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			The “ Inspired Version” is a Perversion.

			“A choice seer will I raise up…and his name shall be called Joseph.” Genesis chapter 50.

			The Mormon, Hopkins, writes,

			“The Masoretes, a guild of specially trained Jewish scholars, maintained the text of the Old Testament through the ages with such painstaking care that the mss (manuscripts) currently in existence show essentially no divergence of text… . 1

			I agree with Hopkins here. This reassuring statement protects us from being duped when someone comes along and adds whole verses, even entire chapters to our Old Testament. One doing that should be mocked and his buffoonery scorned. Why would anyone believe that after many centuries of the consistently unchanged, unadulterated Old Testament text read by millions of Jews and Christians over the ages someone has had the inspiration that the correct text is actually much different from that which has been read for centuries. Who would accept such nonsense? Ummm, oh yeah, a Mormon. That’s who. You’re kidding, right Bill?

			Nope, I’m not. while those who believed in him paged through their King James Bibles, the “Prophet” Joseph Smith dictated his own “Inspired Version” of the Bible adding scores and scores of verses to the Old Testament text which the Mormon, Hopkins, just above, said was for centuries painstakingly maintained by highly trained Jewish scholars. My copy of this “Inspired Version” was published in 1970 by the Herald Publishing House in Independence, Missouri. The introduction to this volume explains that Smith translated by “revelation” and that another “revelation” of his requires the “prophet’s” devotees to uncompromisingly accept the new version.2 That is very convenient. Don’t you dare evaluate Smith’s translation. Don’t you dare research its compatibility with the Hebrew and Greek texts, syntax or grammar. Don’t you dare compare its virtues to any other versions and translations. Just accept it because Smith had a revelation that requires you to do that.

			Smith’s translation is published by the “Reorganized Church,” of Missouri, but the “Latter Days Saints” (Salt Lake) say that it is an accurate translation of Smith’s work.3 The Mormon volume “LDS Beliefs” calls the “ “translation” a scriptural treasure.4  The translation is also referenced in Doctrines and Covenants 45:60-62 and 124:89. But why would anyone think that the Bible needs to be changed by Smith? Well, for one reason, it was revealed to Smith that the “abominable church” had removed “many parts which are plain and most precious” from the Bible. (1 Nephi 13:26-28).

			So, what was one of these truths which the dastardly church supposedly removed? It is Genesis 50:30, 33. You say, “Hold on Bill, Genesis 50 only has 26 verses.” But that BIG omission is corrected by Joe because the “prophet” says it has more and he has added 38 new verses to the end of Genesis. But how do you know he is a prophet? Because Genesis 50: 30, 33, part of his additions, says he is, that’s how,

			And, again, I will raise up out of the fruit of thy loins and unto him I will give power to bring forth my word…and his name shall be called Joseph, and it shall be after the name of his father… . 

			Now can you guess Joe’s father’s name. Was it Jack? Nope. Was it Ted? Nope. Was it Frank? Nope. You don’t mean it was Joseph? Bingo, that’s right. Smith’s “Inspired Translation” includes a prediction about himself. Isn’t that really, really, really remarkable…hmmm? And those confused old Masoretes forgot to include an entire chapter of Genesis consisting of 38 verses, and over 1500 words in their “painstaking” maintenance of the Old Testament text. But that’s not all, Genesis 5, for example, has about 60 added verses and Isaiah 29 also has a number of added verses. 

			But, you ask, these scores of added verses are proven to be original because they are referenced by other Old Testament writers, by our Lord Jesus, and by the apostles lots and lots of times, right? Nope! Okay, they are quoted a few times, then, right? Nope! Alright, just once? Nope! Smith’s added verses are nowhere alluded to anywhere in the Bible. So, why would we be convinced that the added verses are Scripture? Well, because one passage in the added verses says that Joe is a prophet. But isn’t this circular reasoning? “You know I’m a prophet because Genesis 50 says I am and you know Genesis 50 is scripture because I, the prophet say it is.” Forget logic, just accept it because Joe, the “inspired” one, had a revelation requiring you to do that. 

			This foolishness is not confined to the Old Testament. Smith’s works his folly in the New Testament too. Keeping in mind that the King James Version is “the Bible used by the Church of the Latter- Day Saints,”5 note the difference between the KJV and Smith’s “Inspired Version” on John 1:1. Except for the last clause, where the KJV departs from the word order in the transliterated (letters changed into English) Greek, I put the KJV under the original. 

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							 “Inspired Translation”

						
							
							Greek and KJV

						
					

					
							
							In the beginning was the Gospel preached through the Son. And the Gospel was the word, and the word was with the Son, and the Son was with God, and the Son was of God.

						
							
							En archē ēn ho logos

							In (the)beginning was the Word

							-------- 

							kai ho Logos ēn pros ton theon

							and the Word was with God

							--------

							kai theos ēn ho logos

							*and God was the Word.  (*the word order in Greek) 6 

						
					

				
			

			The reader will do well to note that Smith’s “inspired” translation omits calling the Son “God” though the KJV (and the Greek) do. Instead the Son is “of” God. This is an incorrect rendering as “God” in the final phrase is in the Greek nominative singular case (theos) not the genitive singular case (theou). But such “minor” asides as the declension of Greek nouns does not deter the “prophet’s” changing the Bible to support his beliefs. Despite Hopkins wisely alerting us to the fact that in order to translate the Greek text, one must “have a knowledge of New Testament Greek,” 7 such a requirement does not apply to Smith, of course, because, as said above, Genesis 50:30,33 proves that Smith is an inspired prophet! So, Joe can mangle the Bible anyway he wishes, and his devotees will lap it up it.

			Yet, in addition, to the fact that the “Word” in 1:1 cannot be the “gospel” since 1:14 plainly says the “Word became flesh and dwelt among us and we beheld His glory,” (oopsie the “prophet” missed that clarification), what else are we expected to swallow in regard to Smith’s mutilation of the apostolic intent in writing this verse? (1) Smith has authority to insert prepositions wherever he wishes (i.e. “of”) into the (genuinely) inspired text which are not there, (2) Smith has authority to ignore the case of a Greek noun (it is theos not theou), and (3) Smith can change a verse which calls Christ God to one which does not. Now, keeping in mind that there are no significant variant readings (for example in ancient copies of it) at all in the Greek text of John 1:1, one is faced with the question of who do you trust: the apostle John who wrote John 1:1 or the “prophet” Joseph Smith who bastardized John 1:1?

			With the same unbridled vanity Smith attacks John 1:18 which in the KJV reads, ‘No Man hath seen God at any time: the only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared Him.” The inspired apostle John states that no man has seen God. But Smith renders this text to, “And no man hath seen God at anytime, except he hath borne record of the Son….” Smith changed the verse perhaps to accommodate his own supposed vision of God. 

			Let me pause to remind you of some of the ancient sources used to determine the correct text of John 1:18: We have copies of it in the writings of the early church fathers as Origen, Eusebius, Clement, Theodoret, John of Damascus, Gregory of Nyssa, Chrysostom, Hilary, and many, many others. So, how many of these fathers support the “except” clause the “prophet” Joe has added to John 1:18? None of them, that’s how many. Well, what about the ancient Greek copies of the verse. How many of them support Joe’s addition to John 1:18? None of them, that’s how many. Okay, what about the ancient translations of John 1:18 such as the Syriac and Latin. How many of them support Joe’s modification of John 1:18? None of them, that’s how many. You mean that despite the great and united evidence against the “prophet’s” translation of John 1:18, we are just supposed to accept it? Why? Because he is the inspired prophet as his addition to Genesis (50:30,33) proves.

			But wait, as the Mormon “exegete” Mc Conkie reminds us, “Deity has been seen by man” so the KJV (of John 1:18) is an example of mistranslation.”8 Yes, Mc Conkie could observe that other Scriptures as Numbers 12:8, and Matthew 5:8 say that God can been seen. And, as Hopkins reminds us on page 82, regarding Acts 7:55, 56, “clearly both Jesus and God the Father were seen by Stephen.” The text in Acts reads, “Behold, I see the heavens opened, and the Son of man standing on the right hand of God. So, since God has a hand, ergo God must have a body.

			On the other hand, 1 Timothy 6:16 says that God dwells in light which no man can see. And, 1 Timothy 1:17 states that God is invisible. And, 1 John 4:12 reads, “No man hath seen God at any time.” Now what do we do when the Bible seemingly contradicts itself? Should we change the Bible to fit our beliefs or should we try to understand the Bible? I opt for the latter because, as the genuinely inspired Paul writes, we are to study to “rightly divide the Word of truth” and “All Scripture is given by inspiration of God” (2 Timothy 2:15; 3:16). But the Mormon instead chooses to change the Bible, as Smith does with John 1:18, when in conflicts with his beliefs.

			Yet, what do we do then with Scriptures which have been used to teach that God has been seen? For example:

			Numbers 12:8. “the similitude of the LORD shall he behold.”

			But what does “similitude” mean? It means “likeness.” Moses was to see a resemblance of God. In fact, Moses was told that no man could see the face of
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