Are We Allowed to Use Other English Bibles than the King James Version?
Handbook 2: Administering the Church - English-speaking members should use the Latter-day Saint edition of the King James Version of the Bible ... Although other versions of the Bible may be easier to read, in doctrinal matters, latter-day revelation supports the King James Version in preference to other English translations … The most reliable way to measure the accuracy of any biblical translation is not by comparing different texts, but by comparison with the Book of Mormon and modern-day revelations.  (Section 21.1.7.)
Is the KJV the Most Accurate Bible?

Joseph Smith - Our latitude and longitude can be determined in the original Hebrew with far greater accuracy than in the English version. There is a grand distinction between the actual meaning of the prophets and the present translation. (Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, p. 290)

Joseph Smith - I have an old edition of the New Testament in the Latin, Hebrew, German and Greek languages. I have been reading the German, and find it to be the most correct translation, and to correspond nearest to the revelations which God has given to me for the last fourteen years.  (Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, p. 349)

A Problem of Understanding

Kent P. Jackson - Even though the English of the current edition has been modernized somewhat since that time, it is still very archaic, making understanding a challenge for most readers. English has changed so much since the 17th century [when it was published] that modern readers often have difficulty both with the grammar and the vocabulary of the King James text. This is especially true in the prophetic books, like Isaiah, because of the richness of vocabulary and the complexity of grammar in poetic writing. (From his chapter in Studies in Scripture, v. 7, p. 137)  
History of English

	1800-Present
	Late-Modern English

	1500-1800
	Early-Modern English

	1100-1500
	Middle English

	500-1100
	Old English


(www.wordorigins.org/histeng.htm)

An example of Early Modern English is Othello by William Shakespeare, 1603 -

Though in the trade of Warre I have slaine men,

Yet do I hold it very stuffe o'th' conscience 

To do no contriu'd Murder: I lacke Iniquitie 

Sometime to do me seruice. Nine, or ten times

I had thought t'haue yerk'd him here vnder the Ribbes.
(www.answers.com/topic/history-of-the-english-language)

Robert J. Matthews - Although the KJV is the hallmark of English Bibles, it is in reality a revision of earlier English translations. … The translators explained: "We shouldn't need to make a new translation nor yet to make of a bad one a good one-but to make a good one better, or out of many good ones, [to make] one principal good one." About 92 percent of Tyndale has survived in the KJV. And Tyndale borrowed much from Wycliffe.  (A Bible! A Bible!, p. 9-10)

English Translations 

	KJV
	Tyndale
	Wycliffe

	1611
	1525
	1382


(“Bible, English”, Bible Dictionary)

Daniel H. Ludlow - The King James Version of the Old Testament has been considered the standard for the Protestant world since it was first published in 1611. Today, however, even this traditional text is being closely examined for possible changes and improvements. Some changes are deemed desirable by many persons because of the following:

1. The meanings of many words in the King James Version have changed since the first edition in 1611.

2. Frequently the English word used in the King James text is not the only acceptable word. The translators were obligated to select only one of several acceptable words. The listing of several such acceptable words will help the reader understand the various shades of meaning associated with that particular term.

3. The Old Testament was written originally in Hebrew or a closely related Semitic language. Recent discoveries of ancient Hebrew texts (such as the Dead Sea Scrolls) have increased the scholars' understanding of the Hebrew language. Additional light has also been shed on the meaning of some difficult Hebrew idioms.  

(A Companion to Your Study of the Old Testament, p. 407.  Br. Ludlow then presents a list of 617 “difficult words or terms” from the KJV Bible along with their modern meanings.)

2 Nephi 31:3 - For my soul delighteth in plainness; for after this manner doth the Lord God work among the children of men. For the Lord God giveth light unto the understanding; for he speaketh unto men according to their language, unto their understanding.
Examples of Other Bibles Being Used
… A School of the Prophets was organized in the very infancy of the Church where Hebrew, Greek, and German were studied as biblical aids; the alternative Bible translations, including the revisions of the Joseph Smith Translation of the Bible, were used; official preference was given for the King James Version on the grounds of its literary style and its availability to other Christian groups, and others; various editions of biblical and latter-day scriptures, including critical texts, Bible dictionaries, and selective utilization of burgeoning efforts of worldwide biblical scholarship were utilized.  (Encyclopedia of Mormonism, “Scriptures”, p. 1279)
Joseph Fielding Smith [regarding “replenish the earth” in Genesis 1:22] - Why the translators of the King James Version of the Bible used the word replenish may not be clearly known, but it is not the word used in other translations and is not the correct meaning of the Hebrew word from which the translation was originally taken. It is true that the Prophet Joseph Smith followed the King James Version in the use of this word, perhaps because it had obtained common usage among the English-speaking peoples. Replenish, however, is incorrectly used in the King James translation. (Answers to Gospel Questions, v. 1, p. 207.  President Smith then quotes from 11 other translations.)  

Joseph Fielding Smith [regarding Isaiah 18:1] - This is a mistranslation. In the Catholic Bible it reads: "Ah, land of the whirring of wings, beyond the rivers of Cush," and in Smith and Goodspeed's translation it reads: "Ah! Land of the buzzing of wings, which lies beyond the rivers of Ethiopia." The chapter shows clearly that no woe was intended, but rather a greeting, as indicated in these other translations. A correct translation would be, "Hail to the land in the shape of wings." (Signs of the Times, p. 45-46)

Mark E. Petersen - Other and more modern translations of the Bible support the account [from Genesis 18:14] in the King James Version.  (Joshua: Man of Faith, p. 56.  Elder Peterson then quotes from Jerusalem Bible, the Moffatt Version and the New Analytical Bible. He likewise quotes multiple English bibles in his book, Moses: Man of Miracles, p. 83-84.)
In the Ensign
Robert D. Hales - Early on the first day of the week, Mary Magdalene went to the tomb and saw that the stone had been removed and that the tomb was empty. She turned around and saw Jesus standing there, but she did not realize that it was Jesus. Thinking He was the gardener, she said, “Sir, if you have carried him away, tell me where you have put him, and I will get him.” Jesus said to her, “Mary.” Mary Magdalene went to the disciples with the news: “I have seen the Lord” (New International Version, John 20:15–16, 18). (“In Remembrance of Jesus,” Ensign, Nov. 1997, p. 24)
Jeffrey R. Holland - In the spirit of that legacy from those who have given so much—prophets and Apostles and people like you—I pledge to “press forward with a steadfastness in Christ, having a perfect brightness of hope, and a love of God and of all men” (2 Ne. 31:20). I pledge to “take hold of that for which Christ once took hold of me” (New English Bible, Philip. 3:12). (“Miracles of the Restoration,” Ensign, Nov. 1994, p. 31)
Jeffrey R. Holland - In [Alma] is symbolized the task of the whole human family, which must, as Paul commands, “leave your former way of life … lay aside that old human nature which, deluded by its lusts, is sinking towards death. You must be made new in mind and spirit, and put on the new nature. …” (Eph. 4:22–24, New English Bible) (“Alma, Son of Alma,” Ensign, March 1977, p. 79)
Manfred H. Schütze - The first thing the Lord did was send a prophet, whose name is unknown, to rebuke Israel for its disobedience (see Judges 6:7–10). Next He sent an angel to a young man named Gideon as he secretly threshed wheat under an oak tree, hoping to keep the grain from the Midianites. The angel said: “The Lord is with you, mighty warrior. … Go in the strength you have and save Israel out of Midian’s hand. ” (New International Version, Judges 6:12, 14.) (“The Sword of the Lord and of Gideon,” Ensign, Apr. 2002, p. 46)

Robert L. Millet [regarding profanity and vulgarity] – Thus, alternate translations of this passage read as follows: “You must not make wrong use of the name of the Lord your God” (Revised English Bible); “You shall not make wrongful use of the name of the Lord your God” (New Revised Standard Version); “You shall not misuse the name of the Lord your God” (New International Version). (“Honoring His Holy Name,” Ensign, March 1994, p. 7)

Stephen Ricks - Many recent translations of the passages in Isaiah render satyr as “goat” or “wild goat.” In the New International Version, for example, Isaiah 13:21 reads: “But desert creatures will lie there, jackals will fill her houses; there the owls will dwell, and there the wild goats will leap about.” (“I Have a Question,” Ensign, Feb. 1996, p. 62)
Google search results at lds.org (as of 4/26/2012) –

· 104 hits on “New English Bible”

· 108 hits on “Jerusalem Bible”

· 110 hits on “Interpreter's Bible”
· 203 hits on “New International Version” 

Other Comments

Kent P. Jackson - Some modern translations do an excellent job of preserving the inspired words of the Bible in the same spirit of dignity, beauty, and reverence that is so apparent in the King James text.  As a result, many readers have found that reading Isaiah in a good modern translation eliminates much of the difficulty of understanding it.  … In my view, the best modern English translation of the Bible is the New International Version. This recent translation was made by a committee of scholars whose belief in the inspiration of the Bible is apparent throughout their work. It is translated in a beautiful literary style that is at the same time very reliable and accurate linguistically. And it expresses an impressive sense of faith, dignity, devotion, and reverence for the things of God.  (From his ch. in Studies in Scripture, v. 7, p. 137, 143)

Suzanne Evertsen Lundquist - The heart of the everlasting covenant can be found in these notions of completeness. The message of the Sermon on the Mount, then, is clear. This clarity can, perhaps, best be seen in some translations other than the King James Version. [In the Anchor Bible, Matthew 4:48 says that] the Savior invites humankind to "Be ye therefore true [or 'complete'] as your Father which is in Heaven is true [or 'complete']. (As Women of Faith: Talks Selected from the BYU Women's Conference, p. 100.) 

Ann N. Madsen - I'd suggest occasionally reading other English translations besides the King James Version. If we sometimes read another translation, we may see things we completely missed before. We all have a tendency to avoid seeing the familiar. We come to familiar scriptures, and they run off us like water off a duck. We read, "Choose you this day whom ye will serve; … but as for me and my house, we will serve the Lord." (Joshua 24:15) We say, "Oh yes, I know that," and go across it. But if we read it in another translation, it's just different enough that we think when we come to it, and we hear it and see it in a way that we may not have seen it before. I'd suggest as another English translation the New International Version. I've found that particular translation is very close to the Hebrew and Greek translations, but it's also different enough to shake us a bit, so that we have to think about what we're reading.  (As Women of Faith: Talks Selected from the BYU Women's Conferences, 156.) 

(By Zan and Misty Larsen, www.elarsen.net/lessons)

Stephen D. Ricks - Thus, in Isaiah 5:13, which is rendered in the King James Version as “Therefore my people are gone into captivity,” the Hebrew verb translated as “are gone” is a past tense form that might also be rendered by a future tense form, as it is in the New International Version, where the scripture reads: “Therefore my people will go into exile.” In another prophecy, Isaiah 11:9, the past form in Hebrew of “be full” is translated as a future tense form: “They shall not hurt nor destroy in all my holy mountain: for the earth shall be full of the knowledge of the Lord, as the waters cover the sea.”

Another striking example can be found in 2 Chronicles 20:37, translated in the King James Version as “Then Eliezer the son of Dodavah of Mareshah prophesied against Jehoshaphat, saying, Because thou hast joined thyself with Ahaziah, the Lord hath broken thy works.” Again, the Hebrew verb translated in the King James Version as “hath broken” is a past tense but, given the prophetic context of the verse, its sense is clearly future, and it is rendered as a future tense in other versions of the Bible. (For example, in the New International Version, the verse reads, “Because you have made an alliance with Ahaziah, the Lord will destroy what you have made.” See Isa. 10:28, Isa. 19:7, and Job 5:20 for other examples.) (“I Have a Question,” Ensign, Aug. 1988, p. 26)

Richard Lloyd Anderson - In the last verse, the father also says that “it was meet” that the happy celebration take place. This English phrase means “it was fitting or appropriate.” However, the Greek phrase is actually more intense: as the LDS edition of the Bible notes, the happiness was “necessary.” This thought appears in many current translations. For instance, in the New International Version, the father tells the elder brother, “But we had to celebrate and be glad.” (“Parables of Mercy,” Ensign, Feb. 1987, p. 20)
Additional Material

LDS Church News - In a statement earlier this year, the First Presidency explained: "The most reliable way to measure the accuracy of any biblical passage is not by comparing different texts, but by comparison with the Book of Mormon and modern-day revelations.  "While other Bible versions may be easier to read than the KJV, in doctrinal matters latter-day revelation supports the KJV in preference to other English translations." (“Blessings of the Bible”, 21 Nov 1992)

Joseph Fielding Smith - Numerous deletions or faults in translations of Bibles we use today would make it difficult for missionaries to quote chapter and verse from the "Inspired Translation" in their missionary work since the Prophet's revision includes omissions. The King James Version gives us a common ground for proselyting purposes.  (Answers to Gospel Questions, v. 2, p. 207)
If the Middle English of Chaucer in the late 1300s is compared to Shakespearean English and then again to what begins to be Modern English in the late 1700s, the language is virtually transformed in a matter of only 400 years. Current differences between British and American English pale in comparison... (Linda Berube, Fulbright scholar in Norwich, www.americansc.org.uk/Online/berube.htm)
Arthur Henry King - “We pray you in Christes stede that ye be atone with God” (2 Cor.  5:20, Tindale’s Version; the Authorized Version says “reconciled”).  “To be atone” means to be reconciled.  Romans 5:11 reads: “We also joy in God through our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom we have now received the atonement.” [Rom.  5:11]  In the Revised Version, the New English Bible, and the Jerusalem Bible, “atonement” reads “reconciliation.”  The German Bible’s word is “versoehnung,” whose usual translation is “reconciliation”… The sense “redemption” is not, after all, so very different from that of “reconciliation”; see, for example, “I know that my redeemer liveth” (Job 19:25), where the word “goel” translated as “redeemer” could equally well be rendered by “vindicator” (New English Bible) or “mediator.”  In fact, if we think of and feel the word “atonement” with the right degree of generality, we can reconcile the senses: we need to be made whole; we cannot be made whole without being reconciled to God; we are reconciled to God by the sacrifice of Jesus Christ.  (“Atonement: The Only Wholeness,” Ensign, Apr. 1975, p. 12)
Frederic Clift - [In an 1881 version of the Bible, certain types of errors were] often overcome at the expense of the grace and dignity for which the Authorized version is so commended; but the added truthfulness of the 1881 version must be approved by all who desire absolute correctness and uniformity of translation, rather than euphony [poetic speech] and mastery of language. By thus adhering to uniformity of words and phrase the several gospels and books of the New Testament in their English dress have been brought into closer relationship with each other. Further, a number of interpolated or spurious readings have been discovered and struck out [deleted], with the almost unanimous approval of Christian scholars.   (“The Bible. English Revision, 1881—American Standard Revision, 1901”, Improvement Era, August, 1904)
Ensign article from 1987 attempting to show why the KJV is better.  (The New International Version and the Amplified Bible are not mentioned.)
Robert D. Hales - Then, through the influence of the Holy Ghost, an interest in learning began to grow in the hearts of people. This Renaissance or “rebirth” spread throughout Europe. In the late 1300s, a priest named John Wycliffe initiated a translation of the Bible from Latin into English. Because English was then an emerging, unrefined language, church leaders deemed it unsuitable to convey God’s word. Some leaders were certain that if people could read and interpret the Bible for themselves, its doctrine would be corrupted; others feared that people with independent access to the scriptures would not need the church and would cease to support it financially. Consequently, Wycliffe was denounced as a heretic and treated accordingly. After he died and was buried, his bones were dug up and burned. But God’s work could not be stopped.  (“Preparations for the Restoration and the Second Coming: ‘My Hand Shall Be over Thee’,” Ensign, Nov 2005, p. 88.  “God’s work” at that time was to bring out a Bible in the language people could understand, even if it was in an “emerging, unrefined language”.)


Brigham Young - No, sir, take the Bible just as it reads; and if it be translated incorrectly, and there is a scholar on the earth who professes to be a Christian, and he can translate it any better than King James's translators did it, he is under obligation to do so, or the curse is upon him.  (Journal of Discourses, v. 14, p. 226-227.  President Young does not outwardly say here that other bibles are acceptable, but he alludes to it.)
Sidney B. Sperry - President Charles W. Penrose gave an interesting view of the translators of the King  James  Version. Incidentally, he gave us an insight into his views concerning how free the Bible is from error. "It is not claimed that the men who translated the Old and New Testaments, in the time of King James, were inspired of God. They were learned men, experienced men, educated men, and no doubt they did the best they could, and gave to the work committed to them the benefit of their erudition, their experience, and their research … When you say that all scripture is given by inspiration of God, you say something that is not true."  (The Spirit of the Old Testament, p. 228.  “I believe even the scholars of King James had spiritual promptings in their translation work.”  - M. Russell Ballard, “The Miracle of the Holy Bible”, General Conference, April, 2007.)
Julie B. Beck - Many of you study foreign languages. You might like to start reading the Book of Mormon in another language. When you read the scriptures in another language, you learn what the words mean in a new way.  (“My Soul Delighteth in the Scriptures,” Ensign, May 2004, p. 107)




Style and Phrasing 

The claim that the scriptures of the restoration carry on with the style and phrasing of the KJV is undeniable.  This is a strong reason for using the KJV as our main Bible, but does not yield the conclusion that it should be our only Bible.  If it was, we should also reject Bibles from other languages as well, from Spanish to Swedish.  

Masterpiece of English

Supporters of the KJV state that it is a or even the masterpiece of the English language.  But is this not irrelevant?

· The original authors did not speak English.

· We do not claim anything like that for the Book of Mormon, and a masterpiece of English it is not.  (See for example the many of’s in 2 Nephi 5:15, in’s in Jarom 1:8.  And redundant words such as  "curse them with a sore curse", "I have dreamed a dream", "yoketh them with a yoke", "work a great and marvelous work", "desire which I desired", "taxed with a tax", "feared exceedingly with fear", "succor those that stand in need of your succor".)   But a masterpiece of translation from Hebrew to English it most certainly is.  If great English is a priority, why did the urim and thummim fail to output it as such?

· The Doctrine and Covenants is neither Shakespeare-level English nor an accurate translation of Hebrew.  Yet it is the only full volume of scripture originally given to English-speaking people.

· Technically speaking, the KJV is not a masterpiece of English, but of the English of the 1600s.  It is not great modern English.  Some of the words and phrases no longer exist in even college-level English.  (“Wist” is an example.)  A few hundred years makes a difference in the history of the English language, as we can see from original renditions of Beowolf, which is in West Saxon and Anglian dialects.
As a side note, few people read the preface of the King James Version (“Epistle Dedicatory”).  It is worth looking over.  (The page no longer exists at lds.org, but was included in the previous sub-site of the scriptures.)
Non-believing Translators

Arguments promoting the KJV inevitably include the insinuation that other bibles were done by translators who did not believe in God or Christianity.  Conveniently, the particular translations and even the translators are not named.  Nor is any specific evidence provided.  While the accusation may be true, it counters the principle of “innocent until proven guilty”.  

It also convicts and condemns all other translations in a single sweep – and the number of other translations is not a few.  

Another point is that while the level of belief of the translators is important, even more so is their understanding of the gospel.  The gospel was restored not just because sections of scripture went missing, but because important meanings of much of what remained was lost.  
The scholars of King James were not well-equipped to reverse any of that.  However, in the 1800s and afterward certain long-held axioms began to be challenged and newer translations dare to reinterpret critical concepts.  While still not in the full light of the restored gospel, certain points here and there are cast in a new brightness.  

There is talk of church authority so close to what we teach that the New English Bible, which has now been done without anti-papists as translators, teaches our doctrine of authority -- clearly. 
– Truman G. Madsen (“Are Christians Mormon?”, BYU Studies, v. 15, no. 1, 1974, p. 73-94.  An anti-papists is a disparaging term for a Roman Catholic.  England went through a period of rejecting Catholicism and The British Act of Supremacy of 1534 declared the English crown to be 'the only supreme head on earth of the Church in England' in place of the pope.)
Listing Flaws in Other Translations

Occasionally supporters of the KJV-only approach list a few examples of faulty passages in another and rarely named translation.  This approach is a logical fallacy called “unrepresentative sampling” where an insufficient number of points are used to justify the conclusion - in this case a conviction against 31,101 verses for each additional version.  

Not only is the issue a matter of comparing all or at least most of the verses of two versions of the Bible but, because of the supporters’ stance, the comparison must also be against all other English translations.

Likewise the supporters never list counterexamples where the KJV falls short against another Bible, of which there are numerous staggering examples and which are not corrected in the footnotes.  One wonders if these folks have ever actually taken a half-dozen chapters in succession and compared them.
Awards and Praise for the KJV

Sometimes accolades are quoted about the KJV as further evidence for it, but never mentioned are similar notes for other versions.  Nor is the fact that honorable organizations and other Christian faiths have moved from it to the New International Version.  Their reasons are never reviewed and are, apparently, assumed fatally flawed because they are not LDS people, while at the same time the King’s scholars are given nearly prophet-level status, although they too were not LDS.  Apparently, past non-Mormon scholars then can be inspired, but modern-day ones cannot.  
And this is despite the modern ones having better, more numerous and older documents at their disposal, arguably better training, hugely better peer and public review on worldwide scale, as opposed to that of a small island nation, and the 20/20 hindsight of past generations’ experience, and decades of devotion to the task.
Summary
Lastly, each of the other translations is a work of great effort and skill.  That does not guarantee its quality, but it should give us pause about rejecting anything that might be “virtuous, lovely or of good report or praiseworthy”, which very much describes some of them, or at the very least, some of their parts.

The KJV-only approach is especially strange for Mormons who otherwise claim a love for additional scripture.  It is almost as if we do not trust ourselves to read the other translations.  

Regarding the Apocrypha, the Lord said -
Verily, thus saith the Lord unto you concerning the Apocrypha—There are many things contained therein that are true, and it is mostly translated correctly;
And whoso is enlightened by the Spirit shall obtain benefit therefrom; (D&C 91:1,5)
The Lord also said that “there are many things contained therein that are not true” (v. 2).  This is the part of the revelation that many saints focus on.  To them, the Lord is saying the Apocrypha is bad and we should not read it.  In actuality he never gives a directive either way.  Somehow we completely ignore verses 1 and 5, along with the last sentence of the Articles of Faith: “If there is  anything … we seek …”
What would be our policy toward the Apocrypha if D&C 91 did not exist?
Is D&C 91 and the Apocrypha a test for each of us?  In other words, is it a way to measure our hunger for more scripture?

“A Bible!  A Bible!  We have got a Bible, and there cannot be any more Bible.” (2 Nephi 29:3)


Neal A. Maxwell – The "spirit of revelation" to which Brigham refers is another manifestation of God's generosity.  It is a vital gift.  As an illustration, as far as we now know there was only one sermon for which the Prophet Joseph Smith prepared a text beforehand.  It contained a significantly different rendering of two words in Paul's epistle to the Hebrews (11:6).  This rendering does not appear in the Joseph Smith Translation of the Bible, since the sermon was given several years after his translation of the Bible began.  
In the King James Version of the Bible, Paul's words say that we cannot please God without faith and "that he is a rewarder of them that diligently seek him" (Hebrews 11:6). Surely God does reward the faithful, but Joseph Smith changed the rendering of the key word to read that the living God "is a revealer to them that diligently seek him." The use of the word revealer fits with the context, as illustrated by Paul's statement that Enoch, "before his translation . . . had this testimony, that he pleased God" (Hebrews 11:5). God revealed His mind to Enoch. How else could Enoch have known for certain that he pleased God? (If Thou Endure It Well, p. 46)


Russell Ballard - Men like John Wycliffe, the courageous William Tyndale, and Johannes Gutenberg were prompted against much opposition to translate the Bible into language people could understand and to publish it in books people could read.  (“The Miracle of the Holy Bible”, General Conference, April, 2007.)
Ironically we are in that situation to a lesser degree with the King James Bible now.  True we can argue that modern people should learn the language of the KJV (and understand Shakespeare equally well) but we could say the same about the people in Tyndale’s time – especially for those who spoke languages derived from Latin.  

Learning 15th century English is not easy for the average English-speaking adult.  It is an even bigger hurdle for children and non-native English speakers.  

Dear God, in bible times did they really talk that fancy? (Letter from a child, distributed on the internet.)


Charge:  We can’t just re-do the Bible every time the language changes.
Response: Could we perhaps just make do with one a revision every four or five hundred years?

