceudepigrapha §s oute
worn and misleading, support-
ed ncither by history ‘notr by
prosent facl.” o

The idea that any book not
found in the Bible must be de-
nied the status of revelation

VA

has lhus been rejocted today, #eri-

yct for many years it wag the
principal argument apainst the
Book of Mormon. o

(2) The next most crushing
argument — a dead glveaway
in the eycs of the critlcs — was

he admission on the title page
of the Bonk of Morimen that
it contained “the mislakes of
men” How, it was asked, could
an inspired book have any mis-
take at all? Today the answer
is only too well-known, and you
will find in the very pages of
Christianily Today long arti.
cles by ministers discussing.
frankly the Imperfections of. -
all our Bible manuscripts and
{ranslations. = . -

“A first point is the obvious
one,”! writes G. W. Bromiley,
“that human authorship is also
assumcd for all honks of the
Bible. . . . These men used ordi-
nary media. They adopted or
adapted known literary gonres
As ihe Lord Jesus Christ Him-
self took flesh, Lo the wrilien
word was clathed In the form
of human writings.”

£3
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: progress of aiscovery, tae eme -

phasis has now shilted to two

tother points; (a) that the Book .

another writer in Chelstianily

from the New Teslament. as,

.. well. Your own qgcstloq Ileave .

PRSP A

to the lagt, v

it not

1830 not follow (hecanly ver.

- glon of the Bible. known to

em? i .

Actually the Bihle passages -
quotcd in the Book of Mormon
often differ from.. the Xing

James Version, but,svhere, the .

a:is cvery
Wi s

Ve it

"".,;quote the seriptures it is al.
{ . v . i ‘wayg, the recelved standard:
of Morinion -conlaing, to-quote i iyuision of the peoplo they are-

st

) "L’ they say. Inspired men have in
it (4) As torthe “pnssagos 1ilk . every age been coutent to ace
ed bodity frohs the King James
‘ yorston,” wd [wst ask, “HHow
else does onb: quole scripture -
“bodilydit -And why .
_should anyone iquoling the = -
Bible to Amecrican. readers of

I labored, with the Spitit giving

- gonfusing to present the scrip-

LAl CLIN ANLYY ALocutoriste Aty & AR

e s
mentary on the Old Testamaent,

Whon “holy men of God’
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not a rcfutation but a confi
mation of {he authenticity of
the Book of Mormon when
Paul and Moroni hotht quote
from..a oneé wellknown but
now lost 1lcbrow writing.

(6) Now as to your ques.
tion, “Why did Joseph Smith,
£ 194 Century American farm
boy, transiale the Book of Mor-
mon inte 17th Century ‘King
Janies' English instead of into
correction where correction - conlemporaiy language?”
was noecessary. - ! The first thing to note I8

Since the Book of Mormon is that the “contemporary lan.
a translation, "with all its puage” of the - country-people
faults,” inlto Enplish for Eng. of New Enpland 130 years ago
lish . speaking pcople whose . was ot so far froin 'King
fathers for generations had  « James Iinglish.’ Even the New
known no olher acripturces but Iingland writers of later gener-
the standard English Bible, it atlons, like Webster, Melvitle
would be both pointless and

- addressing. © - ,
We do not claim that the

seriptures—in fhct nobedy on
carth today. knows where the
_originnl scriptures are or what

‘cept the reeelved version of
the people among whom they

stately perinds and “thces and

-~

, & work still untranslated and.
'quite unknown: {6 ‘tife warld | | ihe. hand .af, thy, servant Da.
ot Joseph Smith, So I find it !

and Tmerson, lapse into its.

the Glitite, a mighiy man ol
valor, thou didst duliver intn

/] datew !"tk‘.‘
Obviously * Ihe *inan  who -
wrote Lhis knew the Jiible, and
we must not forget that ancient
soribes were! donxdoisly e
chale in thele writing, so that
most of ‘the Scriplures wern
probahly In igtd. tashloned
lanpuage tht day ey were
writien down-:to cfface that
soten dntique sbyle by the
latest up-to-date usbie is (o
teanslate falselyy @ o
“At any rate, Prof. ‘Burrows
in 1955 (NOT 1830%) falls nat.
urally’ and ‘without apalogy
into the lanpunage of the iinyg
James Bible, Or tAke a modern
Jewish scholat!who purpostiv
avolds archaisfs in his tranrs.
1ation of the Serolls {(or merdein
Amorican readers: “All times
are inscribed before Thee in a
Sce NIBLEY an Paro U3

seer Ve e . L -

ol Colifornia at Revkeley.

country.

DR. NIBLEY INTRGD

~

Dr. Tugh W, Nibley, profi
al Drigham Young University, 1
15 vears. Last year he was_ vish

Ile took his bachelor’s degre
his doctorate at Berkeley in anci

~ITe has published numeotous
history in various religious an

e is married to the former
They are the parents of six chil

11| N
MIDLEY
Continued from I'nge 10

recording script. [or avery -
ment of time, for the infinite
cveles of yearzs No TR
thing is hidden, paurh! -
ing fvom ‘Thw presence.’” Prol
Caater tae falls under the speil
of our religious idiom.

By feankly using that ichom,
fhe Book of Mormoen oaids
the necessity of havii: to he
redone into “madern Tariish”
cvery 30 or 40 yeais. 10 the
plales were being transioted

“Tor the [first time today, it
would STiLI, be into "King
James English™!

Yours truly,

HUGH W. NiBLEY

BYU College of Reliniers

Instruction, Provo, Utah,

July 12, 1061,

And I%. M.. Good srites: o# L PR ! .
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