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KJV Best? - posted by Agent001 (), on: 2004/5/20 12:16
Before we get too heated in the debate, let me just say that the English-speaking world is very blessed to have many
different versions. A majority of these are done by the hard work of capable scholars and are valuable references for
indepth bible studies. Many of the differences arise from the different philosophies in translation and also in selecting
manuscripts. Regardless of what your positions are, I think most of us can agree that the best approach to indepth
studies is by consultation of different translations with a background knowledge of the translation philosophies that
shape each work. I would say for most purposes, many among the current collection of English translations are quite
reliable.
As an ethnic Chinese I envy this situation, because the Chinese bible has a lot less options than English. I am sure it is
also true to most other languages; for whatever reason, God has chosen to give the English-speaking world a wealth of
resources for bible study.
I am no Greek expert nor textual critic. However, I do have my own position based on what little exposure I have to the
intricacies of biblical translations. Hopefully we can have some fruitful discussions on the presuppositions and
assumptions inherent to our own views. We will disagree at some points, but I hope we can agree on the issues
underlying our disagreements.
My current position differs from Ron (Philologos) on several points. The major one is: I am more inclined towards the vi
ew that the Textus Receptus ("Received" Text, the mss upon which the KJV is based upon) is not the best manuscript a
vailable.
I will cite an article by Daniel B. Wallace, Professor of New Testament at Dallas Theological Seminary. Hopefully this wi
ll be a springboard for further discussions.

(http://www.bible.org/docs/soapbox/kjv.htm) Why I Do Not Think the King James Bible Is the Best Translation Avail
able Today
by Daniel B. Wallace, Ph.D.
First, I want to affirm with all evangelical Christians that the Bible is the Word of God, inerrant, inspired, and our final aut
hority for faith and life. However, no where in the Bible am I told that only one translation of it is the correct one. No wher
e am I told that the King James Bible is the best or only 'holy' Bible. There is no verse that tells me how God will preserv
e his word, so I can have no scriptural warrant for arguing that the King James has exclusive rights to the throne. The ar
guments must proceed on other bases.
Second, the Greek text which stands behind the King James Bible is demonstrably inferior in certain places. The man w
ho edited the text was a humanist named Erasmus. He was under pressure to get it to the press as soon as possible sin
ce (a) no edition of the Greek New Testament had yet been published, and (b) he had heard that some monks were just
about to publish their edition of the Greek New Testament and he was in a race to beat them. Consequently, his edition
has been called the most poorly edited volume in all of literature! It is filled with hundreds of typographical errors which e
ven Erasmus would acknowledge. Two places deserve special mention. In the last six verses of Revelation, Erasmus ha
d no Greek manuscript (=MS) (he only used half a dozen, very late MSS for the whole New Testament any way). He wa
s therefore forced to 'back-translate' the Latin into Greek and by so doing he created seventeen variants which have nev
er been found in any other Greek MS of Revelation! He merely guessed at what the Greek might have been. Secondly, f
or 1 John 5:7-8, Erasmus followed the majority of MSS in reading "there are three witnesses in heaven, the Spirit and th
e water and the blood." However, there was an uproar in some Roman Catholic circles because his text did not read "the
re are three witnesses in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit." Erasmus said that he did not put that in the
text because he found no Greek MSS which had that reading. This implicit challenge-viz., that if he found such a reading
in any Greek MS, he would put it in his text-did not go unnoticed. In 1520, a scribe at Oxford named Roy made such a G
reek MS (codex 61, now in Dublin). Erasmus' third edition had the second reading because such a Greek MS was 'made
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to order' to fill the challenge! To date, only a handful of Greek MSS have been discovered which have the Trinitarian for
mula in 1 John 5:7-8, though none of them is demonstrably earlier than the sixteenth century.
That is a very important point. It illustrates something quite significant with regard to the textual tradition which stands be
hind the King James. Probably most textual critics today fully embrace the doctrine of the Trinity (and, of course, all evan
gelical textual critics do). And most would like to see the Trinity explicitly taught in 1 John 5:7-8. But most reject this read
ing as an invention of some overly zealous scribe. The problem is that the King James Bible is filled with readings which
have been 'created' by overly zealous scribes! Very few of the distinctive King James readings are demonstrably ancient
. And most textual critics just happen to embrace the reasonable proposition that the most ancient MSS tend to be more
reliable since they stand closer to the date of the autographs. I myself would love to see many of the King James readin
gs retained. The story of the woman caught in adultery (John 7:53-8:11) has always been a favorite of mine about the gr
ace of our savior, Jesus Christ. That Jesus is called God in 1 Timothy 3:16 affirms my view of him. Cf. also John 3:13; 1
John 5:7-8, etc. But when the textual evidence shows me both that scribes had a strong tendency to add, rather than su
btract, and that most of these additions are found in the more recent MSS, rather than the more ancient, I find it difficult t
o accept intellectually the very passages which I have always embraced emotionally. In other words, those scholars who
seem to be excising many of your favorite passages from the New Testament are not doing so out of spite, but because
such passages are not found in the better and more ancient MSS. It must be emphatically stressed, however, that this d
oes not mean that the doctrines contained in those verses have been jeopardized. My belief in the deity of Christ, for ex
ample, does not live or die with 1 Timothy 3:16. In fact, it has been repeatedly affirmed that no doctrine of Scripture has
been affected by these textual differences. If that is true, then the 'King James only' advocates might be crying wolf wher
e none exists, rather than occupying themselves with the more important aspects of advancing the gospel.
Third, the King James Bible has undergone three revisions since its inception in 1611, incorporating more than 100,000
changes. Which King James Bible is inspired, therefore?
Fourth, 300 words found in the KJV no longer bear the same meaning-e.g., 'suffer the little children to come unto me.' S
hould we really embrace a Bible as the best translation when it uses language which not only is not clearly understood a
ny more, but in fact has been at times perverted and twisted?
Fifth, the KJV includes one very definite error in translation, which even KJV advocates would admit. In Matthew 23:24 t
he KJV has 'strain at a gnat and swallow a camel.' But the Greek has 'strain out a gnat and swallow a camel.' In the least
, this illustrates not only that no translation is infallible but also that scribal corruptions can and do take place-even in a v
olume which has been worked over by so many different hands (for the KJV was the product of a very large committee o
f over 50 scholars).
Sixth, when the KJV was first published, it was heavily resisted for being too easy to understand! Some people revere it t
oday because it is difficult to understand. I fear that part of their response is due to pride: they feel as though they are ab
le to discern something that other, less spiritual folks cannot. Often 1 Corinthians 2:13-16 is quoted with reference to the
KJV (to the effect that 'you would understand it if you were spiritual'). Such a use of that text, however, is a gross distorti
on of the Scriptures. The words in the New Testament, the grammar, the style, etc.-in short, the language-comprised the
common language of the first century. We do God a great disservice when we make the gospel more difficult to understa
nd than He intended it. The reason unspiritual people do not understand the Scriptures is because they have a volitional
problem, not an intellectual problem (cf. 1 Cor. 2:14 where 'receive', 'welcome' shows clearly that the thing which blocks
understanding is the sinful will of man).
Seventh, those who advocate that the KJV has exclusive rights to being called the Holy Bible are always, curiously, Engl
ish-speaking people (normally isolated Americans). Yet, Martin Luther's fine translation of the Bible into German predate
d the KJV by almost 100 years. Are we so arrogant to say that God has spoken only in English? And where there are su
bstantial discrepancies between Luther's Bible and the KJV (such as in 1 John 5:7-8), are we going to say that God has i
nspired both? Is he the author of lies? Our faith does not rest in a singular tradition, nor is it provincial. Vibrant, biblical C
hristianity must never unite itself with provincialism. Otherwise, missionary endeavor, among other things, would die.
Eighth, again, let me repeat an earlier point: Most evangelicals-who embrace all the cardinal doctrines of the faith-prefer
a different translation and textual basis than that found in the KJV. In fact, even the editors of the New Scofield Referenc
e Bible (which is based on the KJV) prefer a different text/translation!
Finally, though it is true that the modern translations 'omit' certain words and verses (or conversely, the KJV adds to the
Word of God, depending on how you look at it), the issue is not black-or-white. In fact, the most recent edition of a Greek
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New Testament which is based on the majority of MSS, rather than the most ancient ones (and thus stands firmly behin
d the King James tradition), when compared to the standard Greek New Testament used in most modern translations, e
xcises over six hundred and fifty words or phrases! Thus, it is not proper to suggest that only modern translations omit; t
he Greek text behind the KJV omits, too! The question, then, is not whether modern translations have deleted portions o
f the Word of God, but rather whether either the KJV or modern translations have altered the Word of God. I contend tha
t the KJV has far more drastically altered the Scriptures than have modern translations. Nevertheless, I repeat: most text
ual critics for the past two hundred and fifty years would say that no doctrine is affected by these changes. One can get
saved reading the KJV and one can get saved reading the NIV, NASB, etc.
I trust that this brief survey of reasons I have for thinking that the King James Bible is not the best available translation w
ill not be discarded quickly. All of us have a tendency to make mountains out of molehills and then to set up fortresses in
those 'mountains.' We often cling to things out of emotion, rather than out of true piety. And as such we do a great disser
vice to a dying world which is desperately in need of a clear, strong voice proclaiming the gospel of Jesus Christ. Soli De
o gloria!
Addendum
One further point is necessary. With the recent publication of several different books villifying modern translations, assert
ing that they were borne out of conspiratorial motives, a word should be mentioned about this concocted theory. First, m
any of these books are written by people who have little or no knowledge of Greek or Hebrew, and are, further, a great d
istortion of the facts. I have read books on textual criticism for more than a quarter of a century, but never have I seen su
ch illogic, out-of-context quotations, and downright deceptions about the situation as in these recent books. Second, alth
ough it is often asserted that heretics produced some of the New Testament MSS we now have in our possession, there
is only one group of MSS known to be produced by heretics: certain Byzantine MSS of the book of Revelation. This is si
gnificant because the Byzantine text stands behind the KJV! These MSS formed part of a mystery cult textbook used by
various early cults. But KJV advocates constantly make the charge that the earliest MSS (the Alexandrian MSS) were pr
oduced by heretics. The sole basis they have for this charge is that certain readings in these MSS are disagreeable to th
em! Third, when one examines the variations between the Greek text behind the KJV (the Textus Receptus) and the Gre
ek text behind modern translations, it is discovered that the vast majority of variations are so trivial as to not even be tran
slatable (the most common is the moveable nu, which is akin to the difference between 'who' and 'whom'!). Fourth, when
one compares the number of variations that are found in the various MSS with the actual variations between the Textus
Receptus and the best Greek witnesses, it is found that these two are remarkably similar. There are over 400,000 textua
l variants among NT MSS. But the differences between the Textus Receptus and texts based on the best Greek witness
es number about 5000-and most of these are untranslatable differences! In other words, over 98% of the time, the Textu
s Receptus and the standard critical editions agree. Those who villify the modern translations and the Greek texts behin
d them have evidently never really investigated the data. Their appeals are based largely on emotion, not evidence. As s
uch, they do an injustice to historic Christianity as well as to the men who stood behind the King James Bible. These sch
olars, who admitted that their work was provisional and not final (as can be seen by their preface and by their more than
8000 marginal notes indicating alternate renderings), would wholeheartedly welcome the great finds in MSS that have o
ccurred in the past one hundred and fifty years.

Re: KJV Best? - posted by philologos (), on: 2004/5/20 13:38
Hi Sam,
(or should it be Stan?) this is another fine mess you have gotten me into!:-o
Hope you a familiar enough with American-UK culture to understand the above and not be offended by it. ;-) But we real
ly are fishing in deep water now.
Where shall we start? Most of the Daniel Wallace piece is not directly relevant to my own position, as I don't subscribe to
the view that 'if the KJV was good enough for Paul, it's good enough for me'. My own position would be to support the M
ajority Text families, rather than the KJV per se. Wallace seems to base much of what he says on the assumption that E
rasmus is the same as the Majority Text; this is not so.
There are modern versions based on the Majority Text that are freely available as e-sword modules; Literal Translation o
f the Holy Bible, copyright Â© 1976-2000 by Jay P. Green, Sr. and Modern King James Version, copyright Â© 1962-199
8 by Jay P. Green, Sr. All rights reserved. and these versions are certainly not based on Erasmus. Both of these inciden
tally have the Wallace's gnat 'strained out' rather than 'strained at'. (I find it very peculiar that Wallace should have major
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ed on such an insignifant feature of the KJV. I could find him much more serious mistranslations in the KJV than his exa
mple. I suspect he may be guilty of 'straining at/out gnats and swallowing camels'. ;-))
There is a body of evangelicals scholars who continue to work on the Majority Text apologetic, and if Wallace doesn't kn
ow about them he is ignorant, and if he does he is disengenuous.
I don't want to get involved in an either/or shooting match but this piece by Wallace is very superficial. I don't regard my
self as any kind of authority of textual criticism but I could provide answers to each of these objections from my own stan
dpoint.
I have other reasons for using the KJV which may interest some. One of which is that it retains the 2nd person singular (
thou, thy). I need this, not because I think it is more majestic or noble but because both Hebrew and Greek had 2nd per
son singulars and there are times when they are vital. I know the ASV (but not the NASB) also retains their use. Would y
ou like some examples?
I will look up some websites to give folks a chance to hear what the Majority Text advocates are saying.
Re: - posted by KeithLaMothe, on: 2004/5/20 14:09
Yes, modern English has lost it's singular/plural distinction in 2nd person pronouns, though we in the U.S. South have
made "you" singular and recovered the plural form with "Y'all" :)
Another thing I like in the older English is the verb endings (-eth, -est, &c). I think they help somewhat, for example in
distinguishing one-time action from ongoing action.
Thanks, Ron, for noting the difference between the Majority Text and the TR that came from Erasmus and through
Beza, etc... I was going to bring up those last 6 verses of Revelation that Erasmus reportedly translated from the Vulgate
, lacking any Greek mss for them.
Edit:
If I might ask some practical questions relating to the textual/translational differences:
1) What is the proper reading of 1 John 5:7?
2) Should Mark 16:9-25 be considered part of the Word of God?
3) Should John 7:53-8:11 be considered part of the Word of God?
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2004/5/20 14:54
Hi Keith
you write Yes, modern English has lost it's singular/plural distinction in 2nd person pronouns, though we in the U.S. Sout
h have made "you" singular and recovered the plural form with "Y'all" :)
I think we might have to try something a little different in the deep south of the old UK. :-?
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2004/5/20 14:57
Michael Marlowe's site is an absolute feast of information at Bible-Researcher but his convictions are very strong and if
you get into the bulletin forum be warned that he does not take prisoners!
Re: - posted by Agent001 (), on: 2004/5/21 9:49
Ron,
I did not cite Wallace's article to address your position (it's more like a bait to draw more attention :-P ).
Daniel Wallace's article must be read in context of the audience he had in mind. This piece is clearly not meant for the
scholarly, but the popular audience, especially those in the KJV-only camp (KJV-only: a position that I believe cannot be
convincingly defended; I am well aware that this is not your position).
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As a writer of a superb Greek grammar textbook (at least my Greek professor recommended it), I am sure Wallace can
do a lot better than this. So no need to fume over this, Ron.
Because I feel extremely inadequate in the area of Greek exegesis and textual criticism, I think I won't comment too
much further. However -I will add my voice of dissent every now and then ;-). These are technical and specialised matters that are clearly
subject to debate, and require an open mind for all. And if we can crystallise the real underlying issue, even if we dsagr
ee, that is still quite some accomplishment.
And remember my first post: pastorally, I think the question of "which is the best translation?" is misguided. There is no "
evil conspiracy" to undermine the Word of God by coming up with the modern translations. The English-speaking Christi
ans should feel safe to use almost any version--the agreements on these versions (99%?) far exceed their discreptancie
s.
We can continue ranting about which one is the best. But the key is that the Bible is there to be read! The Christians in
mainland China may have little resources for bible study, but they really know the Word. I have met a number of them w
ho could memorise the whole New Testament. I often remind myself, "Read it! Don't just talk about it."
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