Changes in the Book of Mormon

So Many Changes

Much is often made of the more than 3,900 changes that haverage to the book of Mormon from the time
of its original publication in 1830. These changes have bearyctbcumented by a number of Non-Mormon
groups and used to illustrate the fact that the Book ofMa is not trustworthy and the fact that Joseph Smith
made several contradictory statements about the nat@edfMost Mormons respond by arguing that the vast
majority of the changes were simply grammatical imreand were oversights on the part of the scribe or the
printer. They argue that these changes are insignifecahtneaningless; they don’t impact the validity of
Mormon Scripture. But is this true?

Even the Small Changes Matter

If the Book of Mormon was translated as Mormon histoayna$, even small errors in the text should not exist.
There should be no need to make nearly 4000 changes to thevextf Mormons claim that these changes are
grammatical and insignificant. Mormon history does not afioweven small errors in the text, based on the
very manner in which Mormons claim Joseph translatetettie

“Joseph Smith would put the seer stone into a hat, and put his facehatftgrawing it closely around
his face to exclude the light; and in the darkness the spiritualwghtd shine. A piece of something
resembling a parchment would appear, and on that appeared the writing. Onetehatatime

would appear and under it was the interpretation in English. Brother Josepk wead off the English
to Oliver Cowdery, who was his principal scribe, and when it watsanrdown and repeated to brother
Joseph to see if it was correct, then it would disappear, and another tdranait the interpretation
would appear.” (Martin Harris, “Address to All Believers in ChtisRichmond, Missouri, 1887, p.12)

“The translation was just as it was engraven on the plates prgarsé¢he language then used... The
translation of the characters appeared on the Urim and Thummim, serfgseatence, and as soon as
one was correctly translated the next appeared.” (Martin Harris, Miggh of Manu-Script Found, p.71
and p. 91)

“Martin Harris related an incident that occured during the time thatwrote that portion of the
translation of the Book of Mormon which he was favored to write direet the mouth of the Prophet
Joseph Smith. He said that the Prophet possessed a seer stone fblyenhias enabled to translate as
well as from the Urim and Thummim, and for convenience he thenhgssedr stone, Martin explained
the translation as follows: By aid of the seer stone, sentences agpear and were read by the
Prophet and written by Martin and when finished he would say “Written,”iboakrrectly written that
sentence would disappear and another appear in its place, but if n@meitrectly it remained until
corrected, so that the translation was just as it was engraven on tles,phaécisely in the language
then used.” (Edward Stevenson, “One of the Three Witnesses,” rapfiota Deseret News, 30 Nov.
1881 in Millennial Star, 44 , 6 Feb. 1882, pp. 86-87).

“Now the way he translated was he put the urim and thummim into hesmbdatarkened his eyes then
he would take a sentance and it would appear in brite roman letters thiveoulieb tell the writer and he
would write it then that would go away the next sentence would come andBd dnt was not spelt
rite it would not go away till it was rite, so we see it wasvalous. Thus was the hol (whole)
translated.” (Spelling as in the original cited in Dean Jesserséph Knight's Recollection of Early
Mormon History," BYU Studies, vol. 17:1, Autumn 1976, p. 35)

“When my husband was translating the Book of Mormon, | wrote a pdrtasf he dictated each
sentence, word for word, and when he came to proper names he could not pronolomgewards, he
spelled them out, and while | was writing them, if | made aakesn spelling, he would stop me and
correct my spelling, although it was impossible for him to seel lweag writing them down at the
time.” (Emma Smith, Edmund Briggs interview, 1856)



“(The Book of Mormon is) the most correct of any book on earth, anceytséoke of our religion, and
a man would get nearer to God by abiding by its precepts, than by anyotbief (History of the
Church, Vol. IV, p.461)

"These plates have been... translated by the power of God. The t@nskainem which you have seen
is correct." (History of the Church, Vol. I, pp.54-55)

“Some persons have thought that the Lord revealed to Joseph the ideas,talusémh conveyed those
ideas into the English language. But this is not so. The Lord gawniydhe ideas but the language
itself - the very words.” (Joseph F. Smith, sixth presidetti@Mormon Church, “The Territorial
Inquirer”, March 2, 1881)

“Joseph did not render the writing on the gold plates into the Enddisguage in his own style of
language as many people believe, but every word and letter was givenhyp thiengift and power of
God...The Lord caused each word spelled as it is in the book to apptee stones in short sentences
or words, and when Joseph had uttered the sentence or word before him scribiadad written it
properly, that sentence would disappear and another would appear. And if theas wagord wrongly
written or even a letter incorrect, the writing on the stoned dioemain there.” (Joseph F. Smith,
“Journal of Oliver Huntington”, p.168, Utah State Historical Society)

If the text was translated as Mormon Leaders firstal, then each word was examined carefully prior to
being written down on paper. All the minute details were ieefiin advance of the printing, and even small
grammatical errors should not exist in something thatmbors claim to be the Word of God. After all, God is
supposed to be the source of the translation. God is suppdsedh® source of each and every word. And
according to the History of the Mormon Church, God tookdditrie care to make sure that Joseph got it right,
and his translators understood what Joseph was sayivghé&e is the room for all this error?

It's More Than Printer Error

Even Mormons understand that their own writings make ibsgible for them to claim that the error occurred

in the translation process. That's why so many Mormaaisndihat these nearly 4000 changes must be
attributed to printer error. There claim is that treennwho set the print was hostile to the Mormon cause and
must have, through carelessness or willful malice, mideese errors. But think about it for a second. If this
were the case, wouldn’t the Mormon leadership, and edlyebiseph Smith himself, have corrected the errors
as soon as the printed version was produced? The secondgpsimbiuld have been perfect, because the prophet
himself (inspired presumably by God) would be able to pread the text and allow God to speak to him about
the errors. But this was not the case in Mormon histbhanges were made to the scriptures for many years.
And these changes were not simply the correction of sn&llirgperrors or grammatical changes. These
changes were in whole words that change the contextual myeafrithe Book of Mormon. These are not small
errors that could have been made by a printer. Hergoane examples, with explanations that reach beyond the
possibility of printer error:

Original 1830 Text (Alma 15, p. 303):
“yea, | know that he alloteth unto men, yea, decreeth unto them deghéeh are unalterable,
according to their wills”

Later, Altered Text (Alma 29:4):

“yea, | know that he alloteth unto men, according to their wills”

Later editions from at least 1840 to 1980 deleted eight words without explan&aDS leaders re-
inserted the omitted words into all editions since 1981. It is ples3oseph Smith deleted this portion of
the verse because it conflicted with a revelation he claimegctave in 1831 found in Doctrine &
Covenants 56:4,5 'Wherefore I, the Lord, command and revoke, as étkeamgood; and all of this
upon the heads of the rebellious, saith the Lord. Wherefore, | rédvek®mmandment which was given
unto my servants ...' The words were later reinserted into thariexare present there today.



But in addition to this, there are two alterations to tbelBof Mormon that deal with the errant placement of a
name:

Original 1830 Text (Mosiah 9, p. 200):
“...King Benjamin had a gift from God, whereby he could interpret smgjnavings...”

Current, Altered Text (Mosiah 21:28):
“...King Mosiah had a gift from God, whereby he could interpret such emggv.”

Original 1830 Text (Ether 1, p. 546):
“...and for this cause did King Benjamin keep them...”

Current, Altered Text (Ether 4:1)
“...and for this cause did King Mosiah keep them...”

According to Book of Mormon chronology, King Benjamin wagatly dead when these events took place.
Apparently LDS leaders changed the name to Mosiah tonalienthe mistake. Does this sound like an error on
the part of a transcriber or a printer? There also appdsr changes to the text that attempt to accommodate
later developing doctrines within the church:

Original 1830 Text (1 Nephi 5, p. 52)
“...0 house of Jacob, which are called out of the waters of Judah, whear &y the name of the
Lord...”

Current, Altered Text (1 Nephi 20:1):
“...0 house of Jacob, which are called out of the waters of Judah, or the @faters of baptism,
which swear by the name of the Lord...”

The late addition to the text appears to be in an affaitcommodate and justify the evolving doctrine of
Mormon baptism. Mormon apologists will often calim thas thte addition is simply clarification that does not
change the original meaning of the text, but as Christ@@anow that NO late addition to scripture, whether it
is a commentary or late clarification, can EVER bevadld to enter into God’s Word. God is very clear about
that. We are not to be adding our late commentary to Godisl\ahd then claim that it is scripture! Mormons
have done this, and they have also changed the Book of Morwenalsitmes in order to cover or subdue early
doctrine:

Original 1830 Text (2 Nephi 12, p. 117):
“...and many generations shall not pass away among them, save they shahite @and a
delightsome people.”

Later, Altered Text (2 Nephi 30:6, 1840 edition)
“...and many generations shall not pass away among them, save they shahibe guve and a
delightsome people.”

Still Later, Altered Text (2 Nephi 30:6, editions until 1981)
“...white and delightsome...”

Even Later, Altered Text (2 Nephi 30:6, editions until 1981):
“...pure and delightsome...”

Now before 1978, dark-skinned males were not allowed to holtdgussof priesthood authority within the
Mormon Church. Today Mormon scriptures continue to téhahdark skin is a curse from God and a sign of
His displeasure (See 1 Nephi 12:23; 2 Nephi 5:21; Alma 3:6). Brigfeung, second president and prophet of
the LDS church referred to those with dark skin as beumged with a s(k)in of blackness' (Journal of



Discourses, vol. 11, p. 272). The Church appears to be strugglmgs early statements about people with
dark skin. Rather than allow what they claim is “Gdd/erd” to stand and speak for itself, they have altéred
to minimize the impact of early Church doctrine.

We’re Not Being Picky, But There Are More

Now you may have noticed that we have not made a big deel the nearly 4000 other changes to the Book
of Mormon in which the Church has attempted to cospetling and grammatical errors. While these changes
are certainly fair game, based on what the early Chuagmed about the translation process, we’ll give
Mormons the benefit of the doubt for the sake of argumeet Bait the changes we have already talked about
are far too significant to be ignored, and they do indit&tethe original text has been altered.

The Most Troubling Changes

At the very least, the Book of Mormon is untrustworthy méiatorical document. At the worst, it has not been
treated as a sacred text and it includes the late efdrigile men (at least when they are compared to an
almighty God). And in addition to changes we’ve already disd,skere are an even more significant set of
changes that have occurred over time to the Book of Morfrtmre are many alterations that have been made
to accommodate the changing theology of Joseph Smith. @heggcredibly important and confirm that the
Book of Mormon is the work of men (and not of God). While Gy reveal himself to us in ever increasing
increments over time, we understand that God never CONTEABis earlier revelations. But, the evolving
theology of Joseph Smith, as seen in his scripturalngst does just that; Joseph paints a picture of a God who
changes his revelation of himself and contradicts his @slieerevelation. Let's begin to take a look at the
issue by examining some changes in the book of Mormon:

Original 1830 Text (1 Nephi 3, p. 25):
“And he said unto me, Behold, the virgin whom thou seest is themobiBed, after the manner of the
flesh.”

Current, Altered Text (1 Nephi 11:18):
“And he said unto me, Behold, the virgin whom thou seest is themobtie Son of5od.”

Original 1830 Text (1 Nephi 3, p. 25):
“And the angel said unto me, behold the Lamb of God, even the EterharFat

Current, Altered Text (1 Nephi 11:21):
“And the angel said unto me, behold the Lamb of God, even the 8enkikrnal Father!”

Original 1830 Text (1 Nephi 3, p. 26):
“And | looked and beheld the Lamb of God, that he was taken by the pesml¢he Everlasting God,
was judged of the world.”

Current, Altered Text (1 Nephi 11:32):
“And | looked and beheld the Lamb of God, that he was taken by the pespléhe Son dhe
Everlasting God, was judged of the world.”

Original 1830 Text (1 Nephi 3, p. 32):
“These last records ... shall make known to all kindreds, tongunespeople, that the Lamb of God is
the Eternal Father and the Savior of the world.”

Current, Altered Text (1 Nephi 13:40)
“These last records ... shall make known to all kindreds, tongmnelspeople, that the Lamb of God is
the Son othe Eternal Father and the Savior of the world.”

Did You Notice Something?

Did you notice something common to all these alterations? fidpegsent a change in theology! All these
passages, in their first versions, describe a monoth@istic While Joseph initially held the historic Christian
belief that there is only one God, he departed from orthodoxiebying that there is a clear distinction between
the Persons within the Trinity. A number of passagelarBook of Mormon present Heavenly Father and Jesus



Christ as the same Person. Theologians call this ‘nsdalbecause Father and Son are understood, not as
distinct persons, but merely as different modes in witielohe God has manifested Himself at different times.
But importantly, later versions of the Book of Mormon wiren altered to accommodate Joseph’s later-
developing polytheism. Clearly Joseph held an evolving natidhe nature of God. It is quite clear that in his
earliest writings, he is a monotheist, but at time pasgegbandons his monotheism for a distinct Mormon
brand of polytheism.

Couldn’'t God Be Showing Us Something Slowly?

Some Mormons have argued that God reveals his nature oeeishiowing us a little bit more with each
succeeding prophet in the history of Christianity. So why lshwe be surprised that we would learn more and
more about God’s nature as time progresses? Isn't it peskdil Joseph, as God's last prophet, could simply be
showing us the clearest (and presumably final) view oh#étere of God? That might be true if Mormon
Scripture progressed in a linear fashion over time, buthesbpposite occurs. The chronology of Mormon
Scripture actually contradicts itself and changes itsrgesm of the nature of God!

Joseph Smith As A Monotheist

It can be said that there are four major stages idelkelopment of Joseph Smith's doctrine of Deity. The
earliest stage is represented by the Book of Mormon (1820Badbk of Moses (1830-31), and the Joseph
Smith Translation of the Bible (1833). Many passages fla@se early works of Joseph Smith reveal his belief
in monotheism. Here are a few of the numerous examples:

Book of Mormon, Alma 11:26-28
“And Zeezrom said unto him: Thou sayest there is a true and ot And Amulek said: Yea, there is
a true and living God. Now Zeezrom said: Is there more than one GatiReAanswered, No.”

The Book of Mormon 'Testimony of the Three Witnesses' Prefac
“And honor be to the Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy Ghost, wiode i§od. Amen.”

Joseph Smith Translation of the Bible Isaiah 44:6,8 (left unchaniye

“Thus saith the LORD the King of Israel, and his redeemer, tHeD.Of hosts; | am the first, and | am
the last; and beside me there is no God. Is there a God besidgeme®ere is no God; | know not
any.”

The Book of Moses, Moses 1:6:

“And | have a work for thee, Moses, my son; and thou art in theitsidél of my Only Begotten; and
mine Only Begotten is and shall be the Savior, for he is full of graderuth; but there is no God
beside me, and all things are present with me, for | know theim all

Now many Mormons have tried their best to harmonize a@hedize the monotheistic passages in the Book of
Mormon with Joseph's later teaching of the plurality ofl§ by saying that, while there are many Gods, 'there
is only one God with whom we have to do, or whom we worshig'irBlight of the JST version of Isaiah 44:8
(“Is there a God beside me? yea, There is no God; | kmbwny”) and a number of other passages like Isaiah
43:10-11; 45:21-22; 46:9, it's hard to argue this position.

Joseph Smith as a “Binitarian”

In 1834-35, during the Kirtland, Ohio period, Joseph Smith raamejor departure from the Book of Mormon
emphasis that the Father and Son are the same pérkida.still apparently maintaining that there is only one
God (monotheism), he began to teach that there are tworgewithin the Godhead — the Father and the Son.
Theologians call this “binitarianism.” This second stagé&dseph's teaching regarding Deity is found in the
Doctrine and Covenants “Lectures on Faith™

Lectures on Faith, Lecture Five:
There are two personages who constitute the great, matchless, gowandisgpreme power over all
things — by whom all things were created and made . . . They are tier Batl the Son: The Father



being a personage of spirit, glory and power: possessing all perfectiouthmess: The Son, who was
in the bosom of the Father, a personage of tabernacle, made and fashioneddikean.

Lectures on Faith, Lecture Five (question and answer tsa)

Q. How many personages are there in the Godhead?

A. Two: the Father and the Son.

According to the Lectures on Faith, the Holy Ghost, or Holy Sjpivé two terms were not
distinguished at this stage), is not a person, but is the shared 'ofitie Father and Son.

Joseph Smith As A Polytheist

The Book of Abraham, first published in 1842, represents thenfamd final stage of Joseph Smith's
developing doctrine of Deity. Here, for the first timesdph spells out in no uncertain terms the doctrine of the
plurality of Gods:

Book of Abraham 4:2-3

“And the earth, after it was formed, was empty and desolatand the Spirit of the Gods was brooding
upon the face of the waters. And they (the Gods) said: Let thaghbé |

Expressions such as “the Gods called,” “the Gods ordered,” and ®uels prepared” occur 45 times
in Abraham 4-5. And directly related to the doctrine of the pltyraf Gods is Joseph's teaching that
Heavenly Father is an exalted man who Himself has a Father, and whthe® Ras a Father, ad
infinitum.

In a June 16, 1844 sermon recorded in the History of the Chiomsph described this new understanding that
there are many Gods and that Heavenly Father is Hingetiffspring of a more ancient Deity:

Joseph Smith’s King Follet Discourse (History of the Churciol. 6)

“I want to reason a little on this subject (that God himself héatlaer). | learned it by translating the
(Book of Abraham) papyrus that is now in my house. | learned a testimomyrdagcAbraham, and he
reasoned concerning the God of heaven . . . If Abraham reasoned thasudfChrist was the Son of
God, and John discovered that God the Father of Jesus Christ had a Fathenay suppose that He
had a Father also.”

Clearly, Joseph changed his position on the nature of liabds it Simply a matter of God revealing himself
progressively?

So, Is Joseph’s Revelation Progressive?

Mormons and Non-Mormons will agree that God is the sooired truth, and because consistency is an
essential characteristic of truthfulness, we all nt$ively believe that God will be consistent in revegli
Himself to humanity. We see this is true in the ClaisBible. What God reveals about Himself in the New
Testament goes beyond Old Testament revelation, but it lyittis what went before, without contradicting it
(read Matthew 5:17; Romans 3:21,31). Biblical revelation msistent and progressive.

Is it possible that the successive phases of Joseph'Steiiching about God are progressive as well? The
development from modal monotheism, to binitarian monotheisthetplurality of Gods could perhaps be
considered progressive in the sense that it moves in stenglirection. But if you lay out the different
descriptions of God that Joseph has given us in the chrocalagder in which they are said to appear in
Mormon History, there is a problem.

You see, parts of the Mormon scripture are supposed to beagsancient revelation. So when we look at the
writings of Joseph Smith, we can’t look at them in tréeoin which he wrote them! We have to look at them in
the order in which they were supposed to have been wBE&SORE they were ever translated by Joseph!
Since God cannot lie or contradict Himself, later reti@ieshould be consistent with and not contradict what
came earlier, right? So let’s take a look at the Mor@omptures and see if they reflect the non-contradictory
nature of God:



Doctrine
2000 B.C. Book of Abraham 4:3-7 Plurality of Gods
1400 B.C. Book of Moses 1:6; 2:3-7 Monotheism
600 B.C. to Book of Mormon Modailistic
A.D. 400 Alma 11:26-29 Monotheism
_ Early (April 1830) D&C _
A.D. 1830 20:17, 19, 28 Monotheism
AD. 1830 - Joseph Smith Translation Modalistic Monotheism
Lectures on Faith, Binatarian Monotheism,
AR R 5th Lecture or Bitheism
S Plurality of gods (but
; Doctrine & Covenants o
AD. 1839-1843 131.17-18; 13220, 37 unlike in the Book of
- Abraham)
AD. 1844 King Follet Discourse Plurality of Gods

Viewed from this perspective, a perplexing pattern emeegethis chart reveals. We are asked to believe that
after revealing the doctrine of the plurality of Gods in Alrrals time (2,000 B.C.), God later sent prophets
beginning with Moses (1400/1300 B.C.) and through the end of the @ddkrmon period (A.D. 400) who
taught monotheism, only to have Joseph Smith revert baektbing the plurality of Gods in the nineteenth
century. Can such inconsistency and confusion be attriboitde true and living God? Or does this
inconsistency and confusion tell us something about the vaditittye Book of Mormon, Book of Moses, and
the Book of Abraham?

Why the Big Deal?

So what if there are contradictions between what tifieredint Mormon scriptures teach about the nature of God?
And what if the Mormon doctrine of God is vastly differémm that of historic Christianity? Can't a faithful
Mormon still pray to a Heavenly Father, experience meamdgnadnoleness in religious worship, and find
consolation when a loved one dies? What do the contradictiordifeerdnces matter?

It's important to have more than a good feeling about Gadmportant to be more than sincere and
passionate. When considering the things of God, it's impbtb be ACCURATE! Truth does matter! Look at
what Jesus told the Samaritan woman in the Gospel of John:

John 4:22-24
“Ye worship ye know not what: we know what we worship; for salvagiohthe Jews . . .. God is a
Spirit: and they that worship him must worship him in spirit and irhtrut

Passion is important, but it is no substitute for tr8ihcerity is important but it is also no substitutetfath.

Jesus said, 'the truth shall make you free," and he dign/hseh about your passion or sincerity. The God of
Mormonism appears to be inconsistent and confused. Asilg 2 anything else in these texts be trusted? The
changing nature of God as described in the Mormon scripgire® indicative of the TRUE God that is
worshipped by Christians. Our faith has to begin and efi@RldTH. Do the inconsistencies and contradictions
of the Mormon scriptures eliminate them as a sourcénfdrttuth?

Don’t Christians Also Have Different Versions?

On rare occasions, Mormons will point to the varietfbfistian translations of Scripture (the KJV, NIV,
NASB, NLT, etc.), and argue that their own modifioa of Mormon Scripture are really no different. They
would argue that small commentary corrections and chdr@asone edition to the next, are similar to
differences between, say, the KJV and the NIV. But thatridiculous position. While Christians may have a
number of translations to choose from, they only have onenatitgi believe in. All these translations are not



derived from each other slowly over time, but are derived tlensame original ancient source documents in
Greek and Hebrew. Christian scripture has NOT beenlatadsagain and again. Each version of scripture has
been translated ONCE, from the original documents. WAelenay like the style, or language or crafting of one
translation over another, all arguments are settleth iexamination of the original texts.

That is very different than Mormonism’s handling of saript They have NO original to compare to. They have
NO source text that they can consult. Any addition or satddrafrom their scripture is done without referring

to an original document. There is no way to verify thatalteration was originally consistent with Joseph’
translation or will. All late changes are, therefarlearly the work of men, so why should they be treased
scripture.

Is It Founded on the Work of Men?

Mormonism claims to be based on a text that was revealdmseph Smith by God Himself. But if that is true,
God would apparently have problems in the areas of spalfidggrammar. And equally apparent is the fact that
God is not able to clearly communicate his will in arefadoctrine! Have Mormon leaders altered the text, and
if so, have they slowly eroded the authority of the Book ofrivior?
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