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The title page explains how the King James Version was to be used: “Appointed to be read in Churches.”
This meant it was intended to be read out loud from the pulpit by educated and experienced readers.

he publication of Thomas A. Wayment’s The New Testament: A
Translation for Latter-day Saints is a significant event that occasions not
only a close examination of his work but also a discussion of how it fits into
the complex relationship The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints has
long shared with Bible translation.1 If the Book of Mormon is the keystone of
our religion, the King James Version of the Bible is certainly its linguistic cornerstone. The scripture and other revelations that flowed from the Prophet
Joseph Smith and his successors in the early days of the Church were consistently couched in an archaizing English that resonated with the King James
Version (hereafter KJV) and frequently drew from its lexical and conceptual
frameworks. While the Prophet and early Church leaders and members felt
no particular obligation to the KJV as a translation, its role in framing the
Restoration wove it deeply into the very fabric of Latter-day Saint ideology,
which granted it de facto priority of place. That place has motivated a variety
of defenses of the position of the King James Version that have since granted
it a quasi-canonical status, but as the Church continues to grow around the
world and to transition into a truly global organization, its commitment to
RE · VOL. 20 NO. 2 · 2019 · 53–83
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the KJV does not come without significant complications that have largely
escaped scrutiny. The goal of this review article is to examine some of the
more salient of those complications and then address Wayment’s volume and
the way it bears on them.
Goals in Bible Translation

Bible translation involves navigating a complex spectrum of linguistic, textual, literary, historical, rhetorical, traditional, semantic, and other tensions.2
Before any of these tensions can be resolved, though, they have to be prioritized based on the particular goals of the translation. One of the most
prominent contemporary theories of translation, Skopos theory, observes
that translation is a purposeful activity and that quality must be measured
against a translation’s purpose, or its intended functions within a target audience.3 Ideally, these functions are described in a translation brief, which may
be created by the translator(s) or by those commissioning the translation. The
translation succeeds to the degree it executes the functions described in the
brief, and the more detail contained in the brief, the easier the decisions facing
the translator become and the easier assessment of quality becomes. Because
a Bible (or portions of it available in translation) may serve a wide variety of
functions, there are a number of different ways to approach its translation.
This section considers three such approaches.
For some, a Bible translation may be intended to function primarily as a
missionary tool. In such cases, a translator will want to use more generic terminology, avoid in-group jargon, and usually aim for maximum accessibility
(although considerations regarding the target audience will indicate the optimal degree of accessibility). Proselytizing among underprivileged segments
of a society or among second-language speakers of a language of wider communication will demand far more accessibility than it would among educated
first-language speakers. The United Bible Societies have moved in this direction since the 1960s, prioritizing naturalness and clarity so that readability is
optimized. This approach demands more decisiveness in interpretation, and
such translations run the risk of misinterpreting passages or losing semantic
content as the source text is accommodated to the target culture.4 A central
concern with such translations is finding the sweet spot between bringing the
meaning of the source text to the readership where it is and forcing the readership to expend the time and cognitive effort to approximate the meaning
of the source text. Concerns for reception become key here. Will the target
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audience be unwilling or unable to do the work, or will they reject a translation that does all the work for them, and perhaps in a way they do not like?
Many readers feel the challenge of excavating meaning from a difficult text is
precisely what leads to more and deeper insights.
For some, a Bible translation may be intended to serve primarily institutional functions, such as administration, education, managing reputation,
or any one of a number of other functions. In-group jargon might be necessary for such a translation, as well as avoiding certain terminology that might
overlap with competing groups or conflict with the goals of the institution.
The specific source texts used for the translation and the rendering of specific
passages may be more important to the interests of the institution, particularly if intended for the classroom or the pulpit.5 The first edition of the KJV
is a handy illustration of precisely this kind of translation. While there were a
variety of reasons for the project,6 the title page explains how the King James
Version was to be used: “Appointed to be read in Churches.” This meant it was
intended to be read out loud from the pulpit by educated and experienced
readers.7 Its large size (11 × 16 inches), high cost, archaizing black-letter type,
cadences, formal and outdated language, even its overwrought punctuation,
signaled the translation’s institutional function and limited the accessibility
that its immediate predecessors had worked to expand.8 This was not a Bible
for the home or the mission field; it was a Bible for the pulpit (and was frequently chained to it).9
The conceptual framework of “hospitality” is sometimes employed to
help understand and critique how institutionally oriented translations function. As a postcolonial metaphor, hospitality relates to the way a “host” and a
“guest” play their respective roles to meet social expectations as well as to further their own agendas. For example, Bible translation agencies often explain
their presence in developing countries as a response to an invitation, framing
themselves as guests and the target language group as host. These guests have
agendas of their own, of course, as do the hosts, and unless those agendas are
openly acknowledged, the two sides will play their roles in whatever ways
they feel necessary to best serve their interests.
An example from an outdated but influential Setswana translation of
the Bible called the Wookey Bible (1908) illustrates these dynamics.10 The
translation renders the Greek δαιμόνιον (daimonion), “demon,” with Badimo,
which is a Setswana word that refers to sacred ancestral spirits commonly
involved in divination and healing. With this rendering, Alfred Wookey

56

Religious Educator ·  VOL. 20 NO. 2 · 2019

took rhetorical aim at a central symbol of Batswana culture, no doubt viewed
as antithetical to the Christian gospel.11 The guest thus sought to use the
host’s own language to alter the host culture. The host’s own interests were
not entirely undermined, however. Despite the denigration of the sacred
ancestral spirits, the translation became deeply embedded in the culture by
being employed precisely as a tool of divination and faith healing. Batswana
use random passages from the Bible to divine spiritual health and means of
healing, appealing to both Jesus and the Badimo in the process.12 While the
majority of Christians live in the global south, the vast majority of resources

Page from a 1602 Bishops Bible with marginal notes showing a King James translator’s revisions.
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employed by Christian groups is concentrated in the global north, meaning
institutionally oriented translations of the Bible will continue to reify hostguest relationships that will best be served through open acknowledgment of
institutional agendas. Similar power dynamics have long been at play in the
Church’s own scripture translation processes.
A Bible translation may also be a prestige project for the translator, or
aimed at primarily academic or literary goals. Accessibility is usually not the
goal here, but rather displaying the beauty of the text and often even subverting institutional terminology or hermeneutics. Two recent examples are
David Bentley Hart’s translation of the New Testament and Robert Alter’s
translation of the Old Testament.13 Both translations attempt to dislodge the
text from the strictures of tradition and more faithfully reflect its linguistic
idiosyncrasies. Hart’s New Testament aims to reproduce the experience of
the original Greek readers, rendering polished Greek in polished English and
clumsy or stilted Greek in clumsy or stilted English.14 Traditional terminology and readability are sidestepped in favor of hyperliteralism and eclecticism.
Similarly, Alter aims to capture the beauty and simplicity of the poetry and
prose of the Hebrew Bible, and he is willing to sacrifice readability in order
to force the English into a more compact Hebrew mold.15 In a sense, both
translations make the text more alien in order to tease out a more concerted
and focused effort at comprehension and appreciation, which can certainly
facilitate a closer approximation to the intended meaning but also renders
that meaning less accessible to those without the requisite skills, resources,
or motivations. Because both translations are primarily oriented toward academic goals, they avoid concerns for devotional or liturgical use, as well as
their accessibility to less-educated or second-language speakers of English.
In sum, a translation’s quality is primarily contingent on what, precisely,
it is intended to do, and translations can do many different things. One effect
this consideration has had on Bible translation over the last several decades
is to compel institutions and translators to commit more attention to the
ways the Bible functions and which functions they want to prioritize.16 The
Church’s relationship with the KJV and with non-English Bible translations,
however, has not been characterized by particularly thorough consideration
of these dynamics, although there is a consistent and de facto prioritization
of institutional functions and goals that not infrequently conflicts with the
different ways and reasons Latter-day Saints engage with the Bible.17 While
most English-speaking Latter-day Saints are content to read the KJV without
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concern for institutional versus individual functions and goals, there are complications that can and do bubble to the surface.
The KJV and the Church

The KJV is not, strictly speaking, a translation, but a revision of the 1602 edition of the Bishops’ Bible, itself a revision of other revisions going back to the
translations of William Tyndale and Miles Coverdale from the 1520s and
1530s.18 According to the translators, rather than make a bad translation good,
the goal was to “make a good one better.”19 In what sense it was intended
to be “better” is up for debate, but it did not stray far from its base translations. One study estimates 84 percent of the KJV’s New Testament preserves
Tyndale’s words exactly.20 The note to the reader states that the translation was
intended to be understood by “even the very vulgar,”21 but if democratizing
the text was actually a goal, they were not particularly successful. Two linguistic factors worked directly against democratization: (1) they were revising
an almost century-old translation already considered unrepresentative of
then-contemporary English,22 and (2) the particular translation philosophy
compelled an atomistic and overly literal translation that frequently resulted
in awkward diction.23
Paradoxically, these two factors significantly increased the interpretive
flexibility and dynamism of the Bible. Similar to the way a more alien text
compels a more concerted effort at comprehension, outdated language and
foreign syntax mitigate clarity and inject a great deal of ambiguity into the
text, which allows motivated readers to arrive at a variety of different readings.
Many critical readers will clutch their pearls at such a notion, but for those
who take a more “Liahona” approach to the scriptures and engage them to
find guidance and answers to their own personal pursuits and struggles, this
makes for a much more dynamic fount of inspiration and revelation. This
has a great deal of salience for many English-speaking Latter-day Saints,24
although in the evolution of translation goals and philosophies it might be
characterized as more of a spandrel or exaptation than an adaptation.25
The KJV was not particularly well received upon publication in 1611,
but by the Restoration of Charles II in 1660, it became authoritative within
the Church. This gave it liturgical and literary purchase that put it front and
center when, a century later, a surge in antiquarian tastes entrenched a view
of the Bible as the standard for learning and teaching the English language.26
While changes had been made in each printing of the KJV, three influential
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revisions were published around the 1760s, with Benjamin Blayney’s 1769
edition—which is the base text for Latter-day Saint editions of the Bible
in English—achieving preeminence. A similar process would be repeated a
century later when writers, “seeking the patina of biblical authority,” brought
some of the outdated language of the KJV back into vogue.27 As Gordon
Campbell notes, “It was in this period that readers began to speak of the
‘majesty’ of the KJV, and of its cadences.”28 These accidents of history have
embedded the language of the KJV deep within modern English’s linguistic
foundation, which has obscured much of its outdated language and linguistic
shortcomings and given rise among certain groups to the perception of its
unique elegance and beauty.29
Throughout the nineteenth century, the Church’s use of the KJV might
be characterized as more circumstantial than prescriptive.30 Many early
Latter-day Saint leaders, including the Prophet Joseph Smith, felt no particular obligation or commitment to the KJV. They would refer generically to
concern for careful translation but almost never to the particular qualities of
the KJV itself. This early ambivalence is also evinced in the eighth article of
faith (“We believe the Bible to be the word of God as far as it is translated correctly”), as well as the Prophet’s own revision of the text, which introduced
thousands of changes. Institutional devotion to the KJV was an incremental
process that began with the Reorganized Church’s publication of an edition of
the KJV called The Holy Scriptures (1867) that incorporated all the Prophet’s
revisions.31 Many Latter-day Saints distrusted the new edition, believing it
had been significantly altered to serve the Reorganized Church’s interests,
which incentivized the explicit assertion of the KJV as Latter-day Saints’ preferred Bible translation.32 The conservative and overwhelmingly Protestant
background of most Church members only further entrenched this preference in response to late nineteenth century Catholic criticisms of the KJV
and early twentieth century criticisms rooted in modern biblical scholarship
and the Bible revisions it was producing. As Armand L. Mauss has observed,
the Church’s relationship to the KJV was a means of differentiation in the
nineteenth century, but a means of assimilation in the early twentieth.33
The clearest turning point toward articulation of a formal preference for
the KJV came with President J. Reuben Clark’s 1956 book, Why the King
James Version? President Clark’s book marshaled some of the most authoritative conservative biblical scholarship of the day to fiercely defend the KJV’s
New Testament against critical scholarship and more recently published
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translations of the Bible, most notably the 1952 Revised Standard Version
(RSV).34 Philip Barlow distilled President Clark’s case down to five main
arguments. For President Clark, the KJV (Authorized Version) was “(1) doctrinally more acceptable, (2) verified by the work of Joseph Smith, (3) based
on a better Greek text, (4) literarily superior, (5) the version of Latter-day
Saint tradition, and (6) produced by faithful, prayerful churchmen who were
amenable to the Holy Spirit rather than by a mixture of believing and unbelieving, or orthodox and heterodox, scholars.”35
The majority of the volume is dedicated to defending the KJV’s source text
and translation decisions, but prophetic authority was marshaled through the
comparison of different translations of New Testament passages with the KJV
and with the Prophet Joseph Smith’s inspired revision.36 Overwhelmingly—
and, as a revision, unsurprisingly—the KJV hewed more closely to the
Prophet’s revision than to any other translation. This line of argumentation,
in contrast to others, began to arrogate a degree of inspiration to the KJV.
Elder Mark E. Petersen made the case more explicitly regarding the Book of
Mormon’s relationship to the KJV in his 1966 book, As Translated Correctly:
Quotations from ancient Jewish prophets appearing in the Book of Mormon are the
most correct Old Testament passages in existence today. They were copied onto the
gold plates directly from the plates of brass, and translated by the gift and power of
God as a part of the Book of Mormon. And yet—these passages resemble the King
James translation more than any other Bible version. This gives reason to believe
that indeed the Lord did have a hand in the translation of the King James version.
. . . Not one of the modern versions can match the language of the brass plates quotations as the King James version does.37

The KJV’s literary superiority was one feature of President Clark’s argument that continues to be employed today. He heavily criticized scholars
who promoted the idea that the Greek of the Gospels and the rest of the
New Testament was a common, everyday Greek (an idea Wayment promotes
in his “Note to the Reader”). After listing several of the miraculous works
of the Savior, President Clark comments, “All are not worthy, the Extreme
Textualists tell us, to be told in the magnificent language and poetry of the Old
Testament. They say an ‘elaborate, elegant style’ is unsuited for the account of
these mighty works and teachings, ‘and in proportion as it is rendered in a
conscious literary style, it is misrepresented to the modern reader.’ All this
they tell us. . . . The whole effect of the work of these Revisers seems to be
to break down Christ, take away his divinity, make him just man, though an
exceptional one.”38 This argument does not so much address the legitimacy of
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the case being made by these scholars as it suggests that the prose of the KJV
appropriately honors and glorifies the Savior’s words and deeds by articulating them in a higher literary register. To appeal to more common language is
to hold back that honor, effectively lowering Christ and his divinity.39
The contemporary Church’s position is best represented by the First
Presidency’s 1992 statement regarding the KJV as a translation, which suggests that the KJV’s integration into the linguistic and doctrinal foundations
of the Restoration is the primary consideration: “The Lord has revealed
clearly the doctrines of the gospel in these latter-days. 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 King James
Version, in doctrinal matters latter-day revelation supports the King James
Version in preference to other English translations.”40
Among other things, this statement demonstrates the primarily institutional orientation of the Bible’s function, as well as its subordinate status
to Restoration scripture. It is not so much what the KJV teaches or how
clearly it does so that makes it preferable but how it reinforces and integrates
Restoration scripture and modern-day revelation. Because of that role, the
KJV is really under no serious threat of displacement, but the practical implications of this priority merit discussion.
The KJV and the Church’s Messaging

No living person speaks the English of the KJV, though we commonly
approach it as if we did. This is a source of one of the main complications of
our commitment to it: we frequently misunderstand it. Now, to the degree we
understand scripture to function as a facilitator of the Spirit or as a personal
catalyst for inspiration, creative and dynamic interpretation can be an asset
(and our lack of facility with KJV English certainly stimulates this). However,
for a global Church that publishes Bible-interpreting material in almost two
hundred languages, prioritizing creative interpretation can complicate things.
A recent example of how misunderstanding can complicate the Church’s
international messaging comes from a “Ministering Principles” article from
July 2018 entitled “Reach Out in Compassion.”41 The subtitle reads “As you
follow the Savior’s example of compassion, you will find that you can make
a difference in others’ lives.” This is a reference to Jude 1:22, which is partially quoted in the first paragraph: “An assignment to watch over others is
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an opportunity to minister as the Lord would: with ‘compassion, making a
difference’ ( Jude 1:22).”42 This reading interprets “making a difference” as
exercising some kind of positive influence, which is a wonderful message, but
it misunderstands the archaic English of the passage. The KJV translators
were rendering a Greek verb, διακρίνω (diakrinō), which usually means “differentiate” or “separate,” and those translators interpreted the participle as an
adverbial phrase. They used the phrase “making a difference” to suggest we
should exercise discernment regarding to whom we show compassion.43 The
incidental overlap with a contemporary English idiom, however, facilitated
an entirely novel reading.
The difficulties did not end there, however, as a result of another complication of our commitment to the KJV: its widening divergence from
contemporary translations and scholarship. The “Ministering Principles”
article was sent out for translation to over seventy different translators who
promptly opened their Church-preferred non-English Bible translations—
including the Church-published Spanish and Portuguese editions—and
found yet another rendering with no relevance to the article’s message: “have
compassion on those who doubt.” There is a reason for this. Most contemporary Bible translations are based on more ancient and reliable manuscripts of
the Greek New Testament than those available to the translators of the KJV.44
In these more reliable manuscripts, the participle is in the accusative case,
meaning it is the object of the verb, not an adverbial phrase. Additionally,
many scholars believe the verb διακρίνω could be used in the New Testament
to mean “waver” or “doubt.”45 Most contemporary translations thus interpret
the text to be commanding compassion toward those who are wavering or torn
between allegiances.46 The translators of the “Ministering Principles” article
had to decide on their own how to resolve the disparity, and the majority
of them simply translated and cited the English KJV. This solves their problem but leaves members of the Church who do not speak English wondering
about the discrepancy, often assuming their Bibles are inferior.47 This is a
common occurrence in the translation of our magazines, lesson manuals, and
general conference addresses. The consistent deference to the English KJV
over and against the Bibles recommended to non-English-speaking members
reinforces for many a view of the KJV as superior, a view of the Church as a
staunchly American institution, and a view of other translations as flawed.
This last concern highlights a further complication of the divergence
from other translations. As contemporary Bible translations deviate more
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and more from the source texts and the translation philosophies of the KJV,
fewer and fewer translations that reflect the KJV’s textual and translation
profile are available for the Church to recommend and source for its nonEnglish-speaking membership. As a result, contemporary Bible translations
with little relationship to the KJV tradition are more commonly being preferred, and this discrepancy sometimes draws concern from members and
leaders of the Church. For instance, the Church’s preferred German translation, the Einheitsübersetzung, renders Job 19:26b—as do many others—as
“without my flesh, I shall see God” (ohne mein Fleisch werde ich Gott schauen).
The familiar “yet in my flesh I shall see God” has been turned on its head, but
it is a perfectly legitimate rendering of the Hebrew, it makes better contextual
sense, and it is not doctrinally inaccurate (cf. Alma 40:11–12; Ecclesiastes
12:7). It also, however, deprives us of an important Old Testament witness
to the Resurrection and creates issues for German-speaking members when,
say, a lesson manual discussing the Resurrection directs them to this passage.
Although there are no easy resolutions to these issues, it is crucial that those
writing material for the Church be aware of them. While internationalization
and localization are beginning to receive more attention, they continue to be
subordinated to English content creation.
Another feature of some contemporary translations that frequently
causes concern is the omission of passages from the New Testament. I heavily criticized this practice myself as a missionary in the Uruguay Montevideo
Mission. In my view, this could represent only the active and willful excision
of the plain and precious truths of the gospel.48 The reality of the situation
is quite a bit different, though. The passages that are removed do not appear
in the earliest and most reliable manuscripts (which can predate the manuscripts underlying the KJV by a thousand years), and in some cases we can
even document their origin in marginal notes that would later be transposed into the scriptural text itself.49 This raises a question with which Bible
translators frequently grapple: should a verse a translator knows to be a late
interpolation be removed if it is a well-known and important part of a faith
community’s discourse? Put more broadly, should concerns for reception and
the target audience’s expectations take priority, or should the translator try to
approximate as faithfully as possible the inspired author’s original message?
This is not a merely academic concern: our preferred Bible translations,
and even the Bible translations we publish, come down on different sides of
this question. For example, the Church’s preferred Italian translation, the
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Riveduta, omits a number of verses from the New Testament.50 As just one
example, in the story from John 5 of the man healed at the pool of Bethesda,
the Riveduta skips directly from verse 3 to verse 5, relegating verse 4—which
explains the angel’s role in disturbing the water—to a footnote. The note
explains that the verse is missing from the earliest manuscripts and was most
likely inserted later to explain the comment in verse 7 about the water being
disturbed.51 (Wayment omits the entire verse as well, stating in the footnote it
is “confidently not original to the Gospel of John.”)
In preparing the New Testament text for the Latter-day Saint edition of
the Bible in Portuguese, a different approach was taken. Although revising a
translation of the New Testament that was based on more modern “critical
text” manuscripts, the decision was made to defer to the Textus Receptus, for
the sake of reception, except where a demonstrable error occurred.52 (After
all, we want members to read the translation.) Such cases of demonstrable
error were rare, but an example is Luke 6:1, which the KJV renders “And it
came to pass on the second sabbath after the first.” This is an attempt to make
sense of the nonsensical compound Greek word δευτεροπρώτῳ (deuteroprōto),
“secondfirst,” which is most likely the work of a copyist who came across
two different readings and decided to punt by just combining them.53 The
Portuguese translation reads num sábado, “on a sabbath,” in agreement with
the critical text.54
This is not a groundbreaking variant, but with the publication so far of
two non-English Latter-day Saint editions of the Bible and many preferred
Bibles that side with modern scholarship, the Church is putting significant
institutional support behind translations that deviate in many and sometimes
significant ways from the KJV.55 This is significant and in no small part because
it brings the nature of the KJV and our (sometimes dogmatic) commitment
to it further into public focus, which will reverberate in as-yet-unknown ways
throughout the worldwide Church. Wayment’s New Testament represents
one such reverberation.
Thomas A. Wayment’s The New Testament: A Translation for Latterday Saints

To assess Wayment’s volume, we should have a good idea of what it is trying
to do. There is no systematic presentation of the intended function and target
audience, but in his “Note to the Reader,” Wayment offers some clues. He
states in the first paragraph that he is not intending the replace the KJV but

Published by the Religious Studies Center. © Brigham Young University.
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to supplement it as “an invitation to engage again the meaning of the text
for a new and more diverse English readership.” He hopes “it can become a
study tool, an aid to inviting readers into the text so that new meaning can
be discovered, and new inspiration can be found” (vii). In this way (and no
doubt other unstated ways), Wayment’s volume acknowledges and ultimately
defers to the institutional translation and institutional concerns. To whatever
degree it does function as a supplement, it would serve to point the reader in
new directions and new possibilities and equip them for a more informed and
dynamic engagement with the text of the KJV.56
Before examining ways the volume sets out to accomplish this goal,
I would like to highlight Wayment’s reference to “a new and more diverse
English readership.” This statement may (subtly) make reference to the fact
that a growing proportion of the membership of The Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints that engages the scriptures in English comes to the text
lacking significant exposure to KJV English. This may be because they are converts to the Church, because they are not first-language speakers of English, or
because they are both. In some parts of the world, such as portions of Africa
or Papua New Guinea, vernacular translations of Restoration scripture are
not available, and English functions as a language of wider communication
(LWC). In such areas, if the Church’s introductory materials are not available
in a local language, there will be no preferred translation of the Bible, and
members will primarily use the KJV.57 In other places, such as the Philippines
or parts of Europe, the Church has designated preferred Bible translations,
but because English is relatively widespread, members often prefer to read
the scriptures in English (even if they struggle with comprehension).58 This
preference is reinforced when they see the frequent deference to the English
KJV that appears in Church publications translated from English.59 If these
groups are indeed in view, Wayment’s volume would be shouldering an enormous responsibility.
There are two vehicles for the accomplishment of Wayment’s goals for
his volume: the translation itself and the study aids. The translation is conservatively executed in more contemporary, though by no means informal,
English, which does clarify a number of passages and increases the accessibility of the translation.60 A portion of the parable of the sheep and the
goats should help illustrate the improved naturalness of the rendering (here,
Matthew 25:31–40):
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When the Son of Man comes in his glory and all the angels with him, then he will
sit upon his throne of glory. And he will gather before him all the nations, and he
will separate them one from another, just as a shepherd separates the sheep from
the goats. And he will place the sheep on his right and the goats on his left. Then
the king will say to those on his right, “Come, blessed of my Father and inherit the
kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world. I was hungry and you
gave me something to eat, I was thirsty and you gave me a drink, a stranger and you
took me in, naked and you gave me clothing, sick and you looked after me, in prison
and you came to me.” Then the righteous will answer him, “Lord, when did we see
you hungry and give you food, or when did we see you thirsty and give you a drink?
When did we see you a stranger and take you in, or naked and clothe you? When
did we see you sick or thrown in prison and come to you?” And the king answered
them, “Truly I say to you, as you have done this to one of the least of my brothers or
sisters, you have done it to me.”

This passage could be easily read out loud by an average reader without
the usual fumbling over awkward word order and diction.
Where the KJV is not unusually awkward, Wayment’s translation tends
to reflect its familiar prose. There seems to be a general and perhaps intentional resonance with the KJV, either to signal its supplementary status or to
make the translation more palatable to those accustomed to KJV prose (or
both). Matthew 1:19 is a handy example:
Textus Receptus:
Ἰωσὴφ δὲ ὁ ἀνὴρ αὐτῆς, δίκαιος ὢν καὶ μὴ θέλων αὐτήν παραδειγματίσαι, ἐβουλήθη
λάθρα ἀπολῦσαι αὐτήν.
Wayment:
And her husband Joseph, being a righteous man and not wanting to make a
public example of her, wanted to send her away privately.
2013 Latter-day Saint KJV:
Then Joseph her husband, being a just man, and not willing to make her a
publick example, was minded to put her away privily.
NRSV:
Her husband Joseph, being a righteous man and unwilling to expose her to
public disgrace, planned to dismiss her quietly.

The word order and terminology are largely preserved in more contemporaneous English, and the choice of “privately” for λάθρα (instead of “quietly,”
or “secretly”) stays with a cognate for the KJV’s “privily.” This will resonate
with those familiar with the KJV while also sounding less foreign to those
approaching the text without that familiarity.61
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Whether as a result of this resonance with the KJV or out of concern
for faithfulness to the source text, the text often hews closely to Greek word
order, so one might challenge the consistency with which Wayment has
“given preference to readability in place of reflecting a foreign language word
order” (viii). This holds generally throughout the narrative portions of the
translation (where that word order does not significantly affect comprehensibility in English). Here is John 11:1:
Textus Receptus:
Ἦν δέ τις ἀσθενῶν Λάζαρος ἀπὸ Βηθανίας ἐκ τῆς κώμης Μαρίας καὶ Μάρθας τῆς
ἀδελφῆς αὐτῆς.
Wayment:
A certain man was ill, Lazarus from Bethany, from the village of Mary and
Martha, her sister.
2013 Latter-day Saint KJV:
Now a certain man was sick, named Lazarus, of Bethany, the town of Mary
and her sister Martha.
NRSV:
Now a certain man was ill, Lazarus of Bethany, the village of Mary and her
sister Martha.

Wayment actually more directly reflects the word order of the Greek than
does the KJV. The repetition of “from” in the appositional phrase in reference to Bethany (despite different Greek prepositions) is peculiar, and unlike
the KJV and the NRSV, Wayment maintains the final position of “her sister,”
which will strike some readers as awkward.62
Wayment tends to retain longer readings from the Textus Receptus that are
omitted in the critical text, as with the story of the woman taken in adultery
in John 7:53–8:11, although he does place them in double brackets and comments on the text-critical situation in the footnotes.63 For smaller differences,
some Textus Receptus variants are maintained without comment, as in John
17:1, where “Glorify your Son so that your Son may glorify you” includes
the possessive pronoun in the second “your Son” where the critical texts have
generally omitted it in favor of the definite article. In other places, however,
Textus Receptus variants are omitted, and sometimes without comment, as in
Mark 3:14, where Wayment describes the Apostles being given power to cast
out demons but omits the reference to healing sicknesses (in agreement with
the critical texts). The footnotes make no note of this omission.
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Some of the problematic translation choices from the KJV are also remedied in Wayment’s translation, though most of these are easy corrections.
For instance, the occurrences of “testament” for διαθήκη in Luke 22:20 and
Hebrews 7:22 and 9:15 are changed to “covenant” by Wayment. In Romans
5:11, the KJV has “atonement” (the only New Testament occurrence) for
καταλλαγὴν (katallagēn), which is a stretch.64 Wayment joins most other contemporary translations in correcting it to “reconciliation.” The KJV renders
“propitiation” (which refers to the appeasement of a deity) for ἱλαστήριον
(hilastērion) in Romans 3:25. Classical/Hellenistic Greek certainly carries that meaning, but it is also a term the Septuagint translators chose for
rendering the Hebrew ( כפרתḵapporet), “mercy seat.”65 It is thus the place of
atonement, where blood was sprinkled as part of a ritual that brought about
the remission of sins. In light of Romans 3:25’s references to blood and the
remission of sins, Wayment renders “seat of mercy.”
There are some places where I still prefer the KJV’s renderings, either for
aesthetic or interpretive reasons, but I would say these are in the minority.
One example is an interpretive toss-up in Ephesians 4:8, where the KJV has
“Wherefore he saith, When he ascended up on high, he led captivity captive,
and gave gifts unto men.” Wayment renders, “Therefore, it says, ‘When he
ascended on high he captured those who were captive; he gave gifts to men and
women.’” My concern is the captives. As Wayment explains in his footnote,
the passage quotes the Greek translation of Psalm 68:18, where αἰχμαλωσίαν
(aichmalōsian), a feminine singular noun, could be understood as “captivity”
or as an abstract reference to prisoners of war. Wayment prefers the latter, and
that may very well be correct, but I find more depth and significance in the
former.
The features of Wayment’s volume that may be considered “study aids”
are legion. Among the more conspicuous is the formatting. Wayment’s volume sets the type in paragraphs (with different typesetting for the poetry),
superscripts the verse numbers so they are largely out of the way, and includes
quotations marks for dialogue. This all constitutes a significant departure from the division into separate indented verses familiar from all other
Latter-day Saint editions of the scriptures. While subtle, this signals a different conceptualization of the function of the volume.66 Divisions into
verses makes it easier to scan a page and find a desired verse, which primarily
facilitates the use of scripture as a reference tool, and particularly in public
reading.67 While this is frequently an important function of scripture, it is
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not the only way to engage the scriptures and certainly not a familiar one for
newcomers to the scriptures.
The Bible and the Book of Mormon both constitute collections of a variety of different literary genres for which the text’s form is frequently endowed
with rhetorical functions of its own. This is most conspicuous for poetry,
where division into verses can help signal a variety of relationships that contribute to the broader semantic load conveyed by a text, but even paragraph
or section divisions within narrative can help compartmentalize the text in
ways that influence interpretation.68 Section headings also aid in the division
of sense units, and the inclusion in the headings of references to parallel passages of scripture is a much more convenient and efficient tool than a gospel
harmony in the back of the volume. Wayment’s volume is more conducive
to study of literary units as such, which (1) facilitates a much more readerfriendly approach (without being a formal Reader’s Edition), (2) provides an
alternative to the atomism of the Latter-day Saint KJV, and (3) can hopefully
help mitigate the slow creep of proof texting.69
One of the most informative features of the formatting is the italicizing of quoted scripture (with references in the footnotes).70 Latter-day Saint
editions of the Bible are notoriously stingy with their footnotes, and New
Testament quotations of the Old Testament are not consistently or particularly thoroughly identified.71 This has long deprived Latter-day Saints of much
of the rich intertextuality with the Old Testament that was so critical to the
New Testament authors’ conceptualizations and presentations of the identity
and mission of Jesus Christ.72 The most motivated students of scripture will
ultimately tease many of these out, but little is lost by saving them the effort,
as Wayment’s volume does.73 Some noncanonical texts, like 1 Enoch, are even
referenced where they are quoted (as in Jude 1:14), although 2 Maccabees
7, which is alluded to in Hebrews 11:35, is not referenced. Importantly, the
notes also indicate intertextual relationships with the Book of Mormon and
the Doctrine and Covenants (although I note that the Book of Mormon is
always alluding to New Testament passages and never quoting them). The
inclusion and discussion of variants from Joseph Smith’s revision of the Bible
will also be very helpful for more thorough study of the relationship between
the two.74
Three other important study aids are the introductions before each book,
the maps, and the explanatory notes. For the Gospels, the introductory sections discuss the author, the manuscripts, and the structure and organization
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of the book. These provide helpful context and orient the reader to the main
themes of each Gospel, but I would have liked to have seen more detail, particularly for the discussions of structure and organization, which can be one of
the most helpful interpretive keys for the nonspecialist reader. For the rest of
the New Testament, the introductory sections address the author, their purpose for writing, and any salient connections to Latter-day Saint belief. The
latter sections should help Latter-day Saints approach the texts with more
enthusiasm and ultimately come to appreciate many of the more neglected
books of the New Testament. The maps provide helpful orientation within
the context of the narratives, rather than deep in the back of the book where
they tend to be consulted independent of actual engagement with the texts.
More could have been provided, but obviously space is a concern.75
Perhaps the most insight in the study aids is found in the explanatory
notes. Rather than clutter up the text with superscripted footnote references (the verse numbers already occupy that space, anyway), the reader can
simply look for the verse references in the footnotes to see what issues are
discussed. In addition to the quotations, paraphrases, and allusions discussed
above, these notes give more detail and background on literary, historical,
and geographical contexts; comment on text-critical considerations; describe
relationships with other texts from the Old and New Testaments; explain
translation choices; and show where meaning is ambiguous or unclear. Rather
than assert an answer for every potential concern, Wayment offers facts and
observations and frequently leaves the decision to the reader. This openendedness is where the reader will find some of the most help in applying
more informed and dynamic interpretive lenses to their reading of the New
Testament, both in Wayment’s volume and in the KJV. A simple example
from Matthew 6:11–13 demonstrates how much additional information is
available. This is the second half of the Lord’s Prayer:
Textus Receptus:
11 τὸν ἄρτον ἡμῶν τὸν ἐπιούσιον δὸς ἡμῖν σήμερον
12 καὶ ἄφες ἡμῖν τὰ ὀφειλήματα ἡμῶν ὡς καὶ ἡμεῖς ἀφίεμεν τοῖς ὀφειλέταις ἡμῶν
13 καὶ μὴ εἰσενέγκῃς ἡμᾶς εἰς πειρασμὸν ἀλλὰ ῥῦσαι ἡμᾶς ἀπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ ὅτι σοῦ
ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία καὶ ἡ δύναμις καὶ ἡ δόξα εἰς τοῦς αἰῶνας ἀμήν
Wayment:
11 Give us enough bread for today,
12 and take away our debts, to the extent we have forgiven our debtors,
13 and do not lead us toward temptation, but save us from evil.
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2013 Latter-day Saint KJV:
11 Give us this day our daily bread.
12 And forgive us our debts, as we forgive our debtors.
13 And lead us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil: For thine is the
kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for ever. Amen.
NRSV:
11 Give us this day our daily bread.
12 And forgive us our debts,
as we also have forgiven our debtors.
13 And do not bring us to the time of trial,
but rescue us from the evil one.

Wayment’s notes on these three short verses explain:
6:11 The idea of bread for today, also rendered as daily bread, contains a subtle critique of amassing wealth for future needs. The teaching echoes Deuteronomy 8:3.
Jesus may have been commenting on the Roman acceptance of amassing wealth.
Luke’s translation of the saying (Luke 11:3) is more forceful in its teaching: give
us our daily bread day by day. The word translated as daily appears nowhere else
in the New Testament. Matthew avoids the typical Greek word for daily. Daily
is translated as supersubstantialem in the Vulgate of Matthew 6:11 and means
life-sustaining. Matthew’s wording equates financial debt with spiritual sin. 6:12
Matthew here prefers debts (also trespasses) to Luke’s sins (Luke 11:4). Matthew may
have intended the idea of debts to represent the weight or impact of sin. Origen
(died ca. 254 CE), an early patristic father who quoted the Lord’s Prayer, translated
it as trespasses, using a different word than Matthew or Luke did. 6:13 Later manuscripts add the final sentence of the Lord’s Prayer, known as the doxology, that is
familiar from other translations: For yours is the kingdom, and the power, and the
glory, forever. Amen. The manuscripts are not very reliable that support this reading,
but a version of it is recorded in the Didache and 3 Nephi 13:13. A similar petition
by David is found in Psalm 141:4. James 1:13 treats the theme of temptation, but
in this verse it can also mean trial. Amen is a Hebrew word signifying agreement to
something that is true and firmly agreed upon, although this prayer does not end
with Amen unless the doxology is original.

Several lines of inquiry could be chased down just from these three footnotes, which not only explain the meaning of technical terms but reveal a
number of contextual details that help us to better understand the doctrine
being taught. This will enrich our engagement with not only the biblical texts
but also the Book of Mormon and other Restoration scripture.
By way of critique, the absence of any discussion in the notes regarding the final clause of John 1:1 (“and the Word was God”) might be called
a glaring omission. There is also a rather significant error is found in the
note for Matthew 9:34, which mentions the rhetorical editorializing of the
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name Beelzebul. The note states that Beelzebub is the original name, meaning
“Prince Baal,” and that Beelzebul is the revised name that means “lord of the
flies.” This has it backwards, though. Zebub means “fly” in Hebrew and zebul
comes from a Northwest Semitic word for “prince.”76 The form occurring in
the Old Testament (Beelzebub) is the editorialized name meaning “lord of the
flies,” while the New Testament preserves the more original Beelzebul, “Prince
Baal.” Some few inevitable infelicities aside, the notes will prove to make one
of the most valuable contributions of the volume to a more intensive study of
the New Testament.
Conclusion

Overall, despite my few very small quibbles, I consider Wayment’s New
Testament a landmark publication that should be on the shelf of any Englishspeaking Latter-day Saint student of the scriptures. The translation is a more
natural and up-to-date rendering of the text of the New Testament that
displays clear resonances with the KJV while consistently incorporating
advances in the scholarship. The study aids will be an invaluable supplement
to the study of the New Testament. This will help escort the reader into a
deeper and more dynamic understanding of the identity and mission of the
Savior, as well as a fuller understanding and appreciation of the goals and
methodologies of the inspired authors of the New Testament. The degree to
which it will democratize the text of the New Testament for an audience to
whom the KJV speaks in an alien language or for whom English may not be a
first language remains to be seen, but it is a laudable effort nonetheless.
Some will challenge the need for and the value of this volume, but that
will be more about protecting the past and its traditions than about serving
the needs of the global Church now and into the future. In a fairly well-known
quote, Brigham Young said the following about Bible translation: “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.”77
This obligation has only grown as contemporary biblical scholarship has
become more popularized and more accessible to members of the Church
around the world. Church history has experienced a paradigm shift over
the last few decades as the internet has democratized information in a way
that has catalyzed a more candid and open curation of our past. The Joseph
Smith Papers Project and the many publications that have sprung from it are
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just some examples of the fruit born of critical conversations about Church
history. With two new Latter-day Saint editions of the Bible published in
the last decade, new seminary and institute manuals, a BYU New Testament
Commentary series, a redesigned, home-centered and Church-supported
New Testament curriculum, and now an additional translation of the New
Testament, perhaps the time has come for similar conversations regarding
the Bible.
The scriptures function in a variety of different ways, depending on who
is using them, in what contexts, with what methods, and for what purposes.
(Unfortunately, as a community, we tend not to consider these dynamics.)
Different translations, different formats, and different circumstances will
serve these goals and methodologies in different ways. Strict adherence to
a single translation in the service of institutional concerns constrains the
degree to which scripture can meet these needs. There are no easy answers
to these complexities, of course. Wayment’s volume certainly cannot resolve
them all, but it can deepen the serious student’s capacity and understanding,
and it can expand the text’s accessibility. No less significantly, it can help us
begin those critical conversations about the nature of the Bible and the nature
of our engagement with it.
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source language. Second, the Church’s Sacred Materials Translation section has the mandate
to preserve the scriptures in safety. Since translation almost always involves some degree
of loss or alteration of semantic content, preserving the form of the source text as much as
possible is perceived to anchor the translation to the original, mitigating that loss and better
approximating the goal of preservation in safety. An additional consideration, at least for the
Book of Mormon, is the preservation of some of the linguistic evidences of antiquity.
63. One prominent Textus Receptus variant that is omitted from the text is the Comma
Johanneum (1 John 5:7–8), which was a critical trinitarian variant inserted in medieval
manuscripts. The footnote explains the omission. On the Comma Johanneum, see Grantley
McDonald, Biblical Criticism in Early Modern Europe: Erasmus, the Johannine Comma and
Trinitarian Debate (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2016).
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Terminology,” BYU Studies 55, no. 1 (2016): 46–49.
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Siker, Liquid Scripture: The Bible in a Digital World (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2017).
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verses only added later to make it easier to find and reference passages. Their current format
serves primarily institutional interests. On the English Bible, see Jackson, Judd, and Seely,
“Chapters, Verses, Punctuation, Spelling, and Italics,” 95–117. Contemporary chapter and
verse divisions were first added to the Book of Mormon by Orson Pratt in the 1879 edition.
See David J. Whittaker, “Orson Pratt: Early Advocate of the Book of Mormon,” Ensign, April
1984, 54–57.
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and lessons, which can be a liability. Psalm 82:6 (“I have said, Ye are gods; and all of you are
children of the most High.”) is a handy example. This is the scriptural reference that accompanies “I Am a Child of God” in the Children’s Songbook, and it is referenced in Primary
lessons about our divine heritage, but Psalm 82 is a divine council scene in which the gods
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of the nations are condemned to death for their wickedness. Verse 6 affirms their divinity
and their nature as children of God, but verse 7 goes on immediately to declare, “But ye
shall die like men, and fall like one of the princes.” Our engagement with Psalm 82:6 is most
commonly mediated by the Savior’s quotation of it in John 10:34, but we rarely consider its
rhetorical function in either location. We use it as a proof text. For a discussion, see Daniel
O. McClellan, “Psalm 82 in Contemporary Latter-day Saint Tradition,” Interpreter 15
(2015): 79–96. For the earliest contextual sense of Psalm 82, see Daniel O. McClellan, “The
Gods-Complaint: Psalm 82 as a Psalm of Complaint,” Journal of Biblical Literature 137, no. 4
(2018): 833–51.
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the author of Hebrews quoted from the better Greek translation, which is perhaps a reason
the Latter-day Saint editions fail to note the connection. The reference to the quotation of
Amos 9:10–11 in Acts 15:16–17 also glosses over some very important observations. James’s
quotation is from the Greek translation of Amos, which reads the Hebrew אדום, “Edom,” as
אדם, “Adam, humanity,” and reads the prefix form of the verb יירשו, “they shall take possession,” as ידרשו, “they shall seek.” The Septuagint reading leaves that transitive verb without
an object, but the author of Acts provides one: “the Lord.” Acts 15 thus quotes a wildly
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about taking the gospel to all the world. For more, see W. Edward Glenny, “The Septuagint
and Apostolic Hermeneutics: Amos 9 in Acts 15,” Bulletin for Biblical Research 22, no. 1
(2012): 1–26.
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Translation of the Bible,” BYU Studies 42, no. 2 (2003): 35–64.
75. Though I would argue that abbreviating scripture references could have saved
enough room for at least a half-dozen additional maps.
76. See, for instance, the cognate Ugaritic title zbl b‘l, “Prince Ba‘lu,” in KTU 1.2:I:38,
IV:8; 1.9:17. Aicha Rahmouni, Divine Epithets in the Ugaritic Alphabetic Texts, trans. J. N.
Ford (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 159–64; compare Issam K. H. Halayqa, A Comparative Lexicon of
Ugaritic and Canaanite (Münster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2008), 377.
77. Brigham Young, “Remarks,” New Tabernacle, Salt Lake City, 27 August 1871, in
Deseret Evening News, 2 September 1871, 2. Sidney B. Sperry introduced this quote in a 1945
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