News has forwarde

* of. Mormon  and the King

“James - Bible. ‘1 welcome this
opportunity to try to clear up
that and a number of related .,

points

" Readers of that valuable pe&'_"
rlodical Christinnity - Today

have been treateéd to a number

of lively discussions of the - ﬂ Alse |
m ecognized these now well-
- known faets of scripture, that

- Book of Mormon in recent is-:

sues. To me the most signifi- -

cant aspect of the various at-
tacks .on that book has been
their concentration - on  the

problem.

All the old *‘sden’aﬁc” ob-

jections seem: to. have fallen
" ‘py the way, so that foday we
are back where we started,
with heavy emphasis on the
relationship  of the Book ‘of
Mormon to the Bible, speciti-

cially to the King James Ver- .

sion.” The - main arguments,
" past and present are these: ..
. 7'1) For many years the most

crushing argument against. the
Book of Mormon was that it
proclaimed itself the Word of

God, right beside the ‘Bible.
Since the 4th century the Doc-
tors of the Church had argued

that sinc¢e  the Bible ‘is the -
. Word of ‘God, and God is.per-
fect, the Bible itself must be

~ perfect, and theréefore com-

plete. This no Jonger holds to-

day; the discovery of ' other

ancient ‘and holy texis.leads

such devout scholars as F. M.
Cross to exclaim: “It is as
though God had added to his
‘once for all’ revelation.” But
where . does the Bible itsell
ever claim ‘once for all revela-
" tion? Nowhere. As Prof, C. M.
Torrey points out, our Bible
as we have it is the result of
picking and choosing by men
. who claimed no inspiration for
themselves, yet on their own
‘authority decided what should

be considered revelanon and -

what should be labelled apoc-
‘ryphal or “outside” books. .
“Outside books?” writes Tor-

rey, “By what authority? The,

your guestion about the Book. o
lation is always also an inter-

’;phe
philological aspects of the -

.provismnal . +. @ trans-

pretation. Any translation of
the Bi’ble into English will ever

The title of

assailed for a century
ost outrageous blas-‘

y‘
23).The next most devastat-'

ing argument ngainst the Book
of Mormon was that it actually -

quoted the Bible. The early
eritics. were simply staggered
by ‘the incredible- stupidity of
including large sections of the
Bible in a book which: they in-

‘sisted was specifically designed .

to fool the Biblereading pub-

. lic. They screamed blasphemy .
" and plagiarism ‘at the top of .

their lungs; but today any Bib-

. Heal. scholar knows that it

would be an extremely suspi-
cious ‘circurastances if a book
purporting to be the product of
a society of pious emigrants
from. ' Jerusalem in ancient
times did not. quote. the Bible.

". No lengthy religious writing of

the Hebrews ‘¢ould conceivably

“ be genuine if it was not full of-
scriptural. quofations.

These ‘were: once the three
‘commonest arguments against

‘the Book of Mormon. Since -

‘they have been silenced by the
‘progress of discovery, the em-
phasis has now shifted to two
other points, (a) that the Book
of Mormon contains, to quote

another writer in Christianity -

Today, “passages lifted bodﬂy
from the King James Version,”
and (b} that it quotes not only

from the Old Testament but -

from - the New Testament as

well. Your own question Ileave .
“to'thelast. N .
" (4) As to the “passages litt-

ed bodily from the King James
‘version,” we first ask, “How
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, han a provisional -
: translation.”
- Gro Vx"tiele YWith All Its -

asking him ‘to-prepare the

answer. Dr. Nibley’s reply,
published herewith, is worth

_.Teason why lt shmﬂd be fol--

lowed.  When  Jésug and the

ﬁposﬂes and, for that matter,
the ‘Angel - Gabnel quote the '
Seriptures in the New Testa-
ment -do they recite from some - -
“ mysterious "Urtext? Do they

quote the prophets of old in
the ultimate original? Or do
they give their own inspired

translations? No, they do nof.” =
They quote the Septuagint, a:.
Greek version of the Old Testa-

ment prepared in thie 3rd Cen-

~tury  B.C.. Why so? Because

that happened to be the re-

" ceived 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 the people they are

addressing.
We do not claim: that ‘the .
" King James Version of the

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

. priginal scriptures are or what

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

cept the received version of.
~the peeple among whom they
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~-thatit, a book written down

- times and on the other side of
. the world actually, quote

“the reading of. every Latter-
o day Samt ) -

€3y What is thought fo be

s very serious charge against |

‘the Book of Mormon today is
long before New Testament

" the same Savior

z
both, and the same Holy Ghost,
< “and 8o we can expect the same
“'doctrines : in the same Ian

8’“339

But what about the “Faith,

Hope and Charity”. passage in .

‘Moronf 7:457 Tts resemblance

to I Corinthians 13 is undeypi-
able. ‘This particular passage,
tecently singled out for.attack

in Christianity Today, is actu- -

ally one of those things that
turns out to be a striking vin-
dication of the Book of Mor-

. mon. For the whole passage,
‘which scholars have labelled

“the. Hymn tfo Charity,” was

" . 'shown early in this century by
2 ‘nuinber ‘of firstrate investi-,

gators Workmg independently.

(A, Harnack, J. Weiss, R. Rei- -

zenstein) to have originated
not with Paul at all, but to.go
back to some much older but

unknown source: Paul is mere-

1y quoting from the record.

- Now it-so happens that Mo-
toni also is peculiarly fond of
quoting from the record. It'is
he who, for example, reérminds -
his people of an old tradition
about the two garments of Jo-
seph, telling them a detailed
story which I have found only
in a thousand-year-old com-

- mentary on the Old Testament,

a work still untranslated and
quite unknown to the world
of Joseph Smith. So I find it
not a refutation but a confir.
‘mation of the authenticity of
the ‘Book of Mormon when
Paul and Moroni both quote
from a once wellknown but
now lost Hebrew writing.

{(6) Now as to your ques-
tion, “Why did Joseph Smith,
a 19th Century American farm

_ boy, translate the Book of Mor-

mon into 17th Century ‘King
Tarmac® T'nolich incteald of into

. fore had to be in-

:hand their corpses.
‘the Gittite, ‘a_mighty

“translate falsely.

the same: that is; we.

- ognize the validity of

“. Arabic teacher, Ptot. ¥
: ,woukl ‘throw & stud
who -did

“This is the Biblef Let
a little respect; le
little formal English,,

‘Furthermore, the-
Mormon is. full-of
and for the werld. ut
Smith’s day the ‘Kin
Version was the Scri
we have noted; large
of the Book of: Mormu

of the Klng Jam
and what of.the

comes out of very '
perience. In the past de:
you know, certam an
Blblical texts, disco

the Dead Sea, have b

tered, without  burial.

valor, thou didst

vid.

Obvxously the |
wrote this knew the’;
we must not forget t!
scribes were consclot
chate in their writing,
most of the scripts
probably in  old
language the day .
written down—to effs
solemn antique style
latest up-to-date usag




!rom the New Testament as

_well. Your own question I leave

" “to the last. ,
(4) AS to the “paauzes 1ift- _

rey,. “By what authority?
authority ‘was duly.

.« Qown even o
century. . .. A newter
is. needed ... the - curfent
“classification, .. as Apocrypha
and - Pseudepigrapha is. out-
worn and misleading, support:
ed nejther ‘by history nor by-
present fact.” :
.. 'The idea that any book not
found in the Bible must be de- -

nied the status of revelation. .-

-has thus beéen . rejected today,
yetiormanyyeamltwasthe

principal argument agamst the -

"Book of Morman. - ..

butitcontinuedtobedlspnmd B

- Actually “the Bible passages
guoted ip the Book of Mormon

_ f‘otten differ from the King
.. James Version, but where the
latter is correct there is every

ptWt

) scnptures-—in

earth today: ktwws whexe the
original scriptures are or what
they say. Inspired men have in. -
evéry age been content to ac- -

cept the mcévad 'version of ..

“ labored, witl 1
: correctmn “where eorrection
- was necessary - X
Since the Book 'of Mormon is

‘a_translation, - “with all its
faults,” into. English for Eng-
lish - speaking: - people ‘whose
fathers for generations: had
known ng other scriptures but
~the standard English Bible, it

+

- would be both “pointiess and

e serip-

‘Paul and Moroni both quote
© from a ence wellknown but
niow lost Hebrew writing.

‘. that the “contemporary lan-

. England writers of later gener-
" and ‘'Emerson, lapse into -its

“Wnn?kmrwn
of Joseph

refutation but a conﬁrf

of the authenﬁcxty of i
. we must not forget that :

scribes were
chale in their writing, so
most of .the scnptures

{8) Now as to your gues-
~tlon, “Why did Joseph Smith, .
-"@& 19th Century American farm ’
. boy, translate the Book of Mor- solemn antique “style by
mon into 17th Century ‘King latest up-to-date usage
James’ English instead of into - translate falsely.

- contemporary language"". : At any rate, Prof. B

The first thing to note is in 1955 (NOT 1830!) fam

Curally and without
into the language of the
 James Bible. Or take a

Jewish scholar who pur

avoids archaisms in his

iation of the Scrolls for

American teaders: “All

are inscribed before The

guage” of the country-people
- ‘of New England 130 years ago
‘was not- so far from ‘King
James English.’ Even the New

‘ations, like Webster, Melville

stabely penods and “thees and

(2) The next most crushmgvk 1

’argament-— a‘dead gi
intheeywotﬁxecntics

meamumononmtmepage-]
: hat .o
it contained “the mistakes of -

men.” How, it was asked;’ ‘could
an inspired book have any mis-

-ig only too Wi : .
will find in th very pages t,

one,” writes G. W.

“that human author
- assumed. for ‘ail books..
- Bible. . . Thesemenusédordx
nary medm They adopted or
adapted known literary . ‘genres:
As the Lord Jesus Christ Him-
gelt took flesh, to the written

word was clothed m the form :

of human writings.”. =
“And E. M. Good- wntes.
“, If we must await the
time when
happen to come with all the

take at all? Today the answer B

Biblical ~scholars
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- 15 years.  Last year he was “visiting teacher at the Univ

e Dr. Hugh W. Nibley, professor of history and
" at Brigham Young University, has been at BYU for the

of ‘California at Berkeley. o

He took his bache]or s degree at UCLA and later
lus doctorate at Berkeley in ancient religious history.
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oy avicnard MAcnesk

and David Firmags " wdies program

r Sunday radio
\ y broadcast of the Salt

Tabernacle Choir over
Columbia ~ Broadcasting

3 W‘m will consist of the fol--

. BUNDAY, JULY 30TH

- 1,667th Broadcast
I)irr-cted by . Richard P.

fundie, the choir will sing

SAwake the Hat‘p. by

ovah,” by Hughes,

&lexander Schreiner

f [ Hay as organ solos:

"Frdmunds,
o Tisteg chal
- Suburban. Wi

hony,” by Vierne.

e

geant was given by Professor - From left, front, Howard W. Kempton,
J. Reuben Clark III of Brig-- first counselor; Bishop J. Kent Giles,
ham Young University, and the Gordon 'W. Jensen, second counseler. At
bene‘i,lcti*m by President rear. Kelvin J. Drake Jr., Crafton G
Clark’s brother, Gordon Wool- Bowles, J. Lowell Parry, clerks:

'Gmde Us; O 'Thou Great'k

 Frank ‘W.. Asper: will plny , sy v
. i . recording script, for every mo-’

= ing front:Thy presence.” Prot ,
- Caster too falls under the spell o
. of our: religious idiom. T

. the. Bogk of Mormon avoids .
““the nectiassity ‘rgt having to be. .

‘inale from- “First; Organ

Lord Is M.y Song,” by

DLUTINOH PICIIU LD il aid Stsk
an active member of the
Church, related the story.

The program also included
chioral readings by several hun-
dred Bechive Girls, choir se-
lections -by the Sacra Dulce
Chorus that was directed by
Ronald Pexton, and organ
solos and' accompaniments by
Dr. Alexander Schremer, Tab- ]
ernacle orgamst . j i i

The invocation for the pa-  Midvale 4th,

ley Clark of St. George.

NIBLEY

conﬁnuod from Page 10

ment ‘of time, for the infinite
cycles: of  years.. No single
thing ig" hidden, naught miss-

By frankly using that ididm, o

odérn English”

. every 3D.or 40 years. If the
plates” wire 'being translated

for the “first time today

James. Engllsh"' ‘

Yours truly, -
HUGH W. NIBLEY:
BYLU: Col!’ ge -of R

' first counselor; Bnhap Theon S. Ni
“Ralph 'S: Karren, second counselot
e Alva G E wman, Kenneth, Whi; T3




