
KJV Minute #1 Mark 10:24 in the NIV makes salvation hard

A lot of people think that the changes in the modern Bible versions don't affect doctrine. Mark 10:24 is a perfect 

example of a change that DOES affect the most important doctrine of all, which is the doctrine of salvation. Listen to 

Mark 10:24 in the King James Bible. "And the disciples were astonished at his words. But Jesus answereth again, and 

saith unto them, Children, how hard is it for them that trust in riches to enter into the kingdom of God!" Listen to the 

same verse in the NIV, Mark 10:24. "The disciples were amazed at his words. But Jesus said again, "Children, how hard 

it is to enter the kingdom of God!" What's missing? Well the King James Bible said that it is hard for them that TRUST 

IN RICHES to enter into the kingdom of God, whereas the NIV simply said that it's just hard to enter the kingdom of 

God in general. That is simply not true, salvation is not hard, because Jesus did the hard part when he died and was 

buried and rose again. The Bible simply says that "whosoever believeth in him should not perish but have eternal life." 

Salvation is a free gift. How hard is it to receive a gift? How hard is it to believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and trust him 

alone for salvation? It's not hard at all. It's easy. BUT, if you're trusting in something else, that would be hard for you. 

That's why the Bible said that it is hard for them that trust in RICHES to enter into the kingdom of God. They're used to 

trusting in themselves and relying on themselves, and their wealth, and their ability to make money. They don't 

usually have the humility to fully trust someone else- Jesus Christ- to get them to heaven. It takes a humble person to 

put all their faith and trust in Christ, something that rich people usually lack because they are used to trusting in 

themselves. So it's hard for a rich man to enter into the kingdom of God, because he is trusting in riches. However the 

NIV simply just says that it's hard to enter into the kingdom of God. Well, if you believe that salvation is by works, if 

you believe that you have to earn your way into heaven, then salvation would be hard. But if you believe that 

salvation is by faith alone, then salvation is very easy. So we see that this change makes a dramatic difference in how 

we view salvation. Is salvation easy? By simply believing on Christ, putting our faith and trust in him, believing on him 

alone? Or is salvation hard, something that we have to work for, something that we have to earn, which is what the 

NIV is teaching in Mark 10:24, by simply saying that it's just hard to enter into the kingdom of God. 

KJV Minute #2 ESV is Perfect for Those Who Deny the Blood

The Bible places great emphasis on the blood of Jesus Christ, and the fact that we are saved by his blood. There are 

false prophets out there, most notably John Macarthur, who teach that the blood of Jesus Christ is not what saves us, 

and they basically deny the power of the blood of Jesus Christ. John Macarthur teaches that whenever the Bible says 

"the blood", it's not really talking about "the blood" there, what it really means is his death. And he says "oh, the blood 

is just a euphemism for his death, it's not really the blood that's important." Okay. Listen to what the King James Bible 

says in Revelation chapter 1, verse number 5. It says "Unto him that loved us, and washed us from our sins in his own 

blood." That's the second half of Revelation 5. It says he has washed us from our sins in his own blood. Now, John 

Macarthur says "well "the blood" is just talking about the death". Well basically, how do you wash someone's sins, by 

his death? Washed in the death? See, "washed in the death" doesn't make any sense, it says washed in the blood, 

John Macarthur. But that's why John Macarthur loves the ESV. because the ESV changes this verse, and it also removes 

the blood elsewhere, so he can continue denying the blood of Jesus Christ, without his parishioners taking note. Listen 

to Revelation 1:5, in the ESV, which is John Macarthur's "Bible" of choice. It says "to him who loves us, and has FREED 

us from our sins by his blood." Now that's compatible with John Macarthur's heretical false teaching, that "blood", just 

means "death". "FREED" by his blood, because you could say "well, we're freed by his death", okay? Whereas the King 

James Bible says "he has WASHED us from our sins in his own blood." We are WASHED in the blood. Listen to 

Colossians 1:14 in the King James, it says "in whom we have redemption, THROUGH HIS BLOOD, the forgiveness of 

sins." Listen to the same verse in the NIV. "In whom we have redemption, the forgiveness of sins." What's missing? 

The blood. These changes are not accidental, they are strategic. Remove the blood in one place, take away the fact 

that it's the blood that washes us from our sins in another place. And we see here that John Macarthur has a great 
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Bible to teach his lies and heresy, denying the blood of Christ, he's got his ESV that will back him up. 

KJV Minute #3 The NKJV makes Salvation a Process

A lot of people who would never use an NIV or a New Living Translation or one of these other modern "Bible" 

perversions, will often compromise on the New King James. They'll say "well, you know, it's not the King James, but it's 

the NEW King James". And first of all, King James was dead for several hundred years before this Bible came out, so I 

don't know how it has the right to call itself the "New King James", when it's a completely different translation of the 

Bible. But they say "well, it's pretty much like the King James, it just has removed the thees and the thous. It's just a 

little bit easier to understand." A lot of people are deceived by this thing. But let me show you how the New King 

James perverts critical doctrine. Listen to 1st Corinthians 1:18 in the King James Bible. "For the preaching of the cross 

is to them that perish foolishness, but unto us which are saved, it is the power of God." Listen to the same verse in the 

New King James. "For the message of the cross is foolishness to those who are perishing, but to us who are BEING 

saved, it is the power of God." Now, that's a pretty big difference. The King James Bible says we ARE saved, the New 

King James in the same verse says that we're BEING SAVED. Well, I'm not BEING SAVED, I already AM SAVED through 

the preaching of the cross. And so we see that the New King James in this passage, and in other places, makes 

salvation seem to be a PROCESS, whereas in the King James Bible it's clear that salvation occurs in a moment, in the 

twinkling of an eye. 

KJV Minute #4 NLT Corrupts 1 Timothy 3:16 New Living Translation

1st Timothy 3:16 is one of the best verses that just clearly spells out the fact that Jesus Christ is God. Listen to what it 

says in 1st Timothy 3:16. "And without controversy, great is the mystery of Godliness: God was manifest in the flesh, 

justified in the spirit, seen of angels, preached unto the gentiles, believed on in the world, received up into glory." The 

subject there is GOD. God is the one who was manifest in the flesh, God was preaching unto the gentiles, and on and 

on. All these things about Jesus Christ, it says it was GOD. God was manifest in the flesh. That proves that Jesus Christ 

is God beyond any shadow of a doubt. Listen to what the New Living Translation does with the same verse. I've got 

this little card in it that says "Billy Graham: I am pleased to recommend the New Living Translation", well I wonder how 

much they paid him to say that. But it says in 1st Timothy 3:16 in the New Living... "Without question, this is the great 

mystery of our faith: CHRIST was revealed in a human body and vindicated by the Spirit. He was seen by angels and 

announced to the nations. He was believed in throughout the world and taken to heaven in glory." So in the King 

James Bible, it calls him GOD. In the New Living Translation, it calls him Christ. Basically, it's taking away a powerful 

proof of the fact that Jesus Christ is God. Instead of saying "GOD was manifest in the flesh", it says "Christ was 

revealed in a human body". 

KJV Minute #5 NIV Changes Son of God to Son of Man

John 9:35 is a significant scripture because it is the one place where Jesus Christ himself claims to be the Son of God. 

Of course, there are MANY scriptures throughout the New Testament that call the Lord Jesus Christ the "Son of God". 

But this is a place where he specifically says that about himself, that he is the Son of God. One time I had a guy visit our 

church and he was trying to bring in false doctrine, and he told me "did you know that Jesus Christ never one time 

himself claimed to be the Son of God?" I instantly flipped open my Bible to John 9:35-37, and showed him where Jesus 
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Christ said that he was the Son of God. Listen to what the Bible says in verse 35. "Jesus heard that they had cast him 

out; and when he had found him, he said unto him, Dost thou believe on the Son of God? He answered and said, Who 

is he, Lord, that I might believe on him? And Jesus said unto him, Thou hast both seen him, and it is he that talketh 

with thee. And he said, Lord, I believe. And he worshipped him." So there, crystal clear, Jesus Christ is claiming to be 

the Son of God. In chapter 10, verse 36, he refers back to this and says in verse 36 "Say ye of him, whom the Father 

hath sanctified, and sent into the world, Thou blasphemest; because I said, I am the Son of God?" So this is a powerful 

passage in the book of John. Listen to what the NIV does to this passage in John 9:35. "Jesus heard that they had 

thrown him out, and when he found him, he said, “Do you believe in the Son of Man?”" So in the NIV, Jesus Christ in 

John 9:35-37 is just claiming to be the "Son of Man". Whereas in the King James Bible we have a powerful example of 

Jesus Christ declaring himself to be the Son of God.   

KJV Minute #6 NIV Removes the Best Verse on the Trinity

The doctrine of the trinity is an important biblical doctrine, and there are a lot of scriptures that teach it, but the 

clearest, best verse to teach the trinity is 1st John 5:7, the Bible reads "For there are three that bear record in heaven, 

the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these three are one." So here we have the Father, the Word and the 

Holy Ghost, and then that important phrase, "these three are one."  And that's where we get the word "trinity". 

"Three in one". Now there are other places where we could go to show the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, that 

they are three in one. But this is the clearest, this is the best verse that just flat out declares that to be the case. Listen 

to 1st John 5:7 in the NIV. The NIV says "For there are three that testify:" Period. That's the end of the verse. And then 

in verse 8 it says "the Spirit, the water and the blood; and the three are in agreement." So verse 7 is virtually removed. 

Instead of saying, like the King James, "for there are 3 that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word and the Holy 

Ghost, and these three are one", it's been reduced down to just "there are three that testify". 

KJV Minute #7 NASB and ESV corrupt 1 Peter 2:2

1st Peter 2:2 is a pretty famous verse in regard to new believers, the Bible reads "As newborn babes, desire the 

sincere milk of the word, that ye may grow thereby." Let me show you what the New American Standard does to this 

verse. 1st Peter 2 verse 2. "Like newborn babes, long for the pure milk of the word, so that by it, ye may grow in 

respect to salvation." Now in the King James Bible, it's talking about people that are already saved, they're newborn 

babes, they've been born again in Christ... He is saying that they need the sincere milk of the word to GROW. In the 

New American Standard, it's saying that they are growing in respect to salvation, making it again sound like salvation is 

a process. The new Bible versions are constantly making salvation a "process", instead of a one-time deal, being born 

again. Listen to what the ESV does in the same verse. 1st Peter 2 verse 2. "Like newborn infants, long for the pure 

spiritual milk, that by it you may grow up into salvation." So again, according to the ESV, 1st Peter 2:2, you've got to 

grow up, in order to get salvation, you've got to grow into salvation. Sounds like a process. Whereas in the King James 

Bible, you're already saved, you're a new born babe, you're born again. Now you're just growing in the faith, you're 

just growing as a Christian, you're growing as a believer. You're not growing into salvation, you're already saved. These 

new versions are constantly making salvation a PROCESS.

KJV Minute #8 NKJV makes Salvation Difficult
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A lot of people try to put forth the New King James as being just like the King James, but being a little bit easier to 

understand, "they've got rid of the thees and thous etc". But in fact the New King James is VERY different than the King 

James, and in fact it makes changes that affect key biblical doctrines. Look at Mathew 7:14. The King James Bible reads 

"Because strait is the gate, and narrow is the way, which leadeth unto life, and few there be that find it." The word 

"strait" there, S T R A I T, is a synonym of "narrow". So Jesus is just reiterating the fact that "look, it's a narrow way, 

there are few people saved." Listen to the same verse in the New King James. "Because narrow is the gate and 

DIFFICULT is the way which leads to life, and there are few who find it." So the King James Bible is saying that the way 

of salvation is a narrow way, the New King James has changed that to say  that it is a DIFFICULT way, that it is difficult 

or hard to be saved. Well, if you believe that salvation is by faith alone, it's easy to be saved. If you believe that 

salvation is a free gift, it's easy to be saved, because Jesus did all the work, we just need to believe on him alone, his 

death, his burial, his resurrection. But, for those who teach salvation by WORKS, well, "difficult is the way" makes 

sense for them, because they have to work their way to heaven, it's very hard for them to get to heaven, because they 

have to live a good life, keep all the commandments etc. Look this is a key change that affects doctrine. The King 

James Bible is NOT saying that it's difficult because the King James Bible teaches that salvation is by FAITH, and that it 

is simply the gift of God. Whereas the New King James is saying, it's difficult, it's hard, making it sound like you have to 

work for it, or work your way to heaven. 

KJV Minute #9 NIV and NLT have Calvinist Leanings

One thing that I've often noticed about modern "Bible" versions, is that they have very strong Calvinist leanings. Now 

if you don't know what Calvinism is, one of the five points of Calvinism, basically teaches that Jesus Christ did not die 

for everyone, it's called "Limited Atonement". OF course the Bible makes it clear that Jesus Christ died for every man, 

he died for all people on this earth. But Calvinism teaches that he only died for certain people, and that God basically 

pre-determines who goes to heaven and who goes to hell, just based upon his own will not based on anything that we 

would do or say or believe or a choice that we make. They don't believe that we have free will. They basically believe 

that everything is just pre-determined by God, and he only died for certain people, and they're the only ones that are 

going to be saved, and there's nothing we can do to change that at all. Of course it's a very wicked doctrine, it's 

completely contrary to scripture. But I've noticed that these versions lean very Calvinistic in their doctrine. For 

example, a Calvinist buzzword is the word "sovereign". Whenever you are talking to someone who is a Calvinist, they 

always start out "well, we know that God is sovereign, do you believe that God is sovereign?" And that's their 

buzzword. Well, the word "sovereign" is found ZERO times in the King James Bible, it never occurs. In the NIV, the 

word "sovereign" is found 297 times. In the New Living Translation, 291 times, you will find the Calvinist buzzword 

"sovereign". Listen to what they do to Luke 2:14, I'm going to read it for you from the King James, it's a very familiar 

verse. Luke 2:14 says "Glory to God in the highest, and on earth peace, good will toward men." Listen to what the NIV 

does to Luke 2:14. And again, that's a scripture that says that God has good will toward men. Why? Because Jesus 

Christ is coming to be the saviour of all men, to die on the cross for all men. "God so loved the world." Listen to the 

NIV. "Glory to God in the highest heaven, and on earth peace to those on whom his favor rests." So now, it's not good 

will toward men in general, it's "on earth peace to men on whom His favor rests." Only a select few, like Calvinism 

teaches. Listen to what the New Living Translation does with Luke 2:14. "Glory to God in highest heaven, and peace on 

earth to those with whom God is pleased." Whereas in the King James Bible, again, we have the famous verse "Glory 

to God in the highest, and on earth peace, good will toward men." The Bible is clear, Jesus Christ died for everybody, 

he tasted death for every man, he's the saviour of all men, and he has good will here toward all men, because Jesus 

Christ coming- which is what the discussion is about here in Luke chapter 2- is something that is good news for all 

people, because whosoever believeth in him shall not perish but have eternal life.   
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KJV Minute #10 NIV is not faithful to the Hebrew in Job 1:6

Job 1 verse 6 is a perfect example of how the NIV and other modern versions take drastic liberties with the word of 

God. Listen to what Job 1:6 says in the King James Bible. "Now there was a day when the sons of God came to present 

themselves before the LORD, and Satan came also among them." Listen to Job 1:6 out of the NIV. "One day the 

ANGELS came to present themselves before the LORD, and Satan also came with them." So the King James is saying 

that the sons of God presented themselves, the NIV is saying that the ANGELS presented themselves. But what's funny 

is that at the bottom of the page, in the NIV there is a footnote that says that the Hebrew here, says "the sons of 

God." Well isn't that what you're doing, translating Hebrew into English? So if the Hebrew says "sons of God", why 

didn't you translate "sons of God" into English? Well here's why,  because the NIV is translated by scholars, who think 

that they are smarter than mere mortal men, and so they feel that they have to decide what it means and then just 

tell you what it means. Instead of just telling us what God actually said, that it was "the sons of God". They're 

interpreting it for you, and telling you what they think it means. And here's the bad thing about it. THEY'RE WRONG! 

God's not talking about the angels in this passage, he's talking about the sons of God, which... the Bible teaches that 

the sons of God are believers, people that are saved. In fact, Hebrews 1:5 says "unto which of the angels said he at 

ANY TIME, thou art my son, this day have I begotten thee?" So the Bible is clear, in Hebrews chapter 1, that He never 

said unto any of the angels that they were His son, or that He had begotten them. But yet, in the NIV, they've chosen 

to make sons of God read "angels". Why don't they just tell us what God actually said, why don't they just translate 

the Hebrew into English, because they have an agenda to formulate your doctrine according to their will, and they 

decide what you're going to believe it means, instead of just giving you what God said, they're interpreting it for you. 

Instead of just faithfully translating the original. 

KJV Minute #11 1 Samuel 13:1 in the NIV

1st Samuel 13:1 is a pretty strange example of corruption in the NIV. The King James Bible reads "Saul reigned one 

year; and when he had reigned two years over Israel, Saul chose him three thousand men of Israel" and on and on. So 

it talks about the fact that he reigned a year, and then when he had reigned two years, he did this, that and the other. 

Listen to what the NIV says. "Saul was thirty years old when he became king, and he reigned over Israel forty two 

years." Now that's dramatically different. Instead of saying Saul reigned one year, and when he had reigned two he did 

thus and so... it just changes it to say that when he was THIRTY years old he became king, and he reigned over Israel 

forty two years. Those two statements are completely different from one another. But what's interesting is that in the 

NIV, the number thirty is in brackets, and the number forty is in brackets. And it says down at the bottom of the page 

in the footnote, that "the original Hebrew does not have the word thirty here", and "the original Hebrew does not 

have the word forty here". So why did the NIV just add these two numbers to the verse that actually contradict what 

the Bible teaches elsewhere? Because the Bible tells us in the book of Acts that Saul reigned for forty years. Here they 

just insert this made up number in brackets, saying "he reigned forty two years". It's not in the original. It's been added 

by the NIV. They've added the number thirty. We don't know that Saul was thirty years old when he began to reign. 

That's something that the NIV has fabricated. And we also know that he did not reign for forty two years, that's 

fabricated by the NIV. He reigned for forty years, according to what the Bible teaches. So this is just another example 

of error in the NIV. Just adding numbers in, just made up numbers that completely change the meaning of the verse. 
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KJV Minute #12 NASB Contradicts and Misquotes itself Psalm 8:5

The New American Standard version is something that people often put forth as being "the most accurate Bible 

version", they'll say "it's very true to the original Greek and Hebrew, if you wan't to get the closest to the original 

languages, go with the New American Standard." And of course the New American Standard is just as corrupt as the 

NIV and the New Living Translation and all the rest of them. Let me show you just a glaring inconsistency in the New 

American Standard that also affects biblical doctrine. Psalm 8 verse 5, let me read it for you from the King James. The 

Bible reads "For thou hast made him a little lower than the angels, and hast crowned him with glory and honour." Now 

this is talking about man, the Bible says "What is man that thou art mindful of him, or the son of man that thou visitest 

him?" And it says "thou hast made him a little lower than the angels". Well the reason why this is significant, is that 

this verse is quoted later in Hebrews chapter 2, in a discussion about the Lord Jesus Christ. Hebrews chapter 2 verse 7 

reads "Thou madest him a little lower than the angels; thou crownedst him with glory and honour, and didst set him 

over the works of thy hands:" And then in verse 9 it says "But we see Jesus, who was made a little lower than the 

angels for the suffering of death". Listen to what the New American Standard does with Psalm 8:5. "Yet you have 

made him a little LOWER THAN GOD, and you crown him with glory and majesty." So in the New American Standard, 

instead of saying that he is made a little lower than the angels, it says that he is made a little lower than God. Then 

when you go to Hebrews chapter 2 in the New American Standard, when it's talking about Jesus, it says that he's been 

made a little lower than the angels- quoting from the book of Psalms. Now, that doesn't make any sense. If the book 

of Psalms in the New American Standard says "he is made a little lower than God", and then you quote that in 

Hebrews chapter 2 and it says "he was made a little lower than the angels", that is two completely different things. So 

basically the New American Standard is misquoting itself.  

KJV Minute #13 John 6:47 and other soul winning verses

One of my favorite verses to use when I'm giving someone the gospel is John 6:47. The Bible reads "Verily, verily I say 

unto you, he that believeth on me hath everlasting life." It's so clear. It's so simple, when you're trying to show 

someone that salvation is by faith alone, when he just says "he that believeth on me hath everlasting life." Listen to 

what the NIV does to this verse. It says "I tell you the truth, he who believes, has everlasting life." What's missing? 

Well in the King James, it's "he that believeth ON ME hath everlasting life." And in the NIV, it's just "he who believes, 

has everlasting life." There's no "believe on me", it's just "he who believes". You say, "well, why in the world does that 

matter, we could go back to verse 35 and he says "in me", or we could jump down to verse 40 and see that he says "in 

me", or whatever the case may be".... But that's not the point. Those verses are not as crystal clear as this one for the 

purposes of giving someone the gospel. If you're just looking for a simple verse that can just clearly give someone the 

gospel as you're showing them the plan of salvation... John 6:47 is a great verse to use. But by deleting two words 

from it, it's been corrupted. Now it doesn't have the same meaning. When the King James Bible says "he that believeth 

on ME hath everlasting life", that's a powerful salvation verse. The NIV's verse "he who believes", yeah, if they read 

the whole chapter they will know who to believe in, but if I'm just trying to show somebody the gospel, and I just show 

them that one verse... "he who believes"... Well, believes what? Just, is this just like you close your eyes and click your 

heels together, and "if you believe!"... Well, no. It's about believing in Christ, when it comes to everlasting life. It's 

about believing in him. So, it bothers me that ALL of the verses that I use to give someone the gospel are all changed in 

the NIV. Go down the Romans road, go through the verses that you typically use to give someone the gospel. They've 

all been changed in the NIV, they've all been corrupted.
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KJV Minute #14 the NKJV says to reject Jesus Christ Titus 3:10

The Bible says in Titus 3:10, "a man that is an heretic after the first and second admonition, reject". Listen to the same 

verse in the New King James. "Reject a divisive man after the first and second admonition." So the King James is telling 

us to reject a heretic, the New King James is telling us to reject a divisive man. Well here's the problem with that. for 

example, in Luke 12:51, the Bible reads "Suppose ye that I am come to give peace on earth? I tell you nay, but rather 

DIVISION." So Jesus Christ himself in Luke 12:51 said "I am come to bring division." Jesus Christ was very divisive. The 

word of God is divisive. The Bible says "For the word of God is quick, and powerful, and sharper than any twoedged 

sword, piercing even to the dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and of the joints and marrow, and is a discerner of the 

thoughts and intents of the heart." Obviously the word of God is always going to cause division. When Jesus preached 

throughout the book of John, it constantly says "there was a DIVISION amongst the people because of him." His words 

caused division. There was a division amongst the Jews. He said "I came to bring DIVISION." The word of God divides 

people into those who believe it, and those who don't believe it, those who love the truth, and those who turn away 

their ears from the truth. Now the King James does warn us in Romans 16, about people who cause divisions 

CONTRARY to the doctrine that we've learnt. He says "mark and avoid those that cause divisions and offences contrary 

to the doctrine that you've learnt." But to just tell us to reject a divisive man in general, is basically telling us to reject 

Jesus Christ. I mean the New King James is telling us, "reject Jesus". Because Jesus was divisive! He said "that's my 

purpose in coming, to bring division." Everywhere he went, he cause division. This is why it's so important that you use 

a King James Bible, and not these modern perversions. Even the New King James. And of course, predictably, if you 

look this verse up in the NIV, the ESV, other modern versions, what are they going to say? Divisive, divisive, divisive, 

that's where the New King James got it. 

KJV Minute #15 Ridiculous Contradiction in NLT Galatians 3:16 and Genesis 22:17-18

Let me start out by reading to you from Galatians chapter 3 in the King James Bible. The Bible reads in verse 16, "Now 

to Abraham and his seed were the promises made. He saith not, And to seeds, as of many; but as of one, And to thy 

seed, which is Christ." So in the King James Bible, there is a very important distinction made, that the promises that 

were made to Abraham and to his seed SINGULAR, not plural, and that that seed is Christ. If you go back to Genesis 22 

where the quote in question comes from, that Galatians 3:8 is quoting from, it says in Genesis 22, that in blessing I will 

bless thee, and in multiplying I will multiply thy seed as the stars of the heaven, and as the sand which is upon the 

seashore, and thy SEED shall possess the gates of his enemies. So notice the singular seed and also the singular "his 

enemies", not "their enemies", "HIS enemies". And then verse 18 says "and in thy SEED shall all the nations of the 

earth be blessed because thou hast obeyed my voice. Let me give this to you from the New Living Translation. And a 

lot of people will write this off and say "oh, come on, the New Living Translation, that's not a serious translation." But 

in fact, this is. Depending on how you count the statistics, whether by dollar sales, or by number of Bibles sold, this is 

either the number one, or the number three most popular Bible in America. This is at least the third most popular 

Bible in America. Listen to what it says in Galatians 3:16. "God gave the promises to Abraham and his child. And notice 

that the Scripture doesn’t say “to his children”, as if it meant many descendants. Rather, it says “to his child”—and 

that, of course, means Christ." So the New Living is again making the point that the quote is singular. And it says "of 

course it doesn't say children, as if it were referring to his descendents, it says child". Here's the problem. If we go back

and look up that exact quote, in the New Living Translation, it says descendants, plural, listen to it. Genesis 22:17-18. "I 

will certainly bless you. I will multiply your DESCENDANTS beyond number, like the stars in the sky and the sand on the 

seashore. Your DESCENDANTS will conquer the cities of their enemies. 18 And through your DESCENDANTS all the 

nations of the earth will be blessed—all because you have obeyed me." So if you're reading a New Living Translation, 

in Genesis 22, it says "through your DESCENDANTS, all the nations of the earth will be blessed." Then when you get to 

7



Galatians 3, it QUOTES that in verse 8, and then it says in verse 16 "God gave the promises to Abraham and his child. 

And notice that the Scripture doesn’t say “to his children”, as if it meant many descendants. Rather, it says “to his 

child”. Problem is, the New Living doesn't say "to his child", it says to "his descendants". It says the exact OPPOSITE of 

what it says in Galatians 3:16. I mean could you imagine how confused you would be, if you read Genesis 22 in the 

New Living, and it says "the promise is made to the descendants", and then in Galatians 3 it says "oh yeah, of course 

God didn't say children, He didn't say descendants. He said it in the singular." Why isn't it in the singular then? Because 

this book is a piece of junk, that's why. The New Living Translation is contradicting itself. And you say, "well, that's the 

New Living." But you know what? All of the modern "Bibles" tamper with these verses. For example, if you look it up in 

the New King James, it takes a hybrid approach. If you go back to Genesis 22, it says "descendants, descendants, 

descendants", but then when you get to the part that's specifically quoted in Galatians, it switches to "seed", just for 

that one point, to avoid the contradiction. But it's still propping up the idea that the promises were made to the 

descendants of Abraham, instead of those that are in Christ, which is the true story, okay? You look it up in the ESV for 

example, it changes the word "seed" to "offspring". And it says "He didn't say offsprings". Well, I don't even think 

"offsprings" is a word, maybe that's why He didn't say it. So, the King James is dead on when it comes to Genesis 22 

and Galatians 3, the New Living is a ridiculous contradiction.

KJV Minute #16 Most Hell References have been Removed from Modern Versions

One of the biggest problems with the modern versions like the NIV, the ESV, the New King James, is that they remove 

the word "hell" so many times. I mean the King James Bible, I believe it's 54 times that the word "hell" is used... The 

NIV brings that down to 13, and most new versions have about 13 mentions of the word "hell". Now, the other thing 

that's so bad about that is that they completely remove the word "hell" from the Old Testament. And that has led a lot 

of people to teach that "hell" is not really an Old Testament doctrine. I know that when I was at community college, 

just in a secular history class, they taught us that "hell is not an Old Testament doctrine, hell is never mentioned until 

the New Testament." Now that's pretty bizarre, to think that hell is never taught, hell is never mentioned, almost like 

hell didn't even exist or something in the Old Testament. Because if you're reading an NIV, the first time you are going 

to come to the word "hell", is in Mathew 5,because they've completely removed "hell" from the Old Testament. And 

not only that, but they've removed half of the mentions of hell in the New Testament, and replaced it with sometimes 

"the grave"- and there's a big difference between "the grave" and "hell"- or they'll just replace it with the word 

"hades". You know, for example, Old Testament scriptures though, you are reading along, "hell has enlarged herself", 

"a fire is kindled in mine anger that will burn to the lowest hell", these don't say "hell" in the new versions. You know 

in the King James Bible, when it says "thou shalt beat him with the rod, and shall deliver his soul from hell"- talking 

about disciplining your children-  the NIV just says in proverbs 23, to punish him with the rod and save his soul from 

death. Notice, it doesn't say "beat him with the rod", and so now you could make an argument against spanking and 

say "well, punish him with the rod, you know, that's something different, that's figurative." And then it says that you 

will "save his soul from death". Well, death and hell are not necessarily the same thing. 

KJV Minute #17 NIV uses the word

Have you ever had an atheist tell you that "the Bible teaches that a woman who is a rape victim is forced to marry the 

man who raped her"? Well, you know, I've heard that so many times, and I could never figure out where they were 

getting this, because I've read the Bible through many many times, and I've never seen anything like that, and so I had 

no clue what they were talking about. So I challenged one of these atheists, and I said, show me where you are getting 
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this from the Bible, and basically they quoted a scripture from the NIV, and that's why I wasn't familiar with it, because 

the NIV does say something like that. But let me show you first of all what the King James Bible teaches. It says in 

Exodus 22:16, "And if a man ENTICE a maid, that is not betrothed, and lie with her, he shall surely endow her to be his 

wife." Now, obviously, when we see the word "entice", it's pretty clear that this is not a man "raping" or forcing a 

woman, this is actually a consensual act, a woman is enticed by a man. Now in Deuteronomy, we see the same thing 

again, because Deuteronomy is a repetition of a lot of the same things in Exodus, even the word "Deuteronomy", 

comes from the Greek words meaning "second law". It's the second time he gives the law, and so there is repetition. 

Listen to Deuteronomy 22:28. "If a man find a damsel that is a virgin, which is not betrothed"- same thing we saw in 

Exodus 22, "and lay hold on her and lie with her, and they be found, then the man that lay with her shall give unto the 

damsels father fifty shekels of silver, and she shall be his wife, because he hath humbled her, he may not put her away 

all his days." Now, this scripture is clearly not referring to rape. First of all, the Bible doesn't use the word "rape" in the 

King James, it uses the word "force". And often in the Bible it will use the phrase "forcing a woman" to refer to that. In 

this passage we don't see the word "force". We see it says that "he lay hold on her and lie with her". Now some people 

will try to say that "lay hold on her" means that it's forced. But honestly, I don't know how you are going to lie with a 

woman without laying hold on her. Even when you get married you say "to have and to hold". Obviously you hold on 

to somebody in that situation. But it says "THEY be found". And again, the implication there is that this is an act 

between two people, it's a consensual act, there's no force mentioned. In THIS situation the man is forced to marry 

the girl, because he has humbled her, he has taken away her virginity. And of course, in Exodus, it's clear that if the 

father of the damsel doesn't want to give her to him, he doesn't have to, but he still has to pay the fifty shekels of 

silver. But, if the girl and her father will have him, he has to marry her. Listen to what the NIV changes this passage to, 

in Deuteronomy 22, verse 28. " If a man happens to meet a virgin who is not pledged to be married and RAPES her and 

they are discovered, he shall pay her father fifty shekels of silver. He must marry the young woman, for he has violated 

her. He can never divorce her as long as he lives." So in the King James, there's nothing about rape, in the parallel 

passage of Exodus 22, it's an enticing that's going on, he just lays hold on her and lies with her, THEY are caught, and 

then he has to pay the fine and marry the girl. But in the NIV, it's saying the RAPIST is going to marry the girl. Now, this 

is where atheists are getting this attack on the Bible, they're getting it from the NIV, it's not something they are getting 

from the King James Version. Now, somebody could misunderstand the King James, but, that's not what it's teaching. 

Whereas the NIV changes it to actually say it's a rape that's going on, whereas you don't get that from the KJV.

KJV Minute #18 NIV calls Joseph the father of Jesus

In Luke 2:33, the Bible says in the King James Version, "And Joseph and his mother marveled at those things which 

were spoken of him." Listen to that same verse in the NIV. "The child's FATHER and mother, marveled at what was said 

about him." What's the difference? Well, the King James is calling him Joseph, and the NIV is calling him Jesus' father. 

Now, of course, Jesus' father was not Joseph. Jesus' father is God the Father. Jesus Christ was born of a virgin. But 

according to the NIV, Joseph is Jesus' father. That's blasphemous! That's an attack on the virgin birth of Christ. Now 

many people who defend the NIV will try to say "Well the King James calls Joseph Jesus' father later on in the exact 

same chapter." Well, that's a lie! The Bible is careful to never call Joseph,  Jesus' father. For example, Dr. James White 

in his book "The King James Only Controversy" says "oh, you know, these King James only people, they don't even 

realise that just a few verses later, the King James calls him his father." No it doesn't. Let me read for you what they 

are referring to, in Luke chapter 2, it says in verse number 48, "And when they saw him, they were amazed, and his 

mother said unto him, son, why has thou thus dealt with us? Behold, thy father and I have sought thee sorrowing." 

And they say "See? Right there the King James is calling Joseph Jesus' father!" No! MARY calls Joseph, Jesus' father! 

That's not the narrator of the Bible. The narrator of the Bible called him Joseph. MARY erroneously, mistakenly calls 

Joseph, Jesus' father. She says "they father and I have sought thee sorrowing." And Jesus rebukes her in the next 
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verse, when it says "And he said unto them, how is it that ye sought me? Wist ye not that I must be about MY Father's 

business?" So Mary says to Jesus "oh, your father and I have sought thee sorrowing." He corrects her and says "how is 

it that you sought me? I must be about MY Father's business." And he wasn't doing carpentry! He was speaking the 

word of God, and he said "I'm doing MY father's business." So, Mary MISTAKENLY calls Joseph, Jesus' father... Jesus 

INSTANTLY corrects her. You know what? somebody needs to correct the NIV. Somebody needs to correct these 

modern versions for calling Joseph Jesus' father, something that the Bible never does. And that when a character in 

the Bible does it, she's corrected. 

KJV Minute #19 Acts 8:37 Removed from Modern Versions

Acts 8:37 is a pretty important scripture in the Bible, because it gives us the pre-requisite for being baptised. There are 

a lot of denominations out there, most notably the Roman Catholic Church, that actually will baptise BABIES. But look 

what the Bible says in Acts 8:35. "Then Philip opened his mouth, and began at the same scripture, and preached unto 

him Jesus. And as they went on their way, they came unto a certain water: and the eunuch said, See, here is water; 

what doth hinder me to be baptized? And Philip said, If thou believest with all thine heart, thou mayest. And he 

answered and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God. And he commanded the chariot to stand still: and they 

went down both into the water, both Philip and the eunuch; and he baptized him." So in that scripture, it's pretty clear 

that before a person can be baptised, they have to believe on the Lord Jesus Christ with all their heart. Salvation 

comes before baptism. And that verse is pretty important, and it really just demolishes the doctrines of the Roman 

Catholic Church, and other denominations like what Lutherans, that baptise babies and so forth. Listen to that same 

passage in the NIV, and this will be the same in all your modern versions pretty much. ESV, New Living... They're all 

going to remove verse 37. And so here is how it's going to read when you remove verse 37, in the NIV. "As they 

traveled along the road, they came to some water and the eunuch said, “Look, here is water. What can stand in the 

way of my being baptized?” ... Verse 38 "And he gave orders to stop the chariot. Then both Philip and the eunuch 

went down into the water and Philip baptized him." So there you go. Verse 37 is completely gone. The part that says 

"if thou believest with all thine heart, thou mayest, and he answered and said I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of 

God." All of that is gone. So now, it's just "hey, what's stopping me from being baptised, Nuthin! Go ahead and get 

baptised!" Basically just removing any pre-requisite for baptism. Well, I'm sure the Roman Catholics love that. I guess 

that's why this verse is not found in Codex Vaticanus, the major manuscript that these new perversions are based 

upon, because of the fact that it flies in the face of Catholic doctrine. So it's been removed in the modern versions. 

KJV Minute #20 Modern Versions Attack Christ's Pre Existence in Micah 5:2

Now we believe that Jesus Christ was God in the flesh, and in order for Jesus Christ to be God, he would have to have 

always existed. If he were a created being, if he came into existence at some point, then he's not God, because we 

know that obviously God has always existed, and always will exist. Listen to what the Bible says of Jesus Christ in 

Micah 5:2. "But thou, Bethlehem Ephratah, though thou be little among the thousands of Judah, yet out of thee shall 

he come forth unto me that is to be ruler in Israel; whose goings forth have been from of old, FROM everlasting." And 

that's a pretty interesting phrase at the end of that verse about Jesus, "from everlasting". "Everlasting" is something 

that goes on forever. "From everlasting" is something that comes from the infinite past, something that had no 

beginning, it's "from everlasting". Listen to what the NIV does with Micah 5:2. "But you, Bethlehem Ephrathah, though 

you are small among the clans of Judah, out of you will come for me one who will be ruler over Israel, whose origins 

are from of old, from ancient times." So now, Jesus is described as having "origins". Well what does "origin" mean? 
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"Origin" is where something starts. "Origin" is a beginning point. Jesus Christ had no beginning. But not only that, now 

his origin is put in "ancient times", meaning "a long time ago". Well that's a big difference from "his goings forth are of 

old, FROM EVERLASTING." It's pretty different to say "from everlasting", and to say "well, ancient times, well, his 

origins". Jesus Christ had no origin because he is God, but if you are reading this in an NIV, the eternal pre-existence of 

Christ is attacked, and thereby the deity of Christ is attacked. 

KJV Minute #21 In the 2011 NIV, Jesus is Angry for No Reason Mark 1:41

Hello this is Pastor Steven Anderson from Faithful Word Baptist church in Tempe Arizona. Today I want to talk to you 

about Mark chapter 1 verse 41. Let me just start out by reading to you this beautiful story from the King James Bible. 

"And there came a leper to him, beseeching him, and kneeling down to him, and saying unto him, If thou wilt, thou 

canst make me clean. And Jesus, moved with compassion, put forth his hand, and touched him, and saith unto him, I 

will; be thou clean. And as soon as he had spoken, immediately the leprosy departed from him, and he was cleansed." 

So in the King James Bible, we read about a man who humbly gets on his knees, confesses that Jesus has the power to 

heal him, and Jesus, moved with compassion on him, heals the man. Listen to this from the NIV, this is from the 2011 

edition, the most current edition of the NIV. "A man with leprosy[a] came to him and begged him on his knees, “If you 

are willing, you can make me clean.” Jesus was indignant. He reached out his hand and touched the man. “I am 

willing,” he said. “Be clean!” Immediately the leprosy left him and he was cleansed." Indignant? Indignant means very 

angry. So in the King James Bible, Jesus was moved with compassion on this humble, sick man. But according to the 

NIV, Jesus just becomes angry for no reason. Here's a guy, humbly bowing down before Jesus, confessing his power to 

heal, and Jesus becomes indignant and says "I'm willing, be clean!" (angrily) Another story just ruined by the NIV. And 

this is just another example where the NIV just has a ridiculous reading that doesn't even make sense. You say "well, 

how do you know the King James is right?" The King James makes sense. The NIV constantly has foolishness like this, 

that is obvious to anyone as being false. 
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