Of all the versions, none has as complicated a history as the Latin. There are many reasons for this, the foremost being its widespread use. The Latin Vulgate (Roman Catholic) was, for millennia, the Bible of the western church, and after the fall of Constantinople it was the preeminent Bible of Christendom. There are at least eight thousand Latin Bible manuscripts known -- or at least two thousand more Latin than Greek manuscripts.
The first reference to what appears to be a Latin version dates from 180 C.E. In the Acts of the Scillitan Martyrs, one of the men on trial admits to having writings of Paul in his possession. Given the background, it is presumed that these were in a Latin version. 
But which Latin version? That is indeed the problem -- for, in the period before the Vulgate, there were dozens, perhaps hundreds. Jerome, in his preface to the Vulgate gospels, commented that there were "as many [translations] as there are manuscripts." Augustine complained that anyone who had the slightest hint of Greek and Latin might undertake a translation. They seem to have been right; of our dozens of non-Vulgate Latin manuscripts, no two seem to represent exactly the same translation.
The oldest of the types is probably the African; at least, its renderings are the crudest, and Africa was the part of the Roman Empire which had the smallest Greek population and so had the greatest difficulty with a Greek Bible. In the first century, Greek was as common in Rome as was Latin; it was not until several centuries later (as the Empire became more and more divided and Greek-speaking slaves became rarer) that Italy and the west felt the need for a Latin version. Eventually the demand became so great that Pope Damasus authorized the Vulgate.
Traditionally the Old Latin witnesses were designated by a single Roman letter (e.g. a, b, e, k). As Roman letters ran out, longer names (aur) or superscripts (g1) came into use. The Beuron Latin Institute has now officially numbered the Old Latin witnesses (of which about ninety are now known), but the old letter designations are still generally used to prevent confusion with the minuscules.
The number of Old Latin translations was very large. And the quality was very low. What is more, they were a diverse lot; it must have been hard to preach when one didn't even know what the week's scripture said! 
It was in 382 that Pope Damasus (366-384) called upon Jerome (Sophronius Eusebius Hieronymus) to remedy the situation. Jerome was the greatest scholar of his generation, and the Pope asked him to make an official Latin version -- both to remedy the poor quality of the existing translations and to give one standard reference for future copies. Damasus also called upon Jerome to use the best possible Greek texts -- even while giving him the contradictory command to stay as close to the existing versions as possible. 
Jerome agreed to take on the project, somewhat reluctantly, but he never truly finished his work. By about 384, he had prepared a revision of the Gospels, which simultaneously improved their Latin and reduced the number of "Western" readings. But if he ever worked on the rest of the New Testament, his revisions were very hasty. The Vulgate of the Acts and Epistles is not far from the Old Latin. Jerome had become fascinated with Hebrew, and spent the rest of his translational life working on the Latin Old Testament. 
Even so, the Vulgate eventually became the official Bible of the Catholic Church -- and, despite numerous errors in the process of transmission, it remained recognizably Jerome's work. Although many greeted the new version with horror, its clear superiority eventually swept the Old Latins from the field. 
Vulgate criticism is a field in itself, and -- considering that it was for long the official version of the Catholic church -- a very large one. Sadly, the official promulgation of the Sixtine Vulgate in 1590 (soon replaced by the Clementine Vulgate of 1592) meant that attempts to reconstruct the original form of the version were hampered; there is still a great deal which must be done to use the version to full advantage. 
Scholars cannot even agree on the text-type of the original Vulgate. In the gospels, some have called it Alexandrian and some Byzantine. In fact it has readings of both types, as well as a number of "Western" readings which are probably holdovers from the Old Latin. The strongest single strand, however, seems to be Byzantine; in 870 test passages, I found it to agree with the Byzantine manuscripts 60-70% of the time and with 
The Septuagint (Greek translation, from Alexandria in Egypt under the Ptolemies) was generally abandoned in favor of the Masoretic text as the basis for translations of the Old Testament into Western languages from Martin Luther's Protestant Bible to the present day; already Jerome's Vulgate was based on the Hebrew. In Eastern Christianity, translations based on the Septuagint still prevail. Some modern Western translations make use of the Septuagint to clarify passages in the Masoretic text, where the Septuagint may preserve a variant reading of the Hebrew text. They also sometimes adopt variants that appear in texts discovered among the Dead Sea Scrolls.
A number of books which are part of the Greek Septuagint but are not found in the Hebrew (Rabbinic) Bible are often referred to as deuterocanonical books by Catholics referring to a later secondary (i.e., deutero) canon. Most Protestants term these ADDITIONAL books as apocrypha. Evangelicals and those of the Modern Protestant included them until around the 1820s. However, the Catholic, Eastern Orthodox, and Oriental Orthodox Churches include these ADDITIONAL books as part of their Old Testament. The Roman Catholic Church recognizes seven such books (Tobit, Judith, 1 Maccabees, 2 Maccabees, Wisdom of Solomon, Ecclesiasticus, and Baruch), as well as some passages in Esther and Daniel. Various Orthodox Churches include a few others, typically 3 Maccabees, Psalm 151, 1 Esdras, Odes, Psalms of Solomon, and the Prayer of Manasseh. The Anglican Church uses the Apocryphal books

 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1_Esdras" \o "1 Esdras" 1 Esdras, 2 Esdras and the Prayer of Manasseh.
Protestant traditions do not accept the deuterocanonical books as canonical, although Protestant Bibles liturgically, but not to establish doctrine. Therefore, editions of the Bible intended for use in the Anglican Church include these books, plus others.


Although the majestic King James Version of the Bible has come under repeated attack, a summary of the textual evidence demonstrates that this translation of God’s Word is far superior to the numerous would-be translations and versions of today. Yet, the criticism is heard that “the newer versions are more reliable because they use better Greek manuscripts.” Indeed, how do we respond to the sincere critics of the KJV on these grounds?

Are the newer versions really based upon superior Greek manuscripts? A critical examination of the evidence does not yield that conclusion. According to current figures (1992), the Greek manuscript base supporting the Authorized (KJV) Version has some 5,210 textual witnesses (papyrus fragments, uncial and cursive manuscripts and lectionaries).  The textual witnesses supporting the Western or Nestle/Aland readings number only 45 papyrus fragments, uncial and cursive manuscripts. These 45 texts provide the foundation for all modern versions and translations of the English Bible as well as for the two Greek Testaments endorsed by most modern critical scholars. Both of these Greek Testaments are based upon the Nestle/Aland text.

At this point, the history of textual cataloging becomes important. The system of cataloging and listing the manuscripts of the New Testament text was introduced by Johann Jakob Wettstein. Wettstein was born at Basle, Switzerland in 1693 and published his two-volume edition of the New Testament in 1751-52 from Amsterdam. William Bowyer, of London, first published a New Testament with Wettstein’s improvements in 1763. Regarding the cataloging of manuscripts, Wettstein designated the uncial manuscripts (those written in upper case Greek letters) by capital letters. Wettstein cataloged the minuscule manuscripts (those written in lower case Greek letters) by a system of Arabic numerals. Wettstein cataloged approximately 125 Greek manuscripts in his edition of the New Testament. Between the years of 1820 and 1836 J.M.A. Scholz cataloged 616 additional new manuscripts, and from 1861 to 1894 F.H.A. Scrivener cataloged an additional 3,000 Greek manuscripts of the New Testament text. C.R. Gregory, working from 1884 to 1912, cataloged over one-thousand new manuscripts bringing the total to over 4,000 documented Greek manuscripts. Kurt Aland has had the responsibility of cataloging Greek manuscripts for the scholarly community for some years, and he has listed 5,255 known Greek manuscripts containing all or part of the New Testament text.

As stated above, it is important to note that the overwhelming majority of these manuscripts, over 90% according to Kurt Aland, have been found to contain the Traditional text (Textus Receptus or Received Text (Also called the Majority Text)). In 1992 that figure was increased to 99% by textual scholar D. A. Waite. He explains that “the vast majority of extant New Testament manuscripts all use the Received Text. This includes about 99% of them, or about 5,210 of the 5,255 manuscripts.”

Accordingly, the Authorized (KJV) Version is in complete agreement with between 97% to 99% of the textual evidence, as opposed to the modern versions.  The question arises why do so many promote and strongly advocate the modern versions which can only claim a mere 1% to 10% of the actual textual evidence; what reasoning does such have to use inferior textual evidence which is in disagreement with the majority of textual witnesses of the Received Text which the King James Version is based on, and what does this say about the Greek texts upon which these modern versions are founded?

In the marginal notes of most modern versions it is stated in writing that the “best” or “oldest” manuscripts omit certain verses or even entire sections of Scripture. We humbly ask: by what authority? Indeed, to the modernist, his idea of “best” is that which only equals from 1% to 10% of the overall textual evidence! Certainly a much higher percentage would be required in any court of law if the textual accuracy of the Bible were on trial, and in one sense, the KJV is on trial. It is under vigorous protest from without and from within. Let us then be ready and willing to carefully examine the majority of the evidence and not render a hasty verdict of guilt based upon such scant testimony.

Although the popular and influential works of modernist textual critics such as Aland, Metzger Nestle, Reinecker, et.al., are so widely accepted, we believe that a formal study of the New Testament text is incomplete and lacking without a responsible investigation of the works of : John Burgon, F.H.A. Scrivener, Hermann von Soden, Robert Wilson, Edward Hills, Jakob Van Bruggan, Zane Hodges, Wilbur Pickering, Harry Sturtz, and D.A. Waite, et.al. These and other textual scholars have ably defended the textual integrity of the KJV on the highest plains of true scholarship.

The King James Version, Authorized Version of 1611, KJV, is based upon the majority of textual witnesses, some extending back to before A.D. 150, predating by two-hundred years the so-called “best” or “oldest” manuscripts of the modernist and liberal higher critics. Therefore, the textual foundation of the Authorized (KJV) Version, as a translation, is solid and stable as it remains in truth the Word of God!
Westcott and Hort moved the Revision Committee away from the Textus Receptus in pursuit of an earlier text, which they claim was found mainly in Codex Vaticanus (Roman Catholic version) and Codex Sinaiticus (Roman Catholic version). That brought the underlying text of the New Testament back to a date of around 350-400 CE (AD).
Hugh problem as this comes centuries after the Textus Receptus based Greek manuscripts.  Earlier pieces of manuscript in different languages, all agreeing with the Textus Receptus were found extending back to before A.D. 150, but were not used by Westcott and Hort.
Modern text more ancient
Since about a hundred years ago, earlier and earlier manuscripts have been discovered, more than 100 papyri mainly from Egypt, taking the text back to around 175-200 A.D.
Textual critics have found that these earlier Egyptian manuscripts sometimes agree with Vaticanus (Roman Catholic) and Sinaiticus (Roman Catholic) against the medieval manuscripts, and sometimes disagree, but sometimes yield a third reading, not like either.  (These manuscripts from Egypt cannot be completely trusted, as they differ from other known manuscripts as stated differing and yielding a third reading causing even more confusion.)
In discerning the original text, modern textual critics do not just count manuscripts as one would count votes in a popular election. If they did, the later manuscripts would win nearly every time, since there are so many more of them. Rather, they "weigh" the manuscripts, giving more weight to manuscripts that are older and those that generally have a better quality of text, based on established canons of internal criticism.
Eclectic textual critics
For the most part, however, modern textual critics are eclectic, which means they do not carefully follow one text family over its rivals but select variant by variant, verse by verse, which readings claim priority over their alternate readings. 
Codex Sinaiticus (London, Brit. Libr., Add. 43725; Gregory-Aland nº א (Aleph) or 01) is a 4th century uncial manuscript of the Greek Bible, written between 330–350. While it originally contained the whole of both Testaments, only portions of the Greek Old Testament or Septuagint survive, along with a complete New Testament, the Epistle of Barnabas, and portions of The Shepherd of Hermas (suggesting that the latter two may have been considered part of Biblical canon by the editors of the codex [citation needed]). Along with Codex Vaticanus, Codex Sinaiticus is one of the most valuable manuscripts for textual criticism of the Greek New Testament, as well as the Septuagint. For most of the New Testament, Codex Sinaiticus is in general agreement with Codex Vaticanus and Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus, attesting an Alexandrian text-type, but in John 1:1-8 & 38, Codex Sinaiticus is in closer agreement with Codex Bezae in support of a Western text-type. A notable example of an agreement between the Sinaiticus and Vaticanus texts is that they both omit the phrase "without cause" from Matthew 5:22. 

The Codex Sinaiticus was shown to Constantin von Tischendorf on his third visit to the Monastery of Saint Catherine, at the foot of Mount Sinai in Egypt, in 1859.  This Roman Catholic Monastery said that parts of the Old Testament of the Codex Sinaiticus was found in a basket of manuscript pieces, which Tischendorf was told by a librarian "were rubbish which was to be destroyed by burning it in the ovens of the monastery, but was pulled out and saved."  However, Rev. J. Silvester Davies in 1863 quoted "a monk of Sinai who ... stated that according to the librarian of the monastery the whole of Codex Sinaiticus had been in the library for many years and was marked in the ancient catalogues ... Is it likely ... that a manuscript known in the library catalogue would have been jettisoned in the rubbish basket." Indeed, it has been noted that the leaves were in "suspiciously good condition" for something found in the trash.
The Codex Vaticanus (The Vatican, Bibl. Vat., Vat. gr. 1209; Gregory-Aland no. B or 03) is one of the oldest extant manuscripts of the Bible. It is slightly older than Codex Sinaiticus, both of which were probably transcribed in the 4th century. It is written in Greek, on vellum, with uncial letters.
Vaticanus originally contained a complete copy of the Septuagint ("LXX") except for 1-4 Maccabees and the Prayer of Manasseh. Genesis 1:1 - 46:28a (31 leaves) and Psalm 105:27 - 137:6b (10 leaves) are lost and have been filled by a recent hand. 2 Kings 2:5-7, 10-13 are also lost due to a tear in one of the pages. The order of the Old Testament books is as follows: Genesis to 2 Chronicles as normal, 1 Esdras, 2 Esdras (which includes Nehemias), the Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs, Job, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, Esther, Judith, Tobit, the minor prophets from Hosea to Malachi, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Baruch, Lamentations and the Epistle of Jeremiah, Ezekiel and Daniel.






A section of the Codex Vaticanus, containing 1 Esdras 2:1-8
The extant New Testament of Vaticanus contains the Gospels, Acts, the General Epistles, the Pauline Epistles and the Epistle to the Hebrews (up to Heb 9:14, καθα[ριει); thus it lacks 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus, Philemon and Revelation. These missing pages were replaced by a 15th century minuscule supplement (no. 1957).
The Greek is written continuously with small neat writing, later retraced by an 11th century scribe. Punctuation is rare (accents and breathings have been added by a later hand) except for some blank spaces, diaeresis on initial iotas and upsilons, abbreviations of the nomina sacra and markings of OT citations.
The manuscript contains mysterious double dots (so called "umlauts") in the margin of the New Testament, which seem to mark places of textual uncertainty. There are 795 of these in the text and around another 40 that are uncertain. The date of these markings are disputed among scholars and are discussed in a link below.
The manuscript has been housed in the Vatican Library (founded by Pope Nicholas V in 1448) for as long as it has been known, appearing in its earliest catalog of 1475 and in the 1481 catalogue. Its place of origin and the history of the manuscript is uncertain, with Rome, southern Italy and Caesarea all having been suggested. There has been speculation that it had previously been in the possession of Cardinal Bessarion because the minuscule supplement has a text similar to one of Bessarion's manuscripts. According to Paul Canart's introduction to the recent facsimile edition, p.5, the decorative initials added to the manuscript in the middle ages are reminiscent of Constantinopolitan decoration of the 10th century, but poorly executed, giving the impression that they were added in the 11th or 12th century. T C Skeat, a paleographer at the British Museum, first argued that Codex Vaticanus was among the 50 Bibles that the Emperor Constantine I ordered Eusebius of Caesarea to produce. The similarity of the text with the papyri and Coptic version (including some letter formation), parallels with Athanasius' canon of 367 suggest an Egyptian or Alexandrian origin.
Codex Vaticanus is one of the most important manuscripts for Textual criticism and is a leading member of the Alexandrian text-type. Codex Vaticanus was heavily used by Westcott and Hort in their edition, The New Testament in the Original Greek (1881).
A literal translation tries to remain as close to the original text as possible, without adding the translators' ideas and thoughts into the translation. Thus, the argument goes, the more literal the translation is, the less danger there is of corrupting the original message. This is therefore much more of a word-for-word view of translation. The problem with this form of translation is that it assumes a moderate degree of familiarity with the subject matter on the part of the reader. The King James Version (KJV) and English Standard Version (ESV) are two examples of this kind of translation, with the KJV being the most exact. For example, most printings of the KJV specially mark words (using square brackets or italics) that are implied but not actually in the original source text, since words must sometimes be added to have valid English grammar.

A dynamic equivalence (free) translation tries to clearly convey the thoughts and ideas of the source text. A literal translation, it is argued, may obscure the intention of the original author. A free translator attempts to convey the subtleties of context and subtext in the work, so that the reader is presented with both a translation of the language and the context. The New Living Translation (NLT) is an example of a translation that uses dynamic equivalence. The New International Version (NIV) attempts to strike a balance between dynamic and formal equivalence; some place it as a "dynamic equivalence" translation, while others place it as leaning more towards "formal equivalence".

A paraphrase, or thought-for-thought, translation goes even further than dynamic equivalence, and attempts to convey some key concepts while not retaining even a dynamic equivalence with the text. Paraphrases may even omit large sections of text, or add other explanatory material not in the original as part of the main text. Paraphrases are typically not intended for in-depth study, but are instead intended to put the basic truths of the Bible in language which could readily be understood by the typical reader without a theological or linguistic background. The New Living Translation and The Message Bible are examples of this kind of translation. The Living Bible is a paraphrase is the sense of rewording an English translation, rather than a translation using the paraphrase method.
An example of these differences can be found in John 17:6. The ESV (a more literal translation) translates the original as "I have manifested your name", while the NIV (a translation that uses dynamic equivalence) uses the phrase "I have revealed you". The NIV is simpler, and is thus easier for an English reader to understand. However, the NIV translation omits the fact that in the original text, the speaker (Jesus) was specifically revealing God's name. Since in the following verses he specifically prays about God's name, and many other verses specifically discuss God's name, the connection between this statement and other verses (including the ones that immediately follow) is eliminated by this less literal translation. [1]
A more speculative example can be found in Ruth 3:14. In Biblical Hebrew the word "feet" is sometimes used as a euphemism for "genitalia" (usually of the male sort).[2] So in Ruth 3:14 we have the quote "So she lay at his feet until morning." Formal equivalence makes it the reader's responsibility to determine what "feet" means in the context, risking the possibility that the reader completely misses a possible meaning of the passage. In theory, dynamic equivalence might render the passage "She made love with him until the morning." A translation that chose the second translation would provide the context by itself. Note, however, that there are currently no known English translations that use the second approach - at most this possible alternative meaning is noted as a footnote. So while this example more clearly shows the choices translators must make, in this case it is a speculative example. In particular, it is by no means agreed that the term "feet" is actually a euphemism for genitalia in this specific passage; some scholars specifically reject this interpretation as being incompatible with the surrounding text.[3].
Those who prefer literal or formal equivalence believe that literal translation is closer to the original, therefore it is better, i.e.:  KJV. Those who prefer free or dynamic equivalence suggest that such translations enable people to better understand the original, therefore it is better.
The problem with Formal equivalence is that it might demand too much of some readers. The problem with Dynamic Equivalence is that the reader encounters the text with most of the decisions already made and must assume that the work of the translators is not prejudicial.  Paraphrases are typically identified as such, and they are typically not intended for in-depth study.

Paul (<:)
Jesus first!
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