Choosing a Holy Bible:
If you want the quick summary, go directly to “Peter’s recommendations”. Then come back and read the specifics on the NLT, NIV, NIrV and NET Bibles. Then read other bits and pieces if you are interested.
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2004 quick update

Every 8 or so months for the past several years I have been reading through a version of the Bible and then updating this document for those interested. Because of personal work loads, I do not have time to put the following comments in their proper position in this document. I will do so at a later date. So read these comments understanding that they should be scattered throughout the rest of the document and changes in the rest will occur when I eventually do so.
I have finished reading the “Jerusalem Bible”. I read all of the books that are found in other versions of the Bible, I also read the majority of the books collectively known as the Apocrypha (I didn’t read the last half of the book of Wisdom. I hope that doesn’t reveal anything untoward.)

First of all my “annual conclusion” for best versions: NLT and NET followed by NIrV and NIV.

I currently believe the NLT (New Living Translation – completely different from “The Living Bible”) is the best version for:

- a new Christian other than an English scholar

- young Christians

- Non-Christians interested in finding out what the Bible is really all about

- a refreshing read for mature Christians from time to time (especially when reading things like the construction of the temple. If you aren’t reading it for the numerology of it, then the translation into feet and inches makes it easier to picture in your mind.)
In general, if someone has never read through the entire Bible before, the NLT is the best version for a first read through. It is easy, modern language version, yet fairly careful to “translate”, not “paraphrase.”

I currently believe the Best version for serious Christians and Scholars (including Christian Scholars that aren’t fluent in Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek) is the NET (New English Translation) Bible. It is harder to find than most versions, but worth the effort. I got my copy from www.netbible.com.

The Jerusalem Bible is, like the NLT a good quality “translation” not a paraphrase. Where the NLT tries to use as simple English as possible, the Jerusalem Bible uses as precise English as possible. I had to look up in a dictionary about 20 words while reading the Jerusalem Bible – and most of those words were not in my “pocket dictionary” I needed to use a big old heavy dictionary to find them. But they seemed to favor precision of words in the translation over ease of reading.

Because the NET explains the translation choices in copious footnotes, I am finding the NET to be a better Bible for all round serious study purposes. You see, even the “best” choice of words often don’t properly reflect the translation from any language to any other (see my master document for detailed discussion of this point.)

Of course I still use the Greek from time to time, but the NET has reduced my frequency of resorting to the Greek.

The only significant (in my opinion) versions I have not read fully are the NET and “The Message”. After checking several passages in The Message, I have decided it would be more beneficial for me personally to read through the NET than The Message. The Message appears to be much more like a commentary than a translation. I do intend to read it after the NET, and maybe concurrent with the NET, but The Message is not a priority for me at this time.

Now a shocking statement: I have decided I am *not* going to try to read through the NET in 8 months. I have decided to read through it in closer to 3 years. To read through in 8 months I basically have to read 4 chapters a day, most days. My plan with the NET is this:

- Each day I will read the chapter from 2 days ago.

- Each day I will read the previous day’s chapter INCLUDING reading all footnotes

- Each day I will read one new chapter. 

- Any additional time will be dedicated to Prayer and free reading (which may include The Message.)

Now, about the Apocrypha. Although I acknowledge that much of it has historical authenticity as do many of the writings of the so called “Early Fathers”, having read through much of these “extra” books (and chapters in some books.) I was surprised by the quality of the writing. In particular, I noted that the Apocrypha books spend more effort trying to explain why what seems dumb is actually Holy and correct. The whole tone of most of these books is very different from the rest of the Bible. In particular I note that they write like *I* do! By this I mean that I do not write with the authority of God. I explain my reasons and why I am saying what I am saying but I don’t claim Holy inspiration. Most of the rest of the Bible speaks authoritatively, not apologetically. While I acknowledge that a couple of the chapters by the Apostle Paul tend closer to apologetics than to speaking with Authority, I would say that even there, Paul writes with much more Authority and much less apologetics than do the majority of the Apocrypha. So … I, like the majority of Christians outside the Catholic church, reject the Apocrypha as inspired word of God, though I do accept much of it as being written by well meaning and most likely honorable people and as such I consider it valuable as do I consider the writings of the early fathers as valuable, I just do not consider them inspired.
Purposes/Biases/Reason for this document.

I have spent a lot of time, literally over 1000 hours, considering the issues of translation and accuracy and value in all languages, but in English in specific since that’s my language. I have strong ties to Wycliffe Bible translators and have had many discussions with translators over the issues they have to deal with. I love God and I consider reading the Bible to be one of the most important things in life for all peoples (having a personal relationship with God beats it though!)

My Greek/Hebrew: In university (circa 1979) I took 2 years of Classical Greek for 2 reasons. One was so that I could read the Greek in the original language so that I could thoroughly check the claims of Christ – ie, so I could determine whether Christianity was a farce or truth. The other reason was that I planned to become a Wycliffe Bible translator if I still believed in the end – I was going to translate into languages that had not yet been translated. I determined that Christianity is rock solid in truth, and I determined that I did not have what it took (language skills wise) to be a Bible translator. My Greek is therefore “useful” and that is all. My Hebrew is non-existent. Although at some point in life I hope to work on both of these more.

I studied the information on “what is accurate Greek and Hebrew” in some depth in the early 80’s because I was pursuing the question of whether the claims of Christ were factual. Once I determined they were factual, my interest in the English translations
 came in order to decide how most profitably to study the Bible.

Because of my research and my obvious stance for Christ, I have had many people over the years (Christians and Non-Christians alike) ask me which Bible they should read and why. The strangest one was in Summer 2003 when someone at a Dr’s office saw me reading Lamentations and asked me which one she should read – she claimed to be a Christian, I gave her the 10 sentence answer before she was called in. In some cases, I have received emails from Christian “leaders” blasting the latest version as being the work of the Devil or worse. A recent one in 2002 basically said that the people who worked on one particular translation were going to Hell. Then, when people said that was an overreaction, they were told their opinions weren’t valid because they were “calling names”! This document is my somewhat detailed, yet abbreviated answer to these questions and statements. In particular, since the email mentioned went to Christian business people and other interested parties throughout Canada and the US, and no one had addressed the real issues, the very first draft of this document (2 pages long) was put together to answer the charges that these new translators were damned. This document was then enhanced to offer to several close friends, and then expanded and continues to change as I have time and useful information.

If I have sent this document to you, it is probably because we had a conversation such as this – and it may have been a very short conversation and you may not want this level of detail<g>. But you got it anyway! ( Hopefully I will remember to remove or modify this paragraph when I make the document available from my web site (probably in 2004). If not, email me and remind me to remove/modify it!
What is this “Bible” anyway? Where did it come from?

So to start with. Why do we say “Holy” Bible? Because Bible (βιβλιοσ) is the Greek word, simply for “Book(s)”. Back at the time of Jesus, or if you go to Greece today, every book or collection of books is a Bible or Bibles! So there is NO sacrilege in saying “Fisherman’s Bible” although the authors MAY have intended sacrilege: You see, in English, the word Bible has CHANGED to mean “God’s writings” then to simply “authoritative text” but still not simply “book” even though it never changed from “book” in 4000 years of Greek. But you will still find that “Bible’s” in mostly say “Holy Bible” to differentiate from other texts on other topics.

The Bible wasn’t written in English!

Note: This section is still fragmentary. I apologize. It could take up 3 or 4 books. Right now it is in a format that allows me to “teach” from it, more so than to give detailed info. I may work on it in the future.

Hebrew: Hebrew/Aramaic vrs Septuagint vrs others– Jesus had access to at least the Hebrew/Aramaic and Septuagint and never issued comment other than to tacitly accept them as the word of God. The book of Daniel has the largest section of Aramaic, including the part of the Bible the Nebuchadnezzar wrote. Aramaic was the language of the Babylonians. I’m told it is very similar to Hebrew, but since I can’t read either, this is a second hand opinion.
Greek: 
Textus Receptus vrs Nestle/Aland/Metzger et al. vrs “Whatever sounds good”
In the pages of history … a Pope asked a priest to try to figure out what the correct original Greek was. He found most and wrote some from scratch himself. This is known as the “Textus Receptus” or the “Text that was received from God.” Some people believe that God inspired this priest to find the exact correct Greek that the New Testament was written in. I have several problems with this, the most significant was that, on his death bed, he is reported as repenting for the sin of some of what he made up. There is another “version” of the Greek, in which various scholars – Christian, Roman Catholic
, Atheistic and others have “agreed” is most likely the closest to the original. The names Nestle/Aland/Metzger are the last names of the three major men who in the last few decades have been involved in this. While there is actually very little different between the Nestle/Aland/Metzger and Textus Receptus (this is good), there are differences. Some people believe that the scholarly work is the work of the Devils (they say even stronger things about it), others, and I am one, believe that if you can get Evangelical Christian scholars, Liberal Christian Scholars, Jews, Roman Catholics, and Atheists to all agree, then I’m going to trust that over one man’s work who some say is God inspired, but he repented of the sin of pretending it was accurate. So… if you believe in the Textus Receptus, what are the significant differences. Well, in my opinion, the end of Mark is pretty significant. You can go and handle poisonous snakes and, if you live after several bites from the most venomous snakes in the world THEN I’ll listen to your arguments that it is the only accurate Greek. When I was in my teens, a church in Lethbridge was reported as believing it so strongly that they bought a bunch of venomous snakes and started handling them. The conclusion drawn was that: all those that stayed at the church were not Christian because the pastor and parishioners died of snake poisoning. (Of course, in my opinion, the correct conclusion is this: The Textus Receptus was “The best job that one priest could do with the information available to him at the time – other than his sin on one verse (Not in Mark).” What else: Well, this priests sin was that he inserted the word “Father, Son and Holy Spirit” where he knew it wasn’t part of the original and never found any legitimate evidence (according to him) and no one since that time has found any significant evidence for it. That doesn’t mean his theology was wrong, just that he was wrong for inserting it into the Bible for his convenience.
Hebrew: The Masoretic text. The Septuagint (Greek) translation, translated before Christ. Dead sea scrolls so that Jews that couldn’t read Hebrew could read their Holy scriptures.

Word by Word vrs Phrase by Phrase vrs Meaning by Meaning vrs Paraphrase vrs Other

IF IN THIS SECTION, YOU GET BOGGED DOWN, BORED OR START TO QUESTION YOUR SANITY: Please skip to “Level of Textual Notes” and carry on. You can come back to this section some day when you actually care (if ever!)
- He leads me beside still waters/He leads me beside rushing waters.  To Jews (Hebrews), rushing waters was “calm peaceful” but in some cultures, even English, moving water is the calm & peaceful. So if you “literally” translate it as calm waters, the “meaning” has been partly lost. In English it isn’t too bad, but in cultures where  they believe Evil spirits live in calm waters, a literal translation is in some ways a very poor translation. But then, rushing waters, which has the same meaning is from a different perspective, a very poor translation. So which is correct – the literal (calm) which has the wrong meaning or the meaning which has the wrong word(rushing)?

- With Child/Pregnant. Some people object to this, but to be fair we no longer say “With Child” so “Pregnant” is, for 21st Century people a more correct translation. Some object to “Pregnant” go as far as to foolishly call the translators “not-Christian” or “damned” for using “Pregnant” instead of “with Child” saying that the translators are denigrating the child to “just a fetus” because in modern times, there are many people who see a pregnancy as just an inconvenient piece of flesh to be excised. But if they were consistent they would realize that in the Greek, God himself used the vernacular for Pregnant, and in THAT culture, a child had very little value even after they were born – especially females, so you would have to charge God with the same crime as you are charging the translators. And I am very sure that God is not damned (separated from God) for using the vernacular!
- Oh Lord, thou art God, Thy goodness is…/Oh Lord, you are God, Your goodness is...,

 Our Father who art in Heaven/Our Father who is in Heaven. You may like the “more Holy” sounding old fashioned pronouns. But thee and thou are not “Holy pronouns”, these are simply the vernacular pronouns of the year 1611. When God had the Bible written, the pronouns of THAT day were used, so GOD used modern pronouns, a good translation must therefore use modern pronouns. Now … if you want a legitimate problem, consider this: what do you do in a language like Russian which has special pronouns depending on the relationship? In English it is easy because, like Greek, there is only one set, but translating pronouns into Russian, now there is a legitimate problem!

- If it was good enough for Paul, it’s good enough for me. I’ve actually had people who believe that the Apostle Paul read the King James Version of the Bible and was told a story from the 60’s where Gideons was given a large check to supply French Bibles to Quebec on the condition that they be the French King James Bibles. In case the problems are not obvious (since to some people it isn’t) … English wasn’t invented until long after the Apostle Paul died and what we call the KJV wasn’t written until 1611 – nearly 1 thousand 600 years after Paul died! And there is no such thing as an “English” French Bible. (Having said that, if what you mean is that you want a French Bible based on the Textus Receptus, then it may be a more serious comment, but that was NOT what the donor meant because she changed her mind when it was explained to her that KJV was English only and the French people speak a different language.).

- Our Father who is in Heaven/Our Parent who is in Heaven  (Male/Mankind/Female).
I have a lot more trouble with this one. Why did God choose to use masculine when the Greek language (I don’t know about the Hebrew) has both Macusline, Feminine & Gender neutral choices? Does I Corinth 15 make it messier or is it irrelevant? My personal belief is that we should retain the gender specifics except where it is unquestionable that the masculine gender was being used in a way that was gender neutral. But I’m not, like some, going to claim that the translators are damned if they make a different choice. (The NLT uses many gender neutral choices but the footnotes always give the gender specific one. That’s an excellent decision.)
- The harvest is ripe, who will send workers into the fields?/There are many people ready to become Christians, who will send workers to bring them to Christ?

This was an agrarian comment given to an, arguably, agrarian society. Can we say that, in Canada/US, we don’t understand the symbolism and therefore we should de-symbolize it? In general, I much prefer for a STUDY Bible to have the symbolism left in-tact. But I have less problem with de-symbolizing it for a “reading” or “first” Bible such as the NLT or The Message.
- How do you translate the sections that are either greatly or in a minor way in dispute?

For example, the last few verses of Mark & about a dozen other “later manuscript” verses including:

Three in Heaven Father Son & Holy Spirit, Three on Earth, Body Soul & Spirit

This one would take a LOT of space to answer. Please realize that, other than 3 sections, there really are very few areas of great disagreement. Now for the two above:

Mark has a shorter ending and a longer ending. A lot of study has gone into which is correct. You can read huge amounts (Metzger et al) on this. Suffice it to say that the majority of God fearing scholars and the majority of Atheistic scholars that have studied the same issue agree that the most likely original text is the shorter ending. And, with my second hand study of their study, I agree for now. If future evidence comes to light they, and I, will reconsider.
As far as “Three in Heaven Father Son & Holy Spirit, Three on Earth, Body Soul & Spirit” While I agree completely with the “theology” being taught, the fact remains that the KJV is incorrect with this. The above mentioned well meaning priest put it in under pressure from his peers (it was in the Latin Vulgate). On his death bed it continued to haunt him as a great sin of his. This sin continues to cause problems to this very day – he had good reason to feel extreme guilt for his sin of adding this in. Again, I still believe that the theology is correct, but that is not an excuse for adding it to the Holy text.
- How do you translate SALT into a culture that has no salt & no word for salt? “You are the salt of the earth.”

Do you tell them to read a book about Salt and use the Greek word Salt? Do you reword it? What if you reworded it “you are the Pepper…”? Well, Pepper isn’t a preservative, it can’t be used to keep raw meat safe to eat, it doesn’t bring “out the taste” – it adds its own or masks the taste. So would one of these 2 be a “sin” if you translated it that way? OK, now you understand salt or do you? Did you know that the salt of that day was not pure salt, so when they say “salt loses its saltiness” did you understand that the first time you read it or did someone have to explain how salt of that day really could lose its saltiness Salt in those days referred to the rock that contained NaCL, not necessarily to the pure NaCL – plus perhaps some iodine – that you can buy in the grocery store today. So the word “salt” today really isn’t the word salt in the Greek of that day!

And … do you know what it means when God passed between the 2 halves of an animal in front of Abram(Abraham)? Should the translation say that – because that is the “accurate” translation or should the translation say “God passed between the 2 halves of the animal – meaning he sealed the contract” or should the translation say “God sealed the contract” – are any of these a correct translation in a language that doesn’t have the meaning for the literal translation? I don’t think ANY are wrong translations, but each is a “better” translation for different purposes. For study, I want the literal translation, for reading I want the second or third one (Personally I think I prefer the 2nd).
Remember … If you are getting bogged down, bored or this is just too confusing – skip down to the next section and just ignore the rest of this section. It gets worse before it gets better. But I’m trying to give you a whole books worth of info in just a few pages. It took me several years of study to have a “general” understanding of what is in this section. I find it fascinating and intellectually stimulating, but I know most people find it over their head or just plain boring and unimportant. Just be happy that other people do care and have done a lot of thinking and praying about how to give you an excellent (but never perfect) translation.

- Storge, Philleo, Eros, Agape/Love, Love, Love, Love/Charity, Charity, Charity, Charity/ Affection/Friendship (Brotherly) Love, Sexual/Lovers  Love, Agape (You more than me) Love, (See CS Lewis’ “4 Loves” for more details)

How do you translate Love into a love deficient language like English? There are good reasons why English is not considered one of the “romance” languages! So what is the correct way to translate these different words for Love? Is it important that Jesus said “Peter do you Agape me” Peter replied “Yes Lord, you know I Philleo you” Jesus asked again “Peter do you Agape me” Peter replied “Yes Lord, you know I Philleo you” Jesus asked “Peter do you Pilleo me” and then Peter got angry… was it just that he was asked 3 times, or was it in part the subtlety in the Q&A. And why did Jesus switch to Philleo after 2 times of Agape? Was it so that Peter could SUCCESSFULLY answer one of the 3 times? Was it because he was saying “You don’t have to Agape me yet, Philleo will do for now”? And … before you knew this is what the Greek said – did you ever even consider these questions? If not, is that the fault of the translations? And what about the 100’s of far subtler, but possibly important other similar translation issues?
- Talent (Greek)/Talent (English)/Dollars (Pounds, currency, money). Back in Greece, “Talent” was a weight of money (about 75lbs if you care, A talent of Gold worth far more than a talent of Silver). Now, because of the KJV 1611 Bible, it has come to mean “skill” or “ability”. So, because of the Bible, the word Talent has changed from WEIGHT to SKILL, so do we now need to use a different word in translating the Bible properly? How’s THAT for an interesting twist.

- Most Wonderfulerester – Paul in a couple places, uses incorrect Greek to, I think, suggest that he couldn’t fully explain God. So, if in Greek he purposely used incorrect Greek endings, shouldn’t we translate it into equally incorrect English? My Greek professor – who is native Greek – thinks that the proper translation should be incorrect English, that putting it into proper English is an incorrect translation! Besides, that would give the grammer elitists/purists a fit – that might be worth it all by itself<g>!
- Simon vrs Peter. Some people/places have multiple names. The translators sometimes decide to just use one in translating, others use a different name for each different name in the original. The “easier reading” ones such as NLT and Childrens versions will tend to use just one name. 
- In a similar vein, Zachariah is a lousy translation into English because there is no “ch” sound in Hebrew or Greek! But because the KJV incorrectly translated it Zachariah and it is so well known – do we continue to translate it, in English translations, to Zachariah or do we translate it closer to the sounds of the original language. 
- And what about “Peter”? It Greek it is pronounced roughly “Petros” in the Nominative Singular Masculine – in other forms Petra, Petray, Petron etc.., Whatever it is in context, it is NOT and never will be “Peter”! “Peter” is known to be the English form, but “Rock” is the literal translation. So, do you use the “common” translation of the name “Peter” (which is therefore a valid translation) or do you use a phonemic translation “Petros”, “Petray”, “Petron” (and what do you do about the endings in languages like English that don’t have endings) or do you use a meaning translation “Rock”?

- He vrs Fred. In some places in Greek it is clear that “he” is a specific person because of the tense (the word ending) but because English does not have endings, it is NOT clear in English from just the word he. Since the original makes it clear, do we use the proper name in English or do we use “he” and let people get confused?

- American English vrs British English. Which is a correct translation? The American English one? The British English one? The Canadian English one (which uses American words but British spellings)? In general there are 2 that are created– the American and the British. We Canadians can choose between the unfamiliar wording of the British or the unfamiliar spelling of the Americans (usually we choose the American). But people who claim one is wrong and the other is right are, in my opinion, off their rocker! It’s a money issue. There aren’t enough Canadians to give a Canadian English version. And if you say “you know what, I’d be willing to pay for that” – please read the last section of this document, I have a far better place for you to spend your translation dollars.
"YHWH" (often pronounced incorrectly Yaw-Way or “Jehovah”, actually there is no known pronunciation because the Jews considered it too Holy to pronounce so they spoke the consonants out when speaking. The pronunciation has therefore been lost for thousands of years.): 

NIV/NIrV: "LORD " 
NASB: " LORD"  (Almost the same as NIV except all 4 capitals are the same size in NASB, the NIV/NIrV uses "small capitals" for the ORD) 

"Adonai" is written "Lord" by all 3 (notice, lower case letters for ord.) 

"Adonai YHWH" 
NIV/NIrV "Sovereign Lord" 

NASB "Lord God" 

Note that Jews still practice this. I have seen in English Jewish writings that they write “G-d” and they do not say the word “God”.

Looking at the number of “notes” on the text, the KJV and any paraphrases I’ve seen simply ignore the issue of “possible alternate readings” of the original Greek and Hebrew. 

The KJV translators apparently ignored it because they believed that God Magically put together the copy of the Greek they used OR, more likely they were just so happy to have ANY scripture in the vernacular that subtleties just weren’t the issue of the day.
There are very few points of contention on the Hebrew – but there are a few such as Jeremiah and the soliloquy of Daniels 3 friends just before thrown in the fire.) 

Paraphrases are either designed to push a specific persons theological beliefs (The Living Bible) or are designed to be an easy reading story (The Message). In both of these cases, there is no point to having different readings discussed. If, like the Living Bible, they are trying to push a specific theology they “believe” that the ones that agree with them are the correct ones, and the ones that don’t aren’t, and if they are designed to be easy reading, hoping to bring people in to study more later, then there is no need for it as long as they are reasonably careful (But people will complain anyway<g>).

The NIV, NLT, NET, NASB, ESV and others “pick” the Greek/Hebrew they are going to translate, but where there is significant disagreement, or where the reading is substantially different than the KJV (ie the last ½ of the last chapter of Mark) they put a comment. Also, where the meaning of a word is unknown, they either state so and “randomly” pick a possible word, or they give the alternate readings. In my opinion, some like the go too far in a few minor cases, in particular in Job Leviathan and Behemoth are given the “liberal” translation, ie  of “Behemoth: possibly Hippopotamus”. Why they did this is unknown, given that, unless God made a major mistake (“tail like trees of Lebanon”) there is no possible way that it could have been a Hippopotamus so their footnote is listing one of the “known incorrect”, not a “possibly” translation. So I like the Behemoth translation better. Just leave it as the Hebrew word transliterated into English.
The NET (New English Translation, AKA: NetBible) goes 2 steps further by declaring all serious sides of the issue, and give some greater indication why they chose what they chose. But they could be much more detailed (and give you a 20,000 page book) too!
Level of Textual Notes: 

Some Bibles have no notes (ie most paraphrases, KJV
)

Some translations have some notes, ie ESV, NIV, NLT, NASB

Some translations have quite a few notes: NET (New English Translation). 

To get the most detailed notes however, you still have to go to a Greek or Hebrew Bible that is built specifically to show the notes of textual criticism.

Of course, arguably a very good set of companion books go into even more detail. 

So in my opinion, the level of notes does not indicate quality, just suitability for a given purpose.
Translations (Versions) of the Bible

Note: As of Sept 2003 I have
- read completely
 the KJV (several times, no intention of re-reading now, I did most of this reading before the NIV even existed.)
- read completely NIV a couple times
- read completely the Updated NASB once
- read most of the Good News (with no intention of finishing)
- read completely the ESV 
- read completely the NLT
- read significant portions of the NIrV, Living Bible, Greek Nestle Aland 25
- read parts of several others (Jerusalem, The Message, NASB)
Currently: I am reading the Jerusalem until “Beta 2” of the NET Bible comes out. Then I plan to read the NET, then The Message then come back and finish the Jerusalem.
I have read “parts” of most of the Bibles not currently read, but obviously my comments are based on a smaller sample. For Bible study, I currently use NET, NIV and Greek. I don’t read any Hebrew, hence that is not in my list.  I spot read several others because I have a lot on my computer.

So … now that you know where I truly speak with personal knowledge, here are my descriptions and comments on the translations.

I am listing the ones that I think are significant from a quality or marketing/sales perspective. I have left out most of the “one man” jobs except those that are currently widely sold in book stores: The Message and The Living Bible. Inclusion in this list does NOT mean a recommendation. Some of my comments will make that obvious.

The “order” they are listed in is simple, it is the order that I find it useful to present them in when giving a “talk” on them. There is no implied quality etc.., by the order. If you can’t figure out why I did them in this order, don’t worry about, worry about other things.

At the end of some of them I have a star “*”. I don’t remember why. But I’m not removing them until I remember the reason. I’ll then either document it or remove them.
Prior to 1568: 

Tyndale – Burned at the stake in 1536 for “untrue translation”. The most notable ones following included: Cloverdale 1535, Thomas Matthew (John Rogers?) 1537, the Great Bible 1539, the Geneva Bible 1560.

KJV (King James Version 1568 also called “Bishops’ Bible” also called “Authorized Version”) 
Olde English, based on Textus Receptus. 

KJV (King James Version 1611, also called “Authorized Version”).

Old English, but not as old as the original KJV. In the 20/21st century this is what we mean when we say “KJV” Charity MEANT Love back then. Because of the KJV Charity now means, well, Charity and Love has taken over for Charity. Cf Talent/Money. At the time the debate raged between the KJV and the Geneva Bible. But eventually the KJV won and no major translations (in my way of counting) into English occurred for over 200 years.

NKJV (New King James Version)
Mix of Old and Modern English. The “translators” admit that the deciding factor for translation is what they think would sound good to readers who like the KJV feel. They claim they used Textus Receptus, Nestle/Aland/Metzger et al. & others based on how the translation would sound not based on perceived accuracy. I am extremely disappointed in this version for this reason. Please do not buy this version, please do not recommend this version. But if someone is reading it – don’t stop them, it is better than not reading the Bible. See my recommendations nearer the end.
ERV (English Revised Version 1881/1885) 

A more modern translation of the Textus Receptus using British English. Keeping to the KJV feel as much as possible while updating those phrases that “needed” to be updated.

Between 1881 & 1901 there were some “rogue” translations of the ERV “in the interests of the American People” using US words and spellings so the ASV (American Standard Version 1901) came about which was an attempt to produce an “American English” version of the ERV.

RSV (Revised Standard Version 1946/1951) 

A more modern translation. Utilizing Nestle/Aland/Metzger et al. “will stay as close to the Tyndale-King James tradition as it can in light of our present knowledge of the Hebrew and Greek texts and their meaning on one hand, and our present understanding of English on the other”

RSV 2nd Edition (1972) 

Continued revision of English & based on better understanding of Hebrew & Greek texts.

NASB (New American Standard Bible 1971)* 

A fairly modern translation of the Nestle/Aland/Metzger et al., closer to word by word than phrase by phrase. Where possible they choose the phrasing of the ASV (1901), but if the Greek was different, they made the necessary changes.

Updated NASB (1995)* 

Based on more recent Nestle/Aland/Metzger et al. Moved away from word by word closer to phrase by phrase to give it more sales appeal (NIV was taking too much market share). Never changes pronouns.

NET – New English Translation

Also know as the Net Bible (www.NetBible.com). The name is a pun on the acronym, but don’t assume it is a joke – think of it as a pneumonic
. This one looks extremely interesting and, since the NASB is no longer available (just the Updated NASB) it is looking exceptionally interesting. I am looking at it to see if I should switch the NET for any place I used to recommend the NASB. Personally I have already switched to using it as my major “study” Bible. I am currently planning to read it entirely in 2003/2004 after beta2 ships. It is a unique Bible. First of all, it is available for free on the Internet – hence the pun NET Bible. Second, it is called a “Translators Bibles” as a description of category: it has the most textual “notes” of any English Bible I’ve seen. It gives the reasons for choosing the wording in many places. However it is still a translation and in many places (based on a quick review) it may give a better translation without stating why. However, questions like this can be asked of the translation team via the internet – something you can’t do with any other version and many of these questions and answers are already there.  Every other translation was done with a group of people, ranging from 1 person to a team of scholars. This one was done with a team of scholars PLUS live interaction with scholars and Wycliffe etc.., Bible translators and lay people. As they say – it is the first translation ever that was beta tested
 and continues to be beta tested. I suspect that by mid 2004 I will have made it my “main” Bible (With the NLT my reading main Bible) but who knows … maybe …. Well. I’m going to wait and read it cover to cover before I give more comment.

ESV (English Standard Version 2001)*.  

Based on very recent Nestle/Aland/Metzger et al. Objectives are word for word, but they also tend towards the KJV English (Hallowed, With Child. They say “in the ) They claim to be very word for word while striving for literary style. In reading through it I found it to be about half way between KJV and NIV for readability where I am suggesting that KJV is hard to read because it doesn’t use modern words, NIV is easy to read because it uses modern words and ESV uses words that read as if they are 70 years old, not 100’s of years old. So you get a “feeling of old” with only small portions that, due to old language, are not understandable for modern readers. But if people really like the “feel” of the KJV and they would accept the ESV, I feel it is a better translation than the KJV. I have only one area I was really surprised at the translation, in Exodus 31:13 it says “Above all” followed by instruction to observe the Sabbath. Other good translations omit the “above all”. I am not a Hebrew scholar and I do not have access to a Hebrew interlinear to even start to check this, but I do find it concerning that this significant difference exists. There may be other places of course where such differences exist but because they fit with the rest of scripture I did not notice it when reading through. When I have been able to properly check this out I will update this file.

It is a blunt translation, it doesn’t use “soft” words if the Hebrew/Greek used descriptive words. I like that. However, due to the old language I have no intention on using this Bible for study or reading anymore. One read through was enough for me.

NIV (New International Version) 1978
Based on Nestle/Aland/Metzger et al. Meaning for Meaning translation, but in cases where they had to decide on meaning they shift back to word for word. In “famous” passages, they tried to keep closer to the old English as long as it was “passable” modern English. Changes pronouns where it is clear in Greek/Hebrew but unclear in English. Also changes pronouns to personal names as appropriate.

NIV (New International Version, revised) 1983 *

What we normally call NIV now. Same as NIV except they fixed a few mistakes and made some changes based on more modern Nestle/Aland/Metzger et al. 

TNIV (Today’s New International Version)
Based on Nestle/Aland/Metzger et al. Loosely associated with NIV. Where the NIV choose word for word where the meaning wasn’t clear, it appears that the TNIV chooses “politically correct” translations instead. “Our Parent in Heaven”, “Disciplines us like a parent”. Apparently the pastor in Ontario who performed the recent homosexual marriage says this is the only version that is close to accurate because it doesn’t call homosexuality a sin. I have NOT verified this, but I do not want to “Pay” for a copy until I have verified it because, if that is true, I want it to be a marketing failure. So, if you have a copy I could borrow for a few days … I’d appreciate it.
NIrV (New International Readers Version)
Also known as the Children’s version. With child/pregnant becomes: it became clear that she was going to have a baby. Knew her/sexual relations becomes: But he did not have sex with here until after.” It does NOT introduce the claimed heresies of the TNIV. Very free at changing pronouns to personal nouns where ever there is the slightest chance a child would have problems understanding who “he” was. 

NLT – New Living Translation 

A translation, not a paraphrase like “The Living Bible” but still on “that” side of the line. Very popular, as of mid 2002, in sales the NLT was reported as the 4th most popular after NIV, KJV and New KJV. As of Sept 2003, I have finished reading it. In reading parts of it, I found it a very "easy reading" version. I personally have some misgivings that, in making it so "easy reading" it appears they may have increased the translation errors or “precision”. But since I don't read Hebrew and I can use Greek as a tool but I am not a scholar, so I may be the one who is wrong. The popular editions I’ve seen have a huge section at the beginning designed for new Christians to easily find answers to questions and problems. If you can read at higher than a grade 6 level and you have never read the Bible cover to cover, then this is the version I recommend you read first (if you read below grade 6, try the NIrV first). Just make sure you read all the footnotes as you read along to avoid misunderstanding. The footnotes in this version are crucial to accurate understanding. I do not recommend this version for critical study or for “finer points”, but it is so easy to read I recommend it.
When reading the account of Solomon’s building the temple, where you have all the measurements,  I just finished reading it (as I wrote this sentence) and I was amazed that for the first time, I enjoyed reading this section – it was all in feet and fractions of feet, and although I have known for 35 years approx. how many inches the Hebrew measurements (cubits, handbreath) were, reading it in the familiar “90 feet by 30 feet” – I visualized it for the first time ever – previously I had calculated every measurement, but by the time I had done all the calculations in my head, I missed the “picture” of what the sizes meant. Now, for people who think in Metric for buildings, this version won’t help, but for those of us that think in feet and inches, it was wonderful. For the first time I enjoyed reading all the details. I truly picture it now, I can imagine walking in it. (Note, though I was raised in a so called Metric society, I never really learned Metric, I learned feet and inches and how to mentally translate every metric measurement into the appropriate feet & inches, so telling me in Metric would be just as confusing as cubits and handbreaths.)
 do.rent translation to Pastors than to new Christions. It appears that they havThis Bible frequently translates "Man" as "People" and other similar changes, they also change other words like "Cherubim" to "Angelic creatures" This translation could be called technically wrong – the word angel (Angelos - ανγγελλοσ) in the Greek means “Messenger” whereas in English Angel means to scholars the Greek word ανγγελλοσ but to most people angel simply means a heavenly creature with wings. Note that in this sense, the English word Angel actually does mean Cherubim or Seraphim and NOT the Greek word Angel! Of course the English “Angel” only has 2 wings, so in that sense it is neither Cherubim or Seraphim which have 4 & 6 wings respectively. The NLT does put an asterisk where they do this so that you can read the "technical" translation in the footnotes. I believe their reason for making these changes is to make it easier to read for people that haven't grown up in the Church and therefore don't know all these words, and because frequently in interpreting it now-a-days, we do agree that often where it says man (especially the Greek anthropos) it does mean men & women or the plural aldelphos (boy) which in Greek was used for “siblings” – as a singular it meant male child, in the plural it could include female children depending on context. 

I do have some areas of concern where it appears that the translation is too “free” and too much paraphrase/interpretation. Some I have checked such as II Cor 6:9 NLT: “Beaten within an inch of our lives” vrs NET: “as those who are scourged
 and yet not executed” and accept as OK for a beginner Bible, but in a couple years I want to read through it again with another translation, and then check several of these discrepancies more carefully However, from my first read through, I believe that it is close enough that, given the quality and ease of reading, that it is an excellent version for a first time reader. For Pastors, I hope they won’t take this version to change their opinion of a verse. Far better to use the NIV, NASB, NET or Greek to modify how you understand what the NLT says than the other way around.
To put my “money where my mouth is” I am strongly encouraging  my 4 Children, that they should read through the NLT once before they are 18. (I am also encouraging them to read through the NET once they finish the NLT, but this is conditional waiting until I have read the NET fully myself, I only use the NET for study purposes currently – waiting for Beta 2 due out late 2003.)

I originally choose to read this one because I was told the Billy Graham association was using it as the one they give out free to new Christians. It is interesting to note that the Billy Graham association gives out a different (more technical) translation to Pastors than to new Christians. It appears that they have much the same opinion of this translation as I do!
Jerusalem Bible. 

This is rejected by many Christians because it was done by Roman Catholics. But the reports I have from trusted individuals is that it is an extremely scholarly translation. And yes, the Apocrypha books often found between the OT & NT are included in it, but inline with the OT, not as a separate section. I am currently reading it. I will stop when the NET beta 2 comes out, but then I will return some day and finish reading it. In its Foreword, it claims to follow the Nestle/Aland/Metzger et al tradition (though they do not mention any of these by name, they refer to it by inference.)
New Jerusalem Bible.

I have no comment. I just recently saw an ad for it in a magazine I read.

The Message 

A very popular paraphrase. One man’s opinion. I have not read this one myself, but I plan to. The one thing I did immediately like about this (when taking a quick look) is in listing of tribes and peoples and genealogies, he uses formatting to make it easy to see the structure. This makes it easier to read. It does not have verse numbers, just chapter numbers
, so this is unlikely to become a major “study” Bible, but it looks interesting for reading like a book. It may make an excellent Bible to give people who are “seekers.” I’ll follow-up with more after I’ve read it and say whether I recommend this one or the NLT instead – and why.
Readers Digest Bible 

(Genealogies etc.., removed) Based primarily on English versions. Hugely condensed. As much duplication as possible removed. Some Christians have railed against this one because it left things like the genealogies out. But the Readers Digest Bible does not pretend to be a full translation, it claims to be exactly what it is. So … why not have people who are unwilling to read a full Bible read this one?
New Century Version. 

No opinion or knowledge at this time.

International Children’s Bible (1986/1988).  

Like the NIrV, grade 3 reading level. Based on Nestle/Aland/Metzger et al. Using the New Century Version as a guide. (cf NIrV which uses NIV as a guide)

Good News for Modern Man. 

It used to be a popular paraphrase.

The Living Bible. 

A very heavily biased theologically translation – One man’s opinion. Very popular and very wordy.

Interlinear/Transliterations 

They are for whatever Greek/Hebrew they are for! No attempt to make it easy to read in English. Requires some knowledge of Greek/Hebrew language structure to read efficiently therefore I currently only use Greek versions. Basically, treat it as a translation helper – inline dictionary. If you treat it seriously, I would say take 1 beginner class in Classical Greek and you will be able to make very good use of these. (Once I’ve taken a beginner Hebrew class, I’ll comment on them).
Foreign translations (other than Classical Hebrew & Classical Greek) 

There are lots of these, but there are not enough. Literally 1000’s of languages do not have a copy of the Bible in their language yet. And if you want MY opinion
 – the end times won’t come until it is because Jesus said that wherever the Bible is preached, the woman who poured oil on him would be preached, and in the Book of the Revelation of Jesus Christ, it says that the end won’t come until EVERY tribe has heard. Since Bible translation is the first step towards having everyone hearing, it is my OPINION (note I don’t claim to be SURE, just my opinion) that the end won’t come until the Bible is in every language and has been preached from. Go Wycliffe Go!

Audio translations:

There are CD’s & Tapes (Voices, optionally with music) and Videos/Movies that word for word do a version of the Bible. BUT by putting a version into speech there is another level of translation going on! When listening to these, be aware that the intonation, pauses etc.., they use may change the meaning/translation! IE, did Jesus use a calm voice or an angry voice when condemning? See how that, by itself, serves to “interpret” the meaning, not just translate it.

I personally enjoy the NIV version that has different voices for the different characters and has instrumental background music for listening to. (So, yes, I am one of those Christians that believe that Zondervan is not the devil incarnate. ( this is not a joke … there are many Christians, some very public ones, that have stated specifically and bluntly that Zondervan IS the Devil or the Devils tool or claims to that effect. I have personally and publicly debated with some of them.) 
Cultic “Translations”

Recovery Version.

This version was translated by a “possibly Christian” pastor. He makes the claim that previous translations were less accurate because God is continuing to reveal truths. He claims that God revealed to him truths that allow not just a translation, but a rewording which includes these new revelations. I reject this claim. If you accept his claim then you must stop using all other translations and must never compare older translations or the Greek or Hebrew to this translation because by definition it doesn’t matter whether they “accurately” translated or not – this is a New Bible, it is (still assuming you believe him) a new Text from which all translations in other languages should be made. Throw away the original - it is no longer accurate (still assuming you believe his claims.) Was he a Christian? I don’t know. I hope so for his case, but he was definitely a deceived Christian if he was Christian. Do NOT give this version to ANY new Christian to read and if you give it to a mature Christian, give them the above warnings before letting them read it.
I do NOT need to read the Recovery Version to come to the above conclusions since these conclusions are based on what he and the distributor claim. On the basis of their claim, and II Peter and Revelation, I feel I can condemn this version without question. I accept your right to disagree with me however, and I won’t condemn you if you disagree with me on this, but please consider whether God has said it is OK to change his words (not give new teaching – change the old teaching). There is a big difference between giving more explanation like the Apostle Paul did, and saying “the original text, as it was written by the first pen, is now wrong because of new revelation.
JW’s (New World) and Mormon Translations
The JW’s (New World) and Mormons have so called translations/partial translations as well. Given that they don’t even come close to matching the Greek in many places, they too must be treated as new text not new translations. Both of these are so poor and inconsistent that a beginning Greek or Hebrew student can easily see the flaws. Of course, these people believe, like in the Recovery Version or the Textus Receptus, that God gave special insight to fix the “corruptions” so there is no point discussing them from a logical perspective. Either you believe or you don’t. I don’t.
I stand firm that our Lord Jesus Christ had the ability to keep the scriptures “pure enough.” I firmly claim that these Cultic “translations” fall under the condemnations of II Peter – the last section of the last chapter but also the whole book, where Peter charges people with error for changing Paul’s writings just because they were hard to read. Also the very end Revelation (don’t change ANYTHING in that book.) By the way, if you ever have any doubt as to whether Pauls writings are SCRIPTURE – read the last few verses of II Peter. These cultic translators would have to claim that II Peter and the end of Revelation are incorrect if they want their versions to stand.

Various other Features:

Red letter vrs not Red letter vrs Black letter. The words believed to be spoken by Christ are in Red. In most cases, in the Greek it is VERY clear that it is Jesus speaking, even if in the English it is not clear how the authors figured it out. For example, in Greek, when one person is speaking, each sentence is joined together with “gar”, when the speaker changes, there is no “gar” at the beginning of the next sentence. This is not apparent in the English translation since we use “paragraphs” to do what Greek uses the word “gar” to do.

Concordance. “Complete” Concordance. “Exhaustive” Concordance

An index of words essentially. Complete means – every word INCLUDED has EVERY occurrence marked. Exhaustive means that EVERY word is included AND EVERY occurrence is marked. In some cases, Exhaustive will be used but a few words like “and” are not indexed. Each paper concordance is tied directly to a specific translation so that, while one uses “hurled” another uses “threw” for the same verse so the concordance only works for the version in question. Personally, I use a computer now-a-days, in part because I read so many versions I can’t remember which version uses, for example “hurled” and which uses “threw” so I can just search on “hurled” and let the computer deal with “which version uses hurled”
Book, Chapter and Verse: The Bible is split up into books. Psalms is split into individual Psalms/Songs. Beyond that, it is only the last few hundred years that it has been split into Chapters (except Psalms which is split into Psalms) and verses.  There was a priest (Now called St. Jerome) who was on a long trip who felt the Bible would be easier to work with if it were split up into Chapters and Verses so that it could be referred to easier (and more specifically).  So he, on his journey, proceeded to start from the beginning and work to the end splitting it into Chapter and verse. Because it was done by one man, it is not surprising that sometimes his choice of splitting into new chapters and verses does not make sense.  I am sure HE understood the reason, but don't try to read anything into the placement of the start of chapters or verses, just use it as a convenient aid to discuss/ask questions, or, as I did above, to direct someone to a specific place for whatever reason.  For most books, the commonly used 3 letter abbrev is the first 3 letters of the book.  There are of course a few exceptions, but they are few and the front of the Bible lists them.

 Because it is so easy to use and reference when you have chapter and verse, almost every Bible uses it. There are a few Bibles that do not follow the Chapter/Verse outline, in particular most editions of “The Message” (chapters yes, verses no) and very very short Bibles like so called “Children’s Bibles” (chapters - no. verses - no, and often  name of book – no). Also in the process of translating, you can’t always fit it to the existing Chapter/Verse outline – for example, sometime- paragraphs go across the last verse of one chapter into the next verse of the next chapter – and sometimes in English it makes more sense to have words in one verse in the previous or next verse instead. These are very rare from what I have seen, but if you do encounter them, don’t reject either translation, just realize that the split into verses happened 2 to 4 thousand years after the original text was written, the chapter and verse designations are not a sacred part of the text.

There is a joke I heard in 2003, it goes something like this. The Chapters and verses were put in by Father Jerome who was traveling by horse a long distance (this part is true, the rest is not) Every time the carriage bounced, he started another verse. Every time the horse stopped, he ended a chapter. 
Maps. Note these are guides. There are many things about the maps we simply do not know. As archeology progresses, more and more details are corrected. So be aware that the Maps are part fact and part guess and part opinion.

Topical Index. Indexes by what the author of the Topical Index thinks are relevant verses to a topic. Differences of opinion exist.

Topical chains (Thompson Chain). Same as topical indexes, but they are done “inline” in the Bible so you can follow them easier. The Thompson Chain is probably the most sophisticated and certainly the best known, but again, they are Mr. Thompson’s opinions so while very useful, remember they are one man’s interpretation and opinion.

Commentaries. A person or group of people’s opinion about the historical context and or interpretation of a word, phrase, chapter, book or group of books in the Bible.

“Study” Bible. One of the best (in my opinion<g>), small, commentaries on the Bible. And it is delivered “in line”. That is, it is included with the text. The text may be NIV or some other version. (Unfortunately its not available with the NET Bible yet.)
Tabs or other book indicators. “Indexed” is one term used. Useful ways to find the books of the Bible. Another useful – and actually quicker when you get used to it, is to learn where they are. But a lot of Christians make a “Holier than thou” attitude towards being able to find the books without tabs. Personally, I see nothing wrong with tabs and it can be more relaxing if you are self conscious. On the other hand, to be completely honest, I see fewer and fewer Christians who are familiar with the Bible – as a result there are fewer that can make a big deal of being able to find the chapter & verses. So please – don’t worry about the tabs – start reading and use the tabs to help you find your place if you want!
Leather (Cow or Pig typically) vrs Bonded Leather vrs Hard cover vrs Paperback. As a teenager, I came home proud one day of the really good price I had gotten on a leather Bible. And as I told my mother: It isn’t just normal leather, it’s actually Bonded Leather. She laughed as she explained to me that bonded leather is basically leather scraps, ground up then glued (Bonded) together. Ah well. Personally, when giving gifts to non-Christians, most commonly business associates, I get real Leather. When buying for myself, I buy Paperback or Hard cover.

Bindings – good & bad! – Generally the better (more expensive) ones last longer. Some are designed for folding flat while you read, others you have to hold and if you lay completely flat may damage them.

Small print. Big Print. Pulpit. Coffee Table, Pew. Wide Margins. Thin paper. Obviously small print is harder for some to read but the Bible will be lighter and smaller. Big Print, well – pretty obvious! Pulpit Bibles are designed to lay flat no matter where you open them and they typically have larger print so they can be more easily read. Coffee Table versions are bigger yet and usually more elaborate, designed for show primarily – but some families use them for family devotions. Unfortunately, most of these bigger Bibles are KJV – so use them for show if you must and read a better translation! Pew bibles are designed to fit in a pew. They are generally more sturdy but few features beyond the simple text (to keep price down). Wide margins are so Harold can write lots more stuff in them (Inside joke – my apologies to anyone that doesn’t get it – just ignore it and read on). Thin paper is more expensive than thick paper (just like bathing suits – more costs less.)
Parallel Bible. 2 or more translations in the same Bible. The Bible I, until 2003, used the most is was an Updated NASB/NIV parallel and I have used other parallel versions in the past. Usually if there is more than 2 translations in parallel, the KJV 1611 will be one of them. Why? Being cynical but probably accurate I’d say “because there is no copyright on it so it can be included for free.” Personally, I’d like to see a NIV, NLT, NET, Greek/Hebrew. But what are the chances? Other than on my computer…
Computer. Obviously you can get most versions on computer. Good for research & word studies. Lousy for “reading.” I love mine, but I’ve been told “when you bring it to church you are being rude” (I was told people assume I’m playing games) so I don’t bring it to church yet, but I use it heavily in Sunday School (We call it Adventureland at our church) and Bible studies. My wife brings her Palm Pilot version to church – but keeps it low in the pew so people don’t think she is rude.
One Year Bible. These take a text, such as the NIV or KJV and break it into 365 more or less equal portions. Personally I like to “roll my own” instead. But that is a personal preference. 
Peter’s Plan 1: Per day:
 - 2 Chapters from OT except poetry

- 1 Chapter from Poetry & James (Proverbs, Job, Psalms, Proverbs again, Song of Songs, James) 

 - 1 Chapter from NT (Including James)

This will get you through the OT 341 days, Poetry in 243 days (unless you add James and read James & Proverbs twice like I suggest) NT in 260 days. 
Peter’s Plan 2: Just read any 4 chapters per day, you’ll be done in 297 days. Add Proverbs & Jams a second time and add a couple weeks. Plan 2b: Or count the number of pages, divide it by 325 (you’ll probably miss a few days, and if not – bonus, you can start the next read sooner)
Peter’s Plan 3: Start by reading Proverbs & James. Then read a page or two of Psalms after each book, alternating between the Old and New Testaments (about 2 Old for each New.) 
I vary between these plans and other variations on the theme. I come closest to Plan 3 most often. The other “rule” I use is in plan 3 is that I always want to end at the end of a chapter, and I want my next reading in that section to be the first chapter on the pair of pages. That way I don’t have to remember whether I’ve read “the first 2 Psalms on this page” – I always know that wherever the first Psalm/chapter starts on the pair of pages where my marker is where I need to read. By doing this, I probably average 4.5 to 5 chapters a day. But that’s just a bonus!
Some people suggest a plan like this:
1. Read 1 chapter of Proverbs a day (31 chapters, so read chapter 4 on the 4th of every month)
2. Read 1 Psalm a day
3. Read 1 OT (except Psalms and Proverbs) a day
4. Read 1 NT a day
If you like this type of plan, my I respectfully suggest a variation to #1?
1. On the 1st 5 days of each month, read chapters 1-5 of James, for the rest of the month, read the chapter in Proverbs that is for that day. The 1st 5 chapters of Proverbs are general “you want wisdom”, the rest is mostly offering wisdom snippets. If you are going devote this much to Proverbs, I think that the 5 chapters of James are more important that the 1st 5 chapters of Proverbs. As for #2, 3 & 4. Fine. I’m happy with that. If you do extra reading beyond this on any day, can I suggest you do it in the OT? Because there are a LOT more chapters in #3 than in the rest of the Bible.
Others?

If you have other things you think I should include in the next version of this document, let me know.
Peter’s recommendations: 

Tentative means I haven’t yet read it through so I cannot give my unreserved opinion.

Best for new Christians as a “first” Bible:

I think, for most Children, the very best “first” Bible to read through is the NIrV with the NLT as the second one they should read through.

I think, for Adults, the very best “first time through” Bible is the NLT. However, if their English is poor, the NIrV may be the better 1st choice.

For “initial” studying, I believe the NIV is the best choice. So – read the NLT, use the NIV for study.

Possibly (This is a preliminary opinions, I need to read before giving final opinion): The Message may be another good first or second read. I suspect  however that since “The Message” is a “one man” translation, and the NLT is a multi person, that I will recommend it as a “second” read through Bible, not a first. Personally I am using the NET for study now and I am evaluating the possibility of recommending you use NET instead of NIV, but I’m not there yet.
Best for Christians who have read through at least one time:

For “reading”: NLT

For “studying”:

Best combo: 
NIV Study Bible + NET (Tentative)

2nd Best combo: 
NIV or NIrV + NET (Tentative)

3rd Best combo: 
NIV or NIrV + either NASB (but preferably the original one)

If you read Greek and Hebrew… or are willing to learn just a bit 
Best: 
NIV Study + NET(Tentative) + Greek & Hebrew (preferably Greek Interlinear and Hebrew Interlinear for those like me who can use the Greek somewhat but can’t read it well.) 

2nd Best: 
NIV and/or NET + Greek/Hebrew (This assumes you read Greek & Hebrew of course! I don’t read Hebrew and I don’t read Greek well enough to be at this level) Or you might consider a Greek/Hebrew interlinear with the NIV & NET.
For those that have read earlier versions of this document, you may be surprised at my removal of the NASB. Yes, I acknowledge that I have removed the NASB from the above lists. I believe the combinations above are BETTER than the combinations I used to recommend.
Best for Non-Christians:

NIrV (for Children, ESL’s, or adults that are comfortable with the fact that they are reading a “childrens” version–unfortunately this version is not available in a plain boring cover that would make poor reading Adults comfortable.)

NLT
NIV

The Message (Tentative)

Readers Digest

And if they grew up in a Church and like the KJV or RSV – then that or better, the ESV is the one they should read, at least until they become Christians or CHOOSE to change. We should not dissuade them. But if they find it hard to read and are open to a better translation, encourage the ones above.

Not too bad, some good for comparative or occasional or “free” reading but not best as “primary” Bible. 

But, if you had to choose between one of these and NOT reading the Bible – go for any one of these!

NASB (A highly regarded version, but current revisions don’t fit niches I consider important)
Jerusalem (A highly regarded and highly criticized version. I’m reading it currently.)
RSV (Dated as KJV, ESV better choice if you want “this” language)
Living Bible (Too opinionistic)
Good News For Modern Man

Interesting reading (mostly good). 

These fit in the category directly above for people who easily read the older language (perhaps because they’ve been reading them for 40 years). So these too are “not best as primary, but if the choice is these or nothing, choose these.

KJV 1611

KJV 1568 (aka Bishop’s Bible)

Tyndale etc.., Prior to 1568

Discourage heavy use: But again, better than nothing.


NKJV

Rejected out of hand 

(at least for now until I verify the charges against it): If the charges are true then it is still better than nothing, but a lot closer to nothing than many of the ones above. To be honest, I’ve never found someone with a version I can look at yet so I have NO personal opinion yet. Just a conern.

TNIV

No opinion yet:

The Message. I expect from comments I’ve heard that it will fit up higher than the Living Bible. But I may end up putting it down as a good “first Bible” to read. It doesn’t sound like it will fit with “discourage heavy use”.

Updates

I usually update this document when I have read ½ of a translation and when I have completed a translation. I am currently trying to read at least 1 version per year (actually it is only taking 4 to 11 months each) until I’ve read all the versions that sound like they may be good versions to recommend. I currently have 3 left I want to read through: Jerusalem, NET and The Message and perhaps the TNIV. When I am done that, I currently plan to still read through “a” version of the Bible once per year, but at that time I’ll probably simply pick the one I “want” to read, based on my favorite at that time. 
For example, in 2002/2003, I read the ESV. I consider it a “good” translation, but I consider others to be “better.” I read it cover to cover but I doubt I’ll ever read it again. … Anyone want to buy a copy – only read once?  Just kidding, I’ll probably keep it so I can answer questions of it when I’m asked – it is a good translation, I think I would have considered it an outstanding translation if I and it were about 100 years older. But today, I prefer a more modern English. As another example, in 2003 I read the NLT – and that is a version I highly expect I will read through again in a few years.
I’m also thinking of reading 4 versions at a time, if I do that, it will take me 3.5 years to read through, but each day I will read 1 chapter in 4 different translations. I’m planning NIV, NET, NLT and ??? or I may do just 3 and read 2 chapters in each a day, which means it will take me about 2.5 years to read through. Or I might just do NIV/NLT or NET/NLT depending on what I think of the NET. Now I’m down to less that 2 years. Hmmm. That might be a better way to do it. That way it won’t be as long between reading each chapter. 

Questions, Comments, Complaints:

Any questions, comments, suggestions (except from people who believe that the Textus Receptus is the God ordained Greek
), please forward them to PeterH@PhotosByMadman.com, I will almost guaranteed answer you if you are polite or you appear to be seriously interested in an answer/opinion. 

And if you DO believe that the Textus Receptus is the God ordained Greek, well, you can write to me too, trying to convince me of why I’m wrong. If I think you raise a good point – I’ll probably answer you. If I think your points warrant me reconsidering my position, I’ll almost guaranteed answer you. If I think you are open to considering your opinions in error I’ll probably answer you. If I think you are a nutcase, or your arguments are ones I’ve heard, evaluated & rejected and I don’t think you are open to honest debate - I probably won’t answer you unless I’m in a argumentative mood<g>.

Very personal, very important last words:

Now some personal comments, somewhat off topic. But if you have read this far in this document, you probably really care about the Bible as the word of God. And if so, the next paragraphs are extremely important.

As I said in the intro, I am a supporter of Wycliffe Bible Translators. Did you know that many languages don’t even have ONE translation in their language? They don’t have the opportunity to discuss “is our version x better than version y”. Wycliffe is the major organization (there are others doing a great job too) translating the Bible into eventually every language on earth.

While you and I (if you speak English) have many versions to chose from – they have none! Why not give a monthly financial gift to Wycliffe Bible Translators to help them translate. Or ask to be paired up with one of their missionaries and support them directly ($, Prayer, letters, gifts etc..,) 

One of the comments I’d like to make to some people, but so far have held my tongue is: Quit making such extreme condemnations of different versions – and actually READ the copy you currently have. If you don’t own any copy and don’t want to pay for one (second hand stores have them cheap) – borrow one from the Library or go to netbible.com and get yourself a FREE copy to read – and READ it. Worry and pray more about the many people who don’t have even one copy, many without even one fragment in their own language while you have dozens if not 100’s to choose from. If you think that actually reading the Bible is a big chore. Consider what God told the Kings of Israel was an absolute requirement: They were to, with their own hand, write out a copy of the Bible, have it checked by the priests to make sure they didn’t make a copy error, and then read it every day! At least you don’t have to write it out – you can get a copy written out for you, all you have to do is read it (or listen to it on CD/Tape.) 
Back to the more important issue ….
My experience with Wycliffe is that the major ingredient missing in getting the translations into every language faster is money. I believe that, as a whole, Christians are highly negligent in giving their tithes (10% of income) and offerings (your freely given gifts above 10%.) Stats Can says that us generous Christians, as a whole, give 1-2% per year, although some give 30, 40, 50% or more. `While some may argue that money isn’t the major missing element, I respectfully disagree. Some say “faithfulness of Christians” is the major missing element. OK, I’ll go along with that one and ones like it. But its effect is a shortage of mula, money, cash, loonies, bucks, dollars. Consider your part in solving this problem. If you are already giving at least 10%, then I will listen to your argument that “money isn’t the problem”. But if you are NOT giving at least 10% then don’t even bother telling me your excuses or pet theories about the real problem – I’m not interested in your opinion and I don’t think God is either. Harsh words? No – honest ones.
As a side, and in my opinion, appalling, note: Between Fall 2002 and Fall 2003, Wycliffe (Prayer alive, page 12 Sept-Oct 2003) reports: “funds have fallen by 50 per cent(sic), causing a $3.1 million shortfall in funds for national translators, Scripture publication, equipment and buildings, etc..,” Wycliffe has obviously had to respond by laying people off, canceling many planned projects, decreased the number of Bibles printed. I don’t know why in 1 year the US dropped its giving by 50%, but again, this indicates that the biggest problem is money.
Oh, and less you misunderstand. I personally believe in giving 10% to the local Church, plus some to Wycliffe, plus some to other missionaries and Godly organizations. I’m not saying take it away from others. And giving to “good charitable organizations” doesn’t count as part of the 10%. It may count to the “offering” but not to the 10% tithe.
My very final words comes from a kid’s song:

Read your Bible, Pray every day and you’ll grow, grow, grow.

It is interesting to note that some translations done 30, 50 or more years ago by Wycliffe have entered the “the language is outdated” stage, where the older people like the “older sacred language” and the younger people want a “modern translation using today’s ______” (fill in whatever language those people speak.) Funny – there are many people in every language that seem to think that the Bible should be in “old _____” (fill in appropriate language) – that older words and constructs are somehow more “holy”. Remember though, the Bible was written in the language of the common people. GOD didn’t use “outdated” or “old” language.











� This means that my interest in “which translation” and “how translated”. I retained my interest in reading the Bible throughout because I never came to a point where I stopped believing. I was looking for whether I should stop believing, not start believing.


� Note that “Catholic” church means the universal church of Christ. “Roman Catholic” means a specific organization known as the Roman Catholic church run with the Pope as the human head of the organization. So Protestants see “The Holy Catholic church” as COMPLETELY different from “The Roman Catholic church”


� Since the KJV is based on the Textus Receptus, which many of the translators at the time believed was Greek received from God. This belief removes any rational for textual notes – if you believe that God decided the Greek (& Hebrew) – then there is no room for discussion or notes.


� When I say I have read completely I mean this: I have read the text, most footnotes, inline commentaries, typographical notes, forwards etc..,. If the book contained significant (more than 10 pages) of study notes, chronological tables, maps I will have read some of these but probably not all. Also, I did not read dictionaries or concordances. Also, I believe I have read the whole text, but there is always the possibility that I accidentally skipped a page or chapter. I attempted, when unsure to err the other way – to re-read a chapter or page, but despite this I may have messed up. Also, when reading the Updated NASB it was in a parallel edition so I may have accidentally read the wrong version for some chapters.


� After all, whoever the person (they probably thought they were smart) who came up with the word pneumonic obviously had a terrible sense of humor too. Pneumonic is not only not pneumonic, it isn’t even phonemic. (At least phonemic is phonemic.)


� This is not really true however. It may be the first ENGLISH version I’m aware of to be beta tested, but it is not the first translation to be beta tested. In particular, Wycliffe beta tests EVERY translation they make, and they beta test it heavily. Funny – This is the first time that an English Bible translation has been subjected to this level of rigor, while most non-English translations are routinely subjected to this level of rigor. Since Wycliffe knows that their Bible will be the only Bible in that language for quite a while, Wycliffe is extremely careful in their translations to make sure that lay people and scholars all have a hand in the translation. Prior to the NET Bible, all English ones were kept from the lay people until it was completed and there was no room for discussion. Will this make the NET Bible the best English translation ever? I don’t know, but that is why it is the next one I am going to read and why I have started to include it in my study and from what I’ve seen so far I am very impressed.


�tn Grk “disciplined,” but in this context probably a reference to scourging prior to execution (yet the execution is not carried out).


� In mid 2003 I saw ads start cropping up for “The Message Remix” which includes chapter and verse numbers. 


� Note I carefully chose the word “opinion”. I am not saying it is truth, just my opinion. In Hebrew, often “absolutes” are used where in modern day English we would feel more comfortable using “relatives”. It is arguable that a correct translation would take some of these absolutes out and make them comments like “almost all tribes…” instead of “every tribe”. Is this one of them? I don’t know. Some days I’m convinced my opinion is almost certainly correct, other days I just think it is more likely than the other explaination.


� If you believe that the Textus Receptus is the God ordained Greek, you will disagree with every single opinion in this document since you are starting from a completely different perspective than I am. I believe you can be a Christian and believe what you believe I just disagree and so, for purposes of “this” document, we have no common ground. Hopefully you will at least hold that reading the versions I suggest is better than not reading any version. If you think that my recommendations are worse than not reading the Bible at all, well then we aren’t even on the same planet and I suspect you don’t believe in the God I do.





