
Chap.  xii.

he Prophet Joseph Smith taught, “I believe the Bible, as it 
ought to be, as it came from the pen of the original writ-
ers.”1 This statement tells us that the Bible is not “as it 
ought to be,” something that the Prophet emphasized in 
numerous ways throughout his life. And it tells us that the 

original documents—the words as first spoken and recorded by inspired 
men in their own languages—constitute the true and preferred texts of 
the Bible. The Prophet also stated, “We believe the Bible to be the word of 
God as far as it is translated correctly” (Articles of Faith 1:8), again mak-
ing a distinction between original intent and modern translation.

The King James Version of the Bible is not the Bible. Like all modern 
versions, it is a translation of the Bible. The Bible, most precisely, would 
be the texts of the original authors in their original words. I make this 
distinction, as Joseph Smith did, so we can separate in our thinking the 
original thoughts and messages from the word choices, grammatical ques-
tions, organizing structures, and printing styles in which the Bible is em-
bodied today.

In June 1830, Joseph Smith began working on what we now call the 
Joseph Smith Translation of the Bible ( JST). The Prophet and his con-
temporaries called it the New Translation, as it is also named in a rev-
elation in the Doctrine and Covenants (D&C 124:89). Beginning with 
Genesis, the Prophet worked his way through every part of the Bible, 
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revising existing text and adding new material by inspiration from God. 
He left behind 446 pages of manuscripts of the New Translation, as well 
as his printed Bible on which he marked insertion and deletion points for 
the changes that are noted on the manuscripts. Joseph Smith’s work on the 
Bible is one of the keystones of the Restoration and is a profound witness 
of the divinity of his prophetic calling. It is the source of much important 
revelation to the Church in the latter days. Two sections—Genesis 1–6 
and Matthew 24—are canonized and included as scripture in the Pearl of 
Great Price (Book of Moses and Joseph Smith–Matthew). Throughout 
the pages of the New Translation, there are passages that clarify and en-
lighten, making the Bible alive with inspired additions and rewordings.2

The New Translation grows out of the King James Version. While 
the Prophet was working on the translation, he apparently had his King 
James Bible before him on the table or in his lap. He read from it to his 
scribes, who carefully recorded the words they heard from his lips. In 
some cases, he simply read the words as they were written on the page. In 
other cases, he spoke words that were different from what was printed, 
dictating revisions large and small and sometimes entire new passages 
with no corresponding parallel in his printed Bible. On some occasions, 
he simply stated the chapter and verse numbers, followed by a single word 
to be inserted.

This chapter will explore the relationship between the King James Bible 
and the Joseph Smith Translation. Much of what makes the KJV rec-
ognizable, and even iconic, is its external expression, such as its words, 
grammar, organization, and the way it is presented on the printed page. 
We will focus on how those features relate to Joseph Smith’s New Trans-
lation. But in the process, we will also try to understand something of the 
relationship between the New Translation and the Bible “as it ought to be, 
as it came from the pen of the original writers.”

Chapters and Verses

Our Bibles today are divided into chapters and verses. Those divisions 
are not part of the original writings, nor are they ancient. But they were 
created in an effort to help readers navigate through the scriptures and 
have a common way of referencing.3 Stephen Langton divided the text of 
the Bible into numbered chapters early in the thirteenth century. Robert 
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Estienne, also known as Stephanus, invented the verse divisions in the six-
teenth century and set them within the framework of Langton’s chapter 
divisions. His verses were brought into the English Bible with the Geneva 
edition of 1560, and they remain with us today. The publishers of the 
Geneva Bible were the first in English to turn each verse into a new and 
separate paragraph by indenting the beginning of the verse and capitalizing 
the first letter of the first word, even if it was in the middle of the sentence.

The preference of Joseph Smith and the early Latter-day Saints was for 
longer content-based paragraphs rather than short verses like we have in 
the Bible. The 1830 Book of Mormon had very large paragraphs created 
by compositor John H. Gilbert. These paragraphs were retained in all the 
editions published and prepared during the Prophet’s lifetime. The Book 
of Commandments divided the revelations into paragraphs with numbers, 
and the first edition of the Doctrine and Covenants did the same. But 
those paragraphs were much longer than the verses in the Doctrine and 
Covenants are now. For example, section 5 of today’s Doctrine and Cov-
enants has thirty-five verses. In the Book of Commandments, the same 
revelation had eleven verses, and in the 1835 Doctrine and Covenants, it 
had six. The earliest manuscripts and the earliest printing of the Book of 
Abraham have paragraphs much longer than today’s verses.4 In the first 
printing of Abraham 1, for example, there are nine of these paragraph-
length verses, in contrast to the thirty-one verses in the same chapter in 
the Pearl of Great Price today.5

When Joseph Smith dictated his Bible translation to his scribes, they 
recorded his words in continuous text, uninterrupted by paragraphs or 
verses. The earliest printings of excerpts were in the Church’s newspa-
pers. The material that we now call chapter 7 of the Book of Moses was 
divided into four large paragraphs when first printed in the Evening and 
Morning Star, in contrast to its sixty-nine verses in today’s Pearl of Great 
Price.6 When the Prophet prepared the JST for publication in a book, 
verse breaks were added on the manuscripts, either by him or by others 
assisting him.7 Again, the paragraph-length verses were much larger than 
Stephanus’s verses in traditional Bibles. For example, Genesis 1 in the King 
James Bible contains thirty-one verses, but in the Joseph Smith Transla-
tion, it is divided into only nine. And John 4 has fifty-four verses in the 
King James Bible but only twelve in the JST.
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In later printings of all of these texts, the paragraph divisions created in 
the time of Joseph Smith were replaced with short verses like those in the 
Bible. The process began in 1867 when the Reorganized Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter Day Saints printed the Inspired Version, an edited rendi-
tion of the New Translation in Bible format. The RLDS Inspired Version 
contains short, numbered verses, each with a paragraph indent and placed 
in two columns. The Book of Mormon, the Doctrine and Covenants, and 
the Pearl of Great Price all went through the same transformation in the 
following decades. The motivation to make the verses small and to begin 
each with a paragraph indent probably was to make the texts look more 
“scriptural,” that is, more like the Bible. Thus printed Bibles seem to have 
been the model for the format of printed Latter-day Saint scriptures.

Today, virtually all modern-language Bible translations preserve 
Stephanus’s verse divisions. They are now four and a half centuries old, 
and they have stood the test of time. But most Bibles have abandoned the 
practice of turning each verse into a little paragraph. Nowadays, the text is 
divided into paragraphs based on the internal content of the scripture, just 
as Joseph Smith divided the text of his Bible translation. In most Bible 
printings now, the verse beginnings are preserved, but they are shown 
with small superscripted numbers inside the paragraphs. Cambridge 
University Press’s King James edition in 2005 divides the text into long 
paragraphs that reflect the internal content, and the verse numbers are 
preserved with small superscripts.8 Thus Stephanus’s system of verses still 
lives, but the text is made clearer with paragraphs that better reflect the 
intent of the biblical authors.

Punctuation and Spelling

The punctuation in our English LDS edition bears little resemblance to 
that of the King James Bible of 1611.9 Originally the work of the transla-
tors and editors in the print shop, the punctuation was changed in every 
printing for over a century and a half until Benjamin Blayney’s edition of 
1769, the one we use today.10

Part of the Joseph Smith Translation consists of small revisions to exist-
ing KJV verses. But much is new material that has no counterpart in the 
printed Bible. In those cases, the Prophet dictated the text in full to his 
scribes, who wrote in longhand what he dictated. On the JST manuscripts, 



Old Testament Manuscript 2, page 59, showing Genesis 24:41–58; note insertion of verse 
numbers, creating six large verses where KJV has sixteen; capitalization and punctuation 

also added after dictation of text.
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we can see that his scribes recorded his dictation virtually without punc-
tuation.11 Punctuation marks were added later in an endeavor to prepare 
the New Translation for publication. The results are uneven, and it is dif-
ficult to discern a consistent system. This does not appear to be the work 
of skilled editors.

Spelling in the King James Bible went through a process similar to that of 
the punctuation, changing in each edition until Blayney’s. But for decades 
afterwards, there were printings that varied somewhat from Blayney’s, 
especially in America. The Bible that underlies the Joseph Smith Transla-
tion was printed by the H. & E. Phinney Company of Cooperstown, New 
York. It is the edition that Joseph Smith had in hand and from which he 
read when he made his translation of the Bible. For the most part, the 
spelling in Phinney agrees with Blayney, but with some words it continues 
the modernization process beyond Blayney, making the spelling better fit 
the time in which Joseph Smith lived. Again, this is consistent with what 
KJV printers had been doing for over two hundred years. As we shall see, 
the Phinney edition did the same with some grammatical features as well.

Joseph Smith and his JST scribes are not a particularly good guide 
for us to understand the Prophet’s feelings about spelling in the Bible. 
Each scribe exhibited his or her own peculiarities, and I suspect that the 
Prophet anticipated that typesetters better schooled in spelling would 
make it right.

Italics

Italics are used in the King James translation primarily (but not exclu-
sively) to mark words that are necessary to make complete sentences in 
English but are not found in the original texts.12 For example, in Hebrew, 
one says “She my sister” for “She is my sister,” and “He my brother” for “He 
is my brother” (Genesis 20:5). Good English requires is in these instances, 
so the translators supplied the words but put them in italics to show that 
they were added. But translation between any two languages always re-
quires the addition of extra words to best convey original meanings, so 
identifying the added words is never necessary. In fact, it is undesirable, 
because it draws attention to the very words that deserve it least. Italiciz-
ing such words was a fashion in Bible printing in the sixteenth century, 
and the KJV translators followed it.
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The attitude of early Latter-day Saints about the italicized words is 
clear. They viewed the italics as evidence of tampering with the Bible by 
uninspired hands. W. W. Phelps wrote with a bite that “the old and new 
testaments are filled with errors, obscurities, italics and contradictions, 
which must be the  work of men.”13 Writing with obvious sarcasm, he 
contrasted the Bible with the Book of Mormon: “The book of Mormon, 
as a revelation from God, possesses some advantage over the old scripture: 
it has not been tinctured by the wisdom of man, with here and there an 
Italic word to supply deficiencies.”14 Another LDS writer stated, “Much 
has been said about the bad translations of the Bible. .  .  . Every school 
boy seems to know that when either of the sectarian translators failed in 
making the two ends of a sentence meet, he filled up the vacuity with italic, 
by which means God has been greatly helped towards expressing himself 
so as to be understood by the learned world.”15 Whereas these and other 
statements may show that early Church leaders were not as favorable to-
ward the King James translation as Latter-day Saints are today, to be fair 
to the King James Bible, the statements show that the writers probably 
did not understand why and how the italics were used.

But evidence suggests that Joseph Smith did not care for the italicized 
words either. In the 446 pages of New Translation manuscripts, no effort 
was ever made to preserve the italics. Even verses reproduced verbatim 
from the King James are lacking the italics. The same is true for the several 
sections of the New Translation published in Church newspapers during 
the Prophet’s lifetime. In those printings, the King James italicized words 
are reproduced in regular type, with nothing to set them apart from any 
other words.16

The JST shows other evidence of how Joseph Smith regarded the itali-
cized words. In the JST manuscripts, we see that a largely disproportionate 
number of JST changes are triggered by italicized words. It appears that 
Joseph Smith distrusted them, so they often became the starting point for 
changes made to the text. Some of the changes simply alter an italicized 
word to the same word in regular type. In other places, a different word was 
chosen. But sometimes the italicized word became the starting point for a 
more fundamental revision to the verse.17

Perhaps the translation practice of the Church today can serve as a guide 
for the value of the italicized words in the King James translation. When 
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the Book of Mormon, the Doctrine and Covenants, and the Pearl of Great 
Price are translated from English into other languages, no attempt is made 
to identify in italics the words in the translations that do not come from 
the original English text.

Grammar, Usage, and Language

For all the variations that have come and gone over the years in the King 
James translation, the words themselves have remained remarkably con-
stant. Aside from spelling and punctuation, a typical verse from 1611 will 
have the same words that are found in our 1769 edition, and exactly in 
the same places. But often the forms of the words will have changed, be-
cause until Blayney, editors changed the forms of words to coincide with 
contemporary usage. For example, the 1611 KJV uses both stablish and 
establish to translate the same Hebrew and Greek words. Editors in the 
eighteenth century attempted to standardize these to the more modern 
form, establish, though they missed some of them. Likewise, over the years, 
amongst was modernized to among,18 and alway was modernized to always. 
But even the careful Blayney didn’t catch all of these words, and some of 
the older forms remain. The point here is that from 1611 to 1769, editors 
and publishers of the KJV, including Blayney, modernized the text to meet 
the needs of contemporary readers. After Blayney, some American publish-
ers continued the process of modernizing the Bible. The Bible that Joseph 
Smith used for the JST was among the most modern of King James Bibles 
in print. It included even more changes in these words, and it modernized 
other words as well.

The single most common difference between Joseph Smith’s H. & E. 
Phinney Bible and other editions is the form of possessive pronouns and 
indefinite articles before words that start with the letter h. Most of the time, 
the King James translators used the word an before words that begin with 
h, even when the h is pronounced. Thus we have an hundred (Genesis 5:28), 
an heritage (Psalm 127:3), and an house (Mark 3:19). Similarly, possessive 
pronouns before the same words usually use the old forms—thine house 
and mine hand. But by 1611, such forms were becoming obsolete. The King 
James translators were deliberately using archaic language, but they were in-
consistent in it because it wasn’t how they talked. Thus in the 1611 edition 
and today, we find both the obsolete forms and the modern forms—thine 
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house and thy house and mine hand and my hand, sometimes in close proxim-
ity to each other (see Exodus 7:4, 5; Deuteronomy 6:7, 9; Mark 3:19, 25).19

In Joseph Smith’s Phinney Bible, the articles and possessive pronouns 
are changed to forms consistent with the speech of modern readers: a hun-
dred, a heritage, and my hand. There are hundreds of these modernizations 
in Joseph Smith’s Bible that make it different from the Bible we use in the 
Church today.20 Though Joseph Smith’s Bible and related editions used 
the same words in the same places as other Bibles—carefully preserving 
the exact text of earlier King James editions—they used contemporary 
forms of King James words in many instances, in harmony with the ap-
propriate usage of their own generation. Thus, without being a “new trans-
lation” or even a “revision,” the Bible Joseph Smith owned and used for the 
JST contains a more modern form of the King James text than the one we 
use today. It, and not ours, is the King James text that underlies the Joseph 
Smith Translation of the Bible.21

The King James translators lived in an era of change in the English lan-
guage, and they worked from earlier English Bibles published at a time 
when the language was evolving even faster. Thus, in addition to competing 
word forms, we also have competing forms of grammar. Blayney, working 
over a century and a half after the translators, attempted to impose order 
and consistency on the translators’ work. But with some aspects of gram-
mar, he reversed the process of modernization and applied grammatical 
rules that predate 1611 and that the KJV translators apparently did not 
intend to apply. He edited the KJV so the pronoun ye is always used for 
the second-person plural when it is the subject of the sentence. The word 
you is used for the second-person plural in all other cases. Jesus said, “Ver-
ily I say unto you, Whatsoever ye shall bind on earth shall be bound in 
heaven: and whatsoever ye shall loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven” 
(Matthew 18:18). The 1611 translators normally followed this pattern, 
but not always, because it wasn’t how they talked. In the 1611 KJV, ye and 
you were used more interchangeably, and even before 1611, both forms 
were in common use in all cases. The word ye was in the process of dying 
out of the English language. The King James translation is consistent in 
its distinction between the plural forms and the singular. The word thou is 
the second-person singular when it is the subject of the sentence, and thee 
is used in all other cases. These words were also in the process of leaving 



Title page, H. & E. Phinney King James Bible, 1828; same edition that Joseph Smith used 
for New Translation of the Bible; note retention of most of text from 1611 title page but with 

omission of “by his Majesty’s special command” (as in other American Bibles) and  
“appointed to be read in churches” (as in other Protestant Bibles).
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the language by 1611, and they too have now disappeared. The word you 
was already moving into all cases, singular and plural, and now thee, thou, 
and ye are extinct everywhere in English except in the King James Bible 
and in writings inspired by it.

The use of pronouns in the Book of Mormon is closer to the language 
of the King James translators than to the language of the King James trans-
lation. The Book of Mormon represents a stage of the English language 
when the distinction between thee, thou, ye, and you was falling apart, and 
all were collapsing into you. Thus, in many Book of Mormon passages, the 
words are used interchangeably.22 The variants do not reflect bad gram-
mar on Joseph Smith’s part or a frontier dialect of western New York. 
They represent a phase in the history of the English language that is more 
true to life than the language reflected in the King James Version.23

We see the same kind of variety in the language of the Joseph Smith 
Translation. In many places, the Prophet replaced an old form with a new 
form, sometimes changing a word to a modern counterpart. He changed 
the extinct word wot to know, and he gave instructions that it be changed 
every time it appears.24 He used a instead of an before words that begin 
with h. He changed saith to said, which both removes an obsolete form and 
revises the text from present to past tense to make the sentences more clear. 
He changed that and which to who when referring to humans. There are also 
places where you is used where the KJV would have ye, thou, or thee. In a few 
instances, verbal conjugations are in modern forms. In a passage from the 
Book of Moses, the Lord speaks to Moses of “this earth upon which thou 
standest” (Moses 1:40; emphasis added). In his final revision of the  text, 
the Prophet changed this phrase to “this earth upon which you stand.” In 
the same verse, he changed “and thou shalt write” to “and you shall write,” and 
in the next verse, “like unto thee” is changed to “like unto you.”25 But the 
Prophet did not make changes like these universally. Most instances of such 
forms appear as they do in the King James Bible.26 Modernizing the words 
and grammar was clearly not the highest priority in the JST, but we do find 
evidence for it in the manuscripts.

Text

Joseph Smith never told us the reason behind any particular change he 
made to the text of the Bible. Thus we can only speculate about the types of 
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changes included in the New Translation.27 It is likely that a significant por-
tion of the JST restores text that was once in the Bible but later became lost. 
An angel told Nephi that many “plain and precious things” would be taken 
from the Bible before it would go forth to the world (1 Nephi 13:29), and 
thus it makes sense to assume that some lost text would be restored in the 
New Translation.28 The Prophet taught that truths were lost even before 
the Bible was compiled,29 so some JST corrections may reveal teachings or 
events that never were recorded in the Bible in the first place. In some places, 
Joseph Smith probably edited the text to bring it into harmony with truth 
found in other revelations or elsewhere in the Bible.30

One might ask, is Joseph Smith’s New Translation a correction of the 
Bible, or is it a correction of the King James Version? In other words, do 
the changes respond to issues in the earliest known manuscripts and in 
any modern translation, or are they specific to the wording in the King 
James? The evidence shows that the most significant changes are correc-
tions to the Bible, but there are many changes that address issues unique 
to the King James translation.

Among corrections specific to the King James Bible would be all the 
language modernizations noted above, including the changing of archaic 
grammar and vocabulary. Those changes are not needed for Bibles in 
other languages. In most cases, changes made at italicized words can be 
viewed as required specifically for the KJV and not for other Bibles, but 
often the text the Prophet added goes beyond the issues raised by the 
italics. Many changes are based specifically on awkward KJV wording. 
For example, in the KJV we read that “it repented the Lord that he had 
made man on the earth” (Genesis 6:6), a particularly unhappy transla-
tion of good Hebrew words that mean God sorrowed, or was grieved, 
that he had created man. The JST correction (see Moses 8:25) is neces-
sary for the King James but not for other Bible translations that provide 
better wording than the KJV. On the other hand, we read that God 
hardened Pharaoh’s heart so he would not let the Israelites go (Exo-
dus 9:12). This is translated correctly from Hebrew, and thus the JST 
change responds to wording in the Hebrew text, and the Prophet’s cor-
rection would be necessary in any language.31 Likewise, the KJV trans-
lates correctly that “the evil spirit from God” came upon Saul to moti-
vate him to kill David (1 Samuel 18:10), and thus the JST correction is 
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needed in any Bible translation.32 The phrase “No man hath seen God 
at any time” ( John 1:18) is found in the earliest Greek manuscripts and 
is translated correctly in the KJV. But the statement is false. It contra-
dicts evidence in the Bible itself, where several instances are recorded 
of prophets seeing God. Joseph Smith’s change would be needed in any 
Bible translation.33

Many JST changes have the effect of transforming awkward or dif-
ficult KJV readings to sentences and phrases more easily understood. 
The Prophet changed “They brought to the Pharisees him that afore-
time was blind” to “They brought him who had been blind to the Phari-
sees” ( John  9:13). He changed “What do we?” to “What shall we do?” 
( John 11:47), and “The angel of the Lord came upon them” to “An angel of 
the Lord appeared unto them” (Luke 2:9). Many changes do not respond 
to problems with the KJV but simply make its wording more precise. In 
scores of passages, the pronouns he and she are replaced with the names 
of the people to whom those pronouns refer. “And he said” is changed to 
“And Abraham said unto the Lord” (Genesis 18:32),34 and “he went up into 
the ship” (Luke 8:37) is changed to “Jesus went up into the ship.”35 Such 
rewording is not specific to special needs of the King James Bible.

Old Testament Manuscript 2, page 67, showing Exodus 7:13–10:1; note how 
each reference to God hardening Pharaoh’s heart is changed to Pharaoh  

hardening his own heart.



Kent P. Jackson

  210 

Changes like these suggest that the Prophet Joseph Smith cared more 
about the message of the Bible than its wording. Throughout his career, he 
paraphrased or reworded Bible texts in his sermons and writings to suit the 
teaching needs of the occasion. From time to time, he criticized the word-
ing of a passage in the King James Version. For him, the ideal of scriptural 
communication was the same as Nephi’s, who glorified in plainness (see 
1 Nephi 13:26–29). The Joseph Smith Translation of the Bible is a means 
by which God’s word was made more “plain.”

The New Translation’s most important contributions are not specific 
to the King James Version but change the Bible at its most fundamental 
level, adding material to the text that is not dependent on verses already 
in printed Bibles. Genesis in the JST contains large sections of new text, 
including much of Genesis 1–6 (Book of Moses) and Genesis 48 and 50. 
Later in the Old Testament and throughout the New Testament, there 
are other sections of new text that go beyond printed verses. In such pas-
sages, we gain our greatest understanding of the relationship between the 
language of the King James Bible and the language of the Joseph Smith 
Translation. Those sections were not revealed to Joseph Smith in the orig-
inal languages, Hebrew and Greek. They are revealed “after the manner 
of [ Joseph Smith’s] language” (D&C 1:24)—in English. But it is English 
that is specifically designed so the passages would serve as companions 
to the King James Bible. In most instances, the new material uses archaic 
pronouns and verbal conjugations, clearly patterned after the language of 
the King James translation. But the language does not give the impression 
of formality and antiquity as much as does the KJV. Both in vocabulary 
and in syntax, the wording is more contemporary, and thus the meaning 
is more clear. The New Translation was revealed in “plainness.” The King 
James Bible appears to be its linguistic model, but as with the Book of 
Mormon and the Doctrine and Covenants, the primary objective of the 
language is to communicate the word of God to modern readers so they 
can understand.

Language and Revelation

The strongest argument for the continued use of the King James trans-
lation by English-speaking Latter-day Saints is this convergence of lan-
guage between it and the scriptures of the Restoration, a convergence that 
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is particularly strong with the New Translation. One scholar has sug-
gested that the JST “has served to maintain the centrality of the KJV” in 
Mormonism,36 and indeed, the tie between the KJV and the JST means 
that the KJV will always be relevant, regardless of what translation one 
uses. Yet we should not overlook the power of the word in translation. Just 
as the KJV is not the original text, nor is the English Book of Mormon—
and we should remember that a majority of Latter-day Saints today read 
the Bible and the Book of Mormon in languages other than English—so 
also will Joseph Smith’s Bible revision bless the lives of its readers when 
translated.

As for the King James Bible, it is true that there are other translations 
that make the words and messages of the Old Testament prophets more 
clear, and most modern New Testaments are based on Greek manuscripts 
that are more accurate than those that were available in 1611. But through 
the Restoration, all vital truth necessary for us has been made known, and 
we lack nothing of critical importance. This is as true in Spanish, Portu-
guese, and Tagalog as it is in English. Yet the King James Bible was one of 
the great tools of the Restoration, and its contributions were unique. It was 
in place when the Restoration began, it created a culture that prepared a 
significant portion of the world for the coming forth of the gospel, it was 
the only Bible that most English speakers knew, it provided the spiritual 
education for the earliest Latter-day Saints, and it supplied the religious 
vocabulary and language for the revelations of the Restoration. And, for-
tunately, it is a very fine piece of scholarship. It was translated by the best 
scholars of the day, and it is hard to imagine that anyone in their generation 
could have done better. The Joseph Smith Translation, which was revealed 
under its shadow, now builds on the KJV and blesses it. And like the other 
Restoration scriptures, the JST still connects with it today to form one of 
the scriptural foundations of the gospel.
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