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Prologue: Why This Manual Exists

This book comes out of years of watching live theological debates. The 
same verses get misquoted and the same objections recycled, and Christians 
who know the truth often cannot find the words fast enough. This book is 
those words.

This manual is the product of a massive index of transcripts compiled 
from those debates: exchanges between some of the most qualified Christian 
apologists alive and some of the sharpest critics of the Trinitarian faith. 
Names like James White, Sam Shamoun, Avery Austin, Nabeel Qureshi, 
William Lane Craig, Michael Brown, and Shabir Ally have shaped these 
engagements. The arguments in this book are original synthesis and analysis, 
not reproduction of any individual’s specific words or proprietary 
frameworks. Where a particular argument is widely credited to a specific 
scholar, the Sources and References section provides appropriate 
acknowledgment. Conversations spanning Islam, Jehovah’s Witnesses, 
Oneness theology, atheism, Judaism, and every major competing worldview. 
What you hold is not one person’s opinion. It is the distilled argument of 
thousands of hours of real engagement, organized so that any believer can 
walk into any conversation prepared.

This book is designed to be both read from beginning to end and used as a 
reference manual. While each chapter stands on its own, the strongest case for 
Christianity is cumulative, and readers are encouraged to build upon each 
argument rather than relying on isolated proof texts.

The Trinity is not a doctrine invented by councils. It is the doctrinal 
synthesis of how God has revealed Himself in Scripture, confirmed by the 
resurrection, proclaimed by the apostles, and defended by the church for two 
thousand years. Yet that defense requires tools. It requires understanding not 
just what you believe but why, and not just what the objection is but where it 
ultimately leads.

12



The Trinitarian Debate

Who This Manual Is For

This manual is written for two audiences, and both are welcome here.
The first is the Trinitarian believer who wants to be ready. This book is 

your field guide: every major challenge anticipated, every key text explained, 
every debate tactic named and answered. You do not need a seminary degree, 
only the willingness to read carefully and think clearly.

The second audience is the honest skeptic or the sincere non-Trinitarian 
who is reading to challenge or be challenged. You are not just tolerated here; 
you are specifically invited. If your objection to the Trinity is serious, it 
deserves a serious response, not a dismissal. This manual will engage your 
strongest arguments with respect and with evidence. The goal is to follow the 
truth wherever it leads. If you read this book and still disagree, at least you 
will know what classical Christianity actually teaches and why its defenders 
believe it so deeply.

A word on Trinitarian differences. This manual is for all Trinitarians, 
whatever their tradition. Catholic, Orthodox, Protestant, Reformed, 
Pentecostal, and everything in between. Christians who hold the Trinity do 
not agree on every internal question. The Filioque divides East and West. The 
eternal generation of the Son is described in different ways. There is an active 
in-house debate over the eternal relations of the Son to the Father. These are 
real discussions, and this book does not pretend they do not exist. Yet they 
are not the subject of this manual, and they are not the dividing line of the 
faith. Every Trinitarian, across every one of those traditions, confesses one 
God in three persons: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, one in essence, three in 
person, each fully God. That shared confession is the ground we stand on 
together. The differences among us are real but secondary. They do not 
impede the unity we have in the deity of Christ and the triune nature of God, 
and they are not what this book is here to litigate. The battle in these pages is 
not Trinitarian against Trinitarian. It is the defense of the Trinity itself 
against those who deny it.
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How to Use This Book

The book is organized in nineteen Parts, moving from theological 
foundations through church history, philosophy, and then specific 
worldview engagements. Part I lays the conceptual groundwork that 
everything else builds on. If you read nothing else first, read Chapters 2, 3, 
and 4. They define the categories that govern every debate in this book.

The appendices at the back are not afterthoughts. Appendix B is a rapid-
fire reference for debates under time pressure. Appendix C indexes every key 
verse by doctrine. Appendix F defines every original-language term so that no 
one can accuse you of not knowing what the words mean. Use them.

Finally, this book ends not with argument but with invitation. If the 
evidence moves you, if the case for the Trinitarian God becomes compelling, 
if you find yourself wondering what to do with that, do not stop at the 
intellectual conclusion. Turn to the Salvation page at the back. The God 
whose nature these pages defend is the same God who invites every person to 
be known by Him.
Read this book with your Bible open. Think carefully. Push back where you 
disagree. Follow the evidence. That is all that is asked of you.
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PART I

Foundations
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Chapter 1: Why the Trinity Matters

The question this chapter answers: Why does the Trinity matter at all?

The Core Answer

•  The Trinity answers the most basic question any soul can ask: Who is 
God?

•  Get God wrong and everything downstream goes wrong: worship, 
prayer, salvation, the cross itself.

•  Christianity does not start with a vague supreme being. It starts with the 
God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, who speaks, creates, judges, and 
saves.

•  As Scripture unfolds, this one God reveals Himself as too rich for bare 
unitarianism: the Father sends, the Son comes, the Spirit fills.

The Doctrine Stated Simply

•  There is one God, eternally existing as three distinct persons: Father, Son, 
and Spirit.

•  Not three gods. Not one person in three masks. One being, three persons.

•  Most objections collapse two different categories: being and person. Keep 
them separate and the confusion clears.

Being (What) Person (Who)
The one divine nature; what 
God is

A distinct self within that 
nature; who God is

There is one being There are three persons

Answers: how many Gods? Answers: how many centers of 
relationship?

One Father, Son, Spirit
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Answering the “No Such Verse” Objection

•  Objection: No single verse says “one being in three persons,” but that is 
not how doctrine works.

•  Reply: The word “incarnation” is not in the Bible either; the reality is 
taught throughout.

•  Demanding a word while ignoring the reality it names is the first mistake 
in anti-Trinitarian argument.

Why It Actually Matters

•  The debate is about worship before it is ever about vocabulary: can Jesus 
be worshiped without idolatry? Can He forgive sins on His own 
authority (Mark 2)?

•  The gospel depends on it: if Jesus is not truly God, the cross is not God’s 
own saving act.

•  It protects the love of God: God is love (1 John 4:8, LSB), an eternal love 
between persons, not a trait switched on at creation.

•  It shapes prayer: we come to the Father through the Son by the Spirit 
(Ephesians 2:18, LSB).

•  Every major attack on Christianity eventually reaches Christ. Islam, the 
cults, and the skeptics all end up at His identity.

What the Defender Must Do

•  Know categories: the difference between person and being, before 
quoting verses.

•  Defend with patience, precision, reverence, and biblical depth.

•  Never be ashamed that God exceeds human comprehension; be ashamed 
only of careless speech about Him.

•  This foundation carries every later argument: John 17:3, John 8:58, Isaiah 
42:8, Colossians 1:15, and the rest.
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Chapter 2: The God of Israel and the Problem of 
Divine Simplicity

The question this chapter answers: Does the Shema (one God) rule out the 
Trinity?

Start Where the Debate Starts: Israel

•  Every Trinitarian debate begins with Israel, whether or not the 
participants realize it.

•  The doctrine emerged inside Hebrew monotheism: Moses at the bush, 
Sinai, the covenant, the Name.

•  The apostles were not pagans smuggling polytheism into Judaism. They 
were fiercely Jewish, their confession was the Shema.

The Shema and the Word “One”

•  Text: “Hear, O Israel! Yahweh is our God, Yahweh is one!” 
(Deuteronomy 6:4, LSB).

•  Objection: Muslims, Unitarians, Jehovah’s Witnesses, and skeptics all 
quote it as the deathblow to the Trinity.

•  Reply: The argument only works if “one” means absolute singularity of 
person. That assumption is the weak point.

•  Key term: The Hebrew word is echad. It affirms unity but does not by 
itself specify singularity of person.

Passage How “echad” (one) is used

Genesis 2:24 Husband and wife become “one 
flesh” (LSB)

Exodus 26:6 Many tabernacle pieces joined 
into one structure

Deuteronomy 6:4 Yahweh is one: unity affirmed, 
personhood not defined
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•  This does not prove the Trinity by itself. It proves the Shema does not 
settle the question critics say it settles.

What the Shema Was Actually Fighting

•  Israel’s confession of oneness was covenantal, not philosophical: exclusive 
allegiance to Yahweh.

•  The battlefield of the Shema is idolatry: Yahweh alone, not Baal, Molech, 
Chemosh, or Egypt’s gods.

•  “I am Yahweh, and there is no other; besides Me there is no God” (Isaiah 
45:5, LSB): no rival deity outside Him.

•  It tells us there is no God outside Him. It does not tell us whether 
plurality exists within Him.

•  The Trinity agrees fully: the Son is not another God, the Spirit is not 
another God. They are the one God.

The Category Mistake Behind the Objection

•  Move: Critics smuggle in a strong divine simplicity: if God is simple, He 
must be one person.

•  Problem: Simplicity means God is not composed of parts. It does not tell 
us how many persons subsist in the essence.

•  Being is not person. Nature is not identity. Almost every objection 
collapses these two categories.

•  Father speaks to Son: “See, two beings.” Jesus prays: “See, He cannot be 
God.” Spirit is sent: “See, just a force.” Each depends on the same 
confusion.

•  The claim is not one person in three costumes, nor three beings on one 
team. It is one divine essence, fully possessed by three distinct persons.
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Paul Splits the Shema

•  Text: “For us there is one God, the Father, from whom are all things... 
and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by whom are all things” (1 Corinthians 8:5-6, 
LSB).

•  To Jewish ears this was explosive: Paul places the “one God” and “one 
Lord” of the Shema around Father and Son within one divine identity.

•  Not two gods. One divine reality, re-read in light of Christ. Not replaced, 
re-read.

Why This Is the Foundation, Not the Problem

•  The earliest Christians were explaining Jesus, not explaining Him away 
because the resurrection forced the issue.

•  A crucified man had risen. He forgave sins (Mark 2:5, LSB), accepted 
worship (Matthew 28:9, LSB), shared glory with the Father before the 
world (John 17:5, LSB).

•  Either that was blasphemy, or the God of Israel was more internally rich 
than anyone had fully seen.

•  The Trinity is not an addition to monotheism. It is the unveiled depth of 
monotheism.
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Chapter 3: Theological Terms Every Defender Must 
Know

The question this chapter answers: What do the key debate terms mean, fast?

•  Opponents exploit undefined terms; defenders lose when they cannot 
explain their own words.

•  This is the fast, scannable reference. Full roots, council history, and 
debate notes are in Appendix F.

Trinitarian Terms
Term Quick Meaning

Ousia (Greek) The essential nature or being of God; what 
makes God what He is.

Hypostasis (Greek) A distinct personal subsistence within the 
Godhead.

Perichoresis (Greek)
The mutual interpenetration and 
coinherence of the three persons in one 
another.

Homoousios (Greek) Of the same essence.

Homoiousios (Greek) Of similar essence, rather than identical 
essence.

Eternal Generation
The eternal, timeless procession of the Son 
from the Father; not creation, beginning, 
or inferiority.

Filioque (Latin)
Whether the Spirit proceeds from the 
Father alone (East) or from the Father and 
the Son (West).

Eternal 
Subordination (ESS)

That the Son is eternally subordinate to 
the Father in His immanent being, not just 
His economic role.

Christological Terms
Term Quick Meaning
Communicatio 
Idiomatum (Latin)

The communication of attributes between 
the two natures in the one person.

Hypostatic Union The union of two complete natures, 
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(Greek) divine and human, in one person.

Economic vs 
Immanent Trinity

Economic: God as He acts in history 
(Father sends, Son comes, Spirit indwells). 
Immanent: God in His eternal inner life.

Heresy Terms
Term What It Wrongly Teaches

Modalism Father, Son, Spirit are modes or roles of 
one person, not three distinct persons.

Arianism (Arius, c. 
250-336)

The Son is a created being, highest of 
creatures, not coeternal or coequal with 
the Father.

Nestorianism Christ is two persons, divine and human, 
in union, not one ontological person.

Docetism Christ only appeared human; His body 
was an apparition.

Adoptionism Jesus was a human adopted into divine 
sonship, at baptism or resurrection.

Apollinarianism Christ had a human body but not a full 
human rational mind.

•  For every term: full entry with roots, council history, and debate 
application is in Appendix F.
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Chapter 4: Being and Person: The Distinction That 
Changes Everything

The question this chapter answers: What is the difference between being and 
person, and why does it decide the whole debate?

•  The most common mistake in Trinitarian debate: confusing what God is 
with who God is.

•  Most objections are not against the Trinity. They are against caricatures 
built on this one confusion.

What vs Who

•  “What are you?” asks nature. Answer: human.

•  “Who are you?” asks person. Answer: a specific individual.

•  God is one what and three whos. One being, three persons.

•  Not one being and three beings. Not one person and three persons. One 
in one sense, three in another. No contradiction.

•  The claim was never 1+1+1=1. The claim is 1 being, 3 persons: different 
categories, different questions.

Why It Wins in Debate

•  Objection: “Jesus prays to the Father, so He cannot be God.”

•  Reply: The Trinity never says Jesus is the Father. It says He is the Son. 
The Son speaking to the Father proves distinction of persons, not lack of 
deity.

•  The baptism seals it: Son in the water, Spirit as a dove, Father’s voice 
from heaven. Three persons at once. Fatal to modalism, perfect for the 
Trinity.

Why Human Analogies Fail

•  Water (ice/liquid/vapor): sounds like modalism (one thing changing 
forms).
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•  Sun (star/light/heat): implies subordination or emanation.

•  Egg (shell/white/yolk): suggests partialism; God is not one-third each 
person.

•  Analogies can open the conversation. They cannot carry the doctrine. 
Scripture does that.

One Being, Many Persons?

•  Objection: “In all our experience, one being equals one person.”

•  Reply: True of humans: Peter, Paul, and John each have their own 
instance of human nature, so three persons means three beings.

•  God’s nature is not like ours: infinite, indivisible, singular. There is one 
divine essence, not three copies.

•  Father, Son, and Spirit each possess it fully and wholly, not by division or 
percentages. That is why there are not three Gods.

The Biblical Shape

•  “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the 
Word was God” (John 1:1, LSB): “with God” gives distinction, “was 
God” gives essence.

•  “I and the Father are one” (John 10:30, LSB): “one” is neuter, one 
essence, not “one person,” and He still distinguishes Himself from the 
Father.

•  Distinction without division, unity without collapse. The pattern repeats 
everywhere in the New Testament.

Why Muslims and JWs Miss It

•  Islam: tawhid assumes one person, having no category for multi-personal 
unity in the divine essence.

•  Jehovah’s Witnesses: reduce Christ to a creature because they cannot 
share divine identity without multiplying gods.
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•  Both inherit the same false assumption: one God must mean one person. 
Scripture says one God, never one person. The burden is on the critic to 
prove personhood is in that statement.

The Cost of Category Collapse

•  Confuse person and being: you destroy the Trinity.

•  Confuse nature and role: you destroy the incarnation.

•  Most historical heresies (Arianism, Modalism, Nestorianism, 
Eutychianism) are category mistakes.

•  Debates are won not by a secret verse but by exposing a broken category. 
“Jesus prayed” reveals relational distinction, not inferior essence.

Summary Table

Question Being (What?) Person (Who?)
What it 
identifies The nature a thing has The one who possesses 

that nature
In human 
terms

Human nature, shared 
by all

You, a specific 
individual

In God One divine nature, 
shared fully

Father, Son, Spirit, 
each distinct

How many One Three
Confusion 
produces Tritheism or Modalism Hold both categories at 

once

•  Deeper philosophical grounding (ousia, hypostasis, substantia, persona) 
is in Chapter 57. This chapter is the debate-ready entry point.

Optional Firepower: Leibniz’s Law

•  Objection: For philosophical opponents: if two things are identical they 
share all properties; the Father sends and the Son is sent, so they cannot 
both be God.

•  Reply: The doctrine never says the Father is identical to the Son. It says 
each is identical in nature to the one God while distinct as persons.
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•  Leibniz’s Law is not violated: the persons are the same in essence and 
distinct in person, two different relations.

•  “Relative identity” formalizes this: same God, not same person. Naming 
it shows the coherence has been worked out with full logical rigor. 
Optional depth only.
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Chapter 5: Essence, Nature, and the Fullness of Deity

The question this chapter answers: What does it mean that Father, Son, and 
Spirit share one divine essence?

What Is Essence?

•  Essence answers: what is a thing? Treeness makes a tree a tree; divine 
nature makes God God.

•  Remove the essential properties and the thing stops being what it is. A 
being without divine nature is not God.

•  Scripture assigns Christ and the Spirit actual divine attributes, not 
honorary titles: eternity, omnipresence, sovereignty, creative power, 
judgment, forgiveness, life in Himself.

•  These belong by nature, not delegation. If Jesus has what only God has 
by nature, He is on the Creator side. No middle ground.

Role vs Nature

•  Objection: Jesus submits, obeys, and receives from the Father, so He 
cannot be God.

•  Reply: Submission is relational order, not lesser essence. A son can obey 
a father while sharing the same nature.

•  “Although existing in the form of God... He emptied Himself, by taking 
the form of a slave” (Philippians 2:6-7, LSB): already equal, then 
humbled.

•  The humiliation belongs to the incarnation, not the eternal nature. 
Reading incarnational submission back into eternity is the category 
mistake.

Fullness Means Fullness

•  Text: “For in Him all the fullness of Deity dwells bodily” (Colossians 
2:9, LSB).
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•  Key term: The Greek pleroma means fullness, totality, completeness. 
Not part, not a reflection, not a lesser emanation.

•  No creature can contain the fullness of deity. This verse is fatal to 
Arianism, Jehovah’s Witness theology, and Islamic reductionism alike.

Divine Acts That Belong to God Alone

Divine act Done by 
God Done by Christ

Creating all 
things God Through Him (John 1:3, LSB)

Sustaining all 
things God Upholds all (Hebrews 1:3, 

LSB)
Forgiving sins God Directly (Mark 2:5, LSB)

Searching hearts God Knew what was in man (John 
2:24-25, LSB)

Judging mankind God All judgment given Him (John 
5:22, LSB)

•  The New Testament deliberately places Jesus inside functions unique to 
Yahweh because He shares the divine nature.

•  The same holds for the Spirit: creates, gives life, searches the deep things 
of God, can be lied to as God and grieved.

The Essence Is Not Divided

•  Objection: If Father, Son, and Spirit are each fully God, does that make 
three Gods?

•  Reply: Only if essence is divisible. It is not. The divine essence is singular, 
undivided, infinite.

•  No person is one-third divine. Each possesses the one undivided essence 
fully.
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•  This is why the fathers fought for homoousios: the Son is of the same 
essence as the Father, not merely similar. Nicaea named what the apostles 
already taught.

Why It Matters for Salvation

•  Only one who is truly God could offer a sacrifice of infinite worth, 
conquer death absolutely, and unite man to God.

•  A creature, an exalted angel, or a lesser deity cannot bridge that gap or 
satisfy divine justice.

•  “I, even I, am Yahweh, and there is no savior besides Me” (Isaiah 43:11, 
LSB): yet the New Testament calls Jesus Savior. Not a rival, but Yahweh 
saving.

•  “the church of God which He purchased with His own blood” (Acts 
20:28, LSB): the blood was human, but the person who bled is God the 
Son, giving it infinite worth.
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Chapter 6: Progressive Revelation and the Unfolding 
of Divine Identity

The question this chapter answers: Why is the Trinity not stated plainly in the 
Old Testament?

•  Objection: “If the Trinity is true, why not say it clearly in the Old 
Testament?”

•  Reply: The hidden assumption: if something is true, it must be revealed 
all at once, in full, from the beginning. Scripture teaches the opposite.

•  God reveals truth progressively: truly from the beginning, but not 
exhaustively at the beginning.

God Reveals in Stages

•  The Bible is not a dictionary but a historical revelation: covenant, 
prophecy, event, incarnation, apostolic interpretation.

•  Later revelation clarifies earlier, not by contradiction but by fulfillment.

•  The Messiah unfolds this way: seed in Genesis 3, son of Abraham, son of 
David, suffering servant, ruler from Bethlehem, pierced, risen.

•  The Trinity follows the same pattern: the Old Testament gives categories 
and signals, the New brings clarity.

The Acorn and the Oak

•  An oak is truly present in an acorn, really but not yet visibly. The oak 
fulfills the acorn, it does not contradict it.

•  Critics demand the oak in Genesis when God had only planted the acorn.

The New Testament Interprets the Old

•  “Beginning with Moses and all the prophets, He interpreted... the things 
concerning Himself” (Luke 24:27, LSB).
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•  Christ is in the Old Testament, but often in shadow and pattern. John 
identifies Jesus with Isaiah’s vision of Yahweh; Paul places Him in the 
Shema; Hebrews applies Yahweh texts to the Son.

Why Not Reveal Everything at Once

•  If Moses had preached Nicene terms in Egypt, the nations would have 
heard polytheism.

•  Israel’s first need was clear monotheism: Yahweh alone, no rivals. That 
foundation had to come first. This is preparation, not concealment.

Plurality Signals Already in the Old Testament

•  “Let Us make man in Our image” (Genesis 1:26, LSB): the “plural of 
majesty” reading is historically weak; Hebrew kings did not speak that 
way.

•  The Angel of the LORD speaks as God, receives worship, forgives, bears 
the divine name, yet is distinguished from God.

•  The Spirit appears distinctly: hovering in creation, empowering leaders, 
speaking through prophets, grieved by rebellion.

•  Not yet full doctrine, but fertile soil. The categories are there.

The Trinity Was Not Invented at Nicaea

•  Objection: “Nicaea invented the Trinity in the fourth century.”

•  Reply: Nicaea defended it, did not create it. The New Testament already 
shows worship, prayer, triune baptism, divine titles and functions given 
to Christ.

•  Nicaea gave vocabulary to apostolic belief. Naming truth is not inventing 
it.

Why This Changes Debate

•  Objection: “Show me the Trinity in one clear Old Testament verse.”

•  Reply: The demand misunderstands progressive revelation. Show the 
unfolding pattern instead: plant, growth, fulfillment.
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•  Earlier revelation was not false, only less full. Later revelation governs 
earlier understanding because it is fuller, not truer.
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Chapter 7: The Verbatim Fallacy, Word-Concept 
Fallacy, and How Bad Hermeneutics Create Bad 

Theology

The question this chapter answers: Does the doctrine fail because the exact 
words are not in the Bible?

•  “The word Trinity is not in the Bible.” “Jesus never said I am God, 
worship Me.” These feel decisive but rest on two fallacies.

The Verbatim Fallacy

•  The error: Assumes a true doctrine must appear in exact wording, not 
by concept or inference.

•  Why it fails: By that standard, monotheism, omnipresence, 
omniscience, and the incarnation all fail too. None are stated verbatim, 
yet all are biblical.

•  “The word isn’t there” is not an argument. It is a standard the objector 
does not apply consistently.

The Word Is Not the Thing

•  A thing can exist before its name. Gravity existed before the word 
“gravity.”

•  Tertullian coined Trinitas, but he did not invent Father, Son, and Spirit. 
Scripture already gave those.

The Word-Concept Fallacy

•  The error: Assumes a word always means the same thing, or that 
without the word the concept is absent.

•  “God” is used of the Father, the Son, false gods, and Satan. The word 
alone does not settle ontology; context does.
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•  “Firstborn” (Colossians 1:15) means rank and inheritance, not first 
created. Israel is God’s firstborn; David, the youngest son, is called 
firstborn in Psalm 89.

“Jesus Never Said I Am God”

•  Objection: If Jesus were God, He would have said those exact words.

•  Reply: He spoke in Jewish categories: temple, Son of Man, divine name, 
authority, shared glory, enthronement. Demanding modern Western 
phrasing is itself the mistake.

•  “Before Abraham was, I am” (John 8:58, LSB): they picked up stones 
because He invoked divine identity.

•  “I and the Father are one” (John 10:30, LSB): again they tried to stone 
Him, for making Himself equal with God.

•  He forgave sins, accepted worship, claimed authority over the Sabbath, 
declared Himself Lord of judgment, applied Daniel 7 to Himself. Not 
vague. Explosive.

The Demand for Explicitness

•  Trap: “Show me one verse where Jesus says exactly...”

•  Reply: By that logic, show the exact verse for sola scriptura, or God being 
timeless, or immaterial. Many doctrines are cumulative.

•  The Trinitarian case converges: one God, Father is God, Son is God, 
Spirit is God, distinction of persons, shared acts, worship, and name.

Category Collapse in Language

•  “The Father is greater than I” (John 14:28, LSB): read ontologically it 
sounds like lesser deity; in context it is incarnational role and mission.

•  “The Son can do nothing of Himself” (John 5:19, LSB): the verse 
continues to whatever the Father does, the Son does likewise. Divine 
inseparability, not creaturely limit.
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The “Person and Essence Are Greek Philosophy” Version

•  Objection: “Trinity, person, hypostasis, and essence are Greek 
philosophy imposed on the text.”

•  Reply: Every step is the verbatim fallacy. The label names a concept the 
text teaches: one God (Deuteronomy 6:4), Father is God (John 17:3), 
Son is God (John 1:1; Hebrews 1:8), Spirit is God (Acts 5:3-4), all three 
distinct (Matthew 3:16-17; 28:19).

•  Hypostasis actually appears in Hebrews 1:3, where the Son is the exact 
representation of the Father’s hypostasis. The vocabulary is precision, 
not contamination.

•  Best response: ask whether they require the word “monotheism” or 
“omniscience” to appear before affirming those. The demand is applied 
selectively.
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Chapter 8: Category Collapse: How Bad Questions 
Create False Contradictions

The question this chapter answers: How do bad questions manufacture fake 
contradictions?

•  Many objections are not disagreements over verses. They are category 
collapses: forcing two unlike things into one box.

•  “How can God pray to God?” “How can Jesus be God if God cannot 
die?” “How can He not know the hour?” Each assumes a category before 
proving it.

What Is a Category Error

•  Assigning something to the wrong kind of explanation. Like touring a 
campus and asking “but where is the university?”

•  “If Jesus is God, why does He get hungry?” Hunger belongs to humanity, 
not deity. One person, two natures. The objection wrongly merges them.

“God Cannot Die”

•  Objection: God is immortal, Jesus died, so Jesus is not God.

•  Reply: The divine nature does not die. Jesus’ human nature can and did. 
The person who died was the Son; the mode of death was His humanity.

•  God the Son died, not that the divine essence ceased. The person is 
divine; the death is human.

“How Can God Pray?”

•  Objection: If Jesus is God, who was He praying to? Himself?

•  Reply: Only strong if the Trinity claims Jesus is the Father. It does not. 
He is the Son. Prayer shows personal relation, not inferior essence.

•  If Jesus never prayed, He would not be fully human, and could not be 
our representative.

37



The Trinitarian Debate

“The Father Is Greater Than I”

•  Objection: “The Father is greater than I” (John 14:28, LSB): greater in 
what sense?

•  Reply: Greater in rank within the economy of redemption, not in 
nature. Spoken in servant form during the incarnation. Philippians 2: 
equal by nature, humbled by role.

“Jesus Did Not Know the Hour”

•  Objection: “Of that day or hour no one knows... nor the Son, but the 
Father alone” (Mark 13:32, LSB).

•  Reply: Which category? Christ has a real human mind that grows and 
learns (Luke: increased in wisdom). Human consciousness within 
genuine limitation, not denial of deity.

The Creator-Creature Divide

•  Everything is either Creator or creature. There is no third category.

•  All things were made through Him (John 1:3; Colossians 1:16; Hebrews 
1:2, LSB). If all created things came through Him, He is not created, or 
He created Himself.

•  Scripture places Christ on the Creator side. That is fixed.

Fix the Question Before Answering

•  Do not rush bad questions. “How can one be three?” Ask: one what, and 
three what? Force precision.

•  Answer too fast and you grant the hidden false assumption. Slow the 
debate, clarify the category, then answer.
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Chapter 9: The Word-Concept Fallacy in Action: 
“Homosexual Was Not in the Bible Until 1946”

The question this chapter answers: Does the 1946 translation history prove the 
Bible was changed to condemn something it never did?

•  This is a live example of the word-concept fallacy from the earlier 
chapters: the claim confuses when an English word was chosen with 
when the underlying concept existed. It comes up constantly from 
atheists and revisionists, so it is worth walking through carefully. The 
concern here is the misuse of Greek, not the moral question itself.

The Argument as Stated

•  Objection: “The word ‘homosexual’ did not appear in any Bible until 
the 1946 Revised Standard Version. Before that, no translation used it. 
So the condemnation is a modern invention forced onto the text.”

•  Objection: A second form: “The Greek word Paul used, arsenokoitēs, is 
rare and unclear, so translators guessed. It may have meant pederasty or 
temple prostitution, not what the modern word means.”

•  Reply: The argument trades on a true minor premise (the English word 
“homosexual” is modern, since the term itself was only coined in the late 
1800s) to smuggle in a false conclusion (that the concept and the 
prohibition are modern). That move is the fallacy.

Where the Word Comes From

•  Key term: Arsenokoitēs is a compound: arsen (male) plus koitē (bed, 
used of lying together sexually). It means, literally, a male who beds 
males.

•  The word is not a mystery Paul pulled from nowhere. He built it from 
the Greek Septuagint of Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13, where arsenos and 
koitēn sit side by side: “you shall not lie with a male as with a woman.” 
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Paul, steeped in the Septuagint, coined a term straight out of the Law’s 
own words.

•  This is why the word is rare before Paul: he, or the Greek-speaking Jewish 
tradition before him, formed it from Scripture. Its rarity is evidence of its 
biblical origin, not of confusion about its meaning.

Why the 1946 Point Proves Nothing

•  Earlier English translations rendered the same word with the vocabulary 
of their day: the King James used “abusers of themselves with mankind,” 
and other versions used “sodomites” or “those who defile themselves 
with men.” The concept was fully present; only the English label 
changed.

•  An idea does not begin the day an English word for it is adopted. 
Translators before 1946 lacked the modern noun because the noun did 
not yet exist in English, not because they read the verse differently.

•  The moral teaching predates the English word by nineteen centuries and 
does not depend on it. Even if the word “homosexual” were removed 
from every translation, the meaning of Paul’s Greek would be 
unchanged.

Why the “It Only Meant Pederasty” Move Fails

•  If Paul meant only pederasty (man-boy relations) or temple prostitution, 
Greek had specific words for those, and he did not use them. He instead 
coined a term from the Levitical prohibition, which is general, not 
limited to abusive or cultic forms.

•  The Leviticus source itself is not about temple prostitution: its wording is 
“a male... as with a woman,” describing the act by the sex of the parties, 
not by a cultic setting or an age gap.

•  Later Greek usage (early Christian writers listing it among sins) treats 
arsenokoitēs as male same-sex conduct broadly, matching the Levitical 
root, not a narrow subset.
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The Underlying Lesson

•  This is the word-concept fallacy exposed in the debate-mechanics 
chapters: the date a label enters a language tells you nothing about when 
the concept or the moral judgment arose.

•  The same fallacy would prove that the doctrine of the Trinity did not 
exist before the word “Trinity,” or that gravity did not exist before 
Newton named it. Concepts precede their labels.

•  Debate move: ask which specific Greek word Paul should have used if he 
meant what you say he meant, and why he instead coined a term from 
Leviticus. Then ask whether any doctrine is disproven merely because its 
English label is recent.
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Chapter 10: Divine Identity: How the New Testament 
Includes Jesus Within the Identity of Yahweh

The question this chapter answers: Is Jesus merely godlike, or inside the divine 
identity of Yahweh?

•  The sharper question is not “does Jesus share divine attributes?” but 
“does He belong inside the identity of Yahweh?”

•  In Second Temple Judaism, God was marked off from all creation by 
things no creature could share. The New Testament places Jesus inside 
those markers.

The Divine Identity Markers

Marker (God alone) Applied to Jesus
Creator of all (Isaiah 
44:24)

All things made through Him (John 
1:3; Colossians 1:16; Hebrews 1:2)

Ruler of all All authority in heaven and earth 
(Matthew 28:18)

Every knee bows (Isaiah 
45:23)

Every knee bows to Jesus (Philippians 
2:10)

The divine Name Name above every name (Philippians 
2:9-11)

“Call on the LORD” 
(Joel 2:32)

Call on Jesus and be saved (Romans 
10:13)

Receives worship Angels worship the Son (Hebrews 1:6)
Shares glory with no 
other (Isaiah 42:8)

Glory with the Father before the world 
(John 17:5)

Creator, Not Creature

•  Note: Jehovah’s Witnesses insert “other” into Colossians 1:16 (“all other 
things”). “Other” is not in the Greek; it is added to protect their 
theology.
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•  Isaiah says Yahweh created alone. The New Testament says creation is 
through Christ. Not two creators: one divine identity, the Son included.

The Divine Name and Worship

•  Jews guarded worship fiercely: not angels, not men, not prophets. Peter 
and angels refuse it. Jesus receives it and never rebukes the worshiper.

•  Paul takes Yahweh texts (Isaiah 45, Joel 2) and applies them to Jesus. 
Deliberate theological placement, not confusion.

Shared Glory

•  Objection: “I will not give My glory to another” (Isaiah 42:8, LSB): God 
shares no glory with a rival outside Himself.

•  Reply: But the Son is not “another” in that sense. He shares the same 
divine identity. John 17:5: glory with the Father before the world was.

Why It Changes the Debate

•  Critics can dodge isolated titles, but not the cumulative pattern: Creator, 
ruler, judge, Savior, worship, Name, eternal glory.

•  Not a second God, not a lesser God, not a created agent. The eternal Son 
within the one divine identity of Yahweh.
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Chapter 11: The Angel of the LORD: The Visible 
Yahweh

The question this chapter answers: Who is the Angel of the LORD who speaks 
and is worshiped as God?

•  A figure appears who speaks as God, receives worship, forgives sin, and 
bears the divine Name, yet is distinguished from Yahweh.

“Angel” Means Messenger

•  Key term: Hebrew mal’akh means messenger. It describes function (sent 
one), not nature.

•  So “angel” does not prove creaturehood. A messenger may be created or 
uncreated; the title does not decide.

The Appearances

Passage What marks Him as divine

Burning bush (Exodus 3:2-6)
The Angel is called Yahweh and 
God; says “I am the God of 
Abraham”

Hagar (Genesis 16:13) She calls Him “a God who sees”; 
the narrator does not correct her

Moriah (Genesis 22:12,16)
Isaac withheld “from Me”; “By 
Myself I have sworn, declares 
Yahweh”

Jacob (Genesis 32:30) “I have seen God face to face”; 
Hosea 12:4 calls it the Angel

Joshua 5:14-15
Commander of the LORD’s 
army accepts worship; “holy 
ground”

Exodus 23:21
“My name is in him”; He can 
pardon or not pardon 
transgression
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Distinction Without Separation

•  The Angel is Yahweh, yet distinguished from Yahweh: visible Yahweh, 
sent Yahweh, distinct Yahweh.

•  Ordinary angels refuse worship (see Revelation). This figure accepts it 
because He is no ordinary angel.

The Link to Christ

•  “No one has seen God at any time; the only begotten God... He has 
explained Him” (John 1:18, LSB): yet many saw God in the Old 
Testament.

•  Many Christians have understood these appearances as the pre-incarnate 
Son: sent by the Father, revealing Him, bearing the Name, receiving 
worship.

Why It Matters in Debate

•  A Muslim says God cannot enter history: here He does. A JW says divine 
messengers must be creatures: here the messenger is worshiped. A 
Unitarian says no plurality before Christ: here Yahweh speaks to 
Yahweh.
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Chapter 12: Why Did David Name a Son with “Baal” 
in It? The Hebrew Word for Lord

The question this chapter answers: If David and Saul gave their sons names 
containing “Baal,” does that prove early Israel secretly worshiped Baal?

The Objection

•  The skeptical claim: David had a son named Beeliada, which contains the 
name Baal (1 Chronicles 14:7). Saul named a son Eshbaal, and Jonathan 
named a son Merib-baal. If even the royal house used Baal in its 
children’s names, the argument goes, then early Israel worshiped Baal 
alongside Yahweh, and Israelite monotheism was a later invention.

•  This is used to argue that Yahweh was originally just one god among 
many in the Canaanite world, not the one true God the Bible presents.

What the Word Baal Actually Means

•  Key term:  The Hebrew word baal is an ordinary noun meaning lord, 
master, owner, or husband. It was a common word long before it became 
the proper name of a specific Canaanite deity. A man could be the baal 
of a house, a field, or a wife.

•  Because the word simply meant lord or master, it could be used of 
Yahweh Himself in the early period, as a title, not as a foreign god. 
Calling God “my Lord” was not the same as naming the storm-god of 
Canaan.

•  So a name like Beeliada, literally “Baal knows,” does not invoke the 
Canaanite storm-god. Since baal simply meant lord or master, the name 
reads most naturally as “the Lord knows,” that is, Yahweh knows, in 
exactly the way an Israelite would speak of the God of Israel as his 
Master.
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The Bible Itself Shows the Shift

•  Text:  Hosea records Yahweh drawing the line as the word became 
dangerous: in that day, He says, Israel will call Him Ishi (my husband) 
and will no longer call Him Baali (my Baal), and He will remove the 
names of the Baals from her mouth (Hosea 2:16-17, LSB). The point is 
that baali, “my lord,” had been an ordinary way to address God, and God 
now retires the term precisely because it had been corrupted by 
Canaanite worship.

•  This is the opposite of what the objection assumes. Scripture is not 
hiding Baal-worship in the royal family; it is openly telling us that a 
formerly innocent word for “lord” had to be abandoned once Baal 
became the name of a rival god.

The Name Changes Prove the Point

•  As Baal became scandalous, the biblical writers deliberately swapped it 
out of these names, replacing baal with bosheth, the Hebrew word for 
shame.

•  Saul’s son Eshbaal (“man of Baal”) in Chronicles is called Ish-bosheth 
(“man of shame”) in Samuel. Jonathan’s son Merib-baal becomes 
Mephibosheth. Gideon, who tore down the altar of Baal, is called 
Jerubbaal, and that too is softened to Jerubbesheth.

•  Key term:  David’s son Beeliada (literally “Baal knows,” that is, “the 
Lord knows”) appears elsewhere as Eliada (“God knows”), with the 
generic “lord” element replaced by El, the ordinary word for God. The 
editors were not covering up idolatry; they were scrubbing a now-tainted 
word out of otherwise faithful names.

Why This Matters

•  The names do not show two gods in David’s house. They show one God 
who was called “Lord” in the common language of the day, using a word 
that later had to be surrendered because idolaters had claimed it.
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•  The same thing happens with words in every language: a term can be 
shared until it becomes so associated with one wrong use that the faithful 
stop using it. That is a story of guarding true worship, not evidence 
against it.

•  If anything, the careful editing of these names is evidence for the Bible’s 
honesty. It preserved the older Baal-forms in Chronicles rather than 
erasing them, and it recorded the deliberate change rather than hiding it.

•  Debate move:  When a skeptic raises Beeliada, answer with the meaning 
of the word and the Hosea passage: baal meant “lord,” it was used of 
Yahweh until Baal-worship poisoned it, and the Bible openly tells us so. 
The name is a window into the history of a word, not a confession of 
idolatry.
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Chapter 13: Genesis and Divine Plurality: “Let Us 
Make Man”

The question this chapter answers: Who is the “Us” when God says “Let Us 
make man”?

•  Text: “Let Us make man in Our image, according to Our likeness” 
(Genesis 1:26, LSB).

•  Then Genesis 1:27: “God created man in His own image.” Plural speech, 
singular action, held together in two verses.

The Plural of Majesty?

•  Objection: “It is the royal we, God speaking like a king.”

•  Reply: No clear evidence of that usage in Moses’ era; it appears much 
later. Nor does it explain the immediate return to singular action.

The Divine Council?

•  Objection: “God is speaking to angels in His heavenly court.”

•  Reply: Stronger than the royal-we, but verse 27 says man is made in 
God’s image, not angels’. Angels do not create, and humans do not bear 
angelic image.

Internal Divine Plurality

•  The Trinitarian reading does not claim full doctrine here, only 
compatibility: one God, plural deliberation, singular execution.

•  The pattern repeats: Genesis 3:22 (“like one of Us”), Genesis 11:7 (“Let 
Us go down”). Three times in foundational chapters.

•  Seeds before fullness. We are not looking for Nicene formulas in Genesis, 
but for foundations.

The Spirit and the Word in Creation

•  “The Spirit of God was hovering over the surface of the waters” (Genesis 
1:2, LSB): present and active, not created later.
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•  “By the word of Yahweh the heavens were made” (Psalm 33:6, LSB): 
Word, breath, Creator, the categories already forming.

Why It Matters in Debate

•  “The Old Testament teaches one person only.” Ask where. One God and 
one person are not the same claim.

•  Do not overstate (“this proves the Trinity”) or surrender (“this means 
nothing”). One God, plural speech, singular action: real tension resolved 
by later revelation.
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Chapter 14: Isaiah 9:6 and the Child Called Mighty 
God

The question this chapter answers: How can a born child be called Mighty God 
(Isaiah 9:6)?

•  Text: “A child will be born to us, a son will be given to us... His name 
will be called Wonderful Counselor, Mighty God, Eternal Father, Prince 
of Peace” (Isaiah 9:6, LSB).

•  Key term:  A note for live debate: English Bibles number this verse 9:6, 
but the Hebrew Masoretic Text numbers it 9:5. A Jewish interlocutor 
may cite it as Isaiah 9:5. It is the same verse; only the versification differs.

•  “Born” speaks of true humanity; “given” suggests preexistence and 
mission. He enters by birth but is sent from elsewhere.

Mighty God Means What It Says

•  Key term: The Hebrew is El Gibbor. Not “godlike,” not “heroic,” not 
“mighty ruler.” Mighty God.

•  Isaiah uses the same phrase in the next chapter of Yahweh Himself: “the 
remnant of Jacob, to the mighty God” (Isaiah 10:21, LSB).

•  Same phrase, same prophet, same book. If it means deity in Isaiah 10, it 
cannot mean less in Isaiah 9.

“But Judges Are Called Gods”

•  Objection: Psalm 82 calls human rulers “gods,” so maybe this is just 
honorific.

•  Reply: Psalm 82 uses elohim in a judicial context; Isaiah uses El Gibbor 
as a royal title. Isaiah piles titles together, and no king in Israel bore this 
collection.

The Titles

Title What it means
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Wonderful Counselor Wisdom beyond human 
kingship

Mighty God (El Gibbor) Same title Isaiah 10:21 gives 
Yahweh

Eternal Father
Father of Eternity: source of 
eternal life and dominion, not 
the person of the Father

Prince of Peace Establishes wholeness only God 
can give; His reign never ends

How the New Testament Reads It

•  Matthew applies Isaiah’s child prophecies to Jesus; Luke, Davidic 
fulfillment; John, preexistent Word; Paul, divine Son. Not metaphor.

•  The child and the divine identity meet in one person. Humanity and 
deity fused, not two figures.

Why It Matters in Debate

•  A Muslim says Jesus was only a prophet: ask how a prophet bears El 
Gibbor. A JW says mighty but not Almighty: ask why Isaiah uses 
Yahweh’s own title. A Unitarian says symbolic: ask why Isaiah 10 applies 
it literally to Yahweh.
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Chapter 15: Daniel 7 and the Son of Man Who Shares 
the Throne

The question this chapter answers: Who is the Son of Man who shares the 
throne in Daniel 7?

•  Daniel sees the Ancient of Days (clearly God) enthroned in judgment. 
Then a second figure approaches.

•  Text: “With the clouds of heaven One like a Son of Man was coming... 
and came near before Him” (Daniel 7:13, LSB).

Why the Details Are Explosive

•  “Son of Man” means human-like, yet He is exalted far beyond human 
limits.

•  He comes with the clouds. Cloud-riding is divine imagery reserved for 
Yahweh (Psalm 104; Isaiah 19).

•  A human figure bears God-language: category fusion, later fulfilled in 
Christ.

Dominion, Glory, and Worship

•  Text: “To Him was given dominion, glory, and a kingdom, that all the 
peoples... might serve Him” (Daniel 7:14, LSB).

•  Key term: The Aramaic for “serve” is pelach, used in Daniel for religious 
service given to deity. Not political submission, sacred worship.

•  His dominion is everlasting: no succession, no decay. That belongs to 
God’s own kingship.

Jesus Claims It

•  “You will see the Son of Man sitting at the right hand of Power and 
coming on the clouds” (Matthew 26:64, LSB): the high priest tears his 
robes.
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•  Blasphemy, not for claiming humanity, but for claiming divine 
enthronement. He claimed Daniel’s vision for Himself.

Against the Objections

•  Islam: associating anyone with God’s worship is shirk. Yet Daniel gives a 
distinct figure who receives divine service inside monotheism.

•  Jehovah’s Witnesses: a creature receiving pelach from all nations, an 
everlasting kingdom, cloud-riding imagery? These are not creaturely 
categories.

Why It Matters

•  Daniel 7 is a clear Old Testament window into Trinitarian categories: 
distinct persons, shared imagery, shared worship, shared rule, one God.

•  Jesus stepped into that revelation and said “That is Me.” It got Him killed 
because they understood exactly.
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Chapter 16: Psalm 110: The LORD Said to My Lord

The question this chapter answers: Why does David call the Messiah “my 
Lord” beside Yahweh?

•  Text: “Yahweh says to my Lord: Sit at My right hand until I put Your 
enemies as a footstool” (Psalm 110:1, LSB).

•  The most-cited Old Testament verse in the New Testament: Jesus, Peter, 
Paul, and Hebrews all build on it.

The Two Lords

•  First “LORD” is YHWH, the covenant name. The second is adoni, “my 
Lord,” a figure distinct from Yahweh whom Yahweh exalts.

•  David, Israel’s great king, calls this future figure “my Lord,” his superior. 
Kings are not called Lord by their ancestors.

Jesus Presses It

•  “If David calls Him Lord, how is He his son?” (Matthew 22:45, LSB): the 
Pharisees cannot answer.

•  The Messiah is not merely David’s descendant but David’s superior, 
exceeding ordinary human kingship.

The Right Hand and Eternal Priesthood

•  No angel is invited to sit at God’s right hand (Hebrews 1:13). The seat is 
unique, reserved.

•  “You are a priest forever according to the order of Melchizedek” (Psalm 
110:4, LSB): royal, priestly, and eternal.

•  Eternal priesthood implies eternal personhood. No ordinary human 
priest fits.

Against the Objections

•  Unitarian: the second Lord is merely human. Then why seat him at 
Yahweh’s right hand, grant eternal priesthood, and shared rule?
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•  Islam: God shares nothing. Yet Psalm 110 presents shared enthronement 
without breaking monotheism. The right hand is shared authority, not a 
spatial division.

•  Jehovah’s Witnesses: right-hand enthronement, universal dominion, and 
eternal priesthood are messianic-divine honors, not angelic ones.
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Chapter 17: John 1:1 and the Word Who Was God

The question this chapter answers: What does John 1:1 claim about the Word?

•  Text: “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and 
the Word was God” (John 1:1, LSB): three loaded clauses.

“In the Beginning Was”

•  Not “came into existence.” The Word already was. Everything created 
begins; the Word does not. He is on the eternal side, not the created side.

“The Word” (Logos)

•  Key term: In Jewish thought God’s word is active, creative, revealing. 
John personalizes it: the Logos is someone, a person.

•  Verse 14 proves it: “The Word became flesh.” Words do not become 
flesh; persons do.

“The Word Was With God”

•  The Greek pros ton theon: toward God, face-to-face, relational. The 
Word is not the Father; He is with the Father. This destroys modalism.

“The Word Was God”

•  Objection: “The Word was a god” (Jehovah’s Witnesses), since theos 
lacks the article.

•  Reply: The anarthrous noun describes nature, not indefiniteness. John 
says the Word shares the nature of God, not that He is identical to the 
Father.

•  If the Word is “a god,” monotheism shatters, and He either created 
Himself or stands outside “all things” (v.3). Both fail.

Creator, Life, and Incarnation

•  “All things came into being through Him, and apart from Him nothing 
came into being” (John 1:3, LSB): He did not come into being.
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•  “In Him was life” (John 1:4): self-existent life belongs to God alone (John 
5:26).

•  “The Word became flesh” (John 1:14): addition, not subtraction. Deity 
was established before flesh was mentioned.

•  “The only begotten God... He has explained Him” (John 1:18, LSB): 
distinguished from the Father, yet called God.

The Technical Label: Colwell’s Rule

•  A pre-verb predicate noun without the article is typically qualitative, 
describing the nature of the subject, not indefinite.

•  A well-read Jehovah’s Witness may name Colwell’s Rule. The 
grammatical point stands on its own: John 1:1 presents the Word as 
sharing the divine nature.
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Chapter 18: John 8:58 and the Meaning of “I AM”

The question this chapter answers: What is Jesus claiming with “Before 
Abraham was, I am”?

•  Text: “Before Abraham was, I am” (John 8:58, LSB): not “I was,” but “I 
AM.” The audience picked up stones.

Why Not “I Was”

•  Key point: If Jesus meant mere preexistence, the natural Greek was 
“before Abraham came to be, I was.” He uses ego eimi, present tense.

•  Broken grammar signals deliberate emphasis. He is identifying Himself in 
deeper terms than age.

The Exodus Connection

•  Exodus 3:14: God says “I AM WHO I AM.” John’s “I AM” statements 
build toward chapter 8, where the phrase stands absolute, without 
predicate.

•  Verse 59: they picked up stones. Preexistence alone was not blasphemy 
(Jewish tradition had preexistent wisdom and Torah). They heard divine 
identity.

“The Blind Man Said I Am Too”

•  Objection: In John 9:9 the healed man says ego eimi. Does that make 
him God?

•  Reply: Context governs meaning, not form. The blind man means “I am 
the one.” Jesus speaks of existence before Abraham, absolute. A word-
concept fallacy.

Against the Predestination Escape

•  Objection: “Jesus existed only in God’s plan, like believers chosen before 
creation.”
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•  Reply: He does not say “I was foreknown.” He says “I AM,” and they 
tried to stone Him. Nobody stones someone for claiming predestination.

John’s Larger Pattern

•  John 1 (the Word was God), John 5 (equal with God), John 8 (I AM), 
John 10 (one with the Father), John 17 (shared glory), John 20 (My Lord 
and my God). They converge.
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Chapter 19: John 10:30 and the Unity of the Father 
and the Son

The question this chapter answers: What kind of unity is “I and the Father are 
one”?

•  Text: “I and the Father are one” (John 10:30, LSB): five words, one of 
the most intense debates in Christian history.

The Context: Shared Divine Action

•  Jesus is the Good Shepherd, an Old Testament role of Yahweh (Psalm 23; 
Ezekiel 34).

•  “I give them eternal life... no one shall snatch them out of My hand” 
(10:28), parallel to the Father’s hand (10:29). Shared divine power.

The Grammar of “One”

•  Key point: The Greek hen is neuter, not masculine. Not “one person,” 
but one in nature, action, and power.

•  Two persons (“I” and “My Father”), yet one in a deeper sense. This 
protects distinction while affirming unity.

Not Mere Agreement

•  Objection: John 17 has believers “one just as” the Father and Son, so this 
is only unity of purpose.

•  Reply: Believers are united relationally but do not share divine essence. 
John 10 is about divine prerogatives: giving eternal life, absolute 
preservation.

The Jewish Reaction

•  Verse 31: they take up stones. “You, being a Man, make Yourself God.” 
They understood the force of His claim.

•  Jesus does not retreat. He quotes Psalm 82 and argues lesser-to-greater, 
then deepens to “the Father is in Me, and I in the Father” (10:38).
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•  Mutual indwelling: unique union, far beyond prophetic representation.
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Chapter 20: John 17: Glory, Distinction, and the 
Eternal Son

The question this chapter answers: Does “the only true God” (John 17:3) exclude  
Jesus from deity?

•  Text: “This is eternal life, that they may know You, the only true God, 
and Jesus Christ whom You have sent” (John 17:3, LSB).

The “Only True God” Objection

•  Objection: The Father is the only true God, and Jesus is distinguished 
from Him, so Jesus is not God.

•  Reply: “The Father is the only true God” affirms monotheism over idols; 
it does not exclude the Son, whom the same Gospel calls God (John 1:1, 
1:18, 20:28).

•  By the same logic, the verse would exclude the Father from being “Jesus 
Christ whom You have sent.” Distinction is not denial.

Glory Before the World

•  Text: “Glorify Me... with the glory which I had with You before the 
world was” (John 17:5, LSB): past possession, not future reward.

•  Isaiah 42:8: Yahweh gives His glory to no other. If Jesus had this glory 
before creation, He is not “another” in the creaturely sense.

Against the Predestination Escape

•  Objection: “Jesus only had glory in God’s plan.”

•  Reply: He says “the glory which I had with You.” With You: personal 
relation and shared possession, not abstract foreknowledge.

Loved Before Creation

•  “You loved Me before the foundation of the world” (John 17:24, LSB): 
love requires subject and object, so personal distinction is eternal. This 
destroys modalism.

63



The Trinitarian Debate

Shared Glory With Believers?

•  Objection: “The glory You gave Me I have given to them” (17:22), so 
verse 5 proves nothing.

•  Reply: Verse 5 is eternal preexistent divine glory; verse 22 is participatory 
covenantal glory. Believers share God’s life, not His essence.

The Sending Language

•  Sending concerns mission, not essence. The Father also sent John the 
Baptist, which does not define John’s nature.
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Chapter 21: Thomas and the Risen Christ: “My Lord 
and My God”

The question this chapter answers: What does Thomas mean by “My Lord and  
my God,” and why does Jesus accept it?

•  Text: “Thomas answered and said to Him, My Lord and my God!” 
(John 20:28, LSB): spoken to Jesus, received with no correction.

Not a Mere Exclamation

•  Objection: “Thomas is just exclaiming My God! in surprise.”

•  Reply: The grammar is direct address: he said it “to Him.” Thomas 
identifies Jesus, and Jesus accepts it.

•  Thomas was the skeptic who demanded to see the wounds. This is 
theological recognition, not gullible emotion.

The Literary Frame

•  John opens “the Word was God” and closes “My Lord and my God.” 
Deliberate framing: what John declared, Thomas now confesses.

•  Two titles, Lord (Kyrios, Yahweh resonance) and God (Theos), form a 
complete confession: deity and personal allegiance.

Against the Objections

•  Jehovah’s Witnesses: “Thomas addresses the Father through Jesus.” The 
text says he spoke to Jesus, and Jesus answered Thomas. No split-address.

•  Islam: “just one disciple’s emotion.” John includes it as the climax. A 
prophet, angel, Peter, and Paul all reject worship. Jesus does not.

The Choice It Forces

•  Either Thomas committed blasphemy and Jesus tolerated it, or Thomas 
spoke truth and Jesus affirmed it. No safe middle ground.
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Chapter 22: Philippians 2 and the God Who Humbled 
Himself

The question this chapter answers: Does Christ’s humbling in Philippians 2 
prove He is less than God?

•  Text: “Although existing in the form of God, [He] did not regard 
equality with God a thing to be grasped” (Philippians 2:6, LSB): He 
starts in divine status.

“Form of God” and Equality

•  Key term: The Greek morphē means the outward expression of inward 
reality: nature expressed, not mere appearance.

•  Contrast with Adam: Adam grasped for equality; Christ possessed it and 
humbled Himself. That only works if He already stood at divine height.

He Emptied Himself

•  Objection: “Emptied Himself” (ekenosen): of what?

•  Reply: The text says He emptied Himself BY taking the form of a slave. 
The emptying is addition, not subtraction. He added humanity, He did 
not lose deity.

•  “Form of God” and “form of servant”: same word, same structure. Truly 
divine became truly human, no illusion.

Exalted and the Name

•  The exaltation concerns His incarnate mission, not His eternal essence. 
Resurrection reveals publicly what was eternally true.

•  “That every tongue will confess that Jesus Christ is Lord” (Philippians 
2:11) quotes Isaiah 45:23, where Yahweh says every knee bows to Me.

•  Paul takes a Yahweh text and places Christ at its center. Universal 
worship, “to the glory of God the Father”: Trinitarian worship in action.
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Against the Objections

•  Islam: obedience proves He is not God. Yet Paul begins with equality; 
obedience belongs to the incarnation, not a denial of deity.

•  Jehovah’s Witnesses: “form of God” means mere representation. That 
cannot explain equality, Isaiah 45, universal worship, or the name above 
every name.
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Chapter 23: Colossians 1 and the Supremacy of Christ 
Over All Creation

The question this chapter answers: Does “firstborn of creation” (Colossians 1:15)  
make Christ a creature?

•  Text: “He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation” 
(Colossians 1:15, LSB).

“Image” and “Firstborn”

•  “Image” (eikon) means visible manifestation, perfect revelation, not a 
lesser copy. To see Christ is to see God revealed.

•  Objection: “Firstborn means first created.”

•  Reply: “Firstborn” means rank and inheritance. Psalm 89:27 calls David 
“firstborn, the highest of the kings,” though he was neither the first nor 
the eldest.

Verse 16 Explains Verse 15

•  “For in Him all things were created” (Colossians 1:16, LSB): if all created 
things were created by Him, He is not in the created set, or He created 
Himself.

•  Note: The New World Translation inserts “all other things.” “Other” is 
not in the Greek; it is added to protect doctrine.

•  “He is before all things, and in Him all things hold together” (Colossians 
1:17): Creator and Sustainer, divine work.

“Firstborn From the Dead”

•  The title reappears in verse 18. Jesus was not the first ever raised (Lazarus 
was earlier), so here it means supremacy in rank, confirming verse 15.
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Fullness of Deity

•  “In Him all the fullness of Deity dwells bodily” (Colossians 2:9, LSB): 
full, not partial, not borrowed. No creature can contain the fullness of 
God.

Against the Objections

•  Islam: prophets do not create all things, sustain all things, or contain the 
fullness of deity.

•  Jehovah’s Witnesses: every line resists creaturehood. The inserted “other” 
is the clearest sign of theological strain.
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Chapter 24: Titus 2:13, Romans 9:5, and the Direct 
Naming of Christ as God

The question this chapter answers: Does the New Testament ever call Jesus God 
directly?

•  Objection: “Jesus is never explicitly called God.” That claim cannot 
survive careful reading.

Titus 2:13

•  Text: “Our great God and Savior, Christ Jesus” (Titus 2:13, LSB).

•  Key point: The Granville Sharp construction (one article, two nouns 
joined by “and”) points to one person: Jesus Christ is the great God and 
Savior.

•  Same pattern in 2 Peter 1:1: “our God and Savior, Jesus Christ.” “Great 
God” belongs to Yahweh, and Paul applies it to Christ.

Romans 9:5

•  Text: “...from whom is the Christ according to the flesh, who is God 
over all, blessed forever” (Romans 9:5, LSB).

•  Objection: “Repunctuate it into a doxology to the Father.”

•  Reply: The flow is natural: Paul lists Israel’s privileges and climaxes with 
Christ. His doxologies begin with blessing, not end with it. “Over all” fits 
his wider Christology.

Why Critics Fight These

•  Direct naming removes escape routes. You cannot say “only 
representative” or “only agent.” Hence the effort to repunctuate and re-
translate.

Against the Objections

•  Jehovah’s Witnesses: “our great God and Savior” and “over all, blessed 
forever” are not creaturely titles.
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•  Islam: “Paul corrupted the message.” Yet Paul’s letters are early, accepted 
immediately by eyewitness-connected communities. Recognition, not 
corruption.
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Chapter 25: The Holy Spirit: Person, Presence, and 
God

The question this chapter answers: Is the Holy Spirit a divine person or an 
impersonal force?

•  Many reduce the Spirit to a force or energy. Scripture presents Him as a 
person, and as God.

Personal Acts of the Spirit

The Spirit... Text
Speaks in the first person (“Me,” 
“I”) Acts 13:2

Teaches John 14:26
Can be grieved Ephesians 4:30
Has a will, distributes as He 
wills 1 Corinthians 12:11

Searches the depths of God 1 Corinthians 2:10
Can be lied to Acts 5:3-4

•  You cannot grieve gravity or lie to electricity. These are personal acts, not 
mechanical functions.

The Spirit Is God

•  Acts 5: lying to the Spirit is lying to God (“You have not lied to men, but 
to God”). A direct identification.

•  The Spirit creates (Genesis 1:2; Job 33:4) and gives life (Romans 8:11): 
works that belong to God alone.

The Spirit in the Divine Name

•  “Baptizing them in the name of the Father and the Son and the Holy 
Spirit” (Matthew 28:19): name, singular. One divine name, three 
persons.
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•  2 Corinthians 13:14 places the Spirit alongside the Father and Son in 
blessing. Trinitarian worship already in shape.

Against the Objections

•  Jehovah’s Witnesses: a force does not speak, teach, will, grieve, or search, 
and Acts 5 calls Him God.

•  Islam: the Spirit is not Gabriel. Gabriel is a servant; the Spirit is Creator, 
life-giver, and indwelling presence.

Why It Matters

•  The Trinity is not Father and Son plus divine energy. It is Father, Son, 
and Spirit: three persons, one God.
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PART II

Debate Mechanics
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Chapter 26: The Burden of Proof: Who Has to Prove 
What?

The question this chapter answers: Who has to prove what in a debate?

•  The person making the claim must support it. “The Trinity is pagan,” 
“the Bible is corrupted,” “Jesus never claimed deity”: each must be 
proven, not asserted.

•  Assertion is not evidence. Confidence is not proof. Do not absorb a 
burden that is not yours.

Shift the Burden Back

•  “Jesus never said I am God.” Ask why revelation must appear in that 
exact phrase. Now they defend the assumption.

•  “Jesus prayed, so He cannot be God.” Expose the hidden premise: that 
God cannot be tri-personal. Make them defend it.

•  Negative claims carry burden too: “invented at Nicaea,” “Paul corrupted 
the message” are historical claims, not neutral skepticism.

Control the Flood

•  Do not chase speed-stacked claims (John 17:3, Mark 13:32, corruption, 
Paul...). Pick one: “Let’s resolve one at a time.”

•  Force specificity. “The Bible is corrupted.” Ask: which verse, which 
doctrine, which manuscript?

Where the Burden Actually Sits

•  Islam: they must prove tawhid is unipersonal. Ask where Scripture says 
God is one person.

•  Atheism: naturalism carries burden too (matter from nothing, 
consciousness from chemistry, morality from particles).

•  Emotion is not an argument. “That feels immoral.” Bring it back: what is 
your evidence?
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The Method for Fast Thinkers

Step Ask
1 What is the claim?
2 What is the proof?
3 What is the hidden assumption?
4 Who owns the burden?
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Chapter 27: Circular Reasoning: When the Conclusion 
Is Hidden in the Premise

The question this chapter answers: How do you spot and break circular 
reasoning?

•  Circular reasoning uses the conclusion to prove the conclusion. 
Coherence feels persuasive, but a coherent fantasy is still not real.

Common Circles

•  Islamic corruption circle: “The Bible is corrupted because it disagrees 
with the Quran. The Quran is true because it corrects corrupted 
Scripture.”

•  Watchtower translation circle: doctrine shapes the translation, then the 
translation “proves” the doctrine.

•  Skeptic circle: “Miracles cannot happen because naturalism is true. 
Naturalism is true because miracles do not happen.”

•  Unitarian circle: “Jesus cannot be God because God is one person. God is 
one person because Jesus is not God.”

•  Christians can do it too: “The Bible is true because it is God’s word; it is 
God’s word because the Bible says so.” Honesty requires broader 
grounding.

How to Break It

•  Ask what evidence supports the claim, then whether that evidence 
depends on the claim already being true.

•  Do not just say “that’s circular.” Ask: what independent reason, external 
grounding, historical evidence, or textual support exists outside the 
assumed system?

•  When you hear strong certainty, ask “how do you know?” two or three 
layers deep. The circle usually appears by the third.
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Chapter 28: Loaded Questions: Never Answer a Trap 
Before You Untangle It

The question this chapter answers: How do you handle a question with a 
hidden false assumption?

•  A loaded question smuggles in an unproven assumption. Classic 
example: “Have you stopped beating your wife?” Both yes and no 
concede guilt.

•  Answer too fast and you accept their framework. The correct move is to 
expose the premise first.

Common Loaded Questions

•  “If Jesus is God, why did He pray?” Assumes God cannot be tri-personal.

•  “Why would God need a son?” Assumes biological reproduction.

•  “How can three equal one?” Assumes three persons equal one person.

•  “Why would a loving God send people to hell?” Assumes justice and love 
are mutually exclusive.

The Three-Step Untangle

Step Do this
1 Identify the hidden assumption
2 Challenge the assumption
3 Reframe the question correctly

•  Memorize: “That question assumes something I do not grant.” Refusing 
a bad frame is correcting, not dodging.

•  Jesus refused false frames: asked “By what authority?” He answered with 
a question of His own.
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Chapter 29: False Dichotomies: When the Debate 
Gives You Only Two Bad Options

The question this chapter answers: What if you are offered only two bad 
choices?

•  A false dichotomy presents two options when more exist. “Either Jesus is 
the Father, or He is not God.” The third category: Jesus is God, but not 
the Father.

•  Human minds like clean choices, so the trap feels efficient. Truth is often 
richer than two boxes.

Common False Dichotomies

•  “Either God is one, or God is three.” One being, three persons: different 
categories.

•  “If Jesus died, He cannot be God.” Death according to human nature, 
immortality according to divine nature.

•  “Either science explains it, or God did it.” Not necessarily competing 
explanations.

•  John 17:3: “Either the Father is the only true God, or Jesus is.” The 
Father is the only true God as to essence, which the Son shares.

How to Break It

•  Ask whether these are really the only options. Then provide the missing 
category. Do not merely reject, replace.

•  The incarnation supplies the missing category constantly: hungry or 
divine? Both. Praying or divine? Both.

•  Reflex to train: “Am I being forced into only two choices? What third 
option exists?”
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Chapter 30: Topic Jumping: How Debates Escape 
Pressure

The question this chapter answers: What do you do when an opponent keeps 
changing the subject?

•  A weak argument survives by movement. Press John 1:1, they jump to 
Mark 13:32; answer that, they jump to John 17:3; then corruption; then 
Paul; then Nicaea.

•  Unresolved objections pile up and create an illusion of strength because 
they stay unanswered in the listener’s mind.

How to Stop It

•  Name it: “We haven’t finished the first point. Let’s resolve it before 
moving.”

•  Anchor to one claim, reach resolution, then move. Do not let motion 
replace substance.

•  Use the summary reset: “So far you argued X, I responded Y. Do we agree 
before moving on?”

•  When a jump happens, ask how the new point affects the unresolved one. 
Refuse to abandon ground prematurely.
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Chapter 31: Emotional Manipulation: When Feeling 
Tries to Replace Reason

The question this chapter answers: What do you do when feeling is used to 
replace reasoning?

•  Emotion is not the enemy; God made it, and Jesus wept. Emotion, 
however, is not an argument, and confusing the two creates chaos.

•  The goal of emotional pressure is often destabilization: to make you feel 
immoral, irrational, or embarrassed so your clarity drops.

Common Emotional Framing

•  “How could God have a Son?” framed to trigger disgust through 
biological assumptions Christianity does not teach.

•  Shame tactics: “You worship a man.” “That’s pagan.” Ask: by what 
definition? Make them unpack it.

•  Anger and volume are not strength. Do not mirror it. Calmness exposes 
instability.

•  Guilt manipulation: “You’re judging.” Clarifying truth is not hatred; 
disagreement is not cruelty.

Stay Anchored

•  Internal sequence: What am I feeling? Is that feeling part of the 
argument? What is the actual claim?

•  The pause is powerful. You do not have to answer immediately. Silence 
breaks emotional momentum.

•  Respond to real pain with compassion, but keep structure. Feel deeply 
and think clearly at the same time.
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Chapter 32: Speed Tactics: When Overwhelm Becomes 
the Weapon

The question this chapter answers: What do you do when overwhelmed by 
rapid-fire objections?

•  Speed tactics aim at overload, not clarity. Many fast claims fired at once 
flood the mind so it makes mistakes.

•  Key term: This has a name: the Gish Gallop, overwhelming an 
opponent with more claims than can be answered. Its power is 
asymmetry: seconds to assert, minutes to refute.

How to Beat It

•  You do not have to match speed. Slowing down shows control. “Let’s 
take one at a time” is one of the strongest tools in apologetics.

•  Never chase every point. Pick the first or strongest, resolve it, then move.

•  Speed often hides repetition: “Why did He pray? Obey? Submit? Call 
God His God?” are all one issue, role versus essence. Answer the root.

•  Scripture machine-gunning: ask which verse they think is strongest. Force 
focus.

•  Reset phrase: “That’s too many claims at once. Pick one.” Disciplined, 
not evasive.
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Chapter 33: Debate Traps: Recognizing the Setup 
Before You Step Into It

The question this chapter answers: How do you recognize a setup designed so you  
lose either way?

•  A trap is asymmetrical: it creates loss no matter how you answer, or 
appears to. “Was Jesus ignorant or lying in Mark 13:32?” Both options 
damage; the third is real human limitation in the incarnation.

Common Traps

•  Forced concession: “Do you admit the Father is greater than Jesus?” 
Clarify: greater in role during the incarnation, not in nature.

•  Definition trap: “Explain the Trinity in one sentence.” Say: “some truths 
require precision, not slogans.”

•  Text trap: “Read John 17:3” then stop there. Widen context: also read 
17:5, 17:24, 20:28.

•  Vocabulary trap: “begotten means created,” “Son of God means 
biological.” Stop and define terms.

•  Impossible standard: “Show one verse where Jesus says exactly I am God, 
worship Me.” Ask why truth must appear in that exact sentence.

Trap Detection

•  Am I forced into limited options? Is something assumed? Is the wording 
unfairly narrow? Am I being rushed? If yes, slow down.

•  The best response: “That question assumes something I don’t grant.” 
Before answering, ask what happens if I say yes, and if I say no.
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Chapter 34: Live Debate Control: How to Hold the 
Room Without Losing the Truth

The question this chapter answers: How do you control the flow of a live debate?

•  Control is not domination or interruption. It is structure: pace, focus, 
sequence, clarity. The calmest debater often leads.

The Tools of Control

•  Whoever frames first usually leads. “Why does your Trinity teach three 
gods?” Reframe: “It teaches one being in three persons.”

•  Ask more questions. They slow the pace, expose assumptions, and shift 
burden.

•  Define terms early: what do you mean by God, by one, by worship, by 
begotten?

•  Sequence is power: one issue, resolve it, then move. Random movement 
protects weak positions.

•  Use the summary reset and let silence do work. Control the emotional 
energy by staying the calm center.

The Four Core Control Phrases

# Phrase
1 Let’s stay here for a moment.
2 One thing at a time.
3 That assumes something I don’t grant.
4 Define what you mean by that.

•  Winning is not always convincing. Measure success by faithfulness: 
clarity, truth, patience. Know when to end an unproductive debate.
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Chapter 35: Thinking Clearly Under Pressure: Debate 
Methods for Fast, Nonlinear Minds

The question this chapter answers: How do fast, nonlinear thinkers debate 
without overloading?

•  Some minds process in webs, ten threads at once: fast, deep, powerful, 
and vulnerable to overload under live pressure.

•  Fast pattern recognition is a gift, not an obstacle: depth, persistence, 
creative analogies, strong justice instincts. The goal is structure, not 
suppression.

Practical Anchors

•  Use anchors: one claim, one answer, one verse, one conclusion. Repeat 
internally. Write points down to externalize the threads.

•  Online or written debate may fit better: it gives processing time to 
structure, edit, and research. That is wiser, not lesser.

•  Do not confuse overwhelm with failure. Delayed clarity is common; you 
often understood more than you could express in the moment.

•  Protect your energy. Not every debate deserves your bandwidth; some 
people only want conflict.

The Rhythm

•  Before every debate: What is the claim? During: What is the burden? 
After: What did I learn?

•  Self-knowledge is part of carrying truth faithfully. Wisdom includes 
knowing how your own mind works.
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PART III

Church History
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Chapter 36: Was the Trinity Invented? Development 
vs Invention

The question this chapter answers: Was the Trinity invented later, or developed  
from Scripture?

•  “The Trinity was invented at Nicaea.” The key distinction: invention 
creates what was not there; development clarifies what already was.

Invention vs Development

•  Invention: introduces something fundamentally new. If true, we would 
expect no biblical data, no early patterns, no proto-Trinitarian worship. 
That is not what history shows.

•  Development: the reality exists first, language comes later. Precision 
sharpens over time, as in law, philosophy, and science.

•  The New Testament creates the pressure: the Father is God, the Son is 
called God and worshiped, the Spirit acts, yet there is one God. Pressure 
demands language.

The Historical Evidence

•  The earliest Christians already prayed in Jesus’ name, baptized in a triadic 
formula, and sang hymns to Him. Worship patterns reveal theology 
before formal language.

•  Heresy accelerates development: before Arius, Christians already 
worshiped Christ; Arius forced the church to say precisely what it meant.

•  The canon works the same way: the church recognized Scripture, it did 
not invent it.

Answering the Objection

•  “The fathers did not use Nicene language.” Absence of later precision is 
not absence of earlier belief. Bad historical method.
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•  Ask: do you mean invented, or defined? What exactly was new, the belief 
or the terminology? What about pre-Nicene worship of Christ?

•  Test for legitimate development: does the later doctrine grow organically 
from earlier revelation, or contradict it? The Trinity grows organically.
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Chapter 37: The Apostolic Fathers: What the Earliest 
Christians Believed About Christ

The question this chapter answers: What did the earliest Christians after the 
apostles believe about Christ?

•  Critics jump to Nicaea and skip the bridge: the apostolic fathers, writers 
closest to the apostles. If their Christology is high, the seeds predate the 
fourth century.

The Witnesses

Witness What they show

Clement of Rome (~end of 1st 
c.)

Elevated Christology; Christ 
central to divine mediation, 
never reduced to creature

Ignatius of Antioch (early 2nd 
c.)

Repeatedly calls Jesus “our 
God,” naturally, before Nicaea 
and Constantine

Polycarp (disciple of John)
Places Christ in worshipful 
categories; more than prophet 
or angel

The Didache
Baptism in the name of Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit; early 
triadic worship

Why It Undermines “Corruption”

•  If Christ’s deity were a slow corruption, we would expect low 
Christology early, then gradual elevation. Instead high Christology is 
immediate and embedded.

•  Ask the right question: not “do they use the word Trinity?” but “do they 
worship Christ, pray in His name, place Him alongside the Father, use 
triadic formulas?”
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•  The apostolic fathers are witnesses, not Scripture: valuable historically, 
not canonically. That caution protects the method.

•  Against the JW rapid-apostasy claim: it requires near-universal 
corruption right after the apostles, with no transitional evidence. A heavy 
claim.
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Chapter 38: Before Nicaea: Justin, Irenaeus, 
Tertullian, and Origen

The question this chapter answers: What did Christians teach about Christ 
between the apostles and Nicaea?

•  The idea that history went silent before Nicaea is fiction. The 2nd and 
3rd centuries are full of Trinitarian wrestling.

The Pre-Nicene Witnesses

Writer What they taught

Justin Martyr (mid-2nd c.)
The Logos is preexistent and 
divine, active in the Old 
Testament appearances

Irenaeus of Lyons
Christ is Creator-agent; Son and 
Spirit are the “two hands” of 
God: distinction within unity

Tertullian
First to use the Latin Trinitas: 
one substance, three persons, 
over a century before Nicaea

Origen of Alexandria
Taught the Son’s eternal 
generation: not created in time, 
eternally from the Father

•  Note: Some (Justin, Origen) use stronger subordination language than 
later orthodoxy, but subordination in role is not denial of deity. 
Categories were still being clarified.

The Pattern

•  Across all of them: Christ is preexistent, divine, active in creation, 
worshiped, distinct from the Father, and the Spirit is personal, while one 
God remains central.

•  The development is internal and Scripture-driven, not borrowed from 
pagan triads.
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•  Debate move: “The Trinity started at Nicaea.” Ask about Tertullian’s 
Trinitas, Justin’s Logos, Irenaeus’ Creator-Christ, Origen’s eternal Son.
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Chapter 39: Arius and the Crisis of Christology

The question this chapter answers: What did Arius teach, and why was it so 
dangerous?

•  Arius: the Son is not eternal. He is the highest created being, exalted but 
made. Slogan: “There was when He was not.”

•  He was trying to protect monotheism, fearing two gods. He solved it, 
however, by reducing Christ, which created larger problems.

The Texts Arius Used (still used today)

•  John 14:28 (“the Father is greater”), Colossians 1:15 (“firstborn”), 
Proverbs 8 (wisdom), Mark 13:32 (not knowing the hour).

•  The same objections echo now in Jehovah’s Witnesses, some Unitarians, 
and popular online arguments. Arius still lives.

Why the Church Could Not Accept It

•  If the Son is a creature: did He create Himself (John 1:3)? If not, He 
stands outside creation.

•  Worship becomes idolatry: the church already worshiped Christ. Arius 
created tension between worship and theology.

•  Salvation becomes fragile (Athanasius): only God can unite man to God. 
A creature cannot bridge the gap.

The Political Myth

•  Objection: “Constantine forced Christ’s deity politically.”

•  Reply: Constantine wanted unity, but the debate and the data already 
existed. Politics affected timing, not the origin of the doctrine.
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Chapter 40: Nicaea: What Happened and Why It 
Matters

The question this chapter answers: What actually happened at Nicaea?

•  Objection: “Bishops invented Jesus’ deity by vote in 325.”

•  Reply: Nicaea clarified under crisis; it did not invent. The question was 
not whether to honor Jesus but what kind of being He is.

The Key Word: Homoousios

•  Key term: Homoousios means “same essence.” The Son is not merely 
like the Father but of the same divine being.

•  Why a non-biblical word? Because heretics quoted Scripture too. Extra-
biblical language protected biblical meaning.

•  The creed: “begotten, not made... true God from true God... of one 
substance with the Father.” This closes the Arian escapes.

The “Vote on Jesus’ Deity” Myth

•  The bishops did not vote whether Jesus was God. They defined how to 
state what the church already confessed.

•  Debate move: did Nicaea invent Christ’s worship? John 1? Ignatius 
calling Jesus God? Triadic baptism? It stands downstream, not upstream.

The Four Great Ecumenical Councils

Council (Year) Error Addressed What It Affirmed

Nicaea (325) Arianism: the Son is the 
greatest creature

The Son is 
homoousios, same 
essence as the Father

Constantinople 
I (381)

Pneumatomachians: the 
Spirit is created

The Spirit is fully 
divine, Lord and life-
giver

Ephesus (431) Nestorianism: Christ is 
two persons

Christ is one person, 
divine and human 
united
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Chalcedon 
(451)

Eutychianism: the two 
natures were mixed

One person in two 
complete natures, 
unmixed
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Chapter 41: The Holy Spirit and Constantinople: 
Completing the Trinitarian Framework

The question this chapter answers: How was the Spirit’s full deity established?

•  After Nicaea the next question pressed: who is the Holy Spirit? If He is 
not fully divine, the Trinity is incomplete.

•  Scripture already made Him personal: He speaks, teaches, can be grieved, 
can be lied to, searches all things, intercedes.

The Pneumatomachians

•  Key term: “Fighters against the Spirit”: they accepted the Son more than 
Arians did but denied the Spirit’s full deity, treating Him as a servant-
force.

•  Acts 5 is decisive: lying to the Spirit is lying to God. A direct 
identification.

The Cappadocians

•  Basil of Caesarea argued from worship: the Spirit sanctifies, gives life, and 
is worshiped with Father and Son, so He is divine.

•  Basil, Gregory of Nazianzus, and Gregory of Nyssa gave the mature 
grammar: one ousia, three hypostases. One being, three distinct persons.

First Council of Constantinople (381)

•  Confessed the Spirit as Lord and life-giver, proceeding from the Father, 
worshiped and glorified with Father and Son. Equal glory, equal 
worship: full divinity.

•  “Lord” carries Yahweh significance in the Greek Old Testament. Calling 
the Spirit Lord in a creed is intentional, not casual.
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Chapter 42: Begotten, Not Made: The Meaning of 
Eternal Generation

The question this chapter answers: Does “begotten” mean the Son was created?

•  Objection: “Begotten means created.”

•  Reply: Human begetting happens in time; divine sonship does not. God 
does not reproduce in time or generate by biology. Not created, eternally 
from the Father.

Eternal Generation

•  There was never a moment when the Father existed without the Son. 
Fatherhood itself is eternal.

•  If God is eternally Father, He must eternally have a Son, or Fatherhood is 
something God “became,” which introduces change in God.

•  This blocks Arianism (not made) and modalism (the Son is relationally 
distinct, not the Father under another name).

The Father as Source Without Superiority

•  The Father is the relational “source” of the Son, but this is origin, not 
greater essence. A son shares his father’s nature fully.

•  John 1 gives the architecture: “with God” (distinction), “was God” 
(unity), “only begotten” (relation). Scripture first, theology second.

Against the Objections

•  Islam: “How can God have a Son?” assumes biological sonship, which 
Christianity denies. This is metaphysical relation, not reproduction.

•  Debate move: does Fatherhood in God begin? If God is eternally Father, 
must He not eternally have a Son?
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Chapter 43: The Filioque: Does the Spirit Proceed 
from the Father and the Son?

The question this chapter answers: Does the Spirit proceed from the Father 
alone, or from the Father and the Son?

•  Key term: The Latin phrase Filioque (“and the Son”) was added in the 
West so the Spirit proceeds “from the Father and the Son.” A major East-
West divide.

The Two Positions

•  West: protects the full equality of the Son. If the Spirit proceeds from the 
Father and the Son, the Son shares fully in the divine life. Points to John 
15:26, 16:7, Galatians 4:6.

•  East: preserves the “monarchy of the Father,” the Father as the single 
personal source, so the Spirit proceeds from the Father alone.

•  Often the two were closer than polemics suggested: West emphasized 
shared essence, East emphasized personal order. Greek and Latin 
procession words differ, which hardened the split.

Not Anti-Trinitarian Ground

•  This debate happened inside full Trinitarian orthodoxy. Both sides affirm 
one essence, three persons, and the full deity of all three.

•  If someone raises the Filioque to attack the Trinity: clarify it is about 
relational procession, not whether the Spirit is God. Internal disputes are 
not corruption.
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Chapter 44: The Survival of the Trinity: Heresy, 
Schism, and Historical Endurance

The question this chapter answers: Why did the Trinity survive every heresy, 
schism, and reformation?

•  Few doctrines endured more sustained opposition, yet it remains. False 
doctrines often fracture under time; this one did not.

The Assaults It Survived

•  Arianism nearly swallowed the church, yet the biblical and worshipful 
center pulled back to full deity.

•  Modalism offered simplicity (one person) but could not hold the Father-
Son relation, especially John 17.

•  The Great Schism (1054): East and West divided, yet both remained 
Trinitarian.

•  The Reformation: Lutherans, Reformed, and Anglicans challenged 
much of medieval Christianity but kept the Trinity, seeing it as biblical.

Why Reduction Keeps Returning

•  The Trinity is difficult, and difficulty invites simplification: one person, a 
created Son, an impersonal Spirit are all easier. Easier is not truer.

•  When Christians return to Scripture fully, the complexity returns. The 
doctrine re-emerges because the text keeps demanding it.

•  It has textual, worship, and historical continuity together. Endurance 
plus continuity strengthens the case.
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Chapter 45: Michael Servetus and the Charge Against 
Trinitarian History

The question this chapter answers: Does the execution of Servetus discredit the 
Trinity?

•  Michael Servetus denied the Trinity and was executed in Calvin’s Geneva 
in 1553. Critics use it to discredit the doctrine by its defenders’ conduct.

•  The honest approach neither denies nor excuses it. Executing a man for 
heresy was wrong, and Christians should say so plainly.

Separate the Doctrine from the Deed

•  The truth of the Trinity does not depend on the behavior of those who 
defended it. Whether it is biblical is a separate question from whether 
Trinitarians acted rightly.

•  Judging a claim by its adherents’ sins is the genetic fallacy. By that logic 
every worldview is refuted, since every camp has adherents who did 
wrong.

The Context Without Excuse

•  In the 16th century both Catholic and Protestant authorities treated 
heresy as a civil crime; executions for dissent were common on all sides.

•  This was the era’s fusion of church and state, not a special property of 
Trinitarian belief. Servetus would have faced execution from Catholic 
authorities too.
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Chapter 46: How We Got the Bible: Textual Criticism, 
Canon Formation, and the Reliability of Scripture

The question this chapter answers: How do we know the New Testament is 
reliable?

•  The New Testament is the best-attested ancient document in history. 
Three separate questions: manuscripts, textual variants, and canon.

Manuscript Evidence

•  Over 5,800 Greek manuscripts, 10,000+ Latin, thousands more in other 
languages. The Rylands Papyrus (P52, John 18) dates to about AD 100-
150 on the traditional paleographic dating, with some scholars proposing 
a somewhat later range of about 125-175.

Document Written Earliest 
Copy Manuscripts

New Testament AD 49-95 AD 125 
(P52)

5,800+ Greek; 
25,000+ total

Homer, Iliad 800 BC 400 BC 1,757
Caesar, Gallic 
Wars 44-10 BC AD 1000 251

Plato, Dialogues 400 BC AD 900 210
Tacitus, Annals AD 116 AD 1100 33

•  The classical manuscript counts above are the figures commonly cited in 
this comparison; exact tallies vary by catalog and are periodically updated.  
The point holds on any count: the New Testament is attested far more 
richly than any other ancient work.

Textual Variants

•  Objection: “There are ~400,000 variants, so the Bible is corrupted.”
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•  Reply: More manuscripts means more places to catalog minor slips. 
About 99 percent are spelling, word order, and trivial errors. No doctrine 
hangs on a disputed reading.

•  Church fathers (AD 90-220) quote so extensively that nearly the whole 
New Testament can be reconstructed from them, matching what we 
have.

Canon Formation

•  Objection: “Councils invented the canon by vote and suppressed rival 
gospels.”

•  Reply: Councils recognized what churches already used. The 
Muratorian Fragment (~AD 170) already lists most of the New 
Testament. Criteria: apostolic origin, universal use, consistency.

•  The “suppressed” gospels (Thomas, Judas, Philip) are later 2nd-3rd 
century texts with Gnostic agendas, not eyewitness narration.
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Chapter 47: Who Wrote the Gospels? Authorship, 
Dating, and Eyewitness Testimony

The question this chapter answers: Do we actually know who wrote Matthew, 
Mark, Luke, and John, or were they anonymous and late?

The Objection

•  The skeptical claim: the Gospels are anonymous, written decades after 
Jesus by unknown authors, with the names Matthew, Mark, Luke, and 
John attached only later. If no one knows who wrote them, the argument 
goes, they cannot be trusted as history.

•  This is often paired with the assertion that the Gospels were composed so 
long after the events that legend had time to grow.

What the Documents Themselves Say

•  Text:  Luke opens by stating his method directly: he investigated 
everything carefully from the beginning and wrote an orderly account so 
the reader would know the certainty of what he had been taught (Luke 
1:1-4, LSB). This is the language of deliberate historical research, not 
myth-making.

•  Luke also names his sources: those who from the beginning were 
eyewitnesses and servants of the word. He is reporting testimony, not 
inventing it.

•  John closes his Gospel by identifying its source as the disciple who 
testifies to these things and wrote them, and adds that his testimony is 
true (John 21:24). The account claims an eyewitness behind it.

•  Peter denies the very charge the skeptic makes: the apostles did not follow 
cleverly devised tales but were eyewitnesses of Christ’s majesty (2 Peter 
1:16). The New Testament writers were aware of the difference between 
report and legend, and claimed the former.
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The External Evidence for Authorship

•  The titles are early and universal. Every surviving manuscript that 
preserves a Gospel’s opening carries its traditional name. There is no 
manuscript tradition of an anonymous Gospel or of a Gospel under a 
different name. If the names were added late, one would expect 
competing attributions; there are none.

•  The earliest church writers name the authors. Papias (early second 
century) reports Mark writing down Peter’s testimony and Matthew 
composing an account. Irenaeus (c. AD 180) names all four by name and 
describes their origin. Their testimony reaches back to the generation 
that knew the apostles.

•  Key term:  The attributions are unlikely to be invented. Mark and Luke 
were not apostles, and Matthew was a former tax collector. A church 
fabricating authority would have chosen more prestigious names, as the 
later forged gospels did when they borrowed the names of Peter, 
Thomas, and Mary. The modest, non-obvious choices point to genuine 
memory.

The Dating

•  The Gospels fall within the lifetime of eyewitnesses. Most scholars date 
Mark to around AD 65-70, with Matthew and Luke shortly after, and 
John in the AD 80s or 90s. Even on these dates, the accounts circulate 
while people who knew Jesus are still alive to confirm or deny them.

•  Acts, Luke’s second volume, ends with Paul alive in Rome and says 
nothing of his death, the fall of Jerusalem in AD 70, or the deaths of 
Peter and James. The simplest explanation is that Luke wrote before 
those events, pushing his Gospel earlier still.

•  Paul’s letters, written in the AD 50s, already quote and assume the same 
Jesus tradition. The core message is not a late development; it is attested 
within roughly two decades of the crucifixion.
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Why This Matters

•  Eyewitness proximity is the opposite of legend. Legends need generations 
and distance; the Gospels had neither. Hostile witnesses who had seen 
the events were still present.

•  The standard applied to the Gospels, if applied consistently, would erase 
most of ancient history, which rests on later and thinner sources. The 
demand for named, early, multiply-attested authorship is a demand the 
Gospels meet better than nearly any comparable document.

•  Debate move:  The point is not merely academic. If the accounts come 
from eyewitnesses, then their central claim, that Jesus was crucified, rose, 
and was worshiped as God, is testimony to be answered, not fiction to be 
dismissed.

•  Ask the critic what evidence would satisfy them for any ancient 
document, then apply that same standard to the Gospels. The Gospels 
typically come out ahead.
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Chapter 48: Known Textual Variants: The Comma 
Johanneum, Mark 16, and John 7:53-8:11

The question this chapter answers: What about the famous “inserted” passages?

•  Skeptics reach for three passages as proof of insertions. Handling them 
honestly turns an attack into a demonstration of careful preservation.

The Three Cases

Passage The situation Doctrinal cost

Comma 
Johanneum (1 John 
5:7-8)

Absent from the 
earliest Greek 
manuscripts; a late 
addition

None; the Trinity 
rests on the whole 
of Scripture

Longer ending of 
Mark (16:9-20)

Absent from the two 
earliest complete 
manuscripts

None; the 
resurrection 
stands on earlier 
verses and other 
Gospels

Woman caught in 
adultery (John 
7:53-8:11)

Missing from earliest 
manuscripts; floats in 
location

None; 
theologically 
harmless, likely a 
genuine tradition

Why This Helps the Christian Case

•  We know about these variants because the manuscript tradition is so rich. 
Textual criticism can spot later additions precisely because there are 
thousands to compare.

•  When an opponent lists them, agree calmly, note scholarship has long 
recognized them, and point out no central doctrine depends on any of 
them.
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Chapter 49: The Canon Question: 73 Books, 66 Books, 
and Reliable Preservation

The question this chapter answers: If Christians disagree on the number of 
books, is Scripture really settled? What about “contradictions”?

•  Objection: “Catholics have 73 books, Protestants 66, so the Bible is not 
settled.”

•  Reply: The whole dispute is the deuterocanon (Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, 
Sirach, etc.). Both sides agree on all 27 New Testament books and the 39 
Hebrew Bible books.

•  No disputed book teaches the deity of Christ, the resurrection, the 
Trinity, or the gospel. The dispute is the edges of the collection, not the 
core.

•  Preservation (is the text of a book accurate?) and canon boundaries 
(which books belong?) are separate questions. The core books are 
textually secure.

Difficulty vs Contradiction

•  A difficulty is hard to reconcile at first glance. A contradiction is A and 
not-A in the same sense at the same time. Almost every item on the 
skeptic’s list is a difficulty.

•  The method: different authors and purposes; complementary not 
contradictory; genre and language; context and audience; copying slips in 
numbers; the standard of fairness given to any source.

The Cases That Come Up

Alleged contradiction Resolution

How did Judas die?
Hanged himself (Matthew); the 
body later fell and burst (Acts). 
Act, then aftermath.

One angel at the tomb or two? Where there are two, there is 
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one. No account says “only 
one.”

Time of crucifixion
Different reckonings of time; 
John says “about” the sixth 
hour.

Kings vs Chronicles ages

A copyist slip in the numerals 
(42 vs 22); catalogued, 
correctable, touches no 
doctrine.

God or Satan moved David? God sovereignly allowed; Satan 
actively tempted (as in Job 1).

Paul and James on faith/works

Paul: justified by faith before 
God. James: real faith is shown 
by works. Two sides of one 
coin.

•  Debate move: do not answer a hundred at once. Ask for one example, 
apply the method, answer it well, and the credibility of the whole list 
collapses.
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Chapter 50: The Anonymous Authorship of Hebrews 
and the Basis of Canonicity

The question this chapter answers: Can an anonymous book (Hebrews) be 
authoritative Scripture?

•  Objection: “We do not know who wrote Hebrews, so how can it be the 
word of God?”

•  Reply: The objection assumes canonicity depends on a famous named 
author. That assumption is mistaken.

What Actually Makes a Book Canonical

•  Apostolic authority (arising from the apostolic circle), consistency with 
the rule of faith, wide reception across churches, and the marks of 
inspiration.

•  Hebrews satisfies all of these. Its Christology is fully consistent with the 
New Testament, it was received across the churches, and its content 
bears the depth of inspired Scripture.

Anonymity Is Not Unique

•  Many Old Testament books are anonymous: historical books, much 
wisdom literature, numerous psalms. Both Jews and Christians received 
them as Scripture.

•  If anonymity disqualified a book, large portions of the Hebrew Bible 
would fall, which no one in the debate actually believes.
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Chapter 51: The “Lost Gospels”: Thomas, Mary, and 
the Gnostic Claim

The question this chapter answers: Did the church suppress “lost gospels” like 
Thomas and Mary?

•  The claim (popularized by novels and documentaries): many gospels 
circulated, the church chose four and buried the rest for power.

The Two Named Texts

•  Gospel of Thomas: a sayings collection, no crucifixion or resurrection, 
dated mid-to-late 2nd century, with Gnostic themes. Too late to be an 
eyewitness source.

•  Gospel of Mary: fragmentary, 2nd century, Gnostic ideas, featuring 
special revelation to Mary Magdalene. Tells us about later Gnostic 
communities, not the historical Jesus.

Why the Four Were Received

•  The four Gospels are early, rooted in apostolic testimony, and widely 
used from a very early date. 2nd-century writers already treated them as 
authoritative.

•  The “lost” gospels were not suppressed; they were never accepted because 
they arose later and taught a different message.

•  Response: name the texts and their late dates. The mundane real history is 
more reassuring than the dramatic version.
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Chapter 52: Enoch, Jubilees, and Why Jude Quotes a 
Non-Canonical Book

The question this chapter answers: If First Enoch is not Scripture, why does Jude  
quote it?

•  Jude 1:14-15 quotes a prophecy attributed to Enoch, matching a passage 
in First Enoch, a non-canonical Jewish work.

•  Objection: “So either Enoch belongs in the Bible, or Jude was mistaken.”

•  Reply: Quoting a source does not canonize it. An inspired writer can cite 
a true statement without endorsing the whole book.

The Paul Parallel

•  Paul quotes pagan Greek poets approvingly (Acts 17:28; Titus 1:12). No 
one thinks he canonized pagan poetry. Jude does the same with a saying 
from First Enoch.

•  First Enoch and Jubilees are intertestamental Jewish works, useful as 
windows into the period, but not part of the Hebrew canon.

•  One church (Ethiopian Orthodox) did receive them. For most Christians 
they remain outside Scripture, quoted the way Paul quoted poets.
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Chapter 53: The Ethiopian Orthodox Canon and the 
Limits of the Canon Argument

The question this chapter answers: Does the broad Ethiopian canon prove the 
Bible was never settled?

•  The Ethiopian Orthodox church, one of the most ancient, has the largest 
canon (~81 books), including First Enoch and Jubilees.

•  This is sharper than the Catholic-Protestant difference: it is not a late 
medieval addition but an ancient, continuous tradition.

The Honest Response

•  Concede the real point: the boundary was not identical everywhere, and 
the Ethiopian canon is ancient.

•  But the disagreement is at the edges. The Ethiopian church holds the 
same Gospels, the same Pauline letters, and the same core, and adds 
books; it does not subtract or alter.

•  The margin books never carry a doctrine that overturns the shared center.

What the Core Agreement Proves

•  Churches separated by language, geography, and centuries, with no 
central authority, all recognized the same core. That deep agreement 
without coordination is powerful evidence.

•  The disagreement at the edges highlights how solid the center is by 
contrast.
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Chapter 54: Genesis 6:1-4: The Sons of God and the 
Nephilim

The question this chapter answers: Who are the “sons of God” and the 
Nephilim in Genesis 6?

•  Genesis 6:1-4: the sons of God take the daughters of men, and the 
Nephilim (“giants”) appear. The text does not explain, which has led to 
centuries of debate.

The Two Main Views

View What it holds

Angelic / Watchers

Sons of God are angelic beings 
who took human wives; 
supported by “sons of God” 
meaning angels in Job; 
developed in First Enoch

Sethite

Sons of God are the godly line of 
Seth intermarrying with the 
ungodly line of Cain; the 
Nephilim are simply violent 
men

How to Handle It

•  Nothing central to the gospel or the deity of Christ depends on resolving 
this. Faithful Christians have differed.

•  Present both views honestly, decline to be dogmatic, and note that the 
difficulty of a brief ancient passage is not evidence against the reliability 
of the whole.

•  Mature handling of a hard text, admitting what is uncertain, is more 
persuasive than forcing a single reading.
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Chapter 55: The Oven of Akhnai and Rabbinic 
Transmission

The question this chapter answers: Does the Oven of Akhnai show all religious 
truth is human consensus?

•  A Jewish opponent used this Talmudic story: rabbis reject even a 
heavenly voice, citing “the Torah is not in heaven,” so interpretation is 
decided by human majority.

•  Objection: The implication drawn: religious truth is human consensus, 
not divine authority, turned against Christian claims.

Why It Does Not Undermine Christianity

•  Reply: The story expresses a rabbinic principle about rabbinic 
interpretive authority. A Christian is not bound by a principle internal to 
rabbinic Judaism.

•  The Christian claim is the opposite of interpretation by majority: it rests 
on a decisive act of God in history, the resurrection, with evidence 
behind it.

•  There is even an irony: if the story elevates human tradition over heaven 
itself, it is a strange weapon to use against a faith anchored in God’s 
historical act.
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PART IV

Philosophy and Logic

115



The Trinitarian Debate

Chapter 56: Is the Trinity Logical? Contradiction, 
Mystery, and Coherence

The question this chapter answers: Is the Trinity a contradiction, or a mystery?

•  Objection: “It makes no sense. How can three be one?”

•  Reply: A contradiction is A and not-A in the same sense, at the same 
time, in the same respect. Mystery is not contradiction.

What Christians Actually Claim

•  Not one person and three persons (that would be a contradiction). One 
being and three persons: different categories.

•  “How can one equal three?” assumes the same category. One what? 
Three whos? The objection attacks a doctrine Christians do not hold.

Mystery Is Not Irrationality

•  Not fully understanding something does not make it illogical. Gravity, 
consciousness, and time are all mysterious, not nonsense.

•  Divine simplicity means God is not made of parts, not that He is 
unipersonal. The persons are subsistent relations in one undivided 
essence.

•  Personhood and being need not map one-to-one. That is a creaturely 
assumption; the burden is on the critic to prove it holds for divine being.

Against the Objections

•  Islam / atheism: “three cannot be one.” Press: where exactly is the 
contradiction? What term is affirmed and denied in the same sense? 
Usually it was assumed, not shown.

•  Orthodoxy avoids two errors: modalism collapses persons, tritheism 
divides essence. It preserves both unity and distinction.
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Chapter 57: Being and Person: The Metaphysical 
Foundation of the Trinity

The question this chapter answers: What is the classical metaphysical 
vocabulary behind being and person?

•  Chapter 4 is the debate-ready entry point (being = what, person = who). 
This chapter gives the classical terms behind it.

The Terms

Tradition Being Person
Greek (Nicaea, 
Cappadocians) ousia hypostasis

Latin (Tertullian, 
Augustine) substantia persona

The formula One ousia / 
substantia

Three hypostases / 
personae

•  These terms were chosen not to import Greek philosophy but to prevent 
philosophical categories from distorting Christianity.

•  Arius used philosophical vocabulary imprecisely; the Nicene settlement 
used it precisely, showing the biblical data (one God, three persons) is 
not incoherent once categories are defined.
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Chapter 58: Can God Be Love Before Creation? The 
Problem of Eternal Relation

The question this chapter answers: How can God be love eternally if He is only 
one person?

•  “God is love” (1 John 4:8, LSB): if love is His nature, it must be eternal, 
not activated at creation.

•  Love requires a lover, a beloved, and the bond. So if God is eternally love, 
there must be eternal relation within God, before creation.

The Unipersonal Problem

•  In strict unipersonal monotheism, before creation there is only one 
person, no beloved. So how is love eternal?

•  Reply: “God loved Himself.” Self-love lacks otherness, mutuality, gift, 
reception. Scripture’s love is richly relational, not merely reflexive.

•  Reply: “God had the potential to love.” Capacity is not actuality. If God 
becomes loving only at creation, love is contingent, not eternal.

The Trinitarian Resolution

•  The Father loves the Son, the Son loves the Father, the Spirit is the bond 
of love (Augustine). Before creation, love already exists, actually and 
eternally.

•  “You loved Me before the foundation of the world” (John 17:24): divine 
love predates creation, fitting the Trinity perfectly.

The Pressure on Rivals

•  Islamic tawhid and Unitarianism face the same problem: before creation, 
whom did God love? If no one, love is contingent; if Himself only, it is 
self-contained.

•  Debate move: “If God is love eternally, who was the beloved before 
creation?” Difficult to answer from strict unipersonal monotheism.
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Chapter 59: The One and the Many: Why the Trinity 
Solves a Problem Philosophy Cannot Escape

The question this chapter answers: How can ultimate reality be both one and 
many?

•  Every worldview must answer: is reality fundamentally one or many? 
Too much unity erases individuality; too much plurality erases 
coherence.

•  The Greeks wrestled with this: Parmenides overemphasized the One, 
Heraclitus overemphasized flux. Reality fractures at either pole.

The Problem Is Everywhere

•  Humanity is one nature, many persons. A family is one unit, many 
members. Language is one system, many words. Reality is structured by 
unity and plurality.

•  Radical unity (monism) makes difference illusory. Radical plurality 
makes coherence collapse: why does anything belong together?

The Trinitarian Structure

•  The Trinity holds both: one essence, plurality of persons. Unity without 
collapse, distinction without fragmentation.

•  If God is ultimate reality and tri-personal, then unity and plurality are 
equally ultimate, neither derived nor illusion. This grounds the structure 
of the world.

•  Cornelius Van Til argued only the Trinity equally ultimizes unity and 
diversity.

Against the Rivals

•  Islamic simplicity over-centralizes unity, making plurality derivative. 
Polytheism preserves plurality but loses ultimate unity. Naturalism 
grounds plurality in matter but struggles to explain universal logic and 
morality.
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Chapter 60: The Ground of Logic: Why Reason Needs 
More Than Matter

The question this chapter answers: What grounds the laws of logic?

•  Logic is inescapable: to argue against reason you must reason. If it is 
foundational, we must ask what grounds it.

•  Logic is universal, immaterial, invariant, and binding. You cannot weigh 
non-contradiction or put modus ponens in a jar.

Can Matter Ground Logic?

•  Problem: Under naturalism, reality is physical, but logic is not physical. 
If ultimate reality is only matter, logic is hard to ground (not hard to 
use).

•  Reply: Christianity: logic reflects God’s rational nature. Universal 
because God is universal, invariant because God is unchanging, binding 
because God is truth.

The Logos and the Trinity

•  John 1: Christ is the Logos (reason, order, rational principle). Reality is 
structured, not irrational chaos.

•  The Trinity gives relational rationality: the Father knows the Son, the 
Son the Father, the Spirit searches the depths. Reason is not solitary.

The Worldview Landscape

Worldview Ultimate Reality The Solution Destiny

Christianity One God: Father, 
Son, Spirit

Grace through 
Christ

Resurrectio
n, eternal 
life

Islam One God, Allah Submission, 
deeds, mercy

Paradise or 
punishment

Judaism One God, Yahweh Torah, 
repentance

Restoration, 
resurrection
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Atheism Matter and energy Human 
progress

Death, 
nonexistenc
e

Hinduism Brahman (often 
impersonal)

Liberation, 
moksha

Reincarnati
on until free

Buddhism No creator God The Eightfold 
Path

Nirvana, 
cessation

“Who Created God?”

•  Objection: “If everything needs a cause, God needs a cause too.”

•  Reply: The argument says everything that BEGINS to exist has a cause. 
God did not begin; He is the uncaused, eternal first cause. The universe 
began; God did not.
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Chapter 61: The Ground of Morality: Why Good and 
Evil Need More Than Preference

The question this chapter answers: What grounds good and evil?

•  Everyone lives as though morality is real: condemning injustice, praising 
compassion. If morality is real, it requires grounding.

•  Objective morality means moral truths exist independent of opinion: 
murder is wrong whether a society approves or not.

Why Common Answers Fail

•  Preference cannot create obligation: if morality is only preference, 
genocide is just taste. Conscience rebels against that.

•  Society cannot be ultimate: societies disagree and can be evil. If society 
defines good, reformers become immoral by definition.

•  Evolution explains behaviors, not obligation. The “is” of a behavior does 
not create an “ought.”

The Moral Lawgiver

•  Objective moral law points beyond humans to a transcendent, personal 
moral source. Duties imply relationship; obligation implies authority.

•  God is good by nature, and His nature is the standard: not good by an 
external rule, not arbitrary command, but grounded in eternal being.

•  The Trinity grounds relational virtues (love, justice, mercy) eternally. The 
cross reveals justice against sin and mercy toward sinners together.

The Euthyphro Dilemma

•  Objection: “Is something good because God commands it, or does God 
command it because it is good?”

•  Reply: False dichotomy. The third option: goodness is grounded in 
God’s own nature. Not arbitrary command, not a standard above God, 
but identical with who God is.
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Chapter 62: The Problem of Evil: Suffering, God, and 
the Logic of Pain

The question this chapter answers: If God is good and powerful, why does evil 
exist?

•  The argument: if God is good He wants to stop evil, if powerful He can, 
evil exists, so God is not good, not powerful, or not there.

Two Different Problems

•  Logical problem: God and evil cannot coexist. Emotional problem: evil 
makes God hard to trust. These must not be confused.

•  The logical problem has largely failed: it is enough to show God may have 
morally sufficient reasons for allowing evil. The debate shifts from 
impossible to difficult.

The Christian Answers

•  Free will: love requires freedom, and freedom allows rebellion. Without 
freedom, love becomes programming.

•  Soul-making: some suffering forms character. It does not explain all 
suffering, but partial explanation matters.

•  A fallen world: evil is not normal but invasion, distortion, rebellion.

•  God is not distant from suffering: in Christ He enters it. The problem of 
evil feels different when God bleeds.

•  The cross: evil commits its worst act, and God turns it into salvation, 
overcoming evil rather than approving it.

Turning It Around

•  Atheism has its own problem: without a transcendent standard, “evil” 
becomes preference or biology. Many anti-God arguments rely on moral 
realism while denying its source.
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•  Alvin Plantinga’s free will defense showed God and evil are not logically 
incompatible.

•  Debate move: if evil disproves God, what makes evil objectively evil? Can 
you prove God has no sufficient reason for allowing it?
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Chapter 63: The Antecedent and Consequent Will of 
God: How God Can Desire What He Does Not Decree

The question this chapter answers: If God wants all to be saved, why are not all 
saved, and does this expose a contradiction?

•  Many objections (about evil, hell, hardening, and unanswered desire) 
assume God has only one kind of will. A historic distinction dissolves the 
apparent contradiction without softening either truth.

The Objection

•  Objection: “Scripture says God desires all to be saved (1 Timothy 2:4), 
yet not all are saved. Either God cannot get what He wants, or He does 
not really want it. Either way, the God of the Bible is incoherent.”

•  Reply: The objection assumes “will” means one thing. Scripture speaks 
of God’s will in more than one sense, and holding them together removes 
the contradiction.

The Distinction

•  Key term: The antecedent will (also called the revealed will, or will of 
sign) is what God genuinely desires and commands in itself: that all 
repent, that none perish, that His moral law be kept.

•  Key term: The consequent will (also called the decretive will, or will of 
good pleasure) is what God actually ordains to bring about, all things 
considered, including His purposes in permitting human freedom and 
rebellion.

•  A human parallel: a just judge may genuinely wish no one had to be 
punished, yet consequent to the crime and to justice, he wills the 
sentence. Two real desires, ordered, not contradictory.

Why This Is Not a Trick

•  The distinction is not invented to escape the problem. It arises from 
Scripture itself, which both declares God’s desire that all be saved and 
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describes His sovereign decree accomplishing all His purpose (Ephesians 
1:11).

•  God does not sin and does not tempt (James 1:13). The antecedent will 
shows His true heart and His holiness; the consequent will shows His 
sovereign wisdom in a world containing real creaturely choices.

•  Delighting in something as good in itself while ordaining not to bring it 
about for a greater purpose is a coherent structure. Humans do this 
constantly: a parent values a child’s comfort yet permits the pain of a 
needed surgery.

How It Answers the Objections

•  Evil and suffering: God does not delight in evil (antecedent), yet permits 
it consequent to a greater good He will bring from it. Permission is not 
approval.

•  Hardening: when God hardens Pharaoh, He is not the author of 
Pharaoh’s sin. His consequent will employs a rebellion already present 
for a redemptive end, without violating His antecedent hatred of that 
sin.

•  The salvation of all: God’s antecedent desire that all be saved is genuine, 
so the offer of the gospel is sincere to every hearer. The consequent will 
preserves His sovereignty over the outcome.

•  Debate move: ask whether the objector can distinguish what a person 
desires in itself from what that person chooses all things considered. If a 
judge can want mercy and still sentence justly, the alleged contradiction 
in God dissolves.
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Chapter 64: Divine Hiddenness: If God Exists, Why 
Does He Seem So Silent?

The question this chapter answers: If God is real, why does He seem hidden?

•  The argument: a loving God would make His existence obvious, many do 
not believe, so God likely does not exist.

The Key Distinctions

•  Knowledge is not relationship. God may reveal enough for knowledge 
without forcing relationship. In Scripture, many who saw miracles still 
rebelled.

•  God is not completely hidden: creation, conscience, reason, moral law, 
Christ, Scripture, and the church are all revelation. The issue is perceived 
insufficiency, not absence.

•  Why not more? Undeniable presence may overwhelm freedom. God 
gives enough light to find Him, not so much force that rejection becomes 
impossible. Love is not coercion.

Christ Is the Answer

•  The Trinity is a self-revealing God: the Father speaks the Word, the Son is 
the Word, the Spirit reveals. Revelation is built into God’s own life.

•  The Christian answer to hiddenness is not that God stayed far away but 
that God came near in Christ, visibly and historically, and was crucified.
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Chapter 65: Can God Become Man? The Logic of the 
Incarnation

The question this chapter answers: Can God become man without 
contradiction?

•  The incarnation: the eternal Son became flesh. He did not cease being 
God, nor turn into a creature. He took on human nature, really and 
historically.

Addition, Not Transformation

•  Objection: “How can the infinite become finite? Would that not limit or 
reduce God?”

•  Reply: Christians do not mean God stopped being God or turned into a 
man. The incarnation is addition, not subtraction: He adds humanity 
without losing deity.

•  Critics attack transformation, but Christianity teaches assumption. 
Those are radically different claims.

Two Natures, One Person

•  According to His divine nature He is infinite; according to His human 
nature He is finite. One person holds both, in different respects, without 
contradiction.

•  Key term: The hypostatic union: one person in two natures, united 
without confusion, mixture, division, or separation (refined at 
Chalcedon).

•  God is not spatially contained. The Son assuming a human nature does 
not imprison the divine being; transcendence is not lost through 
immanence.

Why Both Natures Are Needed

•  To represent God to man, Christ must be God; to represent man before 
God, He must be man. A bridge must touch both sides.
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•  The Trinity makes it possible: the Son becomes incarnate, not the Father 
or Spirit because the persons are genuinely distinct.

•  Anselm: only a God-man could make fitting atonement. The incarnation 
is not arbitrary but fitting within the logic of redemption.

Did God Change by Becoming Man?

•  Objection: “If God cannot change, and God became man, is that not a 
change?”

•  Reply: The eternal Son assumed a human nature while remaining fully 
God. The change occurred in the created order, not in the divine essence.

•  “I, Yahweh, do not change” (Malachi 3:6) and “the Word became flesh” 
(John 1:14) both stand: addition of humanity, not mutation of deity.
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Chapter 66: One Person, Two Wills: The Logic of 
Dyothelitism

The question this chapter answers: Can one person have two wills without 
contradiction?

•  The full application is in Chapter 74. This chapter gives the philosophical 
framework.

•  Will belongs to nature, not person. A human nature has a human will; a 
divine nature has a divine will.

•  If Christ had only one will, either His human nature is incomplete or the 
two natures merged into something neither fully divine nor human.

•  Key term: Dyothelitism (two wills) takes the two-nature framework 
seriously: one person can possess two complete natures with their wills, 
not in sinful opposition but ordered by the unity of His person.
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Chapter 67: Could Jesus Have Sinned? Temptation and 
the Doctrine of Impeccability

The question this chapter answers: Was the temptation real if sin was 
impossible?

•  The full treatment is in Chapter 72. This chapter gives the philosophical 
structure.

•  Objection: “Jesus was tempted in every way, yet without sin” (Hebrews 
4:15). Was the temptation real, though, if He could not sin?

•  Reply: A test can be genuine even when the outcome is certain. A steel 
bridge is genuinely tested by a load even if it will not fail; the test reveals 
real properties.

•  The human will was genuinely tested; the divine nature and the Spirit 
meant failure was impossible. The test was real; the outcome was 
secured.
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Chapter 68: Did God Die? The Cross and the 
Communication of Attributes

The question this chapter answers: How can it be coherent to say God died?

•  The full treatment is in Chapter 75. This chapter gives the concept that 
makes the claim coherent.

•  Objection: “God is immortal; immortal beings cannot die; so God did 
not die.” Valid, but the premise is imprecise.

•  Key term: The communicatio idiomatum (communication of 
attributes): what is true of Christ according to one nature can be 
attributed to the person.

•  Christ died in His human nature; the person who died is divine. We do 
not say the divine nature died, but the divine person underwent death in 
His human nature.
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Chapter 69: Why Did Jesus Pray? Prayer, Relation, 
and the Incarnate Son

The question this chapter answers: How can God pray to God without absurdity  
or inferiority?

•  The full treatment is in Chapter 77. This chapter gives the relational 
framework.

•  Objection: “God cannot pray to God without talking to Himself 
(absurd) or being less than God (subordinationist).”

•  Reply: God is one being in three persons, and the Son is not the Father. 
Prayer is a relational act between persons.

•  Economic subordination in role and mission is fully compatible with 
ontological equality in nature. The immanent/economic Trinity 
distinction is the hinge.
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Chapter 70: Why Did Jesus Not Know the Hour? 
Omniscience and the Incarnation

The question this chapter answers: How can the omniscient Son not know the 
hour?

•  The full treatment is in Chapter 78. This chapter gives the philosophical 
framework.

•  Objection: “Omniscience is essential to deity; Jesus lacks knowledge of 
the hour (Mark 13:32); so Jesus is not fully divine.”

•  Reply: Divine omniscience belongs to the divine nature; the human 
nature has humanly limited knowledge. One person has access to both 
modes of knowing.

•  Not a contradiction but the necessary consequence of a genuine 
incarnation. The question is always which nature is in view.
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PART V

Christology and the Incarnation
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Chapter 71: One Person, Two Natures: The 
Architecture of the Incarnation

The question this chapter answers: How can one person be both fully God and 
fully man?

•  Many objections attack not the Trinity but the incarnation: Jesus was 
hungry, tired, prayed, learned, suffered, died. How can God do these?

•  Key term: Jesus Christ is one person with two natures, fully God and 
fully man: not half and half, not blended. This is the hypostatic union.

Why Both Are Necessary

•  If not fully God: cannot reveal God perfectly, bear infinite justice, save 
universally, or conquer death from within.

•  If not fully man: cannot represent us, obey as man, suffer as man, or die as 
man.

•  John 1: “The Word was God” (divine nature), “the Word became flesh” 
(human nature). Addition, not subtraction.

Not Mixture, Not Division

•  Not blended into a hybrid (fifty percent each); both natures remain 
intact.

•  Not two persons; one Christ, one “He,” one acting subject. Everything 
He does belongs to one person, through one nature or the other.

The Person Acts Through Both Natures

•  He hungers and sleeps according to humanity; He upholds the universe 
according to deity. Same person, different nature.

•  He weeps at Lazarus’ tomb (human grief), then raises him (divine power). 
Human tears, divine power, same Christ.
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•  The communication of attributes lets Scripture say “God purchased the 
church with His own blood” (Acts 20:28): the person who is God has 
blood through humanity.

Answering the Objections

•  “God cannot suffer / die / learn.” Correct in divine essence, yet Christ 
suffers, dies, and learns in His human nature. No contradiction.

•  The church fought for this against Arianism, Apollinarianism, 
Nestorianism, and Eutychianism: each broke either deity, humanity, or 
unity.
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Chapter 72: Could Jesus Have Sinned? Peccability, 
Impeccability, and the Orthodox View

The question this chapter answers: Could Jesus have sinned?

•  Two views, both affirming He was sinless: peccability (He could have 
sinned but did not) and impeccability (He could not sin). Orthodoxy 
leans strongly to impeccability.

Why Impeccability

•  Sin belongs to persons, not natures. Jesus is one person, the divine Son, 
and God cannot sin. If the acting subject cannot sin, the person cannot 
sin.

•  Temptation does not require internal corruption, only real pressure. He 
endured the full force precisely because He never yielded.

•  “Tempted in all things like we are, yet without sin” (Hebrews 4:15): the 
verse emphasizes victory, not risk.

Freedom Does Not Require the Ability to Sin

•  God cannot sin, yet God is not unfree. True freedom is the unhindered 
ability to do good, not the ability to do evil.

•  Christ’s human will was real and free but never bent toward evil: perfect 
moral harmony, not robotic behavior.

•  Adam before the fall was fully human; glorified saints will be fully human 
and unable to sin. Sin is corruption, not essence.

Why It Matters for Redemption

•  If Christ could sin, redemption hangs on contingency. Scripture presents 
it as certain: the Lamb foreordained, the cross determined.

•  Debate move: who sins, a nature or a person? Can God sin? Was Jesus a 
divine person?

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapter 67.
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Chapter 73: Mark 10:18: “Why Do You Call Me 
Good?”

The question this chapter answers: Did Jesus deny being God in “Why do you 
call Me good?”

•  Objection: “Why do you call Me good? No one is good except God 
alone” (Mark 10:18). Critics say Jesus distinguishes Himself from God.

•  Reply: He does not say “I am not good” or “I am not God.” He asks a 
probing question, inviting the man to reckon with what the title implies.

What Jesus Is Doing

•  The logic: you called Me good; only God is good; so consider what you 
are saying. He draws out the title, not disowns it.

•  The man used “good teacher” as a conventional courtesy. Jesus refuses to 
let it stay a social nicety and connects it to God.

•  It fits the wider Gospels: Jesus accepts worship, forgives sins, claims the 
divine name, and is affirmed as sinless (2 Corinthians 5:21; 1 Peter 2:22).

•  Read in harmony, the verse that looked like a denial becomes a doorway 
to recognizing Jesus’ deity.
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Chapter 74: Two Wills, One Person: Why 
Dyothelitism Matters

The question this chapter answers: Why must Christ have two wills?

•  Key term: Dyothelitism: Christ has two wills, divine and human, 
corresponding to His two natures. Will belongs to nature, not person.

•  Monothelitism (one will) tried to protect unity, but if Christ lacks a true 
human will, His humanity is incomplete and cannot fully redeem.

Gethsemane Is Central

•  “Not My will, but Yours be done” (Luke 22:42): the human will recoils 
at suffering, not sinfully but naturally, yet submits perfectly.

•  Submission is not inferiority. The human will submits in obedience while 
the divine Son remains fully God: ordered relation, not lesser essence.

•  Christ’s human will was real but not fallen, with no sinful bent. Truly 
tested, truly pure.

Why It Protects Salvation

•  Adam fell through human will; Christ must succeed through human will. 
Monothelitism weakens that parallel.

•  The Third Council of Constantinople (681) affirmed two wills, 
harmonized, the human following the divine without resistance.

•  Debate move: does true humanity include a human will? Did Jesus obey 
as man? What happens to Gethsemane without real human willing?

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapter 66.
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Chapter 75: Did God Die? The Cross and the Person of 
Christ

The question this chapter answers: What does it mean to say God died?

•  God, in His divine nature, cannot die. Death is not an attribute of deity. 
If someone says the divine nature died, that is false.

•  Death happens to persons through natures. Jesus is one person, the 
eternal Son, who truly died according to His human nature, not His 
divine nature.

Why It Matters

•  If Jesus only appeared to die, atonement collapses. If a human person 
died separate from the Son, union collapses. The person who died is the 
eternal Son, giving the death infinite worth.

•  “The church of God which He purchased with His own blood” (Acts 
20:28): the person who is God has blood through the incarnation.

•  The cry of dereliction (“why have You forsaken Me?”) is judicial wrath-
bearing in His human consciousness. The Father does not stop loving 
the Son; the Trinity does not split.

The Two Natures of Christ

Category In His Divine 
Nature In His Human Nature

Knowledge Knows all things 
(John 16:30)

Grew in wisdom (Luke 
2:52); did not know the 
hour (Mark 13:32)

Power Sustains all things 
(Colossians 1:16-17)

Grew tired (John 4:6); was 
hungry (Matthew 4:2)

Suffering Impassible; God does 
not suffer by necessity

Genuinely suffered, wept, 
bled, and died

Death Eternal, incapable of 
ceasing to exist

Died; the person who died 
is divine
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•  Debate move: when someone says “God cannot die,” agree. Then ask: can 
the Son take human nature, and die through it?

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapter 68.
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Chapter 76: The Cup, the Vine, and the Fulfillment of 
the Cross

The question this chapter answers: Did Jesus break His vow not to drink “the 
fruit of the vine”?

•  Objection: “I will not drink of this fruit of the vine... until the kingdom” 
(Matthew 26:29), yet He drank sour wine on the cross (John 19:29-30).

Three Lines of Response

•  The Last Supper vow is covenantal: about the Passover cup of fellowship, 
not a universal claim about any grape liquid. The sour wine (posca) was 
the drink of suffering, not covenant celebration.

•  The sequence shows intent: He refused the pain-dulling wine mixed with 
gall (Matthew 27:34), then accepted the sour wine to fulfill Scripture 
(Psalm 69:21; John 19:28).

•  Key term:  It was not even the same drink. The vow was against the fruit 
of the vine (Matthew 26:29), the Greek genēma tēs ampelou, meaning 
fresh grape wine. What He received on the cross was oxos, sour wine or 
vinegar (John 19:29-30). These are two different substances, not the 
same beverage.

•  This is the point Psalm 69:21 had already fixed in advance: for my thirst 
they gave me vinegar to drink (LSB). The Greek Old Testament uses the 
very word oxos that the Gospel uses for the cross. So Jesus did not touch 
the fruit of the vine He vowed off; He received the vinegar Scripture said 
He would. The prophecy names the exact liquid.

•  Key term: “It is finished” (tetelestai) follows immediately: completed, 
fulfilled, accomplished. The sour wine proves prophetic precision, not a 
broken word.

•  The true cup He came to drink was the cup of divine wrath (Matthew 
26:39), which He drank fully. He did not lie; He fulfilled.
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Chapter 77: Why Did Jesus Pray? Sonship, Relation, 
and the Life of the Incarnate Christ

The question this chapter answers: If Jesus is God, why did He pray?

•  The bad assumption behind the objection: that if Jesus is God, He must 
be the Father. That is not Trinitarian theology.

•  The Father is God, the Son is God, but the Son is not the Father. When 
Jesus prays to the Father, He is not praying to Himself.

What Prayer Reveals

•  Prayer is communion. The Son has eternally existed in relation to the 
Father (John 1:1; 17:5; 17:24). The incarnation reveals that relation, it 
does not create it.

•  The Son prays as man: true human nature lives in dependence on God, 
and Christ does this perfectly. It fulfills humanity, it does not diminish 
deity.

•  Prayer is obedience: the second Adam succeeds where the first failed, 
through dependence, trust, and submission.

•  Gethsemane: the human will recoils from suffering, not sinfully but 
naturally, and submits. Prayer as faithful surrender.

Why It Does Not Imply Inferiority

•  Prayer reflects role and relation, not essence. Within the Trinity the Son 
eternally relates to the Father as Son.

•  Against Oneness: if Father and Son were the same person, prayer 
becomes incoherent. John 17 shows glory and love before the world, so 
the relation is eternal.

•  Debate move: does Trinitarian theology say Jesus is the Father? No. Then 
who is He praying to? The Father. Does true humanity pray? Yes.

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapter 69.
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Chapter 78: Why Did Jesus Not Know the Hour?

The question this chapter answers: If Jesus is God, why did He not know the 
hour?

•  Objection: “Of that day or hour no one knows... nor the Son, but the 
Father alone” (Mark 13:32). Used by Muslims, Unitarians, JWs, and 
skeptics.

•  Reply: The larger witness cannot be erased: Jesus knows hearts, 
thoughts, the future, Nathanael, Judas, Peter’s denial, and shares eternal 
glory. Interpretation must be coherent, not selective.

The Two-Nature Framework

•  Divine knowledge is infinite; human knowledge is finite. A real human 
mind grows and learns (Luke 2:52). Speaking from human 
consciousness, limitation is possible.

•  One person, two modes of knowing: according to deity He knows all, 
according to humanity He experiences finite consciousness. Not two 
persons.

•  Not a contradiction: contradiction would be knowing and not knowing 
in the same sense, same time, same respect. Christianity does not claim 
that.

•  Philippians 2 fits: He lives within genuine human limitation by taking 
servant form. Economic restraint, not loss of the divine attribute.

Answering the Objections

•  Islam rejects the incarnation entirely, so it cannot fairly critique 
incarnational categories while denying them. If the Son became man, 
finite human knowing is expected.

•  A king in disguise can genuinely experience poverty without ceasing to be 
king. Role and essence can differ; experience and identity can differ.

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapter 70.
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Chapter 79: Kenosis: What Did Christ Empty Himself 
Of?

The question this chapter answers: What did Christ empty Himself of?

•  Text: “He emptied Himself, by taking the form of a slave, by being made 
in the likeness of men” (Philippians 2:7).

•  Key term: Kenosis comes from this verse. The first rule: read the whole 
sentence. The emptying happens BY taking, not by losing. Addition, not 
subtraction.

Not Loss of Deity

•  If Christ emptied Himself of deity, He would cease to be God. Divine 
attributes are essential, not detachable accessories.

•  The emptying is humiliation: status-emptying, glory-veiling, not essence-
loss. He does not cling to visible majesty; He enters servant-form.

•  Philippians 2 starts with equality with God, before the emptying. The 
descent only has meaning if the height was real.

Veiling, Not Surrendering

•  Christ veiled His glory; He did not surrender His nature. The 
transfiguration shows the glory remained: hidden, not absent.

•  Omniscience and omnipotence: His human consciousness operated 
within finite limitation, but the divine nature remained full. The person 
possesses both.

Why Radical Kenoticism Fails

•  If He gave up omniscience, is He still God? If omnipotence, who sustains 
the universe? If immutability, what of divine faithfulness? It solves one 
mystery by creating larger ones.

•  Paul’s emphasis is ethical: humility, service, self-giving. His humility is 
meaningful precisely because He is God.
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•  Debate move: what did Christ empty Himself of? Not deity. He emptied 
Himself by taking humanity. Ask what the text says comes after 
“emptied.”

One of the most effective tests for whether the Holy Spirit is a person or 
merely a force is to list the personal acts attributed to Him in the New 
Testament. A force does not do these things:

Personal 
Attribute

Evidence in Scripture Why This Matters

Speaks Acts 13:2: Set apart for 
Me Barnabas and Saul

A force does not speak 
in first person or issue 
commands

Wills and 
decides

1 Corinthians 12:11: 
distributes gifts as He 
wills

Volition requires 
personhood; an 
impersonal force does 
not decide

Teaches 
and guides

John 16:13: will guide 
you into all truth

Teaching requires 
intent; an impersonal 
power does not instruct

Grieves Ephesians 4:30: do not 
grieve the Holy Spirit

Only a person can be 
grieved; you cannot 
grieve electricity

Intercedes Romans 8:26: 
intercedes for us with 
groanings

Intercession is a 
personal relational act, 
not a mechanical 
function

Testifies John 15:26: will testify 
about Me

Testimony requires a 
witness, a person who 
has seen and can declare

Forbids 
and 
permits

Acts 16:6-7: forbidden 
by the Spirit; Spirit of 
Jesus did not permit

Prohibition requires 
authority and personal 
judgment
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Figure 1: The Holy Spirit’s Personal Attributes. These are not metaphors for an  
impersonal force. They describe a person who speaks, wills, feels, intercedes,  

teaches, and acts.
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PART VI

Islam: The First Encounter
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Chapter 80: Islam and John 17:3: “The Only True 
God”

The question this chapter answers: Does John 17:3 (“the only true God”) prove 
Jesus is not God?

•  Text: “This is eternal life, that they may know You, the only true God, 
and Jesus Christ whom You have sent” (John 17:3, LSB). Muslims read: 
the Father is the only true God, so Jesus is not.

•  Reply: Trinitarians affirm the Father is the only true God. The Muslim 
inserts an unstated premise: “excluding Me.” The verse distinguishes 
persons; it does not define essence.

Distinction Is Not Denial

•  “Jesus speaks to the Father, so He cannot be God” assumes Jesus is the 
Father. Trinitarian theology says Jesus is the Son. Of course the Son 
speaks to the Father.

•  John will not let you stop at verse 3: verse 5 (“the glory which I had with 
You before the world was”) claims preexistence and shared glory, 
colliding with Isaiah 42:8.

•  Verse 24 (“You loved Me before the foundation of the world”): personal 
love before creation. A God who is eternally love must have an eternal 
object of love.

The Other Moves

•  “Whom You have sent”: being sent speaks of role and mission, not lesser 
nature. The same Gospel presents Jesus as sent and divine (John 1, 5, 8, 
10, 17).

•  The Quran often critiques a distorted “trinity” of Father, Jesus, and Mary 
(Surah 5:116). Christians never taught Mary as divine, so the critique 
misfires.
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•  Prophet-reliability pressure: Islam calls Jesus a true prophet, yet He 
accepted worship, forgave sins, and claimed the Father’s glory. A true 
prophet does not lead people to worship a creature.

Where the Frameworks Differ

Doctrine Christianity Islam
Nature of 
God

One God in three 
persons

One God, absolute 
singularity, no persons

Jesus Eternal Son, divine and 
human, crucified, risen

Prophet and Messiah, 
not divine, not crucified

Scripture
Old and New 
Testaments, reliably 
transmitted

The Bible is corrupted; 
the Quran is final

Salvation Grace through Christ’s 
atoning death

Submission, deeds, and 
Allah’s mercy

The Cross Historically certain, 
center of redemption Denied (Surah 4:157)

•  Debate move: does the verse say Jesus is not God, or is that assumed? 
Then go to verse 5 (glory before creation) and verse 24 (loved before 
creation).
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Chapter 81: John 17:5 and the Glory Before the World

The question this chapter answers: What does “the glory I had before the 
world” prove about Jesus?

•  Text: “Glorify Me together with Yourself, with the glory which I had 
with You before the world was” (John 17:5, LSB). Three realities: 
preexistence, shared glory, personal relation.

•  Objection: “Jesus only had this glory in God’s plan, like believers chosen 
before creation.”

Why the Predestination Reading Fails

•  The language is possession: “the glory which I had,” not “planned for 
Me” or “foreordained.” Had. With. Personal possession, shared relation, 
before creation.

•  “With You” carries relational force (as in John 1:1, “the Word was with 
God”). A decree is not “with” someone; only persons are with someone 
else.

•  Believers are chosen before creation (Ephesians 1:4); they are not said to 
have shared glory with the Father. Election is decree; John 17:5 is 
relation. A category difference.

Shared Glory and Isaiah 42:8

•  “I will not give My glory to another” (Isaiah 42:8). If Jesus shared that 
glory before the world, He is not “another” in the creaturely sense; He 
belongs inside the divine identity.

•  Isaiah speaks against idols and created rivals, not internal divine persons. 
The Islamic reading treats “another” too broadly.

•  Verse 24 confirms it: “You loved Me before the foundation of the 
world.” Glory, love, and relation, all before the world.

•  Debate move: was Jesus personally “with” the Father? Did He have glory 
before creation? How does Isaiah 42:8 allow that?
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Chapter 82: Isaiah 42:8, Shared Glory, and the 
Collapse of the Islamic Objection

The question this chapter answers: Does Isaiah 42:8 (“I will not give My glory 
to another”) disprove the Trinity?

•  Text: “I am Yahweh... I will not give My glory to another, nor My praise 
to graven images” (Isaiah 42:8, LSB). Muslims read: God does not share 
glory, Jesus claims glory, so Jesus is not God.

•  Reply: Context changes everything: Isaiah 42 is Yahweh’s judgment 
against idols and carved images. The verse itself says “nor My praise to 
graven images.” It is anti-idolatry polemic.

“Another” Means Rival, Not Internal Distinction

•  “Another” in context means a rival outside God: a false claimant, a 
created competitor. The Son is not “another” god, being, or rival; He 
shares the one divine essence.

•  Reading “another” as “anyone besides the Father” imports a meaning the 
text does not define.

John 17:5 Reverses the Objection

•  Jesus claims preexistent shared glory. If Isaiah means God never shares 
glory under any circumstance, the options are: Jesus is lying, John is 
corrupt, or Jesus is inside the divine identity.

•  The third preserves both texts without violence, and is the Christian 
answer.

•  The predestination escape fails again: “the glory I had with You” is 
personal possession before creation. Planned glory would create no 
tension; shared eternal glory does.
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Chapter 83: The Corruption Claim: Can Islam 
Consistently Reject the Bible?

The question this chapter answers: Can Islam consistently claim the Bible was 
corrupted?

•  Islam does not reject biblical revelation; it claims to affirm it. The Torah, 
Psalms, and Gospel are treated as revelation from God, which creates 
accountability.

•  The corruption claim (Tahrif) is the escape mechanism: when the Bible 
speaks too clearly, it is declared altered.

The Quran Affirms Earlier Revelation

•  Text: Surah 10:94: “ask those who have been reading the Book before 
you.” Why consult the People of the Book if their Scriptures were 
hopelessly corrupted?

•  Text: Surah 5:47: “let the people of the Gospel judge by what Allah has 
revealed therein.” Present tense: the Gospel still had usable authority in 
the 7th century.

The Historical Problem

•  New Testament manuscripts predate Muhammad by centuries (2nd-
century fragments, 4th-century full manuscripts), substantially matching 
what we have. So when was it corrupted?

•  Before Muhammad? Then why does the Quran affirm it. After 
Muhammad? Impossible; the manuscripts already existed. There is no 
clean place for corruption.

•  Textual variants are not corruption: spelling, word order, minor changes, 
none erasing the deity of Christ. Many manuscripts help reconstruct the 
original.
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•  The Tawhid filter: “if the Bible agrees with Islam it is original; if it 
disagrees it is corrupted.” That is circular theological filtering, not 
historical method.

•  Debate move: where, when, and by whom was it changed? Which 
manuscripts show the original? Assertion is not proof.
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Chapter 84: The Islamic Dilemma: If the Bible Is True, 
Islam Falls. If It Is False, Islam Still Falls.

The question this chapter answers: If the Bible is true, does Islam fail? If false, 
does the Quran?

•  One question: what was the condition of the Bible at the time of 
Muhammad? The Quran affirms prior revelation yet contradicts it on 
the deity, Sonship, crucifixion, and resurrection of Christ.

The Two Horns

•  Option one, the Bible was reliable: then the Quran conflicts with a valid 
prior revelation. If God does not contradict Himself, that is fatal to 
Islam.

•  Option two, the Bible was corrupted: then why does the Quran affirm it, 
command judging by it, and call it guidance and light?

•  Partial corruption (“some parts altered”) raises: which parts, how do we 
know, what manuscript preserves the original? Without evidence it is 
selective theology.

The Compounding Problem

Islamic Claim The Problem It Creates

Scripture was 
corrupted (Tahrif)

No manuscript evidence of corruption 
after the 7th century; the texts 
Muhammad affirmed are ours

Surah 5:47: judge by 
the Gospel

The Gospel was reliable when the Quran 
was written, contradicting the corruption 
claim

Surah 10:94: consult 
People of the Book

Scripture was trustworthy enough to 
consult

Jesus did not die 
(Surah 4:157)

Tacitus, Josephus, Pliny, and all early 
records confirm crucifixion under Pilate

Jesus is only a prophet He accepted worship, forgave sin, and 
claimed the divine I AM
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•  Debate move: “the Bible is corrupted”: before Muhammad or after? 
Before: why does the Quran affirm it? After: where is the evidence?

•  Do not overstate: this exposes internal instability in Islam; it does not by 
itself prove Christianity. Still, it clears the ground.

The Epistemological Horn: If Allah Let Revelation Be 
Corrupted, Why Trust Any of It?

•  Objection:  There is a deeper version of the dilemma that does not argue 
about manuscripts at all. Grant the Muslim claim for the sake of 
argument: suppose the Torah and the Injil really were corrupted. That 
concession does not rescue Islam; it undermines it at the root.

•  On this account, Allah revealed the Torah and the Injil, entrusted them 
to prophets and communities, and those people failed to keep the trust 
and corrupted the revelation. Allah permitted it. The books He sent 
down did not survive intact.

•  Key term:  The problem is what that says about Allah’s revelation as 
such. If the same God who reveals a book will allow that book to be 
corrupted, then corruptibility is a feature of anything Allah reveals. His 
track record, by the Muslim’s own telling, is that his word gets altered 
and he lets it happen.

•  So the Quran gains no immunity. Muslims cite Surah 15:9, that Allah 
sent down the reminder and will guard it. But that is simply another 
promise from the same God whose previous promises to preserve 
revelation, on this view, failed. If Allah’s prior word was corruptible, the 
promise to preserve the Quran is a word from the same source, and 
therefore carries the same possibility of corruption.

•  Debate move:  The point can be sharpened into a question the Muslim 
cannot easily answer: how do you know Allah’s promise to preserve the 
Quran has not itself been corrupted, or will not be, given that the God 
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making it has already allowed his revelations to be corrupted before? The 
guarantee needs a guarantee, and there is none.

•  This is the true force of the dilemma. It is not merely that the corruption 
claim lacks manuscript evidence, though it does. It is that the claim, if 
believed, makes all divine revelation in Islam unstable, because the God 
behind it is said to permit the corruption of what He reveals. Truth that 
God allows to be changed is not a foundation to build on.

•  The Christian is not caught in this trap. The Christian claim is that God 
preserves His word and has done so, borne out by the manuscript record, 
so the promise and the evidence agree. The Muslim, having conceded 
corruption to escape the Bible’s testimony, has no ground left to stand 
on for the Quran.
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Chapter 85: Surah 4:157 and the Historical Case for 
the Crucifixion

The question this chapter answers: Was Jesus really crucified, despite Surah 
4:157?

•  Text: “They did not kill him, nor did they crucify him, but it was made 
to appear so to them” (Surah 4:157). The plain reading denies the 
crucifixion.

•  Reply: No cross, no resurrection; no resurrection, no gospel (1 
Corinthians 15:17). The crucifixion, moreover, is one of the best-attested 
events in ancient history.

The Historical Witness

•  All four Gospels plus Paul, Acts, Hebrews, Peter, and Revelation affirm 
it, a unified early witness within living memory.

•  Paul’s creed in 1 Corinthians 15:3, dated within a few years of the event: 
too early for legend. The cross was central from the beginning.

•  Non-Christian sources: Tacitus (suffered under Pilate), Josephus, and 
Lucian, who mocks Christians for worshiping a crucified man. Hostile 
sources confirm it.

•  Roman crucifixion was public spectacle. The substitution theory requires 
a mass public misunderstanding that Roman execution made impossible.

The Theories Fail

•  Substitution (someone made to look like Jesus): would mean God 
deceived the disciples, Mary, Rome, and the early church, who then died 
for a divinely-caused false belief.

•  Illusion (only appeared to die): Roman executioners knew death; John 
records spear verification and burial. It creates more problems than it 
solves.
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•  Timing: 1st-century sources versus a 7th-century assertion. Historical 
method favors the earlier witnesses.

•  Isaiah 53: the suffering servant means victory through suffering. The 
cross is not defeat but triumph, which answers “God would not let His 
prophet be humiliated.”
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Chapter 86: The Resurrection as Divine Vindication

The question this chapter answers: What does the resurrection prove about 
Jesus?

•  Text: Christianity rises or falls on a historical claim: an empty tomb, a 
risen man. “If Christ has not been raised, your faith is worthless” (1 
Corinthians 15:17, LSB).

•  The resurrection is bodily, not ghost-life or symbol: touch Me, see My 
hands, He eats and walks. Only bodily resurrection can vindicate divine 
claims.

What It Does for Christology

•  It does not make Jesus God; He was divine before it (John 1, Philippians 
2, Colossians 1). It reveals, vindicates, and publicly confirms.

•  “Declared the Son of God with power... by the resurrection” (Romans 
1:4): not became Son, but declared Son. Public unveiling, not 
ontological promotion.

•  It is God’s verdict on Jesus, His claims, and His identity: God acting in 
history, publicly and decisively.
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Chapter 87: Atonement, Justice, and the Moral 
Problem in Islam

The question this chapter answers: What does God do with real moral guilt: the  
cross, or a decree?

•  Christianity treats sin as objective rebellion against holiness. Grace is not 
God pretending sin does not matter; it is God dealing with sin without 
destroying the sinner.

•  At the cross, Christ bears judgment as a willing substitute. Justice is 
fulfilled, mercy extended, and God remains righteous while justifying 
sinners (Romans 3).

The Islamic Model

•  Islam frames forgiveness as “Allah forgives whom He wills”: no cross, no 
substitution, no satisfaction of justice. Grounded in divine decree.

•  The judge analogy: a judge who releases a guilty murderer with “I forgive 
you” is merciful in part, but justice was never satisfied and the moral 
order was broken.

•  Objection: “God can do what He wants.” Sovereignty does not negate 
consistency; God cannot deny Himself or become unjust. His 
forgiveness must cohere with His justice.

The Deeper Points

•  Real forgiveness always costs someone; the debt transfers rather than 
disappears. The cross is the cosmic form of that truth: God absorbs the 
debt Himself.

•  Assurance: in Islam, final salvation rests on the scales plus mercy, leaving 
uncertainty. Christian assurance rests on Christ’s finished, objective 
work.

•  Only if Christ is truly God can the atonement carry infinite moral weight. 
A creature cannot bear the sins of the world.
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•  Debate move: what happens to guilt? Where does justice go? How can 
God forgive and remain perfectly just? “Because He wants to” is rarely 
enough.
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Chapter 88: Was Jesus Accursed? The Curse of the 
Cross and Galatians 3:13

The question this chapter answers: If Scripture says anyone hung on a tree is 
cursed by God, does that mean Jesus was under God’s curse and therefore not 
God?

The Objection

•  The claim, raised by both Muslim and Jewish critics: the Law says a man 
hung on a tree is cursed by God (Deuteronomy 21:23), and Paul says 
Christ became a curse for us (Galatians 3:13). If Jesus was cursed by God, 
the argument goes, He cannot be God, and He cannot be the sinless 
Messiah.

•  For the Muslim, this is used to argue that the crucifixion is beneath the 
dignity of a prophet, which is one reason the Quran denies it happened 
(Surah 4:157). For the critic generally, it is used to paint the cross as 
proof of divine rejection.

What the Texts Actually Say

•  Text:  Deuteronomy 21:23 (LSB) says of an executed criminal that “he 
who is hanged is accursed of God.” The curse in view falls on the guilty 
lawbreaker whose crime brought the death sentence. The hanging 
displays a curse that the person’s own sin had already earned.

•  Text:  Galatians 3:13 says Christ redeemed us from the curse of the Law 
by “having become a curse for us,” and then quotes the phrase “Cursed is 
everyone who hangs on a tree.” Paul is not saying Jesus was guilty. He is 
saying Jesus took a curse that was ours.

•  Key term:  The two small words that carry the whole answer are “for 
us.” The curse was not His by right. He bore it on behalf of others, as a 
substitute.
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Bearing a Curse Is Not the Same as Deserving One

•  The objection collapses two different things: being personally cursed for 
your own sin, and voluntarily bearing a curse for someone else. Scripture 
affirms the second and denies the first about Jesus.

•  Jesus was sinless. The same New Testament that quotes Deuteronomy 
about the curse also insists He knew no sin and did nothing worthy of 
death. He did not earn the curse; He accepted it.

•  This is the logic of substitution that runs through the whole Bible. The 
Passover lamb was not guilty; it died in the place of the guilty. The 
sacrifices were spotless precisely so they could stand in for the sinner. 
Only one who did not deserve the curse could carry someone else’s.

•  Key term:  Far from disproving His sinlessness, the substitution requires 
it. A guilty man dying for his own crime redeems no one. Only an 
innocent substitute can absorb a curse and cancel it.

Why the Curse Had to Be Borne

•  The Law pronounced a real curse on those who broke it, and that curse 
could not simply be ignored by a holy and just God. It had to fall 
somewhere.

•  At the cross it fell on Christ instead of on us. He redeemed those under 
the curse by standing in their place and taking the penalty into Himself, 
so that the demand of justice was satisfied and the guilty could go free.

•  This is why the cross displays the deity of Christ rather than denying it. 
Only God could bear an infinite curse for a countless people. A mere 
prophet could die for his own sins; he could not become a curse for the 
world.

Answering the Muslim Form of the Objection

•  The Muslim says a true prophet would never suffer such a shameful, 
cursed death, so the crucifixion must be false. But this assumes the very 
thing in question: that bearing a curse is a defeat rather than a rescue.
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•  In the Christian account the shame is the point. The one who deserved 
no curse took the curse of others, and His resurrection three days later is 
God’s public verdict that the curse was borne, not earned, and is now 
spent.

•  So the cross is not God rejecting Jesus. It is God, in the person of the Son, 
absorbing the judgment that rebels had earned, and then vindicating 
Him by raising Him.

Debate Move

•  Debate move:  Ask the critic to state the difference between a man 
cursed for his own crime and a man who takes another’s curse on 
purpose. Once that distinction is admitted, the objection is answered, 
because Galatians 3:13 explicitly says “for us.”

•  Then press the positive point: the curse had to land somewhere if God is 
just. The gospel is that it landed on the only One who did not deserve it, 
so that it would never land on those who trust Him.
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Chapter 89: A Holy God and the Problem of Sin: Why 
Atonement Is Necessary

The question this chapter answers: If God is holy and sin cannot stand in His 
presence, how can any sinner be accepted, and what does that require?

The Holiness of God

•  Text:  Scripture presents God as holy in a way that sin cannot simply 
coexist with. Habakkuk says of Him: Your eyes are too pure to see evil, 
and You cannot look on trouble (Habakkuk 1:13, LSB). God’s purity is 
not indifference to sin; it is active opposition to it.

•  When Isaiah sees the LORD and hears the seraphim cry that He is holy, 
holy, holy, his response is not comfort but ruin: he confesses that he is 
undone, a man of unclean lips (Isaiah 6). Direct exposure of sin to 
holiness is not safe for the sinner.

•  The final vision of the city of God says nothing unclean will ever enter it 
(Revelation 21:27). The separation between holiness and sin is not a 
temporary arrangement; it is built into who God is.

Why This Creates a Real Problem

•  If God simply overlooked sin, He would deny His own holiness and 
justice. A judge who waves away real guilt is not righteous; he is corrupt. 
God cannot be both perfectly holy and casually tolerant of evil.

•  But if God dealt with every sinner strictly according to holiness, no one 
could stand. The problem is not that God lacks mercy; it is that mercy 
cannot come at the cost of His own nature.

•  Key term:  This is the tension the whole Bible builds toward: how can a 
holy God accept sinners without ceasing to be holy?
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The Islamic Answer and Its Cost

•  Islam resolves the tension by decree: Allah forgives whom He wills, 
without atonement, substitution, or satisfaction of justice. The debt is 
simply cancelled.

•  Objection:  But cancellation by decree leaves the moral order 
unaddressed. If a judge releases the guilty by fiat, justice was never served, 
and holiness was never honored. The sin did not go anywhere; it was 
merely ignored.

•  This is why the Islamic model offers no assurance. Final acceptance rests 
on weighed deeds and an unpredictable will, because nothing has 
actually resolved the guilt.

The Christian Answer

•  Christianity does not resolve the tension by lowering God’s holiness or by 
pretending sin does not matter. It resolves it at the cross, where the debt 
is paid rather than ignored.

•  Christ bears the judgment as a willing substitute, so that God remains just 
and yet justifies the sinner (Romans 3). Holiness is honored, justice is 
satisfied, and mercy is extended, all at once.

•  This is why the incarnation matters here. Only if Christ is truly God can 
His sacrifice carry the infinite weight that sin against an infinite holiness 
requires. A mere creature could not bear it.

•  Key term:  And this is where Christ stands in the sharpest contrast to a 
God who decrees who sins. Christ does not will people into sin; He bears 
their sin to lead them out of it. He is the holy One who makes the unholy 
able to stand.

Debate Move

•  Debate move:  Press the coherence question: if God is holy and cannot 
simply dwell with sin, then forgiveness cannot be a mere announcement. 
It must cost something. Ask where the guilt goes.
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•  The cross is the only model in which God stays fully holy, fully just, and 
fully merciful at the same time. Every model that forgives by decree 
sacrifices one of those to keep the others.
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Chapter 90: Hadith, Transmission, and the 
Preservation Problem

The question this chapter answers: Is the Quran really “perfectly preserved” 
compared to the Bible?

•  Objection: “The Quran is preserved word-for-word, while the Bible has 
variants.” The claim fractures once Hadith enters, since Islamic life 
depends heavily on extra-Quranic tradition.

•  Key term: Hadith are reports about Muhammad transmitted through 
chains (isnad). Prayer, ritual, law, and Muhammad’s life come largely 
through Hadith.

The Transmission Problem

•  Major collections were compiled centuries after Muhammad. Time 
weakens memory and multiplies fabrication.

•  Al-Bukhari reportedly examined hundreds of thousands of reports and 
accepted only a small fraction. The scale of rejection reveals the scale of 
unreliability.

•  Authentication depends on subjective human judgment (character, 
memory, chains), and schools disagree on which Hadith are authentic.

The Double Standard

Claim about the Bible The same standard applied to 
Islam

Textual variants prove 
corruption

The qira’at tradition preserves variant 
Quranic readings too

Transmission gaps destroy 
authority

Hadith were compiled centuries later, 
with massive rejection rates

Differing manuscripts 
mean unreliability

Uthman standardized the text and 
burned other codices, so variation 
existed
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•  The New Testament has tighter proximity: Paul within decades, Gospels 
within the century, eyewitnesses still living.

•  Debate move: keep the standards symmetrical. If variants invalidate 
Scripture, what does massive Hadith filtration mean?
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Chapter 91: Tawhid and the Trinity: Is Islamic 
Oneness Too Small?

The question this chapter answers: Is the Islamic definition of oneness too small 
for biblical revelation?

•  Key term: Tawhid is the absolute, undivided oneness of God, and the 
Trinity is seen as shirk (association), the gravest error. The real question 
is not whether God is one; it is what kind of one.

•  “God is one” is not self-defining: a rock, a person, a family, a nation are 
each “one.” Scripture must define the kind of unity, not our instincts.

Biblical Oneness Is Richer

•  “Yahweh is one” (Deuteronomy 6:4). The Hebrew echad often carries 
composite unity (one flesh, one people). It does not prove the Trinity 
but shows oneness is not automatically simple singularity.

•  Tawhid often assumes a unipersonal being with no internal relations, 
which creates problems for love, communication, and glory.

The Pressure Points

•  Love: if God is eternally unipersonal, whom did He love before creation? 
Love becomes contingent. The Trinity grounds eternal love (Father, Son, 
Spirit).

•  Communication: before creation, unipersonal divine speech becomes 
metaphorical. Trinitarian life is inherently relational.

•  Glory: John 17 has the Son sharing glory with the Father before creation, 
which strict singularity has no room for.

Answering the Objection

•  Objection: “Three persons equals three gods.” Not three beings; one 
being, three persons. One essence fully possessed by three distinct 
persons. Complex is not contradiction.
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•  “I do not understand it” is not a refutation. Mystery is not falsehood; a 
God small enough to fit our categories may not be God.

•  “Was Jesus a Muslim?” equivocates on “submit.” Jesus submitted to 
God, but Islam as a religion did not exist until six centuries later. An 
anachronism.

The Linguistic Version: “Everyone Who Submits Is a Muslim”

•  The more careful form of the objection drops the anachronism and goes 
linguistic: the Arabic word muslim comes from a root meaning 
submission to God, so in that root sense Jesus, all the prophets, and 
anyone who submits to God was a muslim, and the Quran even calls 
earlier prophets by that word.

•  Reply:  Concede the root freely. Yes, the Arabic root carries the idea of 
submission, and yes, Jesus submitted perfectly to the Father. A Christian 
has no reason to deny that Christ was the most submitted human who 
ever lived.

•  Key term:  The equivocation is between the generic root sense and the 
actual meaning of the word. Today, and in every ordinary use, Muslim 
does not mean “anyone who submits to God”; it means an adherent of 
the religion founded on the Quran and the prophethood of Muhammad. 
The argument works only by sliding between the two.

•  Objection:  By the generic definition, the claim proves far too much. If 
“muslim” just means “one who submits to God,” then a faithful 
Trinitarian Christian is a muslim, since he submits to God. The word 
then stops distinguishing Islam from anything, which is not what the one 
making the argument wants.

•  And the definition cuts the other way. If submission to God is the test, 
the real submitter is the one who submits to God as He has actually 
revealed Himself. For the Christian that is the Triune God who sent the 
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Son, so “true submission” lands on worshiping the Father through the 
Son, not on the Islamic denial of the Son.

•  Debate move:  So agree that Jesus submitted, deny that this makes Him 
a follower of Islam, and turn the question back: submission to which 
God? The label muslim in its religious sense assumes the very thing in 
dispute, that God is a monad who has no Son.
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Chapter 92: Did Jesus Speak Greek? The Language 
Objection and the Reliability of the Greek New 

Testament

The question this chapter answers: Do the divine titles disappear because Jesus 
spoke Aramaic, not Greek?

•  Objection: “Jesus spoke Aramaic; the New Testament is Greek; so the 
divine claims are later Greek inventions.”

•  Reply: Each part fails, and the language evidence actually strengthens the 
case for Christ’s deity.

Jesus Lived in a Multilingual World

•  First-century Galilee was a crossroads: Aramaic at home, Hebrew in the 
synagogue, Greek for trade and travel. “Galilee of the Gentiles,” ringed 
by Greek cities.

•  The New Testament shows Jesus speaking with a Roman centurion, 
Pilate, and a Syrophoenician woman, conversations that almost certainly 
happened in Greek.

The Argument Proves Too Much

•  If Greek cannot preserve an Aramaic speaker’s words, the Septuagint (the 
Jews’ own Greek Old Testament) is finished, and the apostles and Jesus 
quoted it constantly. The objection burns the Old Testament too.

•  Translation is not falsification. If it were, no one could access any true 
meaning across languages, including a Quran or Torah in translation.

The Aramaic Fossils

•  The Greek text preserves untranslated Aramaic: “Talitha koum” (Mark 
5:41), “Abba,” and “Maranatha.” These are the fingerprints of 
eyewitness memory carried into Greek.
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•  Maranatha (“Our Lord, come”) appears in 1 Corinthians 16:22 to a 
Greek church without explanation: already familiar, already old, reaching 
back to the earliest Aramaic believers who already called Jesus Lord.
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PART VII

Jehovah’s Witnesses, Modalism, Mormonism, and  
Unitarianism: An Overview
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Chapter 93: Jehovah’s Witnesses and John 1:1: “The 
Word Was a God”?

The question this chapter answers: Should John 1:1 read “the Word was a 
god”?

•  Text: The New World Translation reads “the Word was a god,” shifting 
Christ from Creator to creature. That inserted “a” changes everything.

•  Objection: The argument: theos in the third clause lacks the definite 
article, so it should be “a god.” The absence of the article, however, does 
not automatically make a noun indefinite.

What the Greek Actually Does

•  “kai theos en ho logos” places theos first for emphasis on nature and 
essence. Not “the Word was the Father” (distinction remains), but the 
Word shares the nature of God.

•  The force is qualitative: the Word possesses the divine nature. Same 
nature, different person, exactly what Trinitarian theology requires.

•  “A god” creates worse problems: multiple gods (henotheism), which 
Isaiah repeatedly rejects.

The Context Closes the Door

•  John 1:3: “apart from Him nothing came into being that has come into 
being.” If the Word were created, He would be among the made things, 
but John excludes Him.

•  John 1:18 (many manuscripts): “the only begotten God.” Distinct from 
the Father, yet called God.

•  The Jesus-is-Michael doctrine fails here: Michael is a creature who serves; 
the Word creates all and is worshiped.

•  Debate move: if the Word is “a god,” how many gods exist? Did the 
Word create Himself? Why does Thomas say “My Lord and my God” 
(John 20)?
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Chapter 94: Colossians 1 and the Word the 
Watchtower Had to Add: “Other”

The question this chapter answers: Did Christ create “all things” or “all 
OTHER things”?

•  Text: The New World Translation reads “all other things were created,” 
making Christ create everything except Himself, preserving the 
Watchtower system.

•  Reply: The Greek says “all things,” not “all other things.” No 
manuscript support; the word is inserted because the theology requires it.

Why It Matters

•  Without “other”: if Christ created all things, He cannot be part of “all 
things,” or He created Himself. Creator and creation are distinct; Paul 
places Christ on the Creator side.

•  “Firstborn of all creation” (1:15) means rank, not origin. David is called 
firstborn (Psalm 89) though not the first son. Verse 16 explains it: 
firstborn because He created all things.

•  “Before all things... in Him all things hold together” (1:17): ontological, 
not chronological. He sustains the universe, which is divine work.

•  “In Him all the fullness of Deity dwells bodily” (Colossians 2:9): not part 
of deity but all fullness. Not language for the highest angel.

•  Debate move: where is “other” in the Greek? If Christ created all things, 
is He created? If not, why call Him a creature?
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Chapter 95: Hebrews 1 and the End of the Michael 
Doctrine

The question this chapter answers: Is Jesus Michael the Archangel, or is He 
above all angels?

•  The Jesus-is-Michael doctrine is imposed on Scripture, not read from it. 
Hebrews 1 establishes the Son’s supremacy over angels.

What Hebrews 1 Says

•  The Son is the agent of creation (“through whom He made the worlds”) 
and “the express image of His person”: exact imprint, divine identity 
language, not creature language.

•  He upholds all things by His word (v3), sits at the right hand (v3): divine 
sovereignty and enthronement no angel shares.

•  “Better than the angels” (v4): category superiority, not category identity. 
Humans are better than animals without being animals.

The Devastating Questions

•  “To which of the angels did He ever say: You are My Son” (v5)? The 
answer is none. If Jesus were Michael, the answer would be obvious.

•  “Let all the angels of God worship Him” (v6): angels worship the Son. 
Michael is one of them.

•  “To the Son He says: Your throne, O God” (v8): the Father addresses the 
Son as God, directly.

•  Verses 10-12 apply Psalm 102, a Yahweh creation psalm, to the Son. 
Angels, by contrast, are “ministering spirits” (v14).

•  Debate move: to which angel did the Father say “Your throne, O God” or 
“Sit at My right hand”? Do angels worship Michael?
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Chapter 96: Modalism and Oneness: When Simplicity 
Becomes Collapse

The question this chapter answers: Are Father, Son, and Spirit just three modes 
of one person?

•  Modalism says God is one person appearing in different forms, 
sequentially or functionally (modern Oneness Pentecostalism). It affirms 
one God and Christ’s deity but denies eternal distinction.

Why It Fails

•  The baptism (Matthew 3): all three appear at once. The Father speaks, 
the Spirit descends, the Son is baptized. Simultaneous, not sequential.

•  Prayer (John 17): the Son prays to the Father. If modalism is true, He 
prays to Himself. The glory shared “before the world” predates the 
human nature, so the distinction is eternal.

•  “You loved Me before the foundation of the world” (John 17:24): love 
requires real distinction, and it existed before the incarnation.

•  “The Word was with God” (John 1:1): personal relation, face-to-face, 
then “the Word was God”: distinction and deity together.

•  The cross: “why have You forsaken Me?” If Father and Son are the same 
person, who forsakes whom?

•  “Another Advocate” (John 14:16): the Spirit is another, distinct, not 
Jesus in a new mask.

Clarify the Category

•  “Three persons” does not mean three separate beings. Person means a 
distinct center of relation within one divine essence, not three gods.

•  Debate move: who was Jesus praying to? Who loved the Son before 
creation? Who spoke at the baptism? Who sent whom?
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Chapter 97: Mormonism and the Multiplication of 
Gods

The question this chapter answers: Can there be many gods, with God once a 
man?

•  Where Islam reduces plurality and modalism collapses persons, 
Mormonism multiplies deity into many gods, literally. It uses Christian 
vocabulary while redefining Christian reality.

The Core Claims

•  “God was once a man; man may become a god.” God is no longer 
eternally God but part of an ongoing chain of exaltation.

•  Infinite regress: if God was once a man, who was God over Him, and over 
that God? No ultimate foundation, no aseity (God simply is: uncaused, 
eternal, necessary).

•  Jesus as a created spirit-brother contradicts John 1, Colossians 1, 
Hebrews 1, where the Son is Creator, not creature.

•  The Father having a physical body by nature removes the uniqueness of 
the incarnation.

•  Father, Son, and Spirit as three separate beings united in purpose is social 
polytheism, not the Trinity (one divine being).

Scripture Against It

•  “Before Me there was no god formed, and there will be none after Me” 
(Isaiah 43:10, LSB): no gods before, no gods after. This closes the 
exaltation chain.

•  Debate move: was God always God? Can there be many true gods? Is 
Jesus Creator or created? Does God become, or simply is?
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Chapter 98: Unitarianism and the Reduction of Christ

The question this chapter answers: Is Jesus the human Messiah but not fully 
God?

•  Unitarianism affirms one God (usually the Father alone) and honors Jesus 
as Messiah, exalted, morally perfect, but not divine in essence.

•  The reduction begins with the assumption: if the Father is God, the Son 
cannot be. That confuses person and essence.

Answering the Arguments

•  John 17:3 (“the only true God”): distinguishes persons, not nature. John 
1:1, 8:58, 10:30, 17:5, 20:28 will not let the Son be excluded from deity.

•  “Jesus never said I am God”: the verbatim fallacy. He said “before 
Abraham was, I AM,” “I and the Father are one,” received worship, 
forgave sins, raised the dead.

•  “Son of God” is not merely a messianic title: in John 5, calling God His 
Father made Him “equal with God,” and the Jews sought to kill Him for 
it.

•  Thomas (John 20:28): “My Lord and my God,” said to Jesus, accepted 
without correction. Direct texts are hard to soften.

•  Christ receives worship and prayer. In Jewish monotheism, calling on the 
name belongs to God, yet Christ receives it.

The Divine Identity Framework

•  Colossians 1, John 1, Hebrews 1: Christ creates, sustains, and is before all 
things, placing Him on the Creator side.

•  Richard Bauckham’s divine-identity approach: who shares God’s glory, 
receives worship, creates, rules, and bears Yahweh texts? Christ does. 
Unitarians focus too narrowly on titles.

•  Debate move: did Jesus exist before creation? Did He create all things? 
Why did Thomas call Him God? Why the blasphemy charge?
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Chapter 99: The General Anti-Trinitarian Objections

The question this chapter answers: How do you dismantle the common 
objections shared across systems?

•  These objections transcend systems: Muslims, Unitarians, JWs, and 
skeptics use the same arguments. Most survive by collapsing categories.

The Ten Objections

Objection The category error / answer

“Jesus never said I am God, 
worship Me”

Verbatim fallacy: revelation 
teaches by accumulation (I AM, 
forgiving sins, worship), not one 
slogan

“The Trinity is not in the Bible”

Word-concept fallacy: 
“monotheism” and 
“incarnation” are not in the 
Bible either, but the realities are

“Jesus prayed, so He cannot be 
God”

Confuses function with essence: 
prayer reveals His incarnate 
humanity and eternal Sonship

“Jesus did not know the hour” Two natures: real human 
limitation, not loss of deity

“The Father is greater than I”
Role versus essence: a lower 
incarnate role, not lesser nature 
(Philippians 2)

“How can three be one?”
One being, three persons: 
different categories, not one 
person = three persons

“The Trinity is pagan”
Similarity is not derivation; 
pagan triads are not Trinitarian 
monotheism

“Invented at Nicaea”
Nicaea clarified against 
Arianism; the data was already 
in Scripture

“Who ran the universe if Jesus is Incarnation is addition of 
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God?” humanity, not subtraction of 
deity; the Trinity stayed active

“God cannot die”
God is immortal in divine 
nature; Christ dies in His 
human nature

•  Debate move: slow the objection and name the category error. Person 
and essence? Nature and role? Humanity and deity? Title and identity?
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PART VIII

Christology, Jehovah’s Witnesses, and Islam
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Chapter 100: “Your Throne, O God” and “My God”: 
Relational Order Without Inferiority

The question this chapter answers: How can the Son be called God, yet call the 
Father “My God”?

•  Text: “Your throne, O God, is forever” (Hebrews 1:8): the Father calls 
the Son God. Yet “My God and your God” (John 20:17): the Son calls 
the Father His God.

•  Reply: Both must stand. Theology must be large enough to hold both.

Why Both Are True

•  Hebrews 1:8-9 (quoting Psalm 45) calls the Son “God” and says “God, 
Your God, has anointed You” in the same passage. The categories coexist 
biblically.

•  The Son says “My God” because the incarnation remains active: glorified 
but still human, He stands in covenant relation to the Father as man and 
Messiah.

•  “God” language often carries covenant relation, not merely ontology. 
Israel says “my God” from covenant; likewise Christ as representative 
man.

Resolving the Tension

•  According to divine nature, the Son is fully God; according to incarnate 
mission, the Father is His God. Person and nature must be distinguished.

•  Not inferiority of essence: a wife may call her husband “my head” in role 
without lesser essence. Role does not define essence.

•  The John 20:17 syllogism (“Jesus has a God, so is not God”) assumes 
having a God means not being God, ignoring the two natures.

•  Debate move: “if Jesus has a God, He cannot be God”: then why does the 
Father call Him God in Hebrews 1? Force both texts onto the table.
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Chapter 101: Worshiping Christ: The Practical 
Necessity of Divine Honor

The question this chapter answers: Should Christ be worshiped, and what does 
that prove?

•  If Jesus is God, worshiping Him is necessary; if He is not, it is idolatry. 
Christianity has always worshiped Christ, from the beginning. There is 
no middle ground.

The Evidence

•  Jesus receives worship repeatedly (after the storm, the healed blind man, 
the resurrection, Thomas) and accepts it without rebuke.

•  Contrast with angels: in Revelation, John worships an angel and is 
corrected (“Worship God”). No such correction ever comes for Jesus.

•  “Let all the angels of God worship Him” (Hebrews 1:6): the Father 
commands angelic worship of the Son. Creature-worship is forbidden.

•  The early church prayed to Jesus (“Lord Jesus, receive my spirit,” Acts 
7:59). Philippians 2 applies Isaiah 45 (a Yahweh text) to Jesus.

Trinitarian Worship

•  Christ is worshiped in unity with the Father and through the Spirit: one 
worship to one God in three persons, which protects monotheism.

•  Against JWs: “obeisance not worship” cannot handle Hebrews 1 and 
Revelation. Worship reveals ontology: what the earliest Christians 
worshiped tells us what they believed Christ to be.

•  Debate move: if Jesus is not God, why does He receive worship 
repeatedly without rebuke?
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Chapter 102: The Throne and the Lamb: Revelation 5 
and the Worship of Christ

The question this chapter answers: What does the worship of the Lamb in 
Revelation 5 prove about the identity of Christ?

•  Revelation 5 is one of the most decisive Christological scenes in the Bible. 
It shows all creation worshiping the Lamb together with the One on the 
throne, in a book obsessed with worshiping God alone.

The Scene

•  A scroll can be opened by no one until the Lamb who was slain steps 
forward. The living creatures and elders fall down before Him and sing a 
new song, the same response given to the One on the throne in chapter 4.

•  Text: “Worthy is the Lamb that was slain” (Revelation 5:12, LSB), and 
then every creature says: “To Him who sits on the throne and to the 
Lamb be the blessing and the honor and the glory and the might forever 
and ever” (5:13, LSB).

Why This Settles the Question

•  Key point: Revelation guards worship fiercely. Twice an angel refuses 
John’s worship and commands, “Worship God” (Revelation 19:10, 
22:9). In this book, worship belongs to God alone, and creatures who 
receive it are rebuked.

•  Yet the Lamb receives the identical worship as the One on the throne, at 
the same time, from all creation, with no rebuke and no correction. The 
Lamb is on the receiving side of worship, not the giving side.

•  The two share one throne: later John says the throne is “the throne of 
God and of the Lamb” (Revelation 22:1, 3). No creature sits on God’s 
throne and takes God’s worship.
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Why It Devastates the Alternatives

•  Debate move: For the Jehovah’s Witness: if the Lamb is a created being 
(Michael), then heaven itself commits idolatry, worshiping a creature 
alongside God. The text presents this worship as right and fitting.

•  For the Muslim: the objection that Jesus never received divine worship 
collapses here. All creation renders to the Lamb the honor due to God, 
and God accepts it as proper.

•  For the Unitarian: the Lamb is not honored as an exalted man beneath 
God. He shares the single throne and the single act of worship directed to 
the One seated on it.

•  The scene answers the deepest question of the whole book: who is 
worthy? The answer is the One on the throne and the Lamb, together, 
forever.

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapters 95 and 101.
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Chapter 103: Jehovah’s Witnesses: The Modern Arian 
Revival

The question this chapter answers: How do you answer the Jehovah’s Witness 
case against Christ’s deity?

•  Their Christology is Arianism reborn: Jesus is the first created being, the 
archangel Michael, God’s highest creature but still a creature.

•  Their system: one God (Jehovah alone), Jesus created, the Spirit an 
impersonal force, no Trinity. Every argument flows from this.

Their Key Texts and the Answers

•  John 1:1 “a god”: Greek does not require the indefinite article; the 
predicate is qualitative (the Word shares God’s nature).

•  The Michael doctrine: no verse says Jesus is Michael. Hebrews 1 makes 
the Son superior to, worshiped by, and distinct from angels.

•  “Firstborn of all creation” (Colossians 1:15): firstborn means rank, not 
origin (David in Psalm 89). Verse 16 explains it.

•  The inserted “other” in Colossians (“all other things”): not in the Greek. 
Press this; it exposes interpretive bias.

•  Proverbs 8 (wisdom): poetic personification, not straightforward 
Christology. Genre matters.

•  John 20:28 (“My Lord and my God”): grammar blocks reducing it to an 
exclamation; Thomas addresses Jesus, who accepts it.

•  The Spirit: Acts 5, Romans 8, 1 Corinthians 12 show personal action 
(speech, will, grief). A force does not do these.

Debate Strategy

•  Expect trained verse-jumping. Stay calm, take one text deep (Hebrews 1 
or John 20), and control the text, not the pace.

•  Best battlefield texts: John 1, John 8:58, John 20:28, Hebrews 1, 
Colossians 1, Philippians 2, Titus 2:13, Revelation 5.
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•  Key questions: if Jesus is a creature, why is He worshiped? Why does your 
translation add “other” where the Greek does not?
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Chapter 104: Watchtower Institutional Credibility: 
1914, the Governing Body, and Failed Predictions

The question this chapter answers: How reliable is the Watchtower 
organization itself?

•  In real conversation, textual arguments often make little headway because 
a Witness’s trust is anchored in the organization. This examines its own 
record.

•  The Watchtower presents itself as the “faithful and discreet slave,” God’s 
sole channel of truth, directed by the Governing Body. If the channel has 
repeatedly erred, the claim collapses.

The Record

•  1914: originally taught as the visible end of the world. When it passed, the 
teaching was revised to an invisible beginning of Christ’s rule. The date 
was kept, its meaning changed after the fact.

•  A pattern of failed predictions attached to 1914, 1925, and 1975. 
Deuteronomy 18:22 gives a failed prophecy as a mark that a message did 
not come from God.

•  The blood transfusion doctrine has shifted over time on which fractions 
and procedures are allowed, yet people have died refusing transfusions in 
obedience to it.

Using This with Compassion

•  The goal is not to humiliate but to gently loosen the organization’s grip 
so the person can weigh the biblical evidence about Christ freely.

•  Many Witnesses have never seen their own organization’s history of 
changed dates and revised doctrines. Present it calmly, with 
documentation, without ridicule. The goal is the person, not a debate 
win.
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Chapter 105: Islam and Tawhid: Why the Trinity Is 
Rejected from the Start

The question this chapter answers: Why does Islam reject the Trinity before the 
Bible is even opened?

•  Tawhid is a particular kind of monotheism: Allah is absolutely one, 
usually in personhood too, with no internal distinctions, no divine Son, 
no incarnation. Most Muslim objections start here, in metaphysics.

•  To many Muslims the Trinity feels like shirk (association) because they 
hear “Father, Son, Spirit” as three gods. Often the objection begins with 
misunderstanding, which must be corrected first.

Clarify Before Arguing

•  The Quran’s critique often misses the doctrine: Surah 5:116 presents a 
triad of Allah, Jesus, and Mary. Christianity never taught Mary as part of 
the Trinity.

•  The Christian definition: one being, three persons, not three beings, not 
three gods. Many Muslim arguments collapse once this is understood.

•  Distinction does not require composition. Tawhid’s instinct 
(“distinctions make God composite”) must be answered, not conceded.

The Christian Challenge to Tawhid

•  Can strict unipersonal monotheism ground eternal love? If Allah is 
eternally solitary, love becomes contingent, activated only at creation. 
The Trinity grounds relation eternally.

•  Divine Sonship: Islam hears “Son of God” biologically, but Christianity 
also rejects biological sonship. Make this clarification early.

•  The real stumbling block is the incarnation: a transcendent Allah does 
not enter creation, suffer, or die. Christianity says God does.
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•  Strategy: do not start with “three persons.” Start with “one being,” then 
distinction. Ask: do you reject the Trinity as Christians define it, or as 
you think we define it?
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Chapter 106: John 17:3 and “The Only True God”

The question this chapter answers: Does “the only true God” in John 17:3 
exclude the Son?

•  Text: “That they may know You, the only true God, and Jesus Christ 
whom You have sent” (John 17:3, LSB).

•  Reply: Exclusive identification does not always mean exhaustive 
exclusion of shared identity. Context determines that, and here context is 
everything.

The Context Blocks the Reading

•  Verses later: “the glory which I had with You before the world was” 
(17:5). Preexistent shared glory is not creature language.

•  Whole-Gospel: John 1:1, 8:58, 10:30, and 20:28 will not let the Son be 
excluded from deity. Begins by calling the Word God, ends with Thomas 
calling Jesus God.

•  The parallel: eternal life is knowing the Father AND Jesus Christ. No 
prophet, angel, or creature is ever placed there.

“Only True God” vs Idols

•  Jesus identifies the Father as the true God over against idols and false 
gods, not over against the Son. “This is my only true wife” identifies 
against false claims, not against my children.

•  The same logic backfires: in the Quran, Allah is called the only knower or 
judge in contexts, without excluding derived knowledge or judgment in 
creatures. Exclusive language functions contextually.

•  Distinction of persons is not denial of shared essence. If “only true God” 
excluded all others absolutely, John 20:28 (Thomas) would be 
blasphemy, yet Jesus accepts it.

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapter 80.
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Chapter 107: John 17:5 and the Glory Before the 
World

The question this chapter answers: Was the glory of John 17:5 real preexistence 
or just God’s plan?

•  Text: “Glorify Me together with Yourself, with the glory which I had 
with You before the world was” (John 17:5, LSB): shared glory before 
creation.

•  Objection: “Jesus existed only in God’s decree, like believers chosen 
before creation (Ephesians 1:4; 1 Peter 1:20).”

Why Predestination Fails

•  “The glory which I had with You”: relational possession, not “the glory 
You decreed.” Personal sharing, not abstract foreordination.

•  “With You” implies personal coexistence: relation, presence, 
communion. A decree is not “with” God as glory-sharing; persons are.

•  Verse 24: “You loved Me before the foundation of the world.” Love 
requires subject and object, not mere decree.

•  The Greek imperfect “I had” points to ongoing possession, not future 
certainty.

The Isaiah 42 Collision

•  “I will not give My glory to another” (Isaiah 42:8). If Jesus is a creature, 
John 17:5 is impossible. One of the strongest anti-Arian texts.

•  This presses JWs (creaturely preexistence still collides with Isaiah 42) and 
Unitarians (personal language resists the decree reading), not only 
Muslims.

•  Debate move: if this is only predestination, how is glory personally shared 
“with” the Father? How does a creature share the glory Yahweh will not 
give to another?

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapter 81.
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Chapter 108: John 17:22 and the Difference Between 
Eternal Glory and Given Glory

The question this chapter answers: Does the glory Jesus gives believers (John 
17:22) make His glory non-divine?

•  Objection: The argument: Jesus had glory before the world, then gives 
glory to believers, so the earlier glory is not uniquely divine. It assumes 
the same kind of glory in both places.

•  Reply: Not all glory is the same: intrinsic divine glory, covenantal glory, 
royal glory, resurrection glory, reflected glory are not identical.

Two Different Categories

John 17:5 John 17:22
Glory “before the world was” Glory “given” in history
Eternal possession Bestowed participation
Shared by nature Participated by grace

•  Christ shares divine glory by nature; believers participate by grace. We 
become glorified creatures, not God (2 Peter 1:4, “partakers of the divine 
nature,” is participation, not deity by essence).

•  The sun has light by nature; the moon reflects it by participation. 
Believers reflect glory; Christ possesses it.

•  You cannot give what you do not possess: Christ possessed glory pre-
creationally, then gives to believers. The sequence matters.

•  Isaiah 42 still stands: it forbids giving intrinsic divine glory to another, 
not glorifying creatures covenantally.

•  Debate move: was the glory of verse 22 possessed by believers before 
creation? If not, how can it be the same glory as verse 5?
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Chapter 109: Isaiah 42:8, “My Glory I Will Not Give 
to Another”

The question this chapter answers: Does Isaiah 42:8 destroy the deity of Christ, 
or confirm it?

•  Text: “I am Yahweh... I will not give My glory to another, nor My praise 
to graven images” (Isaiah 42:8, LSB).

•  Objection: The Muslim argument: God will not share His glory, Jesus 
receives glory, so Jesus is not God. It depends entirely on Jesus being 
“another” in Isaiah’s sense.

What “Another” Means

•  In context, Yahweh contrasts Himself with idols and created rivals (“nor 
My praise to graven images”). The issue is false worship, not intra-divine 
relation.

•  If Jesus is merely a creature, Isaiah 42 is devastating (a creature cannot 
share Yahweh’s glory). If the Son is within the divine identity, He is not 
“another” in the creaturely sense.

•  The Trinity does not say God shares glory with an outside being; the 
Father and Son share one divine glory. Both texts stand without 
contradiction.

The New Testament Confirms It

•  John 17:5: shared glory before creation, restoration of manifested glory, 
not creaturely promotion. Either Jesus is within divine identity, or 
Scripture contradicts itself.

•  Isaiah 48:11 repeats “My glory I will not give to another.” Philippians 2 
applies Isaiah 45 (every knee bows) to Christ, placing Him inside 
Yahweh’s exclusive worship sphere.

•  Revelation 5: the Lamb receives worship alongside the One on the 
throne. Impossible unless the Lamb is divine.
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•  This presses JWs and Unitarians hard: exalted humans and creatures do 
not share eternal pre-creational divine glory.

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapter 82.
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Chapter 110: Has the Bible Been Corrupted? The 
Islamic Claim of Tahrif

The question this chapter answers: Can the claim that the Bible was corrupted 
(Tahrif) be sustained?

•  Key term: Tahrif means corruption or alteration: Jews and Christians 
changed the original revelation. It is foundational because if the Bible 
were preserved, major Islamic claims face severe problems.

•  The Quran speaks positively of the Torah, Psalms, and Gospel as divine 
revelation, creating immediate tension: if divine, what happened, and 
when?

The Quran Undercuts the Claim

•  Surah 10:94 tells the doubter to ask those who read the Book before, 
assuming they possess accessible revelation at Muhammad’s time.

•  Surah 5:47 tells Christians to judge by the Gospel, present tense: the 
Gospel in their possession.

•  Two kinds of tahrif: of meaning (misinterpretation) and of text 
(alteration). Early scholarship leaned toward interpretive corruption; 
modern polemics collapse into textual corruption.

The Historical Counters

•  Thousands of early, geographically diverse New Testament manuscripts. 
Variants exist, but no wholesale doctrinal rewrite, especially on 
Christology.

•  The “original Injil” has no manuscript, no text, no trace. A lost revelation 
cannot be used as polemical certainty.

•  Timing: before Muhammad? Then why does the Quran affirm it. After? 
Too late; the manuscripts already exist.

•  High Christology is in the earliest strata (Paul, the Gospels, early hymns): 
too early, too widespread for late invention.
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•  Ehrman is misused: he argues textual variants exist, not that the New 
Testament was corrupted into Trinitarianism. Different claims.

•  Debate move: when exactly was it corrupted, before or after 
Muhammad? Why does the Quran tell Christians to judge by the Gospel 
they had?
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Chapter 111: Is Muhammad Prophesied in the Bible?

The question this chapter answers: Does the Bible predict the coming of 
Muhammad?

•  This argument (popularized by Ahmed Deedat) takes the fight onto 
Christian ground: if the Bible predicts Muhammad, rejecting him means 
rejecting the Bible.

•  The answer is not to dismiss the texts but to read each in context. Ask the 
person to read the surrounding verses aloud.

The Proof-Texts and the Answers

Claimed text What it actually says

Deut 18:15-18, “prophet like 
Moses”

From among the Israelites, their 
brothers; Muhammad 
descended from Ishmael. Acts 
3:22-23 applies it to Jesus

John 14-16, the Paraclete

Jesus names the Paraclete the 
Holy Spirit (John 14:26), 
coming at Pentecost, dwelling in 
believers. No manuscript reads 
“periklytos”

Song of Solomon 5:16, 
machmadim

A plural Hebrew noun meaning 
“desirable things,” not a name. 
A sound coincidence

Isaiah 42:1-4, the Servant
Gentle, not breaking a bruised 
reed; Matthew 12:18-21 applies 
it to Jesus

Genesis 21 / Numbers 24 / 
Habakkuk 3

A blessing on Ishmael’s 
descendants; the covenant runs 
through Isaac. Balaam’s oracle 
points to a ruler from Jacob; 
Habakkuk is a theophany
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The Cave of Hira

•  From Islam’s own sources (Bukhari, the Sira): the being seized and 
pressed Muhammad three times; he fled, trembling, feared he was 
possessed, and was reassured only later by a human relative, Waraqa.

•  Biblical angels say “Do not be afraid” first, identify themselves, and leave 
the recipient reassured (Gabriel to Daniel, Zechariah, Mary). The cave 
account induced terror instead.

•  Scripture commands testing spirits (1 John 4:1); even Satan disguises 
himself as an angel of light (2 Corinthians 11:14-15).

•  Debate move: argue from Islam’s own sources. Is this how God’s angels 
behave? Does it match the Gabriel who told Daniel and Mary “Do not 
be afraid”?

The Genealogy Question: Two Lines from Abraham

•  The Deuteronomy 18 claim raises a deeper issue that is worth drawing 
out directly, because it is one of the clearest contrasts between the two 
figures. The Bible does not treat lineage as incidental. For its central 
promise, the Messiah, it specifies an exact bloodline and then documents 
that the one who came matches it.

•  Text:  The line narrows step by step. God tells Abraham that the 
covenant will run through one son: I will establish My covenant with 
Isaac (Genesis 17:19-21, LSB). Ishmael is genuinely blessed and made 
into a great nation, but he is placed outside the covenant line. From there 
it narrows again to Jacob, then to Judah: the scepter shall not depart 
from Judah until Shiloh comes (Genesis 49:10), and then to David, 
whose throne is promised to be established forever (2 Samuel 7).

•  Jesus is documented to fit that line. The Gospels open with genealogies 
for exactly this reason: Matthew 1 traces Him through Abraham, Judah, 
and David, and Luke 3 traces His descent as well. He is repeatedly called 

204



The Trinitarian Debate

the son of David and the son of Abraham. The credential the prophecies 
required, He is shown to possess.

•  Key term:  Muhammad stands in the other line. Arab tradition traces his 
descent through Ishmael, not Isaac. That is precisely the branch the 
covenant of Genesis 17 sets aside from the Messianic promise. So the 
Deuteronomy 18 prophecy, a prophet from among their brothers, the 
Israelites, does not fit him: he does not come from the line the text 
names.

•  Notice what this does and does not claim. It does not say Ishmael’s 
descendants are cursed or unloved; Scripture says the opposite, that God 
blessed Ishmael. It says only that the Messianic line, the one the 
prophecies track, runs through Isaac, Judah, and David, and that Jesus is 
documented in it while Muhammad is not.

•  Debate move:  So the genealogy runs the wrong way for the Islamic 
argument. To make Muhammad the prophet of Deuteronomy 18, one 
must read past the word brothers and past the whole narrowing of the 
covenant line, while the Gospels present Jesus as the very fulfillment of it. 
The lineage that Islam would need to claim Muhammad is the lineage the 
Bible reserves for Christ.

•  Key term:  There is a further point, and it cuts against a common claim 
that Muhammad’s descent from Abraham through Ishmael is a 
documented, unbroken pedigree. By Islam’s own tradition, it is not. The 
line is reliably preserved only back to Adnan, an ancestor roughly twenty 
generations before Muhammad. Everything between Adnan and Ishmael 
is disputed and unnamed.

•  This is not a Christian objection imposed from outside; it is the 
admission of Muslim authorities. Reports have Muhammad himself 
refusing to trace his lineage past Adnan, saying the genealogists lied and 
citing the Quran that between the generations were many that no one 
knows (Surah 25:38 and the sense of Surah 14:9). Urwa ibn al-Zubayr 
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said no one knew the line between Adnan and Ishmael, and Ibn Abbas is 
reported to have said the ancestors between them were unknown, with 
the number of generations variously given as anywhere from about seven 
to thirty or more.

•  Debate move:  So the contrast sharpens. The claim that Muhammad has 
a documented descent from Abraham rests, in its earliest and most 
crucial stretch, on a gap that Islam’s own scholars acknowledge and that 
Muhammad reportedly declined to fill. The Gospels, by contrast, give 
Jesus a named, ordered genealogy through Abraham, Judah, and David, 
set down in writing in the first century. One line is recorded; the other, 
past a certain point, is admitted to be lost.

The Death Test: What the Quran Says and How Muhammad 
Died

•  There is a further argument drawn entirely from Islam’s own scripture 
and traditions, and it is worth stating carefully because it is precise. The 
Quran gives a test for a false prophet, and the earliest Islamic sources 
describe Muhammad dying in the very terms that test names.

•  Text:  The Quran says that if Muhammad had fabricated words and 
attributed them to Allah, Allah would have seized him by the right hand 
and then cut from him the aorta, the al-watin or life-artery of the heart 
(Surah 69:44-46). This is presented as the mark of a man who invents a 
false revelation: Allah would sever his aorta.

•  Text:  Islam’s own most trusted collection then records how 
Muhammad died. In his final illness he said, according to Aisha, that he 
still felt the pain of the food he ate at Khaybar, where a Jewish woman 
had poisoned a lamb, and that at that moment he felt as if his aorta was 
being cut off from that poison (Sahih al-Bukhari 4428).

•  Debate move:  The argument is simply the overlay of the two. The 
Quran names the severed aorta as the fate of a false prophet, and the 
hadith has Muhammad describing his death as the cutting of his aorta. 
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The debater does not have to import anything from outside Islam; the 
sources supply both halves.

•  Objection:  State the Muslim replies fairly, because there are some. First, 
the hadith does not say the poison killed him on the spot; he lived 
roughly three years after Khaybar, so Muslims argue the poison was not 
the direct cause of death. Second, some point out that the Arabic word in 
the hadith (abhar) is not identical to the word in the Quran (watin), 
though both are standardly translated aorta. Third, many Muslim 
scholars treat the poisoning as martyrdom, an honor, rather than a 
judgment.

•  Reply:  These replies soften the argument but do not dissolve it. The 
delay does not erase the fact that the earliest sources tie his death to the 
poison and describe it as the cutting of the aorta, the exact image the 
Quran attaches to a false prophet. Calling it martyrdom is an 
interpretation laid over the data, not a denial of the data. And the near-
synonym for aorta does not change the picture a plain reader receives.

•  So the honest weight of the argument is this: it is not a knockdown proof, 
and it should not be oversold as one, but it is a genuine and 
uncomfortable tension inside Islam’s own texts. By the Quran’s stated 
criterion and Islam’s own record of the death, the sources describe 
Muhammad dying the death the Quran assigns to a man who spoke 
falsely in God’s name.

•  The contrast with Jesus is sharp. Jesus predicted His own death and 
resurrection and was vindicated by rising, which is the biblical mark of a 
true prophet whose word comes to pass (Deuteronomy 18:22). 
Muhammad’s death, on his own community’s testimony, echoes the 
Quran’s description of a false one. The two endings point in opposite 
directions.
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Chapter 112: Free Will and the Origin of Sin: Allah’s 
Decree and Yahweh’s Permission

The question this chapter answers: In Islam, who is responsible for sin if Allah 
seals hearts?

•  Muslims press Christians on the problem of evil, but the question turns 
back harder on Islam because several Quranic texts make Allah the direct 
agent who misguides and seals hearts.

•  Text: Surah 2:7 (a seal on hearts), 4:88, 7:179 (created many for hell), 
14:4, 16:93, 74:31 (sends astray whom He wills): Allah’s will directly 
determines guidance and misguidance.

•  Mainstream Ash’ari theology: Allah creates the act, the human “acquires” 
it (kasb), but Allah still wills the misguidance. This makes Allah the 
author of the sin He then punishes.

The Christian Answer

•  Text: James 1:13: “God cannot be tempted with evil, and He Himself 
tempts no one.” Sin originates in the person’s own desire, not in God.

Authorship Permission
God directly causes the sinful 
act and condition

God allows a free creature to act, 
never producing the evil

The Quranic sealing texts move 
toward this

Christianity affirms this and 
denies authorship

•  Real freedom makes love and obedience meaningful and rebellion 
possible. God permits the possibility of sin without being its cause, as a 
parent allowing a real choice is not the cause of the wrongdoing.

•  The problem of evil presses harder on Islam: the Muslim who takes the 
sealing texts seriously must explain how Allah is just while sealing the 
hearts He condemns.
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Chapter 113: Surah 4:34 and the Moral Objection to 
Wife Discipline

The question this chapter answers: Does Surah 4:34 permit a husband to strike 
his wife?

•  The goal is not to caricature Islam or imply Muslim men are abusers, but 
to examine the text fairly and draw the ethical contrast.

•  Text: Surah 4:34 gives escalating steps when a husband fears nushuz 
(rebellion): admonish, forsake in bed, then wadribuhunna, which in its 
direct traditional sense means to strike.

•  The trigger sharpens it: the husband acts when he fears nushuz, so the 
action can rest on suspicion, not a proven wrong.

The Range of Interpretations

•  Some scholars say the striking must be symbolic and light (a small twig). 
Others say the third step is nearly prohibited by conditions.

•  Reformist scholars reread wadribuhunna as “separate from” or “leave 
them,” but these run against the dominant classical interpretation, which 
understood it as striking.

•  Even the gentlest reading keeps physical striking among the husband’s 
options and frames the wife under a disciplinary escalation with no 
parallel for the husband. The very effort to soften it concedes the point.

The Christian Contrast

•  Husbands are to love their wives as Christ loved the church and gave 
Himself for her (Ephesians 5:25), to nourish and cherish them, and to 
live with them in an understanding way, showing honor (1 Peter 3:7).

•  The governing image is sacrificial love, not permitted force. Raise this 
calmly, acknowledge the range of Muslim views, and point to the 
character of Christ.
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Chapter 114: Abrogation (Naskh) and Quranic Self-
Consistency

The question this chapter answers: Does abrogation (naskh) undermine the 
Quran’s claim to perfect consistency?

•  Key term: Naskh is the teaching that some Quranic verses cancel or 
supersede others, derived from Surah 2:106. The later verse generally 
abrogates the earlier when they conflict.

•  It was needed because the Quran was revealed over ~23 years and its 
instructions changed, notably from the Meccan to the Medinan period.

The Consistency Problem

•  Muslims argue the Quran is perfectly consistent while the Bible has 
contradictions. Naskh is itself an admission of internal tension serious 
enough to require a whole science.

•  The double standard: the Bible’s development across many centuries and 
authors is called corruption, while the Quran’s changes across 23 years 
are called wisdom. Both should be judged by the same standard.

•  Naskh often surfaces on peaceful vs militant verses (e.g. Surah 9:5). When 
a peaceful verse is cited, it is fair to ask whether classical scholarship 
considers it abrogated, which is contested within Islam.

•  Use it fairly: not to claim all Muslims are violent, but to note the Quran 
also required a mechanism to handle internal tension. Then return to 
who Jesus is and whether He rose.
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Chapter 115: The Injil and the Gospels: What the 
Quran Actually Endorses

The question this chapter answers: Is the true “Injil” a lost book different from 
the four Gospels?

•  Objection: A more careful version of the corruption claim: the Quran 
endorses a lost Injil given to Jesus, distinct from Matthew, Mark, Luke, 
and John, which taught pure Islamic monotheism and predicted 
Muhammad.

Why It Collapses

•  No such book exists in the historical record: no manuscript, fragment, 
quotation, or reference anywhere. The four Gospels, by contrast, have 
thousands of manuscripts within a century of the events.

•  “Injil” is simply the Arabic form of the Greek euangelion (gospel). The 
singular refers to the one gospel message; the four Gospels are four 
testimonies to it, not four competing revelations.

•  Surah 5:47 tells the Christians of Muhammad’s day to judge by the 
Gospel they possessed, which was the four Gospels. If the real Injil were 
already lost, the instruction makes no sense.

•  The dilemma: if the Injil is the four Gospels, the Quran endorses the 
documents teaching Christ’s deity, crucifixion, and resurrection. If it is 
some other lost book, the Quran commands judging by a text no one can 
produce.

•  A revelation that cannot be examined cannot be the standard by which 
examinable documents are judged.
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Chapter 116: Quranic Textual Criticism: Answering 
the Double Standard

The question this chapter answers: Is the Quran really variant-free while the 
Bible has variants?

•  Objection: The claim: the Quran exists in one perfect form with no 
variants, versus ~400,000 New Testament variants. The goal here is a 
level playing field, not attack.

The Historical Reality

•  Uthman ordered a standardized text and commanded competing copies 
burned (Bukhari). If the text were already uniform, there would be 
nothing to standardize or burn.

•  The qira’at: recognized reading traditions differing in wording, vowels, 
and occasionally meaning, still in use. Textual variation within the 
tradition.

•  The Sana’a palimpsest (discovered 1972): an early manuscript with an 
erased lower text recovered by imaging, containing readings that differ 
from the standard Uthmanic text.

Applying the Same Standard

•  If New Testament variants prove corruption, then the Uthmanic 
burning, the qira’at, and Sana’a count as evidence of the same kind for 
the Quran.

•  New Testament variants are overwhelmingly minor (spelling, word 
order); no doctrine hangs on a disputed reading, and nothing was burned 
to hide them.

•  Use it to answer a double standard, not to ridicule, then return to history 
and identity.
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The Collection and Dating of the Quran: The History Behind 
the Text

•  It helps to lay out the actual history of how the Quran reached its present 
form, because the popular claim that it was preserved perfectly and 
instantly, unlike the Bible, does not match Islam’s own accounts. The 
point is not to attack the Quran but to hold both books to one honest 
standard.

•  Text:  By Islam’s own sources, the text was not gathered into a single 
book during Muhammad’s life. Zayd ibn Thabit said that the Prophet 
died and the Quran had not been collected into anything; it was scattered 
on palm-leaf stalks, stones, bone, and in the memories of reciters.

•  Key term:  The traditional sequence has three stages. Under the first 
caliph, Abu Bakr, Zayd ibn Thabit was tasked with gathering the 
scattered material into sheets. Those sheets passed to Umar, then to 
Hafsa. Under the third caliph, Uthman (ruling roughly 644 to 656), a 
standardized consonantal text was produced from Hafsa’s copy, sent to 
the major cities, and the competing copies were ordered burned (Sahih 
al-Bukhari).

•  Debate move:  That last step is the telling one. Uthman standardized the 
text and had rival codices destroyed. If the text were already uniform and 
perfectly preserved, there would have been nothing to standardize and 
nothing to burn. The burning is evidence that variation existed.

•  The rival codices were real and differed. The codex of Abdullah ibn 
Mas’ud, an early companion who reportedly learned some seventy surahs 
directly from Muhammad, is said to have had a different surah order and 
to have omitted the opening surah and the final two. The codex of 
Ubayy ibn Ka’b reportedly contained two additional surahs not in the 
standard text. These are not Christian claims; they come from Islamic 
sources such as Ibn Abi Dawud’s Kitab al-Masahif.
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•  There is also physical and traditional evidence of variant readings. The 
qira’at, the recognized reading traditions still in use, differ in wording, 
vowels, and occasionally sense. The Sana’a palimpsest, discovered in 
1972, is an early manuscript whose erased lower text, recovered by 
imaging, preserves readings that differ from the standard Uthmanic text.

•  Text:  On dating, the manuscript evidence is genuinely early, and this 
cuts both ways honestly. The Birmingham manuscript, two parchment 
leaves in Hijazi script holding parts of Surahs 18 to 20, was radiocarbon 
dated to between 568 and 645 (95 percent probability), close to 
Muhammad’s lifetime, and is generally seen as an early descendant of the 
Uthmanic text. This is strong early attestation, which a fair treatment 
grants rather than hides.

•  Objection:  State the Muslim reply fairly. Muslims explain the early 
variation through the seven ahruf, the modes of recitation the Prophet is 
said to have permitted for different tribes, and hold that Uthman simply 
unified the community on one of them. Some scholars also note that the 
pre-Uthmanic codices, once examined, do not show differences of great 
doctrinal significance, and one early report claims the codices of Ibn 
Mas’ud, Ubayy, and Zayd showed no real differences.

•  Reply:  The reply does not restore the original claim. Even granting the 
ahruf explanation, it concedes that more than one wording existed and 
that a human decision fixed one and destroyed the rest, which is a process 
of standardization, not untouched preservation. And the honest verdict 
is symmetry: the Quran has a real transmission history with variant 
codices, a standardizing recension, burned copies, living variant readings, 
and an erased-and-rewritten early manuscript. That is a normal textual 
history, much like the Bible’s.

•  Objection:  Anticipate the strongest reply. A Muslim will often argue 
that the Quranic variants matter less than the New Testament ones, that 
the qira’at and the rival codices differ in ways that carry little doctrinal 

214



The Trinitarian Debate

weight. That may be granted, just as this book grants that the New 
Testament variants are overwhelmingly minor. But it does not rescue the 
original claim, because the claim was about the process, not the size of 
the variance. A text that had to be standardized by a human authority, 
with rival codices collected and burned, has a transmission history in the 
ordinary sense, whatever the scale of the differences. The point is 
symmetry of kind, not a contest over degree.

•  So the argument lands here: hold one standard for both books. If variant 
readings and a transmission history prove the Bible corrupt, the same 
features prove the same of the Quran, and Islam’s own sources supply 
them. If instead a text can be reliably transmitted through real human 
history, as the evidence shows for both, then the New Testament, with 
thousands of early manuscripts and no centralized burning of rivals, is at 
least as well preserved as the Quran, and arguably better attested.
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Chapter 117: Surah 10:94, Surah 5:47, and the Islamic 
Dilemma

The question this chapter answers: Does the Quran’s appeal to the Bible trap 
Islam in a dilemma?

•  If the Bible was reliable in Muhammad’s time, Islamic contradictions 
with it become serious. If unreliable, the Quran’s appeals to it become 
problematic.

The Quran Assumes Present Possession

•  Text: Surah 10:94 (“ask those who have been reading the Book”): 
present tense, assuming accessible prior revelation that can confirm.

•  Text: Surah 5:47 (“judge by what Allah revealed therein”) and 5:68 (“no 
ground unless you uphold the Torah and Gospel”): present possession, 
present authority.

•  Objection: “These verses mean only the original revelation.” Yet the 
commands are directed at living communities with actual texts, not lost 
originals.

The Timing Trap

•  By Muhammad’s time the New Testament was widespread and quoted; 
there is no alternative Injil manuscript, no suppressed original.

•  If corruption happened before Muhammad, why appeal to the 
Scriptures? If after, it is too late; pre-Muhammad manuscripts already 
exist.

•  Objection: “The Bible has truth mixed with corruption.” Yet the Quran 
never identifies which parts, making it selective and circular.

•  Debate move: when Surah 5:47 tells Christians to judge by the Gospel, 
what Gospel did they have? Do we have manuscripts of it?
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Chapter 118: Surah 4:157 and the Denial of the 
Crucifixion

The question this chapter answers: Can Islam’s denial of the crucifixion stand 
against history?

•  Text: “They did not kill him, nor crucify him, but it was made to appear 
so” (Surah 4:157). This collides with virtually all historical evidence.

•  The denial protects Islamic commitments: prophetic honor, divine 
protection, rejection of atonement and incarnation. It is structural, not 
random.

The Historical Consensus

•  The crucifixion is among the most widely accepted facts in ancient 
history, affirmed even by secular historians.

•  All four Gospels, Paul, Hebrews, Peter, and Revelation affirm it. Tacitus 
and Josephus (hostile/neutral sources) confirm it.

•  The embarrassment principle: crucifixion was shameful, not something 
you invent for your Messiah. That strengthens authenticity.

•  1 Corinthians 15 gives creedal tradition dated within years: too early for 
legend.

The Theories Fail

•  The Quran (7th century) comes 600+ years after first-century testimony. 
Later revision against earlier widespread testimony bears a heavy burden.

•  Substitution requires mass divine deception of the disciples, enemies, and 
world, then judging people based on that confusion.

•  The disciples preached the cross immediately and died for it: martyrdom 
proves sincerity. The resurrection presupposes a real death.

•  Debate move: what first-century source denies the crucifixion? Why 
should a seventh-century text overturn first-century testimony?

217



The Trinitarian Debate

Chapter 119: Did Jesus Rise? The Historical Case for 
the Resurrection

The question this chapter answers: What best explains the resurrection 
evidence?

•  Christianity rises or falls here. Paul: “if Christ has not been raised, your 
faith is futile.” A religion willing to collapse on one historical claim 
invites investigation.

The Evidence and the Failed Theories

Evidence Rival theory and why it fails

Empty tomb
Theft: the disciples died for a 
known lie; authorities could 
have produced the body

Early creed (1 Cor 15:3-8) Legend: too early; named 
eyewitnesses were still living

Post-resurrection appearances
Hallucination: group 
hallucinations do not occur; 500 
do not share one vision

Conversion of Paul A hostile persecutor reversed 
with nothing worldly to gain

Conversion of James
A skeptical brother (John 7:5) 
became a Jerusalem leader and 
died for it

Disciples transformed Fearful at the arrest, boldly 
public within weeks

The Pressure on Rivals

•  Islam denies the crucifixion and so the resurrection, but the proclamation 
is built into the earliest sources, requiring historical revision at scale.

•  Naturalism rejects it by excluding miracles at the start: philosophical 
filtering, not neutral history. The question is what best explains the facts.
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•  Christianity insists on bodily resurrection (the tomb, eating, touching), 
grounding the faith in history. N.T. Wright’s work remains a strong 
modern defense.

•  Debate move: what best explains the empty tomb, the appearances, and 
the transformed disciples? Force a positive explanation, not mere 
skepticism.
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Chapter 120: “God Does Not Beget”: The Meaning of 
Divine Sonship

The question this chapter answers: If “God does not beget,” how can Jesus be the 
Son?

•  Text: “He neither begets nor is born” (Quran). It seems to destroy 
Christian claims, but only if Christianity means biological generation, 
and it does not.

•  Reply: Christianity has never taught biological sonship: no mating, no 
physical offspring. That is paganism, not Christianity. Make this 
clarification immediately.

What “Son” Means

•  In Scripture, “son” can mean shared nature, representative identity, 
covenantal role, or royal status. Israel, kings, and angels are called sons.

•  Christ is uniquely the Son: eternal, relational, ontological, sharing the 
Father’s nature. This moves beyond metaphor.

•  Key term: Eternal generation: the Son is eternally begotten, not made. 
Begotten means personal origin within the divine life, timelessly, without 
biology.

Answering the Objections

•  Muslims hear begetting physically; the Quran’s rejection is aimed at 
biological generation, which Christianity also rejects. Correcting this 
changes everything.

•  A human son shares human nature; likewise divine Sonship signifies 
shared divine nature. In John 5, Sonship claims made Jesus “equal with 
God.”

•  “Adam is called son too”: Adam’s sonship is created; Jesus’ is eternal. 
Category distinction matters.
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•  Debate move: do you reject biological sonship, or the Christian doctrine 
of eternal Sonship? Many Muslims realize they are rejecting what 
Christians also reject.
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Chapter 121: “The Father Is Greater Than I”: Role, 
Nature, and the Incarnation

The question this chapter answers: Does “the Father is greater than I” deny 
Christ’s deity?

•  Text: “The Father is greater than I” (John 14:28). “Greater” sounds like 
superiority, but it can refer to role, position, or mission, not only essence.

•  Reply: A king is greater than an ambassador in office, but both are 
equally human. Role and essence are different categories.

The Incarnation Frames It

•  Jesus speaks during His earthly ministry, in servant-form (Philippians 2). 
The Father is “greater” in the economy of redemption, not because the 
Son ceased to be divine.

•  John’s Gospel must govern: “the Word was God” (1:1), “I and the Father 
are one” (10:30), “before Abraham was, I am” (8:58), “My Lord and my 
God” (20:28).

•  Philippians 2: Christ existed in the form of God, equal with God, THEN 
humbled Himself. Equality precedes humiliation.

•  Context: “you would have rejoiced because I am going to the Father” 
(14:28), a contrast between earthly humiliation and heavenly restoration.

The Wider Witness and 1 Corinthians 15:28

•  If the Father were greater by nature, John 5 (equal honor), John 17 
(shared pre-creational glory), and Hebrews 1 (called God, worshiped) all 
become impossible.

•  “The Son will be subjected... that God may be all in all” (1 Cor 15:28): 
the subjection is the incarnate mediator’s role and economy, not 
inequality of essence.
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•  Augustine: greater according to humanity, equal according to deity. 
Debate move: greater in what sense, essence or role? Then press John 1:1 
and 20:28.
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Chapter 122: Mark 13:32, “Nor the Son”: Omniscience 
and the Muslim Objection

The question this chapter answers: If Jesus did not know the hour, can He be 
God?

•  Text: “Of that day or hour no one knows... nor the Son, but the Father 
alone” (Mark 13:32). The conclusion feels immediate: Jesus lacked 
knowledge, so He is not God.

•  Reply: The hidden assumption: that Jesus has only one mode of 
consciousness. Christianity denies this; the incarnation changes 
everything.

The Two-Nature Principle

•  One person, two natures: divine nature has omniscience, human nature 
has finite experiential knowledge. Each carries its proper attributes.

•  Jesus grew in wisdom (Luke 2:52): real human cognition, learning, 
development. A fully human mind does not function as infinite 
omniscience in earthly life.

•  Speaking from His human consciousness, He does not know the hour 
according to His human condition. The divine Son did not cease 
knowing; the incarnate mode includes genuine human limitation.

•  This is not lying: it is genuine human limitation truthfully expressed, 
resolved by the two-nature framework, not evasion.
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Chapter 123: John 8:58, “Before Abraham Was, I AM”

The question this chapter answers: What does “before Abraham was, I AM” 
prove?

•  Text: “Truly, truly, before Abraham was, I am” (John 8:58). Not “I was” 
but “I AM.” The Jews immediately pick up stones.

•  Objection: “It just means preexistence in God’s plan, or ordinary I-am-
he speech (like John 9:9).”

Why the Grammar Matters

•  Jesus contrasts Abraham “was” with “I am.” If He meant mere 
preexistence, “I was” would be expected; He avoids it deliberately.

•  The echo of Exodus 3:14 (“I AM”) would be heard by Jewish ears in 
John’s theological world.

•  The Jews pick up stones for execution, not confusion. Mere 
“preexistence in God’s decree” would not warrant stoning; a divine-
identity claim would.

Answering the Objections

•  John 9:9: the blind man’s “I am” is self-identification; Jesus places 
Himself before Abraham in timeless present. Context determines force.

•  Predestination: Abraham also existed in God’s plan, which does not 
explain the contrast. The point is identity, not foreknowledge.

•  It sits in John’s wider “I AM” pattern (bread, light, resurrection, the way) 
and high Christology (1:1, 5:18, 10:30, 20:28).

•  Debate move: if He only meant “I existed before Abraham,” why not say 
“I was”? Why did the Jews try to stone Him?

225



The Trinitarian Debate

Chapter 124: “Jesus Never Said, ‘I Am God, Worship 
Me’”: The Muslim Argument from Explicitness

The question this chapter answers: Does it matter that Jesus never said the 
words “I am God, worship Me”?

•  Objection: “Where did Jesus ever plainly say I am God or Worship Me?”

•  Reply: It assumes truth must be stated in one exact formula. Jesus also 
never says “I am only a prophet” or “I am not God.” The explicitness 
standard cuts both ways.

Truth Revealed by Action

•  Jesus forgives sins (Mark 2): “Who can forgive sins but God alone?” He 
confirms His authority rather than correcting them.

•  He accepts worship without rebuke. If He were a creature, that would be 
blasphemy.

•  “Before Abraham was, I AM” (John 8:58) and claims of equality (John 
5:18) were heard as divine, and they moved to stone Him.

•  His context was dangerous: even messianic claims could get Him killed, 
so revelation unfolds progressively.

Turning It Around

•  Even an explicit “I am God” would still need interpretation (God in what 
sense?). Words alone do not remove interpretation.

•  The Quran never says in those words “the Bible is corrupted,” yet 
Muslims infer it. Demanding explicitness only from Christians is 
inconsistent.

•  “Jesus prayed like a Muslim, so He was a Muslim”: Islam did not exist 
until the 7th century; prostration is biblical (Genesis 17:3), predating 
Islam; and a worshiper can be worshiped (the incarnate Son prays as 
man, is worshiped as God).
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•  Debate move: did the people around Jesus understand Him to be making 
divine claims? Repeatedly, yes. They tried to kill Him for it.
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Chapter 125: The Deity of Christ in the Synoptics: 
More Than the Gospel of John

The question this chapter answers: Do the Synoptic Gospels present Christ as 
divine, or only John?

•  Objection: “Only John makes Jesus divine; Matthew, Mark, and Luke 
present only a prophet.”

•  Reply: Explicit is not exclusive. John uses heavier theological language; 
the Synoptics reveal deity through action. Same Christ, different 
presentation.

The Synoptic Evidence

•  Mark opens by applying Isaiah 40 (Yahweh coming) to Jesus: John 
prepares the way for Jesus, so Jesus occupies Yahweh’s arrival.

•  Mark 2: Jesus forgives sins; the scribes say “who can forgive sins but God 
alone?” and He proves His authority rather than correcting them.

•  He calms and walks on the sea, imagery reserved for Yahweh in the Old 
Testament. The disciples ask “who is this?”

•  The Son of Man (Daniel 7) receives dominion and universal service. At 
His trial (Mark 14), He combines Psalm 110 and Daniel 7, and the high 
priest tears his robes for blasphemy.

•  Matthew: Immanuel (“God with us”) and the Great Commission (“in 
the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit”). Luke: “Lord of the 
Sabbath,” which belongs to God.

•  Jesus judges the nations (a divine role) and receives worship (Magi, 
disciples, post-resurrection) without rebuke.

•  The “only John” argument assumes style equals theology. John is explicit; 
the Synoptics are dramatic; the theology aligns.
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Chapter 126: Did Paul Corrupt Christianity? The 
Muslim Attack on the Apostle

The question this chapter answers: Did Paul invent divine Christology and 
corrupt the message of Jesus?

•  Objection: “Jesus taught pure prophet-monotheism; Paul added deity, 
atonement, and the Trinity.”

•  Reply: Paul is targeted because he writes the earliest documents with 
high Christology. The historical case against corruption, however, is very 
strong.

The Historical Problems

•  Paul knew the apostles: he met Peter, James, and John. Galatians 1: he 
checked his gospel with them and they affirmed it, not merely tolerated 
it.

•  1 Corinthians 15:3 (“I delivered what I also received”): he inherited the 
death-burial-resurrection tradition, dated within a few years of Jesus. 
Passing on, not inventing.

•  Philippians 2 likely contains an earlier hymn: divine Christology predates 
Paul’s pen.

•  The Gospels agree with Paul. Corruption would require a synchronized, 
early, widespread takeover with no evidence.

The Weaknesses of the Claim

•  The law issue oversimplifies: Jesus Himself spoke of fulfillment and new 
covenant; Paul extends Jesus’ own covenant logic.

•  The Damascus vision does not prove corruption; the apostles tested and 
accepted him. The Ebionites who rejected him were a minority.

•  The Quran does not name Paul; the corruption theory is later polemic, 
not revealed fact.
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•  Burden of proof: whoever asserts must support. Do not let the discussion 
be reversed so only the New Testament is on trial.

•  Disputed authorship is not historical unreliability: historians use 
documents of debated authorship by dating, proximity, and 
corroboration.

•  Debate move: if Paul corrupted Christianity, why did Peter, James, and 
John affirm him? How do you explain pre-Pauline creeds?
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Chapter 127: Hadith Preservation vs New Testament 
Preservation

The question this chapter answers: How does Hadith preservation compare to 
New Testament preservation?

•  Muslims attack New Testament transmission while relying heavily on 
Hadith. Fair comparison creates pressure.

•  Hadith is central to Islam (Bukhari, Muslim): without it, prayer details, 
Muhammad’s life, and legal rulings are hard to reconstruct.

The Comparison

•  The New Testament is earlier: Paul within decades, the Gospels within 
the century. Hadith collections came 200+ years later.

•  Eyewitness proximity: Luke investigated carefully, Paul knew Peter and 
James. Hadith chains are far more removed.

•  The isnad system is sophisticated but retrospective: it evaluates memory 
chains later, while the New Testament includes actual early documents.

•  Thousands of manuscripts mean variants exist because abundance exists. 
Most are minor (spelling, word order); core doctrine is stable.

•  Hadith collections contain contradictions and rejected reports; whole 
sciences exist to filter them. Aisha’s age comes through Hadith, not the 
Quran.

•  Be fair: Hadith science is serious scholarship, not folklore. Chronology, 
however, strongly favors the New Testament.

•  Debate move: if textual proximity matters, why privilege Hadith over the 
earlier New Testament? If variants disqualify Scripture, what about 
Hadith contradictions?
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Chapter 128: Aisha’s Age, Child Marriage, and Moral 
Consistency

The question this chapter answers: How should the Aisha marriage tradition be  
handled with moral consistency?

•  Handle carefully, fairly, without mockery. This is about moral 
consistency and prophetic authority, not cheap attacks.

•  Text: The most-cited hadith (Sahih al-Bukhari 5133 and 3896; Sahih 
Muslim 1422, though exact numbers vary by edition) states Aisha was 
married at six and the marriage consummated at nine, the dominant 
Sunni position. Muhammad is held to be the perfect moral exemplar.

Why Context Alone Does Not Settle It

•  Objection: “It must be understood in its time; norms differed.” Context 
matters, and ancient marriage ages varied. Islam, however, claims timeless 
moral perfection in Muhammad, not merely contextual acceptability.

•  Descriptive vs prescriptive: Scripture often describes without endorsing 
(a king’s sin is recorded, not approved). In Islam, Muhammad’s life 
functions prescriptively.

•  The Rebekah/Mary counter is speculative: the Bible nowhere states their 
ages. Do not build Christianity on Muhammad-criticism; Christianity 
stands on Christ.

Handling It Well

•  Modern Muslims sometimes argue she was older; acknowledge it, but 
note it runs against the strongest Hadith.

•  Never use it as ridicule; it hardens people. Christians, too, must examine 
their own hard Old Testament texts with the same consistency.

•  Debate move: is Muhammad’s example universally morally binding? If 
yes, would this still be ideal today?
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Chapter 129: The Complete Islamic Dilemma: 
Revelation, Christ, and the Weight of History

The question this chapter answers: How do all the pieces converge into one 
cumulative case?

•  Worldviews are tested by total coherence, not one verse. The Islamic 
dilemma is a network of tensions: historical, theological, textual, and 
moral.

The Layers

•  The Quran affirms the Torah, Psalms, and Gospel as divine revelation, 
and appeals to them presently (Surah 10:94, 5:47, 5:68).

•  Yet the New Testament contradicts core Islamic claims: crucifixion, 
resurrection, Sonship, atonement, divine Christology.

•  The historical evidence is early and favors Christianity’s claims; the 
Quran arrives six centuries later.

•  Corruption theory has no clean timing: before Muhammad (why affirm 
it?) or after (too late; manuscripts exist).

•  Christ Himself claims preexistence, shared glory, forgiveness, judgment, 
and worship, which the prophet category cannot contain.

•  The cross is historically strong and central; the resurrection, if it 
happened, vindicates His claims.

•  Sonship: Islam rejects it as biological, which Christianity also rejects, so it 
attacks something Christians do not believe.

The Core Fork

•  If the Bible is reliable, Islam faces major contradiction; if unreliable, the 
Quran’s appeals become unstable.

•  Objection: “The Bible is partly true, corrupted in parts.” By what 
standard? Usually the Quran, which is circular: accept what agrees, reject 
what does not.
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Chapter 130: The 99 Attributes of Allah Under 
Trinitarian Examination

The question this chapter answers: Do the 99 names of Allah point toward a 
relational God?

•  The Asma’ al-Husna (the 99 Most Beautiful Names) form a rich portrait 
of God. The argument is not that they are false but about coherence: if 
the attributes are eternal, they must make sense before creation.

Essence and Attributes (Dhat and Sifat)

•  Key term: Muslim theology distinguishes the dhat (essence) from the 
sifat (attributes). Are the attributes identical to the essence, or distinct 
and eternal?

•  If identical, the names collapse into one undifferentiated point. If 
genuinely distinct and eternal, something plural exists eternally in God.

•  The sharpest case was the Kalam (Allah’s speech): is the Quran eternal or 
created? The dispute (the mihna) brought persecution, showing how 
central the problem is.

The Main Schools on the Attributes

School Position on the attributes

Mutazila
Rationalist: collapsed attributes 
into the essence to protect 
oneness

Ashari

Attributes eternal and real, “not 
Allah and not other than Allah,” 
accepted bila kayfa (without 
asking how)

Maturidi Attributes eternal and real, with 
a slightly larger role for reason

Athari
Traditionalist: affirmed the 
attributes as stated, bila kayfa, 
refusing speculation
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•  Three of these schools, the Ashari, Maturidi, and Athari, affirm eternal, 
real attributes, then stop short of explaining how eternal plurality 
coexists with absolute oneness. The Mutazila are the outlier: they 
collapsed the attributes into the essence to protect oneness, which later 
Sunni orthodoxy rejected. Bila kayfa is the reverent refusal of the others 
to press the question.

The Names by Category

Category The question it raises
Relational (Al-Wadud the 
Loving, Ar-Rahman, Ar-Rahim, 
Al-Ghafur)

Love needs a beloved; mercy a 
recipient. Before creation, 
whom did Allah love?

Moral (Al-Adl the Just, Al-
Haqq, Al-Quddus)

How does a just God forgive 
without satisfaction? Al-Adl 
and Al-Ghafur pull against each 
other

Self-revelatory (Al-Kalam, Al-
Hadi, An-Nur, Al-Hakim)

Eternal speech spoken to 
whom? Speech needs a hearer

Sovereign (Al-Malik, Al-Aziz, 
Al-Mutakabbir, Al-Qahhar)

Greatness as distance and 
dominance, but a God who 
descends (Philippians 2) shows 
fuller glory

•  The Trinity resolves each: the Father eternally loves the Son (relational); 
justice is satisfied at the cross (moral); the eternal Word is the eternal 
hearer/speaker (self-revelatory, John 1:1).

Likely Muslim Responses

•  Reply: “The attributes exist as potential.” Potential love is not actual 
love; it makes love contingent on the world.

•  Reply: “Allah loves Himself eternally.” Self-love is not the interpersonal 
love Al-Wadud implies, and one does not show mercy to oneself.
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•  Reply: “This is anthropomorphism.” Islam itself insists the names are 
real, not empty labels; their internal logic can be examined.

•  Reply: “The Trinity multiplies the problem into three.” Not three gods 
or beings: one essence eternally in three persons, which is exactly what 
the names require.

•  Debate move: before creation, whom did Allah love? If His speech is 
eternal, to whom did He eternally speak? How do justice and forgiveness 
meet?
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Chapter 131: Can Allah Be a Father in Any Sense? The 
God Who Has No Children

The question this chapter answers: Islam rejects calling God “Father.” But the 
God of the Hebrew Bible was already called Father long before Christ. Does 
that reveal two different Gods?

The Islamic Position

•  Islam does not merely deny that God has a biologically begotten son. It 
denies that God is a Father in any sense at all, relational, covenantal, or 
metaphorical. Fatherhood is excluded from the divine nature entirely.

•  Key term:  “Father” is not among the ninety-nine Names of Allah. The 
Asma al-Husna include the Merciful, the Sovereign, the Provider, and 
many more, but not Father. The omission is deliberate, not accidental.

•  Text:  The Quran rejects even the relational, non-biological sense. In 
Surah 5:18 it rebukes both Jews and Christians for saying they are the 
children of God and His loved ones, answering: then why does He 
punish you? You are only human beings He has created. Any parent-
child relationship between God and people is denied.

The Problem This Creates

•  Islam claims continuity with the God of Abraham, Moses, and the 
prophets. It presents itself as the restoration of the original faith of the 
Hebrew prophets.

•  But the God of the Hebrew Bible was already called Father, centuries 
before Christ and centuries before the Incarnation was ever in view. This 
is not a Christian addition read back into the text; it is in the Hebrew 
Scriptures themselves.

•  So the two portraits diverge at the root. The God whom Islam claims to 
continue was a Father to His people; the God Islam actually describes 
cannot be a Father at all.
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God Was Father in the Old Testament

•  Text:  Moses asks Israel: is He not your Father who has created you 
(Deuteronomy 32:6, LSB)? God is called Father at the very founding of 
the nation.

•  Text:  God calls the nation His son: when Israel was a youth I loved him, 
and out of Egypt I called My son (Hosea 11:1, LSB). The relationship is 
that of a father to a child.

•  Text:  Isaiah prays: You, Yahweh, are our Father, our Redeemer from of 
old is Your name (Isaiah 63:16). The prophets address God directly as 
Father.

•  He is a father of the fatherless (Psalm 68:5), and He fathers the Davidic 
king: I will be a father to him and he will be a son to Me (2 Samuel 7:14). 
Fatherhood is woven through the Law, the Prophets, and the Writings.

Why This Matters

•  The point is not yet the Trinity. Before we ever reach the deity of Christ, 
there is a prior problem: the God of the Hebrew Scriptures relates as a 
Father, and the God of Islam is defined so as to make that impossible.

•  This exposes the difference as one of nature, not just doctrine. A God 
who is eternally Father is relational at the core of His being. A God who 
cannot be Father in any sense is a solitary monad for whom relationship 
is foreign.

•  It also connects to the eternal-love problem raised elsewhere: if God is 
love, He must have someone to love eternally. The Old Testament 
already hints at a God whose very identity includes fatherhood, which 
the New Testament reveals fully in the eternal Father and Son.

•  Christianity does not invent the Fatherhood of God at the Incarnation. It 
inherits it from the Hebrew Scriptures and unveils its full depth: the God 
who was Father to Israel is eternally Father to the Son.
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Debate Move

•  Debate move:  Grant the Muslim that Christianity does not mean 
biological begetting, then press the real point: your own claim is 
continuity with the God of the prophets, yet that God was called Father 
before Christ was ever born. Which God do you follow, the Father of 
Israel, or a God who can be no one’s Father?

•  If the answer is that God only condescends to be called Father 
figuratively, then relational language about God is not forbidden after all, 
and the door the Quran shut in Surah 5:18 is reopened, which undercuts 
the objection to divine Sonship.
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PART IX

Judaism
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Chapter 132: Judaism: The Original Battlefield of 
Christian Monotheism

The question this chapter answers: Why is Judaism the original battlefield for 
the Trinity?

•  Christianity was born inside Jewish monotheism: the apostles, Jesus, the 
Scriptures, and the categories were all Jewish. If Trinitarian theology 
cannot survive Jewish scrutiny, it cannot survive at all.

How This Battlefield Differs

•  The Shema (Deuteronomy 6:4, “Yahweh is one”) stands at the center, 
and every Jewish objection returns there. Christians affirm all of it.

•  Judaism generally rejects Jesus as Messiah (He “failed messianic 
expectations”), unlike Islam, which reduces Him to prophet. Different 
pressure points.

•  With Jews the battlefield begins in the Tanakh (Isaiah, Daniel, Psalms, 
Genesis, Exodus, Zechariah), not the New Testament.

•  The charge is that the Trinity is a foreign Greek invention. The root 
question: does the Old Testament already contain categories for plurality 
within divine unity? The seeds, not the full doctrine.

•  This is a family argument, a covenantal dispute within a shared textual 
world, so respect matters. The first to accuse Jesus of blasphemy were 
Jews, who understood the categories.

•  Topics ahead: the Shema, plurality in Genesis, the Angel of the LORD, 
Name theology, the Memra, wisdom, Psalm 110, Isaiah 53, Daniel 7, the 
Two Powers, and Messianic prophecy.
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Chapter 133: The Shema: Does “The LORD Is One” 
Destroy the Trinity?

The question this chapter answers: Does “the LORD is one” in the Shema 
disprove the Trinity?

•  Text: “Hear, O Israel! Yahweh is our God, Yahweh is one!” 
(Deuteronomy 6:4). It affirms one God, but does not specify whether 
that oneness is singularity of person or unity of being.

•  Reply: The Trinity is not a denial of one God but a claim about how the 
one God exists. The Shema affirms monotheism, which Christians 
affirm.

Echad vs Yachid

Word Meaning and usage

Echad

“One, united,” a composite 
unity: one flesh (Genesis 2:24), 
two sticks become one (Ezekiel 
37:17), one cluster of grapes 
(Numbers 13:23). Used ~952 
times

Yachid

“One, solitary, alone”: your only 
son (Genesis 22:2), an only child 
(Judges 11:34). Used ~12 times, 
never of God

•  God chose echad, not yachid, for the Shema. This does not prove the 
Trinity, but it removes the Shema as a disproof. Do not overstate it.

The Real Point and the New Testament

•  The Shema’s primary function is covenantal exclusivity: Yahweh alone, 
not Baal or Molech. It is about loyalty, not the internal divine life.

•  Jesus affirms the Shema (Mark 12), proving His deity cannot mean 
abandoning Jewish monotheism.
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•  Paul reworks it (1 Corinthians 8:6): “one God, the Father... and one 
Lord, Jesus Christ,” splitting the Shema’s God/Lord categories and 
placing Jesus inside them.

•  Yahweh texts are applied to Christ (Isaiah 40, Joel 2, Philippians 2 via 
Isaiah 45). Bauckham: early Christians reread the Shema Christologically, 
not abandoning monotheism but expanding it.

•  Debate move: does “one” define God as one person, or one God? Why 
does Paul include Jesus inside Shema language?
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Chapter 134: The Rewritten Shema: 1 Corinthians 8:6 
and the Divine Identity of Christ

The question this chapter answers: How can Paul place Jesus inside the Shema 
without breaking Jewish monotheism?

•  This is one of the strongest answers to the charge that the Trinity violates 
the oneness of God. Paul makes the move himself, inside the most 
famous monotheistic confession in the Bible.

The Objection

•  Objection: “The Trinity violates Jewish monotheism. The Shema says 
Yahweh is one (Deuteronomy 6:4). Paul was a monotheist Jew, so he 
could never have called Jesus God.”

•  Reply: Paul, a trained Pharisee, takes the Shema and restructures it 
around Jesus. He does not add a second god; he places Jesus within the 
one identity the Shema confesses.

What Paul Actually Wrote

•  Text: “Yet for us there is one God, the Father, from whom are all things 
and we exist for Him, and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, 
and we exist through Him” (1 Corinthians 8:6, LSB).

•  The Greek Shema (Deuteronomy 6:4, Septuagint) reads: “The Lord our 
God, the Lord is one,” using the two words theos (God) and kyrios 
(Lord), the latter standing in for the divine name Yahweh.

•  Paul takes those two words, God and Lord, and assigns one to the Father 
and one to Jesus: one God, the Father, and one Lord, Jesus Christ. He 
splits the Shema across the Father and the Son.

Why This Is Staggering

•  Key point: Paul does not say there are now two gods or two lords. He is 
expounding the one confession, not adding to it. Jesus is identified with 
the kyrios of the Shema, the stand-in for Yahweh Himself.
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•  The creation clauses seal it: all things are from the Father and through the 
Son. In Jewish monotheism, creation is what Yahweh alone does (Isaiah 
44:24). Paul places Jesus on the Creator side of the line, not among 
created things.

•  This is not later Greek philosophy imposed on the church. It is a Jewish 
apostle, within about twenty-five years of the crucifixion, reworking 
Israel’s central creed around Jesus.

Answering the Comebacks

•  Objection: “Lord just means master, not Yahweh.” In the Septuagint 
that Paul quotes, kyrios is the standard rendering of the divine name in 
the Shema itself. Paul is not reaching for a low title; he is placing Jesus in 
the exact slot the Shema uses for Yahweh.

•  Objection: “The Father alone is called God here, so the Son is lesser.” 
The same verse calls the Son the one through whom all things exist. A 
creature is not the agent of all creation. Distinct roles (from the Father, 
through the Son) are not different ranks of being.

•  Debate move: ask where Paul got the authority to rewrite the Shema. If 
Jesus is merely a creature, this is blasphemy from a Pharisee. If Jesus 
belongs within the divine identity, it is worship. There is no third option.

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapters 133 and 139.
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Chapter 135: Nehemiah 9:6 and “You Alone Are the 
LORD”

The question this chapter answers: Does “You alone are Yahweh” (Nehemiah 
9:6) rule out the Trinity?

•  Objection: The verse says the LORD alone is God, made the heavens 
and earth, and the host of heaven worships Him. Opponents fasten on 
“alone” to argue for a single person.

•  Reply: It credits Yahweh alone as Creator, the very work the New 
Testament assigns to the Son.

What “Alone” Excludes

•  In context it contrasts the true God with the false gods of the nations: 
Yahweh alone is God, as opposed to idols. It excludes other gods, not 
plurality of persons within the one God.

•  Same move as the Shema: ruling out other gods is a different question 
from how many persons exist within the one God. The Trinity is not 
three gods.

•  The clue: the sole creation Nehemiah attributes to the LORD is 
attributed by the New Testament to Christ (John 1:3, Colossians 1:16), 
identifying the Son as sharing the one God’s creative work.

•  In practice: agree fully (“yes, the LORD alone is God”), then ask whether 
“alone” addresses how many gods, or how many persons. It addresses the 
first, not the second.
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Chapter 136: Genesis 1:26, “Let Us Make Man”: 
Divine Plurality at the Beginning

The question this chapter answers: What does “Let Us make man” reveal about  
plurality in God?

•  Text: “Then God said, Let Us make man in Our image” (Genesis 1:26). 
Plural speech appears in the opening chapter of Scripture. Who is God 
speaking to?

The Jewish Options and Their Problems

•  Angels: but humans are made in “Our image,” and humans are never 
made in angelic image, only God’s.

•  Plural of majesty: historically weak; not clearly established in ancient 
Hebrew, so it feels imported rather than demonstrated.

•  Divine self-deliberation: stronger and preserves monotheism, but it opens 
the door: if internal divine dialogue exists, plurality within God is 
conceivable.

What It Does and Does Not Prove

•  Verse 27 returns to singular (“God created man in His own image”): 
plural deliberation, singular divine act. Plurality of persons does not 
destroy unity of action.

•  The pattern repeats: “like one of Us” (Genesis 3:22), “let Us go down” 
(Genesis 11:7, where God, not angels, confuses language).

•  This does not prove the Trinity; it creates space for internal distinction 
that later revelation fills (the Father creates through the Son and Spirit: 
John 1, Colossians 1).

•  Debate move: if God speaks to angels, are humans made in angelic image 
too? Why does the plural pattern repeat across Genesis?
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Chapter 137: The Angel of the LORD: Messenger or 
Manifestation?

The question this chapter answers: Is the Angel of the LORD a messenger, or a 
manifestation of God?

•  Key term: “Angel” means messenger, not necessarily a created spirit. 
This figure is distinct from God yet also identified as God, one of the 
strongest Old Testament witnesses to divine plurality.

The Appearances

Passage What happens

Hagar (Genesis 16)
Hagar calls the speaker “a God 
who sees,” identifying Him as 
God

Abraham (Genesis 22)
The Angel says the son was not 
withheld “from Me,” taking 
God’s position

Burning bush (Exodus 3)
The Angel appears, yet God 
speaks and says “I AM WHO I 
AM” (Yahweh’s self-revelation)

Wilderness (Exodus 23:21)
“My name is in him”: the Angel 
bears God’s Name, which 
carries divine identity

Commander (Joshua 5)
Joshua worships without 
rebuke, on holy ground, 
echoing Exodus 3

Manoah (Judges 13:22) “We have seen God,” not merely 
an angel

•  The consistent pattern: the Angel is sent by God, speaks as God, receives 
worship, bears God’s Name, is called God, yet is distinct from God. 
Exactly what Trinitarian theology expects.
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Responses

•  Objection: The Jewish agency (shaliach) principle: an agent speaks fully 
for the sender. Receiving worship and bearing the Name, however, 
intensify beyond ordinary agency.

•  Many Christians see the pre-incarnate Christ (a Christophany): no one 
sees the Father (John 1:18), yet people see God repeatedly. Justin Martyr 
argued this early.

•  Debate move: why does the Angel speak as God, receive worship, AND 
bear the divine Name? Take them one at a time.

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapter 11.
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Chapter 138: Genesis 18: The Three Visitors at Mamre

The question this chapter answers: What do the three visitors at Mamre show, 
and what do they not?

•  Text: “Yahweh appeared to Abraham by the oaks of Mamre” (Genesis 
18). Three men appear; one is identified as Yahweh, promising Isaac and 
announcing judgment on Sodom.

•  Handle carefully: it is a favorite of arguments that overreach. Honesty 
requires distinguishing what the text supports from what it does not.

What the Text Shows

•  A real theophany: the LORD genuinely appears in visible form Abraham 
can see, address, and feed. One visitor is directly called Yahweh and acts 
as God.

•  Distinction: the figure identified as the LORD stays with Abraham while 
the other two go on to Sodom, fitting the theme of distinctions within 
the one God.

What It Does Not Prove

•  The three are NOT a picture of the three persons: Genesis 19 identifies 
two of them as angels, not the Son and the Spirit. Claiming otherwise 
misreads the text.

•  The stronger, narrower argument: the one LORD appears in visible 
human form, anticipating the incarnation (John 1:18, the Son makes the 
invisible God known).

•  Use it for two modest points: God does appear visibly (refuting “God 
never takes visible form”), and the Hebrew Scriptures contain 
distinctions within the divine presence. Avoid the overreach.
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Chapter 139: The Name of God: Divine Identity and 
Shared Glory

The question this chapter answers: How does divine Name theology support the 
deity of Christ?

•  In Hebrew thought the Name of God is not a label but identity: 
presence, authority, glory, character. Placing Christ inside it is 
extraordinary.

The Name in the Old Testament

•  Exodus 3: “I AM WHO I AM,” covenant revelation of self-existence. 
God places His Name in the temple and among His people as real 
presence.

•  “My name is in him” (Exodus 23:21): the Angel bears the divine identity, 
not merely a message. This goes far beyond ordinary agency.

•  The Name is where worship centers; to profane it is to profane God. 
Identity and worship are inseparable.

Jesus and the Name

•  “I have manifested Your name” (John 17:6): not merely spoken but 
embodied it.

•  “The name which is above every name” (Philippians 2:9), where every 
knee bows, echoing Isaiah 45 (a Yahweh text): divine identity, not a mere 
title.

•  Calling on the Name of Yahweh is worship in the Old Testament; 
believers call on Jesus, placing Him in Yahweh’s worship sphere.

•  Baptism “in the name” (singular) of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit 
(Matthew 28): one Name, three persons. In Revelation, Christ bears 
Alpha and Omega, First and Last.

251



The Trinitarian Debate

•  Against agency: He receives worship, shares glory, and receives Yahweh 
texts, exceeding ordinary representation. Hurtado shows this devotion 
arose remarkably early.

•  Debate move: if the divine Name belongs uniquely to God, why is Jesus 
placed inside its worship, authority, and glory?
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Chapter 140: The Memra of God: Jewish Theology and 
the Word of the Lord

The question this chapter answers: Does Jewish “Word” (Memra) theology 
prepare for John 1?

•  Key term: Memra is Aramaic for “Word.” The Targums (Jewish 
Scripture paraphrases) use Memra language not merely as speech but as 
active divine presence.

The Memra as Divine Action

•  The Targums are not Scripture, but they reflect how Jews thought about 
God’s interaction with the world around the time of Jesus. Do not 
overstate them.

•  Where the Hebrew says “God acted,” the Targum often says “the Memra 
acted”: creation, judgment, covenant, revelation. The Memra becomes 
the active extension of divine presence.

•  The Memra speaks for God, acts for God, represents God, yet remains 
distinct: a distinction-with-identity pattern relevant to Trinitarian 
theology.

Why It Matters for John 1

•  “In the beginning was the Word”: Jewish ears would hear the Logos 
against Memra themes, not as foreign Greek invention. John steps into 
an already rich Jewish framework.

•  “The Word became flesh” (John 1:14) becomes explosive against a 
background where the Memra is the nearness of God among His people.

•  Boyarin (not arguing from orthodoxy) shows Logos theology has deep 
Jewish roots, which strengthens the historical point. The Memra is not 
the Trinity, but it creates conceptual room.

•  Debate move: if Word theology already existed in Jewish thought, why 
call John’s Logos foreign corruption?
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Chapter 141: Wisdom Theology: Personified Wisdom 
and the Shape of Divine Complexity

The question this chapter answers: Does personified Wisdom prepare for a 
personal divine Word?

•  Wisdom theology lets divine attributes be spoken of in personal, not 
merely abstract, ways, which becomes deeply relevant for Christology.

Wisdom in Proverbs and Beyond

•  Proverbs 8: Wisdom speaks in sustained, personal speech. “Yahweh 
possessed me at the beginning of His way” (8:22), placing Wisdom 
before creation, present and active.

•  Is Wisdom a person? Debated; many see poetic personification. Even 
personification, however, creates categories that let divine attributes be 
spoken of with personal force.

•  Later Jewish literature (Wisdom of Solomon) exalts Wisdom further: 
radiant, flowing from God, acting in the world. Wisdom dwells with 
God, acts with God, reveals God.

Christ as Wisdom

•  Paul calls Christ “the wisdom of God” (1 Corinthians 1), intentionally 
connecting Christ into this Old Testament stream.

•  If Wisdom is pre-creational and Christ is identified with Wisdom, 
preexistence themes strengthen. This joins the Memra and Angel of the 
LORD as one cumulative case: divine distinction within divine unity.
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Chapter 142: Psalm 110: “The LORD Said to My 
Lord”

The question this chapter answers: Who is the second “Lord” that David calls 
Lord?

•  Text: “Yahweh said to my Lord, Sit at My right hand” (Psalm 110:1). 
David speaks of two distinct exalted figures: one speaking (Yahweh), one 
enthroned (David’s Lord).

The Two Lords

•  In Israel the king was supreme under God. Why would David call 
someone “my Lord”? The Messiah is greater than David, not merely his 
descendant.

•  Jesus presses this (Matthew 22): if the Messiah is David’s son, why does 
David call Him Lord? The Pharisees cannot answer.

•  Sitting at God’s right hand is shared rule and dominion. Who shares 
Yahweh’s throne? God’s throne is uniquely His, yet another figure sits 
beside Him.

Priest-King Forever

•  Verse 4: “You are a priest forever according to the order of Melchizedek.” 
Kings and priests were separate in Israel, yet the Messiah is both, 
eternally.

•  The New Testament uses Psalm 110 more than almost any Psalm (Jesus, 
Peter, Paul, Hebrews), tying it with Psalm 2 into sonship, kingship, and 
priesthood.

•  Against a merely human reading: eternal priesthood, shared 
enthronement, and Davidic superiority all strain it. Flusser shows exalted 
messianic expectation already existed in Judaism.

•  Debate move: why does David call his descendant “Lord”? Who besides 
God shares God’s throne?

255



The Trinitarian Debate

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapter 16.
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Chapter 143: Isaiah 53: The Suffering Servant and the 
Messiah Problem

The question this chapter answers: Is the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53 Israel, 
or the Messiah?

•  Isaiah 53 describes suffering, rejection, piercing, death, burial, and 
vindication. Christian claim: Messiah. Common Jewish objection: Israel.

The Servant Is Distinct from Israel

•  “For the transgression of my people, to whom the stroke was due” (53:8): 
if “my people” is Israel, the servant is distinct from Israel, resisting a 
purely national reading.

•  “He had done no violence, nor was there any deceit in His mouth” 
(53:9): Israel repeatedly sins in Isaiah, but this servant is uniquely 
righteous.

•  The servant bears others’ sins substitutionally, not merely suffering 
alongside them: substitution, atonement, bearing guilt.

•  “He will see His offspring, He will prolong His days” (53:10) after death: 
Christians see resurrection.

Interpretation and Force

•  The modern Jewish reading is corporate Israel (Rashi popularized it), but 
earlier messianic readings existed, so the Christian reading is not foreign 
invention.

•  Acts 8: the Ethiopian eunuch asks “of whom does the prophet speak?” 
showing the ambiguity was alive; Philip preaches Jesus.

•  Lamb and sacrificial imagery solves the justice problem: how God 
forgives and remains just. Muslims often avoid it because it strengthens 
atonement theology.

•  Debate move: how can the servant be Israel if he suffers for “my people”? 
How is Israel sinless in Isaiah 53?
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Chapter 144: Isaiah 7:14 and the Virgin Birth: Almah 
and Betulah

The question this chapter answers: Does Isaiah 7:14 predict a virgin birth, or a 
mistranslation?

•  Text: “The almah will conceive and bear a son, and call his name 
Immanuel” (Isaiah 7:14), quoted in Matthew 1:23.

•  Objection: “Almah just means young woman; the word for virgin is 
betulah, so Christians read a later meaning back in.” The objection has a 
genuine linguistic basis and deserves an honest answer.

Almah vs Betulah

Word What it actually shows

Almah

A young unmarried woman of 
marriageable age, presumed a 
virgin; every biblical use fits an 
unmarried young woman, none 
of a non-virgin

Betulah

Less clear than claimed: needs 
clarifying in Genesis 24:16, and 
is used of a widow-like mourner 
in Joel 1:8

•  So “betulah means virgin and almah does not” is too simple; both words 
require context.

The Decisive Evidence

•  The Septuagint (Jewish translators, ~200 years before Christ) rendered 
almah with parthenos, which unambiguously means virgin. The virgin 
reading is the Jewish translators’ own.
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•  The context demands a sign (oth), a wonder beyond the ordinary. A 
natural conception would be no sign at all; a virgin conceiving fits the 
demand.

•  Two-horizon fulfillment: a near-term reference in Ahaz’s day, but the 
name Immanuel (“God with us”) reaches its full weight only in the 
incarnation.
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Chapter 145: Ezekiel 18 and the Guilt That Cannot 
Transfer

The question this chapter answers: If the soul who sins shall die, how can Christ 
bear another’s guilt?

•  This is one of the strongest Jewish objections to substitutionary 
atonement, and it deserves a careful, respectful answer rather than a 
slogan.

The Objection

•  Objection: “The soul who sins will die. The son will not bear the 
iniquity of the father, nor will the father bear the iniquity of the son” 
(Ezekiel 18:20, LSB). So no one can die for another’s sin, and the cross is 
unjust.

•  Reply: The context is a courtroom of personal responsibility, not a rule 
against voluntary substitution. Israel was quoting a proverb (“the fathers 
eat sour grapes, and the children’s teeth are set on edge,” 18:2) to blame 
their exile on their ancestors.

What Ezekiel Actually Denies

•  Ezekiel denies fatalism: you are not doomed by your father’s sin, and a 
righteous man is not condemned for a wicked son. Each person stands 
before God on his own account.

•  The chapter is about judicial imputation forced onto an unwilling party, 
not about a willing substitute who lays down his own life. The two are 
different categories.

•  The same book that says the soul who sins will die also promises a new 
heart and a new spirit (Ezekiel 36:26), which requires a means of 
cleansing that Ezekiel 18 does not supply.
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The Rest of the Tanakh Assumes Substitution

•  The entire sacrificial system is substitutionary: the worshiper lays hands 
on the animal (Leviticus 1:4, 16:21) and the life of the animal is accepted 
in place of the sinner. Ezekiel, a priest, never treats this as injustice.

•  Isaiah 53, four chapters into the same prophetic tradition, says the servant 
was “pierced through for our transgressions” and “Yahweh has caused 
the iniquity of us all to fall on Him” (Isaiah 53:5-6, LSB). The Tanakh 
itself holds personal responsibility and substitution together.

•  Moses offers to be blotted out for Israel (Exodus 32:32), and the Passover 
lamb dies in place of the firstborn (Exodus 12). Voluntary substitution is 
woven through the story.

Why the Cross Does Not Violate Ezekiel

•  Christ is not an innocent third party dragged in against His will. He gives 
Himself freely: “I lay down My life... No one takes it away from Me, but 
from Myself, I lay it down” (John 10:17-18, LSB).

•  The one dying is not merely another man but God incarnate, the 
offended party Himself absorbing the cost. Justice is satisfied by God, 
not transferred onto a bystander.

•  Debate move: does Ezekiel 18 forbid a righteous person from freely 
bearing a cost for others, or does it forbid condemning a man for a crime 
he did not commit? It forbids the second. How then does the same 
tradition give us Isaiah 53 and the sacrificial system?
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Chapter 146: Numbers 23:19 and “God Is Not a Man”

The question this chapter answers: If “God is not a man,” how can Christians 
say God became one?

•  This verse is quoted constantly as a one-line refutation of the incarnation. 
Read in context, it does the opposite of what the objection needs.

The Objection and the Context

•  Objection: “God is not a man, that He should lie, nor a son of man, that 
He should repent” (Numbers 23:19, LSB). So God cannot become a 
man, and the incarnation is ruled out.

•  Text: The verse is not a statement about metaphysics or what God is able 
to do. It is a statement about God’s character: unlike men, He does not 
lie and does not go back on His word. Balaam is explaining why the 
blessing on Israel cannot be reversed.

•  Reply: The very next line proves the point: “Has He said, and will He 
not do it? Or has He spoken, and will He not establish it?” (23:19b, 
LSB). The subject is God’s faithfulness, not His inability to take on 
human nature.

The Comparison Is Moral, Not Ontological

•  The Hebrew sets up a contrast: men lie and change their minds; God 
does not. To read it as “God can never appear in human form” is to 
answer a question the verse is not asking.

•  The same Scripture describes God appearing in visible, even human-like 
form: the LORD eats with Abraham at Mamre (Genesis 18), wrestles 
with Jacob who then says “I have seen God face to face” (Genesis 32:30), 
and the Angel of the LORD is called God repeatedly.

•  If Numbers 23:19 forbade God from ever taking human form, it would 
contradict the theophanies the Torah itself records. The consistent 
reading is moral: God is not fickle like men.
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The Incarnation Does Not Make God Fickle

•  The incarnation is not God ceasing to be God or God lying. The eternal 
Son takes on human nature in addition to His deity, without losing 
anything divine, which is exactly the faithfulness Numbers 23:19 
celebrates: God keeping His promises.

•  The promise God swore to Abraham, that in his seed all nations would be 
blessed (Genesis 22:18), is kept in the incarnation. The verse used against 
the incarnation is fulfilled by it.

•  Debate move: is Numbers 23:19 saying God lacks the power to take 
human form, or that God does not lie and does not break His word? 
Read verse 19b. Then ask how the God who appeared at Mamre is 
bound by this verse.
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Chapter 147: Deuteronomy 13 and the Test of the 
True Prophet

The question this chapter answers: Does Deuteronomy 13 mark Jesus as a false 
prophet leading Israel astray?

•  This is a serious charge that must be met on its own terms: the claim is 
that Jesus performed signs yet led people to a new object of worship, 
which Deuteronomy condemns.

The Objection

•  Objection: “If a prophet or a dreamer of dreams arises among you and 
gives you a sign or a wonder, and the sign or the wonder comes true... 
saying, Let us go after other gods, which you have not known, and let us 
serve them... you shall not listen” (Deuteronomy 13:1-3, LSB). So even 
real miracles do not validate a prophet who turns Israel to another god.

•  Reply: The test is precise: it condemns a prophet who says “let us go 
after other gods, which you have not known.” The whole question is 
whether Jesus pointed Israel to a foreign, unknown god or to the God of 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.

Jesus Points to the Same God, Not Another

•  Jesus affirms the Shema as the greatest commandment (Mark 12:29-30), 
quoting Deuteronomy itself. He directs worship to the God of Israel, not 
to a rival deity “not known” to the fathers.

•  The gods of Deuteronomy 13 are the pagan gods of the surrounding 
nations. Jesus never offers a new god; He reveals the fuller identity of the 
one God already worshiped in Israel.

•  The category the objection needs, a foreign deity, is exactly the category 
Jesus refuses. He fulfills the Law and the Prophets (Matthew 5:17), He 
does not import Baal or Molech.
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The Test Cuts the Other Way

•  Deuteronomy also gives a second test: a prophet whose word does not 
come true is false (Deuteronomy 18:22). Jesus predicted His death and 
resurrection and the destruction of the temple (Mark 13:2), and both 
came to pass.

•  If signs plus fidelity to the God of Israel mark a true prophet, Jesus passes: 
His miracles are attested, and He leads Israel deeper into the worship of 
Yahweh, not away from it.

•  The deepest claim is not that Jesus is a prophet pointing elsewhere but 
that in Him the one God has drawn near. The Deuteronomy 13 test 
assumes a creature leading toward a false god, which is not the Christian 
claim.

•  Debate move: which “other god not known” did Jesus tell Israel to 
follow? Name the foreign deity. If there is none, Deuteronomy 13 does 
not apply, and Deuteronomy 18:22 must then be faced.
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Chapter 148: Daniel 7 and the Son of Man: Divine 
Authority on the Clouds

The question this chapter answers: Does “Son of Man” mean merely human, or  
divine authority?

•  Text: “One like a Son of Man was coming... He came up to the Ancient 
of Days” (Daniel 7:13). Modern readers hear “human,” but Daniel 7 
changes everything.

Beyond Ordinary Humanity

•  Cloud-riding is divine imagery (Yahweh rides the clouds), so the Son of 
Man carries divine weight.

•  He approaches the Ancient of Days as a distinct person, yet is exalted: a 
clear distinction-within-divinity pattern.

•  He receives dominion, glory, and an eternal kingdom. The Aramaic for 
“serve” often carries worshipful force, so He receives what belongs to 
God.

Jesus Claims This Title

•  Jesus uses “Son of Man” more than any other title, in contexts of 
judgment, glory, and return.

•  At His trial (Matthew 26:64) He combines Daniel 7 and Psalm 110 (“the 
Son of Man sitting at the right hand of Power and coming on the 
clouds”); the response is a blasphemy charge.

•  Against “human one”: the cloud-rider, universal ruler, and worship-
receiver exceed ordinary humanity. A mere prophet does not fit (against 
Islam).

Who Sits on the Throne of Judgment

•  Revelation 20:11: the One on the great white throne judges everyone, the 
role of God alone. Yet the Father “has given all judgment to the Son” 
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(John 5:22); the Son of Man judges the nations (Matthew 25:31-32). 
Both are true, and only the Trinity holds them together.

•  Jesus comes twice, opposite in purpose: first to save (John 3:17), second 
to judge (Acts 1:11; 2 Timothy 4:1). Islam also teaches a return, but there 
He is a servant of the system, not the Judge on God’s throne.

•  Debate move: why does the Son of Man ride the clouds if that imagery 
belongs to Yahweh? Why does He receive worshipful service from all 
nations?

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapter 15.
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Chapter 149: Daniel 9:24-27: The Seventy Weeks and 
the Timing of the Messiah

The question this chapter answers: Does Daniel’s seventy weeks fix the timing of  
the Messiah?

•  Text: Daniel 9:24-27: seventy weeks (seventy sevens of years, 490 years) 
are decreed, from a decree to rebuild Jerusalem, leading to an anointed 
one, a prince.

The Central Claim

•  Daniel 9:26 says the anointed one (Messiah) would be “cut off,” a phrase 
that often denotes a violent death, and this happens BEFORE the city 
and sanctuary are destroyed.

•  The temple was destroyed by Rome in AD 70, so the Messiah had to 
come and be cut off before then. Jesus was crucified around AD 30, 
within the window.

•  Any expectation still awaiting a first coming runs against the sequence: 
the temple whose destruction the prophecy describes has been gone for 
nearly two thousand years.

Handling the Objection

•  The exact 490-year arithmetic (the starting decree, the counting) is 
debated; be honest about that, but the structural point stands regardless.

•  Traditional Jewish readings identify the anointed one as a high priest or 
Cyrus, but the plain sequence fits the first century in a way alternatives 
struggle to match. Some rabbinic sources even discourage calculating the 
timing.

•  Debate move: press the structure, not a precise date. Daniel requires the 
Messiah cut off before AD 70. How can a still-awaited Messiah satisfy a 
prophecy tied to a temple that no longer stands?
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Chapter 150: The Two Powers in Heaven: The 
Forgotten Jewish Controversy

The question this chapter answers: Did ancient Judaism itself wrestle with 
divine plurality?

•  Many modern objections assume any plurality within God is foreign to 
Judaism. The Two Powers in Heaven controversy proves ancient 
Judaism wrestled with it long before Christianity.

The Controversy

•  Key term: The phrase comes from rabbinic literature: beliefs positing 
two heavenly divine authorities, later declared heresy. Yet you do not 
condemn ideas nobody is discussing, so the controversy proves the idea 
existed. The modern scholarly recovery of this material traces largely to 
Alan Segal, whose study Two Powers in Heaven documented the 
controversy.

•  Second Temple Jewish monotheism was not always flattened into strict 
unipersonal simplicity; there were categories for divine complexity (not 
Trinity, but complexity).

•  The roots are biblical: Genesis 1, the Angel of the LORD, Psalm 110, and 
especially Daniel 7 (two exalted figures, Ancient of Days and Son of 
Man) created the pressure.

Why It Matters

•  The Memra, Wisdom, and the Name form a whole ecosystem of 
mediating divine categories, a pattern, not random fragments.

•  The formal rejection sharpened after Christianity used these categories 
for Jesus; rabbinic boundaries tightened. Later mysticism still develops 
exalted figures like Metatron, so the pressure never disappeared.
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•  This weakens the modern claim that “no Jew would ever think this.” 
Jesus steps into an existing pressure point, intensifying something 
present rather than introducing something alien.
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Chapter 151: The Angel of the LORD and Christ: The 
Visible God in the Old Testament

The question this chapter answers: Is the visible God of the Old Testament the 
pre-incarnate Christ?

•  If the Angel of the LORD is the pre-incarnate Christ, then Christ was 
active long before Bethlehem, and the continuity of the whole Bible 
becomes extraordinary.

The Tension

•  “No one has seen God at any time” (John 1:18); “not that anyone has 
seen the Father” (John 6:46). Yet in the Old Testament people repeatedly 
see God.

•  Hagar identifies the Angel as God (Genesis 16); Moses hides his face 
(Exodus 3); Jacob says “I have seen God face to face” (Genesis 32:30); 
Manoah says “we have seen God” (Judges 13:22).

The Christian Explanation

•  The Father is invisible; the Son reveals Him. Christ is “the image of the 
invisible God” (Colossians 1:15) and the exact imprint of God’s nature 
(Hebrews 1:3): the visible divine self-expression.

•  The visible God is the Son; the invisible God is the Father. This preserves 
monotheism and explains the appearances, better than the agency 
response.

•  The incarnation is not random but escalation: the visible God becomes 
flesh permanently. Irenaeus taught early that the Son is the one through 
whom the Father reveals Himself.

A Necessary Caution

•  The Tanakh prepares the categories but does not name Jesus. The 
strength of the case is restraint: claim the categories are there, and let the 
New Testament supply the name.
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Who Walked in the Garden? (Genesis 3:8)

•  Text: “They heard the sound of Yahweh God walking in the garden” 
(Genesis 3:8): God present, audible, seeking Adam. The question is how 
this fits “no one has seen the Father.”

•  It is not most naturally the Father in His unveiled being (John 5:37: “you 
have neither heard His voice nor seen His form”).

•  John 1:18 resolves it: the unseen Father is made known by the Son, the 
visible expression of the invisible God, matching the Angel of the LORD 
pattern and Genesis 18 (the LORD visible at Mamre).

•  The garden and Bethlehem are joined by one thread: the God who sought 
Adam among the trees is the same God who came to seek and save the 
lost.

•  Genesis 3 does not name the Son outright; the claim is modest there and 
strong across the canon. Debate move: if no one has seen the Father, who 
did Moses, Hagar, Jacob, and Manoah see?
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Chapter 152: Messiah as the Son of God: Divine 
Sonship in Jewish Expectation

The question this chapter answers: What does it mean for the Messiah to be the 
Son of God?

•  “Son of God” is neither purely symbolic nor purely Christian; the 
category already exists in the Hebrew Scriptures. The real question is 
how far it goes.

Sonship in the Old Testament

•  Israel, kings, and angels are all called “son(s) of God,” so critics say Jesus’ 
sonship proves nothing, but context matters.

•  Psalm 2:7 (“You are My Son, today I have begotten You”) is royal 
messianic language; the Son inherits the nations (universal dominion) 
and receives “Kiss the Son” (2:12), reverence owed ultimately to God.

•  2 Samuel 7:14 (“I will be a father to him”) establishes messianic sonship 
in covenant, which deepens over time.

Unique Sonship in Christ

•  Jesus speaks of “My Father” with unique relation, shared glory, and 
shared authority, intensifying the category far beyond Psalm 2. In John 5 
the Jews heard it as making Himself equal with God.

•  A son shares the father’s nature: human son, human nature; divine Son, 
divine nature. In Christ this becomes central and ontological, not merely 
functional.

•  Against Islam: it rejects Sonship biologically, but Christianity also rejects 
biological sonship. The issue is eternal relation and shared nature.

•  Hebrews combines Psalm 2 with enthronement (the Son worshiped, 
superior to angels); Romans 1 ties Sonship to resurrection (revealing, not 
beginning it). Hurtado shows Jesus was worshiped as Son immediately.
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•  Debate move: why does Psalm 2 give the Son universal dominion and 
final judgment? Why did the Jews hear His Sonship as equality with 
God?
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Chapter 153: Joseph and Egyptian Titles: Functional 
Honor Versus Divine Nature

The question this chapter answers: Does an exalted title (like Joseph’s) mean 
calling Jesus God is only honorific?

•  Objection: “Scripture gives divine-sounding titles to humans (Moses as 
God to Pharaoh, judges as gods in Psalm 82, Joseph exalted in Egypt), so 
calling Jesus God may be only honorific.”

Functional vs Ontological

Functional / honorific Ontological (what Jesus is)
A role or delegated authority 
(“Moses as God to Pharaoh”: a 
mouthpiece, not a nature)

Called God directly, not as an 
office

Joseph exalted in Egypt: never 
worshiped, never forgives sin, 
no divine name

Receives worship, forgives sins, 
shares in creation and the divine 
name

A human given a high job The eternal Son who shares the 
nature of Yahweh

•  Joseph is a perfect illustration of the difference: nothing suggests he is 
divine. The distance between his honorific authority and the divine 
claims about Jesus is enormous.

•  Jesus’ deity rests not on a single title but a complete portrait: worshiped 
and accepting it, forgiving sin, the I AM, creator, given the divine name, 
risen. The honorific category cannot explain the whole.
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Chapter 154: The Resurrection Problem in Judaism: 
The Empty Tomb and the Messianic Crisis

The question this chapter answers: Why is the resurrection a serious problem for  
Jewish objections?

•  The earliest Christians were Jews who came to believe the Messiah had 
risen. This belief emerged inside Judaism itself, creating a historical 
problem.

Nobody Expected One Man Rising

•  Judaism had resurrection categories (especially Pharisaic), but at the end, 
for everyone. One man rising alone in the middle of history was foreign, 
so the disciples were not primed to invent it.

•  A failed crucified Messiah was devastating; the movement should have 
collapsed. Instead the empty tomb became central, publicly, in 
Jerusalem.

•  The simplest refutation was to produce the body; it never happened. 
Even the earliest Jewish counter-narrative (“the disciples stole Him”) 
concedes the tomb was empty.

The Evidence

•  Women as first witnesses (whose testimony carried less legal weight) is 
strange to invent, strengthening authenticity.

•  The apostles transformed from fear to public martyrdom; Saul the 
persecutor became Paul; James the skeptic became a Jerusalem leader, all 
citing appearances.

•  Against legend: the 1 Corinthians 15 creed is within years, too early for 
myth. Against hallucination: it cannot explain the empty tomb, group 
appearances, or hostile conversions.
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•  Peter grounds it in Psalm 16 (the Messiah would not see corruption), so it 
is scriptural, not merely experiential. It also makes “two comings” 
(suffering first, glory later) plausible.

•  Debate move: if the body remained in the tomb, why was it never 
produced? Why did the earliest Jewish counter-argument assume an 
empty tomb?
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Chapter 155: Why Did Most Israel Reject Jesus? The 
Hard Question of Messianic Unbelief

The question this chapter answers: If Jesus fulfilled Scripture, why did so many 
in Israel reject Him?

•  Objection: “If Jesus were truly the Messiah, Israel (with the Law, 
prophets, and covenant) should have recognized Him.”

Why Rejection Fits the Pattern

•  Israel repeatedly rejected God’s messengers (Moses, the prophets). Jesus 
predicted His own rejection (“the stone the builders rejected”).

•  Isaiah 53:3 foretold it: “He was despised and forsaken of men.” Rejection 
can fit prophecy rather than contradict it.

•  Many expected a conquering king; Jesus came suffering and crucified. 
“Christ crucified is a stumbling block to Jews,” which looked cursed and 
defeated.

•  The resurrection forced a rereading of Isaiah 53, Psalm 22, Psalm 16, and 
Daniel 7; the suffering Messiah then made sense.

Qualifying the Claim

•  Not all Israel rejected Him: the apostles, the early church, and thousands 
in Jerusalem were Jews. Often it was the leadership driving rejection.

•  Romans 9-11: “not all Israel is Israel”; there is a remnant, and a partial, 
temporary hardening, preserving hope. Gentile inclusion was also 
foretold (Isaiah).

•  Rejection alone proves nothing; truth is not determined by numbers. 
Christians must never treat Jewish unbelief with pride (Paul warns the 
branches not to boast).

•  Debate move: did Israel always recognize God’s prophets? Does rejection 
disprove fulfillment?
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Chapter 156: Rabbinic Judaism After Christ: 
Development, Defense, and the Shape of Rejection

The question this chapter answers: How did Judaism change after the Temple, 
and why does it matter?

•  Modern Judaism is not identical to the Judaism of Jesus’ day. The 
destruction of the Temple changed everything, including the shape of 
Jewish theology.

The Shift

•  In Jesus’ day the Temple was central: sacrifice, priesthood, atonement, 
pilgrimage. In AD 70 it was destroyed; sacrifices stopped and the 
priesthood collapsed.

•  Rabbinic Judaism emerged as the dominant form, centered on Torah, 
prayer, and interpretation (the Mishnah and Talmud). A necessary but 
real structural change.

•  After AD 70 and 135, Christianity and rabbinic Judaism separated. Bar 
Kokhba was hailed as Messiah by major rabbis, then failed, showing 
messianic expectation remained fluid.

The Polemical Shift

•  As Christianity grew, interpretations that sounded “too Christian” 
became suspect: Isaiah 53 shifted toward national Israel, and Two 
Powers theology was condemned. Development, not conspiracy.

•  The key dividing line: if the Temple system pointed to atonement, what 
replaces it? Christianity answers Christ (Hebrews); rabbinic Judaism 
answers prayer, repentance, and Torah.

•  Do not caricature rabbinic Judaism; it is deep and serious. Modern 
objections, however, often come through a post-Temple framework, 
which matters.
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•  Debate move: if the Temple was central for atonement, what replaced 
sacrifice after AD 70? Was modern interpretation shaped partly in 
reaction to Christianity?
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Chapter 157: The Complete Jewish Dilemma: Messiah, 
Monotheism, and Fulfillment

The question this chapter answers: How do the Jewish-section arguments 
converge into one case?

•  Judaism and Christianity share the same roots, Scriptures, and God. The 
dispute is not whether the Hebrew Scriptures matter but what they 
mean and whether Jesus fulfills them.

The Layers

•  The Shema still stands: Christianity affirms one God, and the Shema 
never defines God as one person.

•  Divine complexity already exists: Genesis 1, the Angel of the LORD, the 
Name, the Memra, Wisdom, a pattern of plurality without polytheism.

•  The Messiah is greater than expected: David’s Lord (Psalm 110), cloud-
rider (Daniel 7), divine Son (Psalm 2).

•  The suffering Messiah (Isaiah 53, Psalm 22, Zechariah 12) is rejected, 
pierced, and bears sin, which triumph-focused expectation struggled 
with.

•  The resurrection vindicates the suffering Messiah and resolves the scandal 
of the cross. Israel’s rejection was foreseen (Isaiah, Jesus, Paul).

•  Rabbinic development changed the battlefield: many modern readings 
come from the post-Temple framework.

The Core Questions

•  If the Hebrew Scriptures contain these messianic and divine categories, 
what do they point toward? Christianity says Christ; Judaism says not 
yet.

•  The Temple problem: sacrifice and priesthood are gone. If atonement 
required blood, what now? Christianity says Christ fulfilled it.
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•  The Messiah problem: Jesus fulfilled the suffering passages but not yet 
the kingdom passages, resolved by two comings, which the resurrection 
makes plausible.
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PART X

Hebrew Israelism and the Identity Question
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Chapter 158: Hebrew Israelism and the Identity 
Question

The question this chapter answers: Who is the true Israel, and is covenant 
identity ethnic?

•  Hebrew Israelism ranges from moderate Torah-observant groups to 
aggressive camps built on racial exclusivity and salvific tribal identity. Do 
not treat them as identical.

•  It begins with ethnicity and works backward into theology; the New 
Testament begins with Christ and works outward into covenant 
identity. That order changes everything.

The Core Argument and Its Problem

•  Most camps argue Black, Latino, and Indigenous peoples are the true 
Israelites, using Deuteronomy 28’s curses (slavery, exile, scattering) and 
framing the transatlantic slave trade as covenant fulfillment.

•  But Deuteronomy 28 addressed covenant Israel under Moses; its curses 
had historical fulfillment in the Assyrian and Babylonian exiles and 
Roman destruction. The text cannot carry that interpretive load.

The New Testament Response

Hebrew Israelite claim New Testament response

Only a specific ethnic group are 
true Israelites

“Not all descended from Israel 
are Israel”; the remnant is 
defined by faith (Romans 9:6-8)

Physical descent from Abraham 
guarantees standing

“God can raise children from 
stones”; do not claim Abraham 
as father (Matthew 3:9)

Deuteronomy 28 curses prove 
modern Black/Latino Israel

Those curses had historical 
fulfillment in exile; the text 
cannot bear this load

Torah observance is required for 
salvation

“A man is not justified by works 
of the law but by faith” 
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(Galatians 2:16)
Gentiles are secondary or 
excluded

“Neither Jew nor Greek; all one 
in Christ” (Galatians 3:28)

If you are Abraham’s seed, you 
belong to Christ

Reversed: if you belong to 
Christ, you are Abraham’s seed 
(Galatians 3:29)

•  Bloodline is not salvific: covenant identity flows from union with Christ, 
and the redeemed are “every tribe and tongue and people and nation” 
(Revelation 5:9).

•  Christ broke down the dividing wall (Ephesians 2:14); Hebrew Israelism 
rebuilds it. The ultimate question is not who your ancestors are, but who 
your Messiah is.
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Chapter 159: The Curse of Ham and Hebrew Israelite 
Race Theology

The question this chapter answers: Does the Curse of Ham support a racial 
theology?

•  Text: Genesis 9: Noah becomes drunk, Ham sees his nakedness, and 
Noah curses Canaan (Ham’s son), saying he will be a servant to his 
brothers. The curse falls on Canaan, not Ham universally.

What the Text Does Not Say

•  The curse is directed at Canaan, not all of Ham’s descendants, and says 
nothing about skin color, race, or appearance.

•  The link to dark skin and slavery is a later interpretive invention, 
exploited to justify enslaving African peoples, with no basis in the text. 
Most naturally it concerns the later subjugation of the Canaanites.

The Deeper Problem

•  Some Hebrew Israelite groups invert the old racist reading, using 
genealogies to claim Black people are the true Israel and others are 
impostors or cursed: a racial hierarchy, simply reversed.

•  The real error is grounding covenant identity in ethnicity at all. Romans 
9:6 and Galatians 3:28-29 redefine the people of God around faith, not 
bloodline.

•  Whether used to demean or exalt a race, both readings make race the axis 
of God’s covenant. The true offspring of Abraham share his faith, from 
every tribe and tongue (Revelation 5:9).

•  Respond with clarity and compassion: show the curse falls on Canaan, 
acknowledge the real history of abuse, then point to identity found in 
Christ.
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Chapter 160: Does the Ethnicity of Jesus Change His 
Divinity?

The question this chapter answers: Would Jesus’ ethnicity change His divinity?

•  Objection: The claim: Revelation 1:14-15 (hair white like wool, feet like 
brass) means Jesus was Black, and Christianity hid it.

Three Problems

•  Ethnicity and ontology are different categories: darker skin would not 
disprove the Trinity or alter His divinity. Trinitarian theology is not a 
racial framework.

•  The imagery is apocalyptic, not racial: white hair echoes Daniel 7:9 (the 
Ancient of Days) for purity and eternity; feet “like fine brass refined in a 
furnace” are judgment and holiness imagery.

•  Even ethnic Jewishness does not support racial exclusivity: “neither Jew 
nor Greek... all one in Christ” (Galatians 3:28) removes ethnicity’s power 
as a covenant divider.

•  Jesus’ ethnicity matters historically, not salvifically or metaphysically. His 
humanity tells you where He came from; His deity tells you who He is.
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Chapter 161: The Law, the Curse, and Galatians

The question this chapter answers: Is Torah observance required for salvation?

•  For many Hebrew Israelite camps, obedience to the Mosaic Law becomes 
salvific identity (Sabbaths, feasts, dietary laws, fringes). This collides with 
Galatians.

Justification and the Law

•  “A man is not justified by the works of the law but by faith in Jesus 
Christ” (Galatians 2:16). The Law was not evil, but was never the 
mechanism of justification.

•  “The law was our tutor to bring us to Christ” (Galatians 3:24): a 
preparatory function that transforms when fullness arrives. “The 
priesthood being changed... a change of the law” (Hebrews 7:12).

•  “If righteousness comes through the law, then Christ died in vain” 
(Galatians 2:21). If Law observance justifies, the cross is redundant. 
Christ is the end of the Law for righteousness (Romans 10:4).
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Chapter 162: Tribal Identity and the New Covenant

The question this chapter answers: Who belongs to God under the New 
Covenant?

•  Under the Old Covenant Israel was ethnic, geographic, and covenantal at 
once. Under the New, the center shifts to Christ, changing the 
boundaries.

•  “You are all sons of God through faith in Christ Jesus” (Galatians 3:26): 
sonship rests on faith, not genealogy. God has not cast away His people 
(Romans 11:1), but membership now flows through Christ.

The Inversion Hebrew Israelism Resists

•  It makes blood primary and faith secondary; Paul reverses this (“he is not 
a Jew who is one outwardly,” Romans 2:28).

•  Christ broke down the dividing wall (Ephesians 2:14); there is neither 
Jew nor Greek (Galatians 3:28); the redeemed are every tribe and tongue 
(Revelation 5:9).

•  The New Covenant does not erase ethnicity culturally but removes it as a 
determinant of covenant standing. The question is whether you are in 
Christ, answered by faith.
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Chapter 163: Authority Structures in Hebrew Israelite 
Camps

The question this chapter answers: Is salvation bound to submission within a 
camp?

•  Many camps use rigid hierarchies (ranks, captains, public shaming) and 
teach that salvation is bound up with membership and submission to 
leaders.

Why This Fails

•  Christ established salvation through Himself alone, not camp loyalty. 
Teaching that leaving the camp means leaving truth is spiritual 
authoritarianism, cultic logic, not biblical logic.

•  Christ is the Head of the church (Ephesians 5:23) and Scripture is the 
final authority (2 Timothy 3:16-17). No human rank stands above those 
two.

•  Truth welcomes examination; systems that survive only by preventing it 
reveal their fragility, not their strength.
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Chapter 164: The Complete Hebrew Israelite Dilemma

The question this chapter answers: What is the internal tension at the heart of 
Hebrew Israelism?

•  If salvation is by race, why did Christ have to die? If bloodline determines 
covenant standing, why is faith everywhere the instrument of 
justification?

•  If tribal identity is salvifically necessary, why does Paul spend all of 
Galatians arguing against it? If Christ fulfilled the Law, why rebuild the 
shadows?

•  Hebrew Israelism starts with identity and fits Jesus into it; Christianity 
starts with Jesus and lets identity be redefined by Him. That is the 
dividing line.

•  The ultimate issue is not what tribe you descend from, but who you say 
Christ is, what He accomplished, and whether you belong to Him by 
faith.
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Chapter 165: Is Christianity the White Man’s 
Religion? Provenance, Power, and the God of the 

Oppressed

The question this chapter answers: Is Christianity the white man’s religion, 
forced on Africa by oppressors?

•  Objection: “Christianity was handed to our ancestors by slave masters 
and colonizers to pacify them.” The pain behind it is real; slavery and 
colonialism happened, and Scripture was twisted to justify both.

•  This is about provenance and power, not ethnicity (not the “Jesus was 
Black” claim). It must be answered with history.

The History Reverses It

•  Christianity began in the Middle East among a colonized Semitic people 
under Rome. Jesus was a first-century Jew; the faith is Afro-Asiatic in 
origin, not Anglo-Saxon.

•  Africa had the gospel before most of Europe: the Ethiopian official (Acts 
8), Alexandria as a theological powerhouse, Ethiopia as a kingdom 
religion in the fourth century. Northern Europe was still pagan.

•  The church fathers were African, a thousand years before the slave trade: 
Augustine, Athanasius (who defended Christ’s deity), Tertullian, 
Cyprian, Origen. The Trinity was hammered out with African hands.

The Slave Master Feared the Real Bible

•  Masters handed captives a censored Bible that cut the Exodus and 
passages on freedom and justice. The historical example is the 1807 Slave 
Bible, which removed about 90 percent of the Old Testament and 
roughly half of the New Testament, keeping mostly the verses that 
counsel submission. If Christianity were truly his tool, he would have 
handed over the whole thing.
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•  The enslaved recognized their own story in Exodus: a God who hears 
their cry and drowns Pharaoh. The abolition faith of Douglass, Tubman, 
and Truth was the Bible the master tried to hide.

•  Abuse of a thing is not the thing: the twisting was a violation of the text, 
not an expression of it. The same Bible declares every human made in 
God’s image and condemns the man-stealer.

•  In one breath: Christianity is Middle Eastern and African before it is 
European; Augustine and Athanasius were Africans; the master gave a 
censored Bible because he feared the real one, the one with Exodus in it.

293



The Trinitarian Debate

PART XI

African Spirituality and the Supremacy of Christ
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Chapter 166: African Spirituality and the Search for 
Power

The question this chapter answers: How does the gospel engage African 
traditional spiritual systems?

•  These systems (ancestral mediation, spirit consultation, ritual protection) 
vary widely and should not be treated as uniform. The goal is to “test the 
spirits” (1 John 4:1), not to mock heritage.

•  The issue is not age. Pharaoh’s magicians had genuine power from a non-
God source; the Acts 16 slave girl spoke true things, yet Paul cast out the 
spirit. The question is whether a framework is authorized by God and 
points to Christ.

Where the Collision Occurs

•  Syncretism (prayers to Jesus alongside offerings to ancestors) is the 
problem. Deuteronomy 18:10-12 forbids mediums and necromancers 
because spiritual access outside God is never neutral.

•  Honoring the dead differs from petitioning them. Christ alone mediates; 
He does not share that function with bloodlines or ancestors.

Three Living Traditions

Tradition Structure

Yoruba
Supreme creator (Olodumare) 
plus many orishas; Ifa divination 
through a trained diviner

Akan

Supreme being (Nyame) plus 
lesser deities and a strong 
emphasis on consulting 
ancestors

Vodun
A distant high God plus vodun 
spirits approached through 
ritual, offering, and possession
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•  The common pattern: a distant supreme God plus intermediary spirits 
who receive the practical devotion. The gospel answers: the supreme 
God has drawn near in Christ, “one mediator between God and men” (1 
Timothy 2:5).

•  The deep intuition that mediation is needed to approach a holy God is 
answered fully in Christ, God incarnate, not one spirit among many.
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Chapter 167: Ancestors, Intercession, and the Dead

The question this chapter answers: Can the dead be consulted for guidance and 
protection?

•  Ancestor veneration is fine as remembrance; the issue is when it moves 
into invocation, petitioning the dead for guidance, protection, and 
blessing.

One Mediator

•  “One Mediator between God and men, the Man Christ Jesus” (1 
Timothy 2:5): singular and exclusive. Layered mediation (ancestral 
hierarchies, intermediary chains) is excluded.

•  Saul consulting the dead Samuel at Endor (1 Samuel 28) was condemned 
as spiritual illegitimacy, not curiosity. Deuteronomy 18 places mediums 
outside covenant fidelity.

•  “It is appointed for men to die once, and after that comes judgment” 
(Hebrews 9:27): the dead are not available for consultation. Luke 16 (the 
rich man and Lazarus): a great gulf is fixed.

•  Christ opened the veil (Hebrews 10:19-20) for direct access to God. 
When access is fully available through Christ, there is no need to knock 
at graves.
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Chapter 168: Kemetic Revival and the Horus-Jesus 
Myth

The question this chapter answers: Did Jesus copy the Egyptian god Horus?

•  Kemetic revivalism returns to ancient Egyptian spirituality (Osiris, Isis, 
Horus, Ma’at), with the internet claim “Jesus copied Horus.”

The Historical Problem

•  Objection: “Horus was born of a virgin, had twelve disciples, was 
crucified, and resurrected.” Each parallel is false or unrecognizable; 
Egyptologists do not support the standard version.

•  Horus was not virgin-born (Osiris impregnates Isis through a 
reconstructed body), had no twelve disciples in any primary text, was not 
crucified, and has no bodily-resurrection equivalent.

•  This is parallelomania: forcing surface similarities where no historical 
dependence exists. Themes of death and rebirth are widespread because 
humanity longs for redemption; Christ fulfills that longing, He does not 
borrow it.

•  Kemetic systems seek power and cosmic order but cannot provide 
atonement, conquest of death, or relationship with a personal God. 
Egypt’s gods drowned in the Red Sea; the resurrection is rooted in 
history and multiply attested.
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Chapter 169: Spirit Guides, Divination, and Familiar 
Spirits

The question this chapter answers: Are spirit guides and divination safe if 
renamed as wellness?

•  What older traditions called familiar spirits, many now call spirit guides; 
what was divination is now called intuition. Renaming a practice does 
not change its nature.

Test the Source, Not the Label

•  Tarot, moon rituals, crystal grids, and spirit guidance are framed as peace 
or wellness, but the test is the source and authorization, not the language. 
In Acts 16 the slave girl spoke true things, yet Paul cast out the spirit.

•  Not every supernatural thing is holy: Pharaoh’s magicians had real power 
(Exodus 7:11-12), and false prophets perform signs (Matthew 24:24). 
“Test the spirits” (1 John 4:1); the test is whether the spirit confesses 
Christ.

•  “If it works, it must be good” is dangerous: effectiveness is not evidence 
of divine origin. The criterion is authority, what God has authorized, not 
power.
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Chapter 170: Christ Over All Powers and 
Principalities

The question this chapter answers: What is the Christian answer to fear of 
curses and ancestral spirits?

•  Christ is supreme over every power, authority, and throne. “Having 
disarmed principalities and powers, He made a public spectacle of them” 
(Colossians 2:15). The cross was a conquest, not a defeat.

The Finished Work

•  For those from traditions where fear of curses and bloodline powers is a 
lived experience, the answer is not a stronger ritual or counter-curse but 
Christ, who has already won.

•  Mark 5: demons beg permission to exist, not rule because Christ 
commands. Hebrews 2:14: He destroyed the one who had the power of 
death.

•  The believer in Christ owes no ritual appeasement to any darkness and no 
negotiation with fallen powers. That is not arrogance but the reality of 
the finished work.
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Chapter 171: The Complete African Spirituality 
Dilemma

The question this chapter answers: Is Christ enough, or is added mediation 
needed?

•  African traditional spirituality builds mediation systems between the 
person and ultimate reality. Christ claims the mediatorial role entirely: 
one mediator, one access point, one finished work, one saving name 
(Acts 4:12).

•  If ancestors mediate, why is Christ the one mediator? If spirits guide, why 
did God send Scripture and the Spirit? If rituals protect, why the cross? 
If bloodlines carry authority, why does faith in Christ ground covenant 
standing?

•  Christianity does not call people to abandon history, community, or 
cultural identity, but to submit every spiritual allegiance to Christ’s 
lordship.

•  If any spirit, practice, or tradition requires worship, mediation, fear, or 
ritual dependence outside Christ, it must be released because Christ does 
not share His lordship and offers greater freedom.
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PART XII

Atheism and Naturalism
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Chapter 172: Atheism and Naturalism: The Battlefield 
of Ultimate Reality

The question this chapter answers: Can naturalism explain why anything 
exists at all?

•  The question shifts from “Who is God?” to “Is there a God at all?” 
Atheism denies God; naturalism holds nature is all that exists. They 
overlap but differ.

•  Naturalism says all reality is physical: no God, soul, or ultimate purpose, 
everything reducing to matter and motion.

Why Is There Something Rather Than Nothing?

•  The universe appears contingent (it could fail to exist, it changes and 
decays), and contingent things require explanation.

•  Objection: “The universe just is, no explanation needed” treats 
contingent reality as a brute fact, which weakens explanatory power.

•  Science explains how things behave, not why anything exists; metaphysics 
asks why there is physics at all.

Origins and Fine-Tuning

•  Modern cosmology points to a beginning (a finite past), and beginnings 
require causes beyond space, time, and matter, which begins to sound 
like God.

•  The constants are extraordinarily precise; slight changes mean no stars, no 
chemistry, no life. Chance alone feels inadequate.

•  The multiverse (infinite universes) is highly speculative and may just push 
the problem back. A single intelligent cause explains more cleanly.

•  Debate move: why does anything exist at all? Can contingent reality 
explain itself?
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Chapter 173: Objective Morality: Can Good and Evil 
Exist Without God?

The question this chapter answers: Can objective good and evil exist without 
God?

•  Key term: Objective morality means moral truths true independent of 
opinion: murder, torture of children, and betrayal are wrong, not merely 
disliked.

•  Many atheists speak strongly about justice and human rights, which 
creates tension: on strict naturalism, where do these categories come 
from?

Why Naturalism Struggles

•  Atoms carry no moral obligations; physics describes what happens, not 
what should. You cannot derive “ought” from physical fact (the is-ought 
problem).

•  Evolution explains behavior, not truth: cooperation aided survival, but 
what helps survival is not always good (violence, domination, deception 
can too).

•  The problem of evil presupposes good: to call something evil assumes 
objective moral reality, which points beyond naturalism, a major internal 
tension.

•  Human dignity needs grounding: if we are accidental biochemical 
products, why are rights universal? Christianity grounds them in the 
image of God.

Moral Law and Lawgiver

•  Real obligation implies real moral law, which points toward a moral 
lawgiver. God is the good; His nature grounds morality, not arbitrary 
will.
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•  Social contract fails: agreement does not create truth. A society can agree 
on evil (Nazi Germany); opinion cannot condemn genocidal consensus.

•  Conscience (real guilt and obligation, not mere social discomfort) 
suggests moral reality. Lewis: nature describes power, moral law 
commands duty.

•  Debate move: if morality is only evolved behavior, why call anything 
truly evil? Why do humans have objective worth?
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Chapter 174: Consciousness: Why Mind Is a Problem 
for Matter

The question this chapter answers: How does matter produce mind?

•  Key term: Consciousness is subjective awareness, the inner experience of 
being (the redness of red, the pain of pain), very difficult to reduce to 
physics.

The Hard Problem

•  Physics describes objects third-person (mass, motion); consciousness is 
first-person (lived, experienced). Bridging them is one of philosophy’s 
hardest problems.

•  Why should physical processing feel like anything? A neuron firing is not 
identical to a thought’s meaning; correlation is not identity.

•  Intentionality: thoughts are about things (Paris, justice); matter is not 
“about” anything. Qualia (the taste of coffee) are irreducibly personal.

•  The philosophical zombie: a being physically identical to you but with no 
inner experience. If conceivable, consciousness may not be reducible to 
matter.

Why Christianity Fits Better

•  Evolution explains utility, not subjective experience: why does survival 
need inner awareness rather than pure mechanism?

•  If all thoughts are determined by chemistry, are you reasoning or merely 
reacting? Consciousness reopens the soul question and pressures strict 
materialism.

•  Christianity says humans are more than matter (body and soul, the image 
of God), a stronger framework for conscious, rational, moral beings.
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Chapter 175: Reason Itself: Can Naturalism Be 
Trusted to Produce Truth?

The question this chapter answers: Can naturalism justify trusting human 
reason?

•  If naturalism cannot justify reasoning, then every argument for 
naturalism (including atheism) collapses. The argument turns inward 
and is self-referential.

Evolution Selects Survival, Not Truth

•  Evolution rewards fitness, not truth; false beliefs that help survival can 
spread. An organism can survive with wildly false beliefs as long as 
behavior works.

•  A chemical cause is not logical validity: molecules collide, arguments do 
not. If beliefs are determined purely by chemistry, why trust them as 
rational?

•  Reason requires normativity (rules of validity), but matter has no 
obligation to follow logical norms. Determinism makes conclusions 
fixed, so rationality becomes suspect.

The Christian Grounding

•  Christianity says a rational Creator made rational creatures; the laws of 
logic reflect the order of the divine mind. This explains why logic is 
universal.

•  The atheist uses reason constantly (every argument assumes logic works), 
but naturalism struggles to ground that assumption. Science depends on 
it too.

•  The self-defeat: if your mind is only the product of unguided survival 
pressures, why trust it when it says naturalism is true? “It works” is not 
truth.
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•  Debate move: did evolution select your brain for truth, or merely 
survival? Why should chemistry be trusted as logic?
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Chapter 176: Plantinga’s Evolutionary Argument 
Against Naturalism

The question this chapter answers: What is Plantinga’s evolutionary argument  
against naturalism?

•  EAAN targets whether naturalism plus evolution can trust human 
reasoning at all, turning naturalism’s own commitments against it.

The Argument

•  It combines naturalism (no God) and evolution (faculties from natural 
selection), then asks: if faculties were produced by unguided evolution 
aimed at survival, can we trust them to produce true beliefs?

•  Selection favors adaptive behavior, not true belief. A creature could hold 
systematically false beliefs that still produce survival-promoting behavior 
(fleeing a tiger believed to be a friend one greets by running).

•  So unguided evolution gives no guarantee that belief-forming faculties 
are aimed at truth; they are aimed at survival, and false beliefs can serve 
survival too.

The Self-Defeat and the Contrast

•  If naturalism and evolution are both true, we have reason to doubt our 
faculties are reliable, which undercuts the reasoning used to reach 
naturalism. The naturalist saws off the branch he sits on.

•  The theist has no such problem: minds made in the image of a rational, 
truthful God are, when functioning properly, aimed at truth. 
Confidence in reason fits theism better than naturalism.

•  Use it as a question: why, if our minds are unguided and survival-aimed, 
should we trust them about abstract matters like philosophy and science?
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Chapter 177: Historical Mythicism: The Claim That 
Jesus Never Existed

The question this chapter answers: Did Jesus never exist?

•  Objection: Mythicism claims Jesus is a myth invented by early 
Christians. It has almost no scholarly support but circulates widely 
online.

•  It is rejected by virtually all scholars of the historical Jesus, including 
secular and skeptical ones.

The Evidence

•  The agnostic scholar Bart Ehrman wrote a whole book arguing Jesus 
certainly existed and dismissing mythicism as lacking credibility.

•  Non-Christian sources treat Him as real: Tacitus (Christus executed 
under Pilate), Josephus (Jesus, brother of James), plus Pliny and 
Suetonius.

•  The New Testament is early: Paul’s letters within 20-30 years, meeting 
James and Peter who knew Jesus; the 1 Corinthians 15 creed within a few 
years.

•  The pagan-parallels claim (Horus, Mithras, Dionysus) is exaggerated or 
invented; the Jesus tradition is thoroughly Jewish with named places, 
rulers, and dates.

•  Respond by pointing to the consensus and sources; ask for the actual 
primary source of any alleged parallel, since these usually evaporate. The 
real question is not whether Jesus existed but who He was.
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Chapter 178: Does the Age of the Earth Determine the 
Deity of Christ?

The question this chapter answers: Does the age of the earth (or carbon dating) 
determine the deity of Christ?

•  Opponents pivot to the age of the earth mid-debate as if it settles whether 
Christianity is true. This chapter argues that is a deflection, and takes no 
position on the earth’s age.

Why It Is a Deflection

•  The deity of Christ rests on historical claims (divine claims, worship, 
forgiveness, crucifixion, resurrection), none of which depends on how 
old the earth is.

•  The pivot often functions to avoid the resurrection evidence; the 
disciplined response is to notice the shift and gently decline it.

•  Christians hold a range of views (young earth, old earth, framework) yet 
all affirm Christ is God and rose. That agreement across disagreement 
shows the age of the earth is not decisive.

Does Carbon Dating Disprove the Bible?

•  Reply: State the science: carbon-14 dates only once-living material over 
tens of thousands of years, not the earth. Billions-of-years claims come 
from other radiometric methods, so the objection is misstated.

•  Christianity requires that God is Creator, humanity bears His image, sin 
is real, and Christ rose, none of which depends on the number of years 
since the beginning.

•  Genesis presents creation with functional maturity (Adam a man, trees 
bearing fruit), so direct creation is not irrational. Offer this, however, as a 
supporting observation, not the whole answer.
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•  In one breath: carbon dating does not measure the earth’s age, Christians 
differ in good faith, and whatever the age, it leaves the resurrection 
exactly where it stood.
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Chapter 179: Meaning and Purpose: Can Life Truly 
Matter Without God?

The question this chapter answers: Can life truly matter without God?

•  Preference is what you choose; purpose is what you are for. Self-made 
purpose can feel meaningful, but feeling and reality are not the same.

Why Naturalism Struggles

•  Under strict naturalism the universe is indifferent: no design, no destiny. 
Local significance (family, art, love) is real but ends.

•  If death ends consciousness forever, all achievement is erased. Cosmic 
heat death means no eternal preservation, no final justice.

•  Humans hunger for permanence, justice, and transcendence. Lewis: if we 
have desires nothing in this world satisfies, perhaps we were made for 
another world.

•  Under naturalism love is temporary chemistry, and justice stays 
unfinished (Hitler and his victims both simply vanish).

What Christianity Offers

•  You were made intentionally for God: image-bearing, loved, known, and 
called, not accidental or disposable.

•  Suffering gains context (redemption, formation) rather than meaningless 
pain. Meaning is not mere comfort; if Christianity is true, the comfort is 
grounded.

•  If meaning is purely subjective, one person’s meaning (even destructive) 
is as valid as another’s. The resurrection means death does not erase 
meaning.

•  Debate move: if everything ends forever, what makes anything ultimately 
meaningful? Is self-created meaning the same as objective meaning?
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Chapter 180: The Problem of Evil: Does Suffering 
Disprove God?

The question this chapter answers: Does suffering disprove God?

•  Objection: The argument: if God is all-powerful He could stop evil; if 
all-good He would want to; evil exists; therefore no God. It strikes at 
God’s character.

•  Reply: Calling something evil assumes moral reality; if naturalism is true, 
what grounds objective good? The atheist often borrows categories 
naturalism cannot ground.

The Christian Responses

•  Distinguish the logical problem (God and evil cannot coexist) from the 
emotional problem (why would God allow this?). The logical version has 
weakened: God may have morally sufficient reasons.

•  Free will: love requires freedom, which includes the possibility of evil. 
This does not explain natural evil (earthquakes, disease), however; 
Christians must admit that.

•  The fallen-world framework: creation is corrupted, not as originally 
intended. Suffering can also shape courage, compassion, and 
perseverance (soul-making).

•  God can bring good from evil without calling evil good; the cross is the 
greatest example, the worst evil becoming the means of salvation.

Reframing the Question

•  The cross means God is not distant from suffering; in Christ He suffers 
and dies, changing the emotional force. Final justice answers every 
wrong.

•  Removing God does not remove suffering; it only removes purpose, 
justice, and hope. Job never gets a full explanation but encounters God: 
presence precedes explanation.
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•  Never carelessly tell the suffering “everything happens for a reason.” 
Plantinga’s free will defense remains a key response to the logical 
problem.

•  Debate move: if God does not exist, what makes suffering objectively 
evil? Does removing God solve evil, or only remove hope?

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapter 62.
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Chapter 181: Divine Hiddenness: If God Exists, Why 
Is He Not More Obvious?

The question this chapter answers: If God exists, why is He not more obvious?

•  Objection: The argument: a loving God would make His existence 
undeniable; many sincere people do not believe; therefore God probably 
does not exist.

•  Reply: Christianity does not claim God is absent: creation, conscience, 
reason, moral law, Christ, and Scripture reveal Him sufficiently, though 
not coercively (Romans 1).

Why Not Overwhelming Proof

•  God reveals enough for response but not so overwhelmingly that 
response is forced. Love cannot be coerced.

•  More evidence does not guarantee relationship: Israel saw constant 
miracles and still rebelled. Visibility does not guarantee love.

•  Sometimes hiddenness is moral resistance, not lack of evidence: people 
can love darkness rather than light. This is not always the case.

The Sincere Seeker

•  The strongest form asks about the honest seeker who does not find; 
Christians must take this seriously.

•  Scripture says God responds to seekers (“seek and you will find”), though 
His timing and methods differ.

•  God works through means (people, history, Scripture, community, 
suffering) rather than raw display because formation matters, not just 
information.

•  For the foundational discussion, see Chapter 64.

316



The Trinitarian Debate

Chapter 182: Religion as Wish Fulfillment: Is God Just 
a Human Projection?

The question this chapter answers: Is God just a comforting human projection?

•  Objection: The argument (Freud): God is a projection born of fear of 
death and the need for a cosmic father. It attacks motive, not logic.

Why It Fails

•  Motive does not determine truth: wanting food does not make food 
imaginary. This is the genetic fallacy, a belief’s origin does not determine 
its truth.

•  The same analysis cuts both ways: atheism can be wish fulfillment too 
(freedom from judgment and accountability). Fear of death can drive 
denial as easily as belief.

•  Lewis: natural desires correspond to real objects (hunger to food); the 
longing for eternity may point beyond itself.

Christianity Is Often Not Comforting

•  If religion were pure wish fulfillment, why invent hell, judgment, self-
denial, and martyrdom? Who invents a crucified God and a call to die to 
self?

•  Reducing belief to psychology does not answer the truth claim; a person 
may believe for bad reasons and still be right.

•  Christianity rests on historical claims (Christ lived, died, rose) that 
projection theory cannot explain away.

•  Debate move: does wanting something make it false? Could atheism also 
be wish fulfillment?
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Chapter 183: Miracles and Science: Are Supernatural 
Events Even Possible?

The question this chapter answers: Has science shown miracles are impossible?

•  Objection: The argument: science explains the world by natural laws, 
miracles violate them, so miracles cannot happen.

•  Key term: A miracle is not chaos or contradiction but a special act of 
God within creation, beyond ordinary natural process, not against logic.

Laws Describe, They Do Not Rule

•  Natural laws describe what normally happens; a law is not a prison for 
God. If God created nature, He is not bound by it (an author can enter 
his own story).

•  Science studies repeatable phenomena, so it can investigate evidence but 
cannot rule out the supernatural in advance.

•  Hume assumes uniform natural experience, but if a miracle happened, 
experience is no longer uniform, so his argument risks circularity. Rare 
does not mean impossible.

The Central Miracle

•  Christianity rests centrally on the resurrection, a public historical claim. 
If it happened, naturalism is shattered.

•  History relies on testimony; the question is not “can miracles happen?” 
but “is this testimony credible?” Biblical miracles cluster around 
revelation moments and serve revelation, not entertainment.

•  Science depends on the uniformity of nature, which Christianity grounds 
in God’s faithful character. Lewis: if God exists, miracles are the logical 
actions of the Creator.

•  Debate move: if God created nature, why could He not act within it? Do 
natural laws describe what usually happens, or what must always 
happen?
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Chapter 184: Religious Diversity: Do Many Religions 
Disprove One Truth?

The question this chapter answers: Do many religions disprove one true faith?

•  Objection: The argument: thousands of religions and truth claims 
suggest religion is human invention, so no one faith can claim exclusivity.

Why Diversity Does Not Eliminate Truth

•  Disagreement does not disprove truth (people disagree about science and 
history too); it means humans can be wrong.

•  Contradictory claims cannot all be true (God personal vs impersonal; 
Jesus rose vs did not), so “all religions are true” fails logically. Surface 
similarity often hides foundational difference.

•  Culture influences belief but does not settle truth: being born in ancient 
Greece made Zeus likely believed, not real.

Why Christianity Is Different

•  Christianity makes investigable historical claims (Christ lived, died, rose) 
centered on an event, not just teachings. If the resurrection happened, 
diversity elsewhere does not erase it.

•  Christianity explains diversity: if humans are fallen, truth may fracture 
into fragments and distortions, but distortion does not erase original 
truth.

•  The “blind men and the elephant” story fails: the storyteller assumes full 
knowledge of the elephant, secretly claiming exclusive truth. Exclusivity 
is not arrogance; truth by nature excludes contradiction.

•  Newbigin: pluralism itself functions as its own exclusive worldview. 
Debate move: does disagreement disprove truth elsewhere in life? Can 
contradictory religions all be equally true?
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Chapter 185: Death, Annihilation, and the Human 
Fear of Nonexistence

The question this chapter answers: What happens at death, and why do we fear  
nonexistence?

•  Under strict naturalism, death ends you completely: no soul, no 
continuation, no reunion. Fear of death is universal.

The Christian Claim

•  Death is an intruder and enemy, not part of the original design but a 
consequence of the fall, which explains why we hate it: we were made for 
life.

•  “God has set eternity in the human heart” (Ecclesiastes): the hunger for 
forever is not accidental. Atheism can be honest, but honesty without 
hope is still despair if false.

•  The resurrection changes death: Jesus entered death and defeated it. 
Christianity offers not disembodied escape but judgment, resurrection, 
and new creation.

What Rides on It

•  If death ends all, justice dies unfinished (tyrants and victims both vanish) 
and love ends too; if Christ rose, love survives.

•  Objection: “This is just fear management”: possible, but wanting 
immortality does not make it false; truth must still be tested.

•  Everything returns to the empty tomb: if Christ rose, death is defeated; if 
not, Christian hope collapses. Scripture still calls death an enemy; it does 
not win.

•  Debate move: if death ends all, what ultimately survives of you? Why do 
humans long so deeply for forever?
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Chapter 186: The Complete Atheist Dilemma: 
Existence, Morality, Mind, and Meaning

The question this chapter answers: How do the atheist-section arguments 
converge?

•  Atheism is a total explanation of reality; if it fails at multiple foundational 
levels, the cost is massive.

The Layers

•  Existence: why something rather than nothing? Fine-tuning: exact 
conditions for life, where chance and multiverse struggle.

•  Morality: atheists use good, evil, and justice constantly, but grounding 
them without God is difficult. Consciousness: matter explains structure, 
not subjective experience.

•  Reason: if evolution selects survival not truth, why trust reason? 
Meaning: without God it is temporary and eventually erased.

•  Evil assumes objective good, so it cuts both ways. Hiddenness is not 
absence. Religious longing may reflect design. Death: annihilation versus 
resurrection.

The Core

•  The common escape is “we do not know yet,” but “not yet” is not an 
explanation, and piling unknowns weakens confidence.

•  The cost of naturalism: uncertain morality, unstable reason, temporary 
meaning, final death, unfinished justice, chemical love.

•  Christianity says God explains existence, grounds morality, created mind, 
makes reason possible, gives meaning, defeats evil, and overcomes death, 
through Christ.

•  This does not mean every atheist is inconsistent; many live moral, 
meaningful lives. The issue is worldview grounding, not personal 
sincerity.
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•  Everything returns to the resurrection: if Christ rose, atheism is shattered 
because God acts, death is defeated, and history matters.

322



The Trinitarian Debate

Chapter 187: If God Knew, Why Did He Create? The 
Omniscience Objection

The question this chapter answers: If God foreknew all the suffering, why create  
at all?

•  Objection: “God knew every person who would suffer and reject Him, 
and created anyway. How is that love?” It removes the usual escapes: you 
cannot say God did not know.

The Hidden Assumptions

•  It assumes foreknowing suffering makes God its author, that any world 
with suffering is worse than none, and that the only loving choice was to 
create no one who might fall.

•  Foreknowledge is not causation: a forecaster does not create the storm. 
God’s knowing a free choice is knowledge of a choice that stays free. 
“God knew” quietly slides to “God caused,” a category error.

•  The rule would forbid all love: “do not begin a relationship that might 
end in pain” would forbid having children, marrying, or forming 
friendships. Love begins anyway, for the good on the other side.

The Real Demand

•  Its alternative is universal nonexistence, trading every redeemed and 
joyful life to prevent the possibility of loss. It never proves no world is 
better than a world with suffering.

•  A world of free creatures capable of real love necessarily allows refusal; 
love that cannot be declined is programming.

•  The God who foreknew the suffering entered it, taking on flesh and 
dying. He knew the cost, created anyway, and paid it Himself on the 
cross.
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The Fairness Objection: Birth, Intelligence, and Judgment

•  Objection:  A sharper form of the complaint targets fairness directly. No 
one chose the brain, body, or circumstances they were born into. Being 
born is a matter of chance. So how can anyone be held responsible, let 
alone punished forever, for what flows from a nature and situation they 
never selected?

•  Objection:  An even harder version adds the power gap. God is said to be 
infinitely intelligent while humans are weak creatures who give in to their 
urges. It looks cruel, even predatory, for a being that far above us to 
create beings that far beneath Him and then send them to hell for 
eternity.

•  Reply:  Judgment is on what you do with what you have, not on what 
you were dealt. Scripture is explicit that God renders to each person 
according to his deeds and shows no partiality (Romans 2:6, 11, LSB). 
Even those without the written Law are judged by the conscience they do 
have, not the revelation they lack (Romans 2:14-15). No one is 
condemned for their IQ, their genes, or their birthplace.

•  Key term:  Intelligence is not the measure of moral accountability. A 
brilliant man and an ordinary man are equally guilty if they choose 
cruelty, and equally free to choose kindness. Moral responsibility tracks 
the will, the capacity to choose, not the horsepower of the intellect. The 
argument confuses being less clever with being less responsible.

•  The picture of a cunning God taking advantage of the weak is the reverse 
of the Christian claim. In the incarnation the infinite One did not exploit 
the gap; He crossed it, entering the very condition He made, taking on 
flesh, hunger, weakness, and death. A God who takes advantage does not 
die for the ones He supposedly traps.

•  Hell is not a trap sprung on the unsuspecting. It is ratified separation 
from God for those who finally will it, not a sentence God delights to 
impose. He says plainly that He has no pleasure in the death of anyone 
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who dies, and pleads, turn back and live (Ezekiel 18:32, LSB). The door is 
held open, not slammed.

•  Debate move:  Notice the objection still assumes a real standard of 
fairness and justice. That is a strange thing for a chance universe to 
contain. If we are only the accidental output of matter, there is no 
fairness to violate. The complaint borrows the moral weight it needs 
from the very God it wants to indict.

•  So grant the premise that no one chose their starting point, then deny the 
conclusion. God judges the use of what each person was given, meets 
people at the light they have, entered our weakness Himself, and takes no 
delight in anyone’s ruin. That is the opposite of a rigged game.

•  In one breath: God knew, but knowing is not causing; the rule you 
propose would forbid all love; His alternative erases every joy with every 
sorrow; and He bore the pain Himself.
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Chapter 188: Why Was the Serpent Allowed into 
Eden? Freedom, Temptation, and the Logic of 

Redemption

The question this chapter answers: Why allow the serpent, the temptation, and 
the tree in Eden?

•  The garden gathers every hard question: why the serpent, why 
temptation, why not destroy the tempter, why create Lucifer, why place 
the tree in reach, why redemption not prevention, why not forgive 
without a cross?

•  They all rest on one assumption: a good God would have prevented the 
possibility of evil, which turns out to forbid the very goods it wants.

The Questions and the One Answer

•  The serpent: a world where no temptation is possible is a world where no 
genuine choice is possible. A real alternative is what makes loyalty 
meaningful.

•  Temptation is not sin: even Christ was tempted without sin. It is the 
arena where love is freely offered or refused.

•  Not destroying the tempter first: eliminating every being who might 
misuse freedom eliminates freedom itself, leaving no free love.

•  Creating Lucifer: the angelic form of the omniscience objection. 
Foreknowing his fall is not authoring it; the rebellion was his own free 
act.

•  The tree within reach: a command that cannot be disobeyed is not a 
command. One tree among many was the smallest arena for genuine 
trust, a narrow door, not a trap.
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Redemption and the Cross

•  Redemption over prevention: preventing the fall by removing its 
possibility removes freedom, and so love. A redeemed fall produces 
creatures who know both their need and God’s love.

•  Not forgiving without the cross: forgiving a real wrong always costs 
someone. A God who waved evil away without cost would be one to 
whom evil did not matter; the cross treats sin as the deadly thing it is.

•  The one answer beneath all: God chose to make creatures who could 
love, and love that cannot be refused is not love. That single judgment 
answers ten objections at once.
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Chapter 189: Did God Harden Pharaoh’s Heart? 
Justice, Freedom, and Judicial Hardening

The question this chapter answers: Did God harden Pharaoh’s heart and then 
unjustly punish him?

•  Objection: “God hardened Pharaoh’s heart, then punished him for the 
hardness God produced, making God the author of his sin.” The charge 
turns on overlooked details.

The Sequence and the Category

•  Pharaoh hardened his own heart first: through the early plagues the text 
repeatedly says Pharaoh hardened himself, before any statement that 
God hardened him. The order matters enormously.

•  Judicial hardening: God gives a defiant man over to the defiance he has 
already chosen, the same as Romans 1 (“gave them over”). Not 
implanting new evil but removing restraint. This is why the same event is 
described both ways.

•  It does not destroy free will: Pharaoh deliberates, negotiates, and bargains 
throughout, a genuine agent left to the will he exercised freely, not a 
puppet.

•  Not unjust: Pharaoh was a tyrant who enslaved a nation, ordered 
infanticide, and defied clear warnings. Confirming a wicked man in his 
rebellion and punishing it is justice, not wrong.

•  In one breath: read the sequence, Pharaoh hardened himself first; God’s 
hardening was judicial (Romans 1); Pharaoh remained a real agent; and 
punishing a defiant tyrant is justice, not injustice.
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Chapter 190: Is the Incarnation a Logical 
Contradiction? Person, Nature, and the God Who 

Added

The question this chapter answers: Is the incarnation a logical contradiction?

•  Objection: “A thing cannot be both God and man, infinite and finite, 
all-knowing and growing in wisdom, so fully God and fully man is 
nonsense, like a square circle.”

•  Reply: The answer turns on one distinction the objection ignores: 
person versus nature.

Person and Nature

•  A real contradiction affirms and denies the same thing in the same 
respect. The incarnation says one person has two natures: God with 
respect to His divine nature, man with respect to His human nature. 
Two respects, not one.

•  A nature is what something is; a person is who someone is. There is one 
“who” (the Son) and two “whats” (deity and humanity). Not half-and-
half, nor a blend.

•  So He grew in wisdom as man while omniscient as God; got tired in 
humanity while sustaining the universe in deity; the person died a human 
death while the divine nature could not die. No contradiction.

The Related Objections

•  Immutability: the incarnation is addition, not change. The Son took on a 
human nature He did not have before without losing any divine 
attribute (like learning a language without ceasing to be who you were).

•  Eternal, not biological, Sonship: no wife, no beginning. The Son is 
eternally from the Father (eternal generation), as radiance streams from a 
light. Muslims can be agreed with: that biological claim was never made.
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•  Why the Son is male: the divine nature is not sexed (God is spirit); Jesus’ 
maleness belongs to the human nature assumed, no more than it makes 
deity Jewish or Aramaic-speaking.

•  Mystery is not contradiction: it exceeds full understanding but breaks no 
law of logic. Once person and nature are told apart, the charge dissolves.

330



The Trinitarian Debate

Chapter 191: Was Jesus Tempted? The Temptation of 
Christ and James 1:13

The question this chapter answers: If God cannot be tempted, how was Jesus 
tempted?

•  Objection: “The Gospels say Jesus was tempted, but James 1:13 says 
God cannot be tempted, so either the accounts are false or Jesus is not 
God.”

Two Kinds of Temptation

•  James 1:13 in context (v.14) describes internal temptation: being drawn 
away by one’s own evil desire. God has no such internal corruption to be 
enticed.

•  External temptation is being confronted from outside with a proposal to 
sin. A person of integrity can be offered a bribe without any inner pull. 
The wilderness was external temptation.

•  Jesus was genuinely solicited and genuinely refused, but nothing in Him 
was drawn toward the evil, tempted in the external sense James does not 
address, untemptable in the internal sense James affirms.

Real Temptation, Real Humanity

•  Through His genuine human nature He truly felt hunger and faced the 
offers, yet met no answering corrupt desire. “Tempted in every way as we 
are, yet without sin” (Hebrews). The reality of the test and the 
impossibility of sinning are not in conflict.

•  It matters: because He was truly tempted yet did not sin, He can 
sympathize with us and help those being tempted. In one breath: James 
denies internal temptation; Jesus faced external temptation through real 
humanity with no corrupt desire to answer it.
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Chapter 192: Faith or Works? Paul, James, and the 
Question of Salvation

The question this chapter answers: Do Paul and James contradict each other on 
salvation?

•  Objection: “Paul says justified by faith apart from works; James says 
justified by works and not by faith alone. The New Testament 
contradicts itself on salvation.”

Different Questions, Different Senses

•  They address opposite errors: Paul confronts those who think they earn 
salvation by law-keeping; James confronts those who claim faith but 
show no changed life.

•  Paul answers “how does a sinner become right with God?”; James 
answers “what kind of faith is real, saving faith?” Complementary, not 
contradictory.

•  Same words, different senses: Paul’s “works” means works of the law to 
earn salvation; James’s “works” means the fruit of a living faith. Paul’s 
“faith” is trusting reliance; James’s “faith alone” is bare assent that even 
demons have (“the demons believe, and shudder”).

Root and Fruit

•  A person is saved by faith, not works (Paul, against the legalist); the faith 
that saves always produces works (James, against the pretender). Faith is 
the root, works are the fruit.

•  Paul agrees: saved by grace through faith, not works, yet “created in 
Christ for good works.” James grounds it in Abraham, who believed 
God. Two guards at two doors of the same house.

•  In one breath: we are saved by faith alone, but the faith that saves is never 
alone. No contradiction, two complementary truths.
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Chapter 193: Did Jesus Predict the End Within a 
Generation? This Generation and the Timeline 

Objection

The question this chapter answers: Did Jesus predict the end within a 
generation and fail?

•  Objection: “This generation will not pass away until all these things take 
place,” yet the world did not end, so Jesus was a failed prophet.

Reading the Passage Carefully

•  The Olivet Discourse answers a compound question about the temple’s 
destruction and the end of the age. Much of it (wars, false messiahs, the 
desolation of Jerusalem) was fulfilled in AD 70, within that generation.

•  “This generation” can mean the generation that saw the signs (fulfilled in 
AD 70), or a kind/people (the Jewish people preserved), or the 
generation that sees the final signs begin. The objection forces the least 
defensible reading.

•  The decisive overlooked verse: a few verses later, “no one knows the day 
or hour, not even the Son, but only the Father.” He cannot both set a 
dated deadline and deny knowing the timing.

Two Horizons

•  The discourse blends a near judgment (Jerusalem, fulfilled on time) and a 
distant coming (timing deliberately unknown), like two mountain peaks 
seen in one line.

•  The objection fails twice: the near predictions came true on schedule, and 
the far one was never given a schedule to fail.

•  In one breath: He said no one knows the day or hour, so He set no 
deadline; “this generation” points to the signs, above all Jerusalem in AD 
70; the near prophecy succeeded, the far one was never dated.
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PART XIII

Oneness Pentecostalism
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Chapter 194: Oneness Pentecostalism: One Person or 
One Being?

The question this chapter answers: Are Father, Son, and Spirit one person or one  
being?

•  Oneness Pentecostalism affirms Jesus is God but teaches Father, Son, and 
Spirit are one person, not three persons in one being (a form of 
modalism). It rejects the Trinity from inside the language of the faith.

•  The core claim: the Father is God, Jesus is God, the Spirit is God 
(orthodox Christians agree), but they are all the same person. That is the 
dividing line.

Where It Strains

•  The Shema (“Yahweh is one”) is central for them, but the debate is what 
“one” means: one being or one person. The text does not specify.

•  The baptism (Matthew 3): the Son is baptized, the Spirit descends, and 
the Father speaks, three simultaneous realities, not one person wearing 
masks.

•  Jesus prays to the Father. If they are the same person, prayer becomes 
strange, especially John 17’s shared glory and love before the world.

•  “You loved Me before the foundation of the world”: love requires 
relationship. If God is one person alone, who was being loved?

•  The Father sends the Son (sender and sent), and the Son sends “another 
Helper” (another, distinct), not Himself in a new mask.

The Appeal and the Answer

•  Its instincts are good (strong monotheism, strong deity of Christ), but it 
collapses distinctions Scripture preserves. The early church rejected 
modalism (Tertullian) not because it denied deity but because it denied 
personal distinction.
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•  Oneness believers are often deeply sincere; the debate requires truth and 
charity. Debate move: who was Jesus talking to in John 17? How can 
love exist before creation without personal distinction?
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Chapter 195: Oneness Prooftexts: The Strongest 
Verses and the Trinitarian Response

The question this chapter answers: How do you answer the strongest Oneness 
prooftexts?

•  Serious debate faces the best arguments. Oneness believers know these 
texts well, and many are powerful.

The Texts and the Responses

Oneness prooftext Trinitarian response

Isaiah 9:6, “Eternal Father”

“Father of eternity” (source of 
eternal life), like “father of a 
nation,” not identity with the 
Father’s person

John 10:30, “I and My Father 
are one”

The Greek “one” is neuter: one 
essence, not one person

John 14:9, “seen Me... seen the 
Father”

About revelation: the Son 
perfectly reveals the Father 
(John 1), not that He is the 
Father

Colossians 2:9, “fullness of the 
Godhead bodily”

Full deity, which Trinitarians 
affirm; the issue is distinction, 
not divinity

Matthew 28, singular “name”

One divine authority/identity 
uniting three persons: a 
Trinitarian strength, not a 
collapse

Revelation 1:8, “Alpha and 
Omega”

Supports Christ’s deity, but 
deity is not personal identity 
with the Father

•  The bigger problem for Oneness: even if the prooftexts sound strong, 
they must still explain Jesus praying, being sent, being loved, and sharing 
glory before creation. Those texts are heavier.
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•  The biblical pattern: the Father is God, the Son is God, the Spirit is God; 
the Father is not the Son, the Son is not the Spirit. Debate move: if Jesus 
is the Father, why speak to Him as another?
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Chapter 196: Baptism, Acts 2:38, and the “Jesus Name 
Only” Controversy

The question this chapter answers: Must baptism be “in Jesus’ name only”?

•  Many Oneness Pentecostals teach baptism must be in Jesus’ name only, 
some tying it to salvation itself.

•  Text: Acts 2:38 (“baptized in the name of Jesus Christ”) is their strongest 
text; Matthew 28:19 (“the name of the Father and the Son and the Holy 
Spirit”) is explicit and cannot be ignored.

How They Fit

•  The singular “name” in Matthew 28 is not one spoken word but shared 
divine authority and identity: one being, three persons, which supports 
Trinitarian unity.

•  Acts uses “in Jesus’ name” as authority language (heal, cast out demons, 
suffer “in Jesus’ name” = by His authority), and Acts is descriptive, not a 
required formula. No contradiction: Matthew gives the command, Acts 
the emphasis.

•  Salvation is Trinitarian at every level (the Father sends, the Son redeems, 
the Spirit applies), so baptism reflecting all three fits.

Against a Salvific Formula

•  If salvation depended on exact wording, grace becomes fragile; Scripture 
never hinges salvation on perfect phrasing. Cornelius (the Spirit falls 
before baptism, Acts 10) and the thief on the cross (saved without 
baptism) show this.

•  The early church overwhelmingly baptized Trinitarianly (the Didache 
reflects Matthew 28), which would look very different if “Jesus only” 
were the intended exclusive formula.
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Chapter 197: The Complete Oneness Dilemma: Unity 
Without Distinction or Distinction Within Unity?

The question this chapter answers: How do the Oneness arguments converge?

•  Oneness gets something right: God is one, and Jesus is fully God. 
Trinitarians affirm both fully. The real question is not whether God is 
one, but how.

Unity Alone Is Not Enough

•  Scripture teaches relational distinction as well as unity: Father, Son, and 
Spirit speaking, sending, loving, and glorifying, everywhere.

•  The baptism shows simultaneous distinction (not sequential masks). 
John 17 remains the hardest problem: preexistent shared glory and love 
before creation, which are not incarnation-only categories.

•  The human-nature escape (“Jesus’ humanity speaks to His deity”) fails 
because glory and love existed before Bethlehem. Love before creation 
requires relation: if God is one person alone, who was loved?

The Balance

•  The Son does not pray to, send, love as another, or return to Himself. Yet 
the Son is fully God, worthy of worship, the same as the Father in 
essence, not lesser or created.

•  One being, three persons: not three gods, not one person. This preserves 
both unity and distinction, which Scripture demands.

•  Oneness persists because the Trinity is hard and Oneness feels simpler, 
but simplicity is not always truth. Collapsing Father and Son makes the 
relational gospel harder to explain (who sends, loves, offers, raises 
whom?).

•  Rejecting the doctrine is not a verdict on every heart: many who hold it 
sincerely trust Christ. Refute the error plainly; treat the person with 

340



The Trinitarian Debate

grace. Debate move: who loved Jesus before creation, shared glory with 
Him, sent Him, and received His prayers?
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PART XIV

Mormonism
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Chapter 198: Mormonism and the Problem of Many 
Gods

The question this chapter answers: Does Mormonism multiply divinity into 
many gods?

•  Where Oneness collapses distinction too far, Mormonism expands 
divinity too far. It uses Christian words (God, Jesus, salvation) with 
radically different definitions underneath.

The Core Claims

•  God the Father was once a man and progressed to godhood, and humans 
may do the same (exaltation). Joseph Smith: God “was once as we are 
now.”

•  This destroys classical immutability and creates an infinite regress: if God 
became God, who made Him, and who made that God?

•  The Godhead is three separate beings united in purpose, which is 
functional tritheism, not the Trinity (one being). “Unity of purpose” 
does not fix a collapse of monotheism.

•  Exaltation means humans may literally become gods, radically changing 
the Creator-creature divide, which Christianity never crosses.

Scripture Against It

•  “Before Me there was no god formed, and there will be none after Me” 
(Isaiah 43:10) rejects a succession of gods. “No gods for us” does not fit; 
the language is universal.

•  The Father having a physical body contradicts “God is spirit”; 
incarnation is unique to the Son. 2 Peter 1:4 (“partakers of the divine 
nature”) is participation, not becoming independent gods.

•  The Jesus-and-Lucifer spirit-brother teaching is rejected utterly: Christ is 
Creator, Lucifer is creature. Mormonism depends on extra-biblical 
revelation (Book of Mormon, D&C, Pearl of Great Price).
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•  Debate move: if God became God, who made Him God? How does 
Isaiah 43:10 allow endless gods before and after Yahweh?
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Chapter 199: Mormon Prooftexts: The Strongest 
Arguments and the Biblical Response

The question this chapter answers: How do you answer the strongest Mormon 
prooftexts?

•  Fair debate faces the best case. Some Mormon biblical defenses sound 
persuasive until context is restored.

The Texts and the Responses

Mormon prooftext Trinitarian response

John 10:34, “You are gods”

Quoting Psalm 82: human 
judges/rulers by representative 
authority, not deity; Jesus 
exposes His accusers

Romans 8:17, “heirs with 
Christ”

Inheritance is relational and 
covenantal (salvation, glory), 
not ontological godhood

2 Peter 1:4, “partakers of the 
divine nature”

Participation and communion, 
not transformation into separate 
gods

Revelation 3:21, sharing the 
throne

Sharing authority is not 
identical ontology; believers 
reign with Christ but are not 
God

Genesis 1:26, “Let Us make 
man”

Plurality within one being, 
which helps the Trinity, not 
many gods

•  “As God is, man may become” is never stated in Scripture, which 
repeatedly strengthens the Creator-creature divide.

•  Isaiah 43:10 and Deuteronomy 32:39 (“no god besides Me”) teach 
exclusive monotheism. Malachi 3:6 (“I do not change”) and Psalm 90 
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(“from everlasting You are God”) deny divine progression. John 4:24 
(“God is spirit”) challenges corporeality.

•  Debate move: where does Scripture explicitly teach humans become 
gods? How do Isaiah 43:10 and Deuteronomy 32:39 fit exaltation 
theology?
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Chapter 200: The Great Apostasy: Was Christianity 
Lost Until Joseph Smith?

The question this chapter answers: Was Christianity totally lost until Joseph 
Smith restored it?

•  Objection: Mormonism claims not correction but restoration: after the 
apostles, true Christianity fell into total apostasy (authority lost, doctrine 
corrupted) until Joseph Smith restored it. If the claim fails, much of 
Mormonism collapses.

Why Total Apostasy Fails

•  “I will build My church, and the gates of Hades will not overpower it” 
(Matthew 16:18). If the church fully vanished, the gates prevailed, which 
Jesus said they would not.

•  Jesus promised the Spirit would guide His people into truth (John 16); 
total centuries-long loss of truth makes this difficult. Warnings of partial 
apostasy (Paul) are not total extinction.

•  The early fathers (Ignatius, Polycarp, Irenaeus, Justin) show continuity, 
not collapse. Nicaea clarified the Trinity, it did not invent it; the seeds are 
in the New Testament.

•  The canon problem: the Bible Mormonism uses came through the 
church it says was corrupted. If the church was totally lost, why trust its 
canon?

Corruption Is Not Collapse

•  The church has had corruption (Israel was often corrupt yet covenantally 
real), but corruption is not disappearance. The Reformation corrected 
doctrine without claiming Christianity vanished; Mormonism goes 
much further.
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•  Galatians 1: even an angel preaching another gospel is accursed, striking 
given Joseph Smith’s angelic-revelation story. A claim of 1800 years of 
total collapse bears an enormous burden of proof.

•  Debate move: if the gates of Hades did not prevail, how was the church 
totally lost? If it was lost, why trust the Bible it preserved?
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Chapter 201: The Book of Abraham and the Papyri 
Problem

The question this chapter answers: Does the Book of Abraham hold up against 
the recovered papyri?

•  Unlike the Book of Mormon plates, the Egyptian papyri Joseph Smith 
used for the Book of Abraham were recovered, making it a uniquely 
checkable test of his translation, with no theological premise required.

The Evidence

•  In 1835 Smith acquired Egyptian papyri, declared they contained 
Abraham’s own writings, and produced a translation with distinctive 
doctrines (pre-existence, plurality of gods) and facsimiles with his 
explanations.

•  In 1966 a portion of the papyri was rediscovered in the Metropolitan 
Museum, letting scholars compare the translation to the source for the 
first time.

•  Egyptologists (including neutral ones) found the documents are ordinary 
funerary texts (Book of Breathings, Book of the Dead), dating a 
thousand-plus years after Abraham, with nothing about Abraham.

•  The facsimile explanations do not match what the drawings are: ordinary 
embalming scenes and standard deities, unrelated to Smith’s 
descriptions.

Why It Matters

•  Smith claimed to translate these specific documents by the power of God, 
and the one document that can be checked does not match, raising 
reasonable questions about the Book of Mormon, which cannot be 
checked.
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•  Present it factually and without contempt: many members are unaware, 
and the church has published essays shifting to “revelation” rather than 
literal translation, a significant move from the original claim.
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Chapter 202: The Conflicting First Vision Accounts

The question this chapter answers: Do the conflicting First Vision accounts 
undermine the founding event?

•  The First Vision (the Father and Jesus appearing to young Joseph Smith) 
is foundational, but Smith told it in several versions that differ in 
significant ways, often more persuasive to a thoughtful Mormon than 
doctrinal argument.

The Differences

•  The official 1838 account (Pearl of Great Price): Smith at about fourteen 
sees two personages, God the Father and Jesus Christ, and is told to join 
no church.

•  The earliest, 1832, in Smith’s own hand: he sees the Lord, a single figure 
(Jesus), with emphasis on forgiveness of his sins, and no clear two 
personages.

•  Across versions, key elements shift: one being or two, whether identified 
as Father and Son, Smith’s age, and whether the purpose was personal 
forgiveness or the apostasy of all churches. These are core facts, not 
wording.

Why It Matters

•  For an event this foundational, the number and identity of the divine 
beings is exactly the detail one expects to be stable. The evolution from 
one figure about forgiveness to two establishing universal apostasy 
suggests the story developed over time.

•  The First Vision establishes Smith’s prophetic authority and the apostasy 
claim; shifting essentials undermines confidence in the foundation. Raise 
it gently: many members know only the 1838 version.

351



The Trinitarian Debate

Chapter 203: DNA and the Book of Mormon

The question this chapter answers: Does DNA evidence fit the Book of 
Mormon’s origin claim?

•  The Book of Mormon claims Israelite migrants (Lehi’s group, ~600 BC) 
became a major ancestral population of the Americas, a testable scientific 
claim requiring no theology.

The Evidence

•  The Nephites and Lamanites are presented as Israelite descendants, long 
understood as principal ancestors of Native Americans, tracing ancestry 
to the Near East within a few thousand years.

•  Native American DNA is overwhelmingly Asian, from Siberian 
migration across the Bering land bridge, with no significant Near Eastern 
or Israelite signature in the described way and timeframe.

The Response and Assessment

•  The church responded with the limited geography theory (a small group 
swamped genetically) and revised the introduction from “principal 
ancestors” to “among the ancestors.”

•  These are significant adjustments away from the long-held 
understanding. The evidence does not fit the traditional straightforward 
reading; present it fairly, noting the reconciliations while showing the 
testable claims face real difficulties.
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Chapter 204: The Seer Stone and the Translation 
Method

The question this chapter answers: What does the seer-stone translation method  
reveal?

•  The popular image shows Smith studying the golden plates, but the 
documented method (now acknowledged by the church) is different and 
less well known.

The Documented Method

•  By many eyewitness accounts, much of the translation was done by 
placing a seer stone in a hat, burying his face to block light, and reading 
aloud, often with the plates not even in the room.

•  The significance is the gap between what members are taught (studying 
the plates) and the documented reality, which raises questions about 
what else has been presented selectively.

•  The same kind of stone had been used in folk treasure-hunting before 
Smith’s prophetic career, a continuity members are rarely told, casting 
the origin in a different light.

•  Best used as part of the larger pattern (Book of Abraham, First Vision, 
DNA): repeated gaps between the account given to members and the 
fuller history. Mention it gently, noting the church now acknowledges it.
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Chapter 205: The Complete Mormon Dilemma: One 
God or Endless Gods?

The question this chapter answers: One God or endless gods?

•  Mormonism presents itself as restoration, not reinvention, but the deeper 
the doctrine of God is examined, the greater and more foundational the 
divide.

The Layers

•  God’s nature: Christianity teaches God is eternal and uncreated; 
Mormonism teaches He progressed and became God, a complete 
redefinition of deity.

•  The infinite regress: if God became God, who made Him, endlessly? An 
infinite regress explains nothing. Christianity stops at one necessary 
being.

•  Monotheism: “no God before Me, after Me, besides Me” is universal, not 
localizable to “our” gods. The Creator-creature divide dissolves if 
humans become gods and God was once human, which changes worship 
itself.

•  Jesus becomes one divine being among others, not the eternal Son sharing 
one essence, which shifts Christology and salvation. The Lucifer spirit-
brother framework collapses the Creator-creature line.

The Structural Problems

•  The Great Apostasy: Christ promised His church would endure, and 
history shows continuity; without total apostasy, restoration loses its 
necessity.

•  The canon problem: Mormonism inherits the Bible from the church it 
says was corrupted. The authority problem: everything hinges on Joseph 
Smith (visions, plates, restoration), and Galatians warns of alternative 
gospels.
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•  Christianity offers one eternal God, one uncreated source, one Creator 
distinct from all creation, preserving monotheism, worship, and the 
Creator-creature divide.

•  Debate move: was God always God, or did He become God? How many 
gods exist? Did Christ fail to preserve His church?
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PART XV

Unitarianism
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Chapter 206: Unitarianism: One God, One Person?

The question this chapter answers: Is God one person (the Father alone), with 
Jesus not God?

•  Unitarianism teaches that God is one person, the Father alone; Jesus is 
not God; the Spirit is not a person. Its strength is simplicity.

•  Most Unitarians affirm Jesus as Messiah and teacher; the dividing line is 
whether He is truly God.

Their Key Texts

•  John 17:3 (“the only true God”): it distinguishes Father and Son, but 
distinction does not equal exclusion from deity. John 17:5 (shared pre-
creational glory) presses back.

•  The Shema affirms unity, not unipersonality. 1 Corinthians 8:6 splits the 
Shema between “one God, the Father” and “one Lord, Jesus Christ,” 
expanding the divine identity.

The Trinitarian Pressure Points

•  Creation: all things were made through Christ (John 1, Colossians 1, 
Hebrews 1). He cannot be part of the “all things” created.

•  Worship: Jesus receives it, and the Lamb is worshiped alongside the 
Father (Revelation 5). Thomas says “My Lord and my God” (John 
20:28), accepted without rebuke.

•  Hebrews 1: the Father calls the Son God; the Son is worshiped by angels, 
eternal, and laid the earth’s foundations.

•  The Spirit shows personal action (speech, will, grief, intercession), not 
impersonal force.

•  Debate move: if Jesus is not God, why does He share divine glory, create 
all things, and receive worship? Why does the Father call the Son God in 
Hebrews 1?
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Chapter 207: Unitarian Prooftexts: The Strongest 
Arguments and the Full Biblical Response

The question this chapter answers: How do the strongest Unitarian prooftexts 
hold up?

•  If Trinitarianism is true it must survive the hardest texts. Here are the 
best Unitarian arguments and the answers.

The Texts and Answers

•  John 17:3 (“only true God”): if it excludes Jesus absolutely it also 
excludes the Spirit; John’s Gospel (“the Word was God”) must interpret 
it.

•  1 Timothy 2:5 (“the man Christ Jesus,” mediator): mediation requires 
participation in both sides, so it strengthens the incarnation, not weakens 
it.

•  Mark 13:32 (“nor the Son knows”): incarnation adds genuine human 
limitation without loss of deity; the same Jesus knows hearts and receives 
worship.

•  John 14:28 (“the Father is greater”): functional subordination in the 
incarnate mission, not inferiority of essence. Role is not essence.

•  Acts 2:22 (“a man attested by God”): Trinitarians affirm His humanity; 
the text does not say “only” a man.

•  Colossians 1:15 (“firstborn”): rank, not chronology (Israel and David are 
called firstborn); the next verses say all things were made through Him.

•  Revelation 3:14 (“beginning of creation”): the Greek can mean source or 
origin, fitting John 1 (creator, not creature). Proverbs 8 is poetic 
personification.

•  “Only begotten”: unique sonship and eternal generation, not creation.
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The Unavoidable Weight

•  These still must explain John 1:1, 8:58, 20:28, Hebrews 1, Philippians 2, 
Colossians 1, and Revelation 5, which consistently elevate Christ beyond 
creaturehood.

•  If Jesus is not God, worshiping Him is idolatry, yet Scripture presents it 
positively. Either Christ is Creator or creature, and Scripture presses Him 
into the Creator category.

•  Debate move: if Jesus is a creature, how did He create all things? Why is 
worship of Him accepted? Why does the Father call Him God in 
Hebrews 1?
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Chapter 208: The Complete Unitarian Dilemma: Is 
Jesus Inside the Divine Identity or Outside It?

The question this chapter answers: Is Jesus inside the divine identity, or only the 
Father?

•  Both sides affirm one God. The real question: does the one God include 
only the Father, or does the Son share fully in the divine identity?

•  Unitarianism has real strengths (simplicity, a strong monotheistic 
instinct, serious texts), but the simplicity breaks under full context.

What Still Stands

•  John 1:1 (“the Word was God”): the Word creates, lives, becomes flesh, 
reveals the Father, divine language, not creature language.

•  John 8:58 (“before Abraham was, I AM”): identity and divine self-
reference; the Jewish reaction shows the weight. John 20:28: Thomas’ 
direct confession, accepted.

•  Hebrews 1: the Father addresses the Son as God, eternal, Creator, 
worshiped by angels, placing Christ on the Creator side.

•  Philippians 2: equal with God, then voluntary descent, preexistence, not 
creature-exaltation. Revelation 5: the Lamb worshiped alongside the 
throne with no discomfort.

The Core Dilemma

•  The New Testament places Jesus inside categories reserved for Yahweh: 
creator, judge, savior, Lord, object of worship, eternal king. These are 
divine identity markers, not honorary titles.

•  Unitarianism must answer: why is Jesus worshiped, called God by the 
Father, the creator of all things, the sharer of divine glory, eternal, and 
prayed to?
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•  Christianity expands divine personhood (one being, three persons) 
without dividing God, accounting for more of the evidence. Debate 
move: who exactly is being worshiped in Revelation 5?
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Hinduism
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Chapter 209: Hinduism and Ultimate Reality: Many 
Gods, One Absolute, or Both?

The question this chapter answers: Is ultimate reality personal, or an 
impersonal absolute?

•  Hinduism is a vast philosophical universe with no single creed or 
founder. Its ideas (karma, reincarnation, pantheism, the divine within) 
have quietly entered Western culture.

Brahman and Atman

•  Key term: Brahman is the ultimate reality: the absolute, often 
impersonal, the ground of being, not a personal Creator. This diverges 
from Christianity’s personal God.

•  Key term: Atman is the true self; in many schools Atman and Brahman 
are ultimately one, so salvation becomes realization/awakening, not 
reconciliation or forgiveness.

•  The many gods (Vishnu, Shiva, Krishna) are often manifestations of one 
reality. This sounds like the Trinity but is not.

The Deep Divides

Christianity Hindu metaphysics (often)

One being, three eternal persons
One essence appearing in many 
forms, or many beings under 
one reality

A personal God who knows, 
loves, speaks, wills An impersonal absolute

Creation from nothing, Creator 
distinct from creation

Emanation: the world flows 
from ultimate reality

You are created, distinct, loved Your deepest self is ultimately 
one with ultimate reality
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•  The problems: how does an impersonal absolute produce personal 
beings? If the self is divine, why is ignorance and bondage possible? If 
reality is divine in substance, the Creator-creature divide collapses.

•  Its flexibility (many paths, many truths) creates contradiction, and truth 
cannot affirm opposites equally.

•  Debate move: is ultimate reality personal or impersonal? If impersonal, 
where did personality come from? If the self is divine, why is it ignorant?
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Chapter 210: Karma vs Grace: Justice Earned or Mercy 
Given?

The question this chapter answers: Is salvation justice earned (karma) or mercy 
given (grace)?

•  Key term: Karma is cosmic moral causation: actions have consequences 
across lifetimes, explaining suffering without a personal judge. It feels fair 
and reflects that choices matter.

•  But the real question is: can karma save you? It is tied to samsara, the 
cycle of rebirth, so salvation becomes escape from the cycle, not 
reconciliation with God.

Where Karma Fails

•  The memory problem: if you suffer for past lives you cannot remember, 
how is that meaningful justice? Christianity judges the same conscious 
person.

•  The compassion problem: karma can imply suffering is deserved, 
normalizing it. Christianity treats suffering as a call for compassion.

•  Karma is impersonal: it balances and calculates but does not forgive, 
know you, or show mercy. Justice and mercy are possible because God is 
personal.

Grace Is Different

•  You cannot save yourself by balancing moral scales; grace is unmerited 
favor. Good deeds do not cancel evil (ten good deeds do not undo 
murder); justice is moral truth, not arithmetic.

•  Does grace ignore justice? The cross: justice is absorbed and satisfied as 
Christ bears what we cannot. Karma has justice; Christianity has justice 
AND mercy.

•  Sin is not merely debt but rebellion against a holy personal God, a 
relational problem needing relational reconciliation, not cosmic math.
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•  Debate move: if karma is justice, where is mercy? How is punishment for 
forgotten lives meaningful? Can karma ever actually free you?
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Chapter 211: The Caste System as an Ethical Objection 
to Hinduism

The question this chapter answers: Does the caste system expose an ethical 
tension in Hinduism?

•  When a moral conversation flips toward Hinduism, the caste system is 
relevant because it has been bound up with karma and dharma. Handle it 
with care; many Hindus reject caste discrimination.

The Religious Grounding

•  The hierarchy (Brahmins at the top down to those historically called 
untouchables) has been connected to karma: a low-caste birth can be 
read as the just consequence of past lives.

•  Dharma (duty according to one’s station) has been used to teach that 
fulfilling one’s caste duties is proper and rising above one’s station 
violates cosmic order, giving the hierarchy religious justification.

The Ethical Problem and the Contrast

•  If karma makes low status deserved, compassion and reform can be 
undercut, since the suffering is “just.” The framework can rationalize 
inequality.

•  Christianity grounds equal dignity in the image of God (Genesis 1:27); 
the gospel levels hierarchy (“neither Jew nor Greek, slave nor free,” 
Galatians 3:28). Worth is not earned by past deeds.

•  Raise it fairly, aware of Christianity’s own historical failures. The 
argument is about what resources a worldview provides for the dignity of 
the most vulnerable.

367



The Trinitarian Debate

Chapter 212: Reincarnation vs Resurrection: Endless 
Return or Final Restoration?

The question this chapter answers: Endless return (reincarnation) or final 
restoration (resurrection)?

•  Reincarnation: the soul is reborn life after life, tied to karma, in the cycle 
of samsara, viewed as bondage to escape, not a hope. Christianity: one 
life, one death, one judgment.

The Problems with Reincarnation

•  Identity: if you become someone else with no memory or relationships, 
what continues? Christianity preserves identity: the same you is raised, 
judged, redeemed.

•  Memory: suffering for forgotten past lives, and future lives forgetting this 
one, weakens the moral force. Justice without memory feels hollow.

•  Endless chances that you never remember are not really chances; without 
memory, repetition is cycling, not progress. It also weakens urgency 
(always another life).

Resurrection Is Different

•  Resurrection is bodily restoration, not soul migration: Christianity values 
the body, matter, and creation, which God renews rather than discards.

•  Christ rose bodily, the model for believers. The same person wronged is 
vindicated, guilty is judged, redeemed is glorified, preserving justice and 
reunion.

•  Debate move: if you do not remember past lives, how can karma teach 
you? If reborn as someone else, are you still you? Why is resurrection less 
reasonable if Christ rose?
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Chapter 213: Avatar Theology vs Incarnation: Krishna 
and Christ

The question this chapter answers: Is Christ’s incarnation the same as a Hindu 
avatar (Krishna)?

•  Key term: An avatar is a descent of a deity (usually Vishnu) into the 
world, repeated across ages to restore order and dharma. Krishna is a 
famous example. Divine descent is cyclical and multiple.

Why the Incarnation Differs

•  Christianity teaches one incarnation: the eternal Son becomes flesh once, 
for all, a singular historical event, not one among many appearances.

•  Krishna teaches, guides, and restores cosmic balance, but his mission is 
not atonement for sin. Christ comes to die, bear sin, and reconcile 
humanity to God.

•  Christ does not merely reveal God; He is God, and saves through sacrifice 
(cross, resurrection), not merely wisdom.

•  Many avatars vs one unique Son: uniqueness changes authority. 
Repeated descent suggests repeated unresolved problems; Christ came 
once, defeated sin once, will return once.

•  Krishna’s stories contain morally complex actions; Christianity presents 
Christ as sinless and blameless. The Savior’s character matters.
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Chapter 214: The Problem of Many Gods: Can 
Polytheism Explain Ultimate Unity?

The question this chapter answers: Can ultimate reality be many, or must it be 
one?

•  Hinduism’s practical reality is many gods and objects of worship, raising 
the question of whether ultimate reality can be plural.

Why Polytheism Weakens Ultimacy

•  Authority: if many gods, who is highest? If one is highest, the others are 
lesser; if all equal, conflict is possible. Ultimate reality cannot be unstable.

•  Unity: reality appears deeply unified (one universe, one logical and moral 
order), suggesting one coherent source, not competing deities.

•  Conflict: polytheistic systems contain divine conflict, so which god 
defines morality, justice, or truth? Christianity has one God, one will, 
one nature.

•  Objection: “The gods are expressions of one ultimate reality.” Stronger, 
but then why worship the many? If Brahman is ultimate, the lesser gods 
are secondary.

The Trinity Is Not Polytheism

•  Three persons, one being, not three gods. The Trinity preserves one 
essence absolutely; Hindu plurality distributes divinity across many 
beings or forms.

•  Infinite regress: if many gods, where did they come from? A higher source 
becomes ultimate, collapsing back toward singularity. Ultimate being is 
simple, not composed.

•  Debate move: if there are many gods, who grounds reality? If they 
disagree, who defines truth? If Brahman is ultimate, why worship lesser 
forms?
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Chapter 215: The Complete Hindu Dilemma: Is 
Ultimate Reality Personal, Impersonal, or Both?

The question this chapter answers: Is ultimate reality personal, and does the 
Hindu system cohere?

•  Hinduism is a worldview about ultimate reality itself, which makes this 
debate profound. The layers form a cumulative case.

The Layers

•  Ultimate reality: impersonal Brahman in theory, but practical devotion 
centers on personal gods. Is it personal or impersonal? Christianity 
answers clearly: personal, eternal, relational.

•  The self: if Atman and Brahman are one, why is the self ignorant, 
trapped, and bound? Christianity preserves distinction: you are created, 
fallen, redeemable.

•  Karma preserves justice but lacks mercy; reincarnation creates identity 
and memory problems; avatars (repeated descent) suggest unresolved 
problems.

•  Christianity offers one incarnation, one cross, one resurrection, one final 
victory, preserving identity, justice, and finality.

The Core Dilemma

•  If ultimate reality is personal, why reduce toward impersonal Brahman? 
If impersonal, where does personhood come from? If karma rules, where 
is mercy? If reincarnation, where is stable identity?

•  Hinduism is philosophically rich and serious; treat it fairly. Depth, 
however, does not remove contradiction, and the center grows unstable 
around personhood, identity, justice, and salvation.

•  Debate move: is ultimate reality personal? If karma governs justice, where 
is mercy? If avatars return repeatedly, was evil ever truly defeated?
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PART XVII

Buddhism
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Chapter 216: Buddhism and Ultimate Reality: No 
God, No Self, No Creator?

The question this chapter answers: Does Buddhism show we do not need God at 
all?

•  Buddhism shifts the battlefield: no creator God, no eternal soul in the 
classical sense, no personal deity. The question becomes whether we need 
God at all.

•  Siddhartha Gautama is the awakened teacher, not God or savior. 
Salvation is awakened realization, not divine intervention.

The Core Teachings

•  Suffering is central: desire, attachment, and ignorance sustain it. 
Christianity partly agrees on the diagnosis but names the root as sin, not 
attachment.

•  No creator: reality simply is. This leaves unresolved why there is 
something rather than nothing, which Christianity answers.

•  Key term: Anatta (no-self): what we call “self” is changing processes. 
This attacks personal identity, making moral continuity, love, justice, 
and responsibility difficult.

•  Nirvana is liberation from suffering and cycle, but what remains is 
debated. Christianity offers eternal life with God; Buddhism offers 
release, often non-relational.

The Tensions

•  Morality without a lawgiver: Buddhism preserves compassion and 
nonviolence, but without a moral source, moral realism weakens. 
Christianity grounds morality in God’s nature.

•  Emptiness (no independent essence) is profound but destabilizes truth 
claims. Desire: Christianity distinguishes corrupt from holy desires (love, 
justice, truth) rather than extinguishing all.
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•  Debate move: if there is no creator, why does anything exist? If there is no 
self, who is being liberated? If desire is the problem, is love a problem?
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Chapter 217: The No-Self Problem: Can Personal 
Identity Survive Buddhism?

The question this chapter answers: Can personal identity survive the Buddhist 
no-self doctrine?

•  Key term: Anatta: there is no unchanging “you”; the self is thoughts, 
feelings, sensations, memory, and consciousness, constantly changing. It 
dissolves stable personal identity.

The Problems

•  Identity: without a permanent self, who is reading, suffering, learning, or 
becoming enlightened? Without a stable subject, experience is hard to 
ground.

•  Memory and responsibility: if the person is always changing, who earns 
karma, is purified, or is judged? Christianity preserves responsibility by 
preserving identity.

•  Rebirth: Buddhism affirms rebirth but denies a permanent self, so what is 
reborn? Causation is not identity, leaving a philosophical gap.

•  Experience and liberation: experience implies an experiencer, and 
liberation implies something liberated. The goal presupposes the very self 
it denies.

The Christian Alternative

•  You are a created person, a soul known by God; identity is preserved, not 
dissolved, which grounds justice, love, responsibility, and redemption.

•  Love requires a self (a lover and a beloved), rooted in God and extended 
to real persons. Acknowledge Buddhism’s real ethical fruit, but note it 
does not resolve the metaphysics.

•  Debate move: if there is no self, who attains enlightenment? If everything 
is changing, what is being liberated? Can suffering exist without a subject 
who suffers?
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Chapter 218: The Complete Buddhist Dilemma: Can 
Liberation Exist Without a Self?

The question this chapter answers: Can liberation exist without a self to be 
liberated?

•  Buddhism begins with the radical claim that there is no permanent self, 
removing the stable “you” most worldviews assume.

The Core Dilemma

•  If there is no self, who suffers, is reborn, attains enlightenment, or is 
freed? Liberation implies a subject being liberated, which Buddhism 
denies.

•  Morality without a lawgiver leaves compassion ungrounded; emptiness 
destabilizes truth claims; rebirth without a self leaves a continuity gap.

•  Buddhism offers a profound diagnosis of attachment and ego, and real 
ethical fruit (compassion, nonviolence, mindfulness), which should be 
acknowledged.

•  But the solution struggles to account for identity, moral responsibility, 
continuity, experience, liberation, and rebirth together.

•  Christianity preserves the reality of suffering and the reality of the 
sufferer: a creator, a self, a moral lawgiver, and a relational future.

•  Debate move: who exactly attains enlightenment if there is no enduring 
self? Why should compassion matter objectively without a moral source? 
Why does existence exist?
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PART XVIII

Ethical Objections
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Chapter 219: Hard Ethical Objections (Part I): 
Violence, Judgment, and the Character of God

The question this chapter answers: Does the violence and judgment in Scripture 
mean God is not good?

•  Many objections are about the character of God, not logic. If the moral 
picture of God is rejected first, doctrinal arguments rarely land.

•  Objection: “The Bible contains violence, judgment, and severe 
commands, so the God of the Bible cannot be good.”

The Foundational Principles

•  Moral judgment requires a standard: to call something evil assumes 
objective morality, which subjective or evolutionary preference cannot 
ground.

•  God is not one moral agent among others but the source of moral order; 
His actions are not evaluated by an external authority above Him. A 
structural difference, not an excuse.

•  Ancient context: many hard passages involve ancient Near Eastern 
warfare, which was brutal across all cultures; Israel exists within that 
world.

•  Judgment vs random violence: much described “violence” is framed as 
judgment (accountability), not abuse of power.

The Interpretive Center

•  The moral tension remains real; Scripture does not avoid it (it contains 
lament and protest). Moral evaluation must consider the full narrative, 
not isolated segments.

•  Christ is the moral center: enemy love, non-retaliation, mercy, self-
sacrifice. Love without justice becomes sentimentality; justice without 
love becomes severity; God holds both.
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•  Humans evaluate events partially (historically, emotionally, culturally); 
full moral evaluation requires full knowledge humans do not possess.

•  Debate move: what moral standard is being used to judge God? Is it 
consistent to affirm objective morality while denying its source? Does the 
life of Jesus change how these texts are read?
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Chapter 220: Specific Ethical Case Studies: Aisha, 
Child Marriage Claims, and Biblical Sexual Ethics

The question this chapter answers: Does the Bible normalize sexual exploitation  
of children?

•  The full Aisha treatment is in Chapter 128; this addresses it as a focused 
ethical case study. Handle these emotionally charged topics with 
precision, care, and restraint.

The Biblical Framework

•  Modern legal categories do not map perfectly onto ancient societies, 
which affects historical interpretation, not as excuse-making.

•  Biblical sexual ethics are covenantal, adult-structured, family-regulated, 
and tied to maturity and responsibility, a consistent structure, not 
isolated narratives.

•  Scripture clearly distinguishes children (e.g. Jesus’ diminutive “Talitha 
koum,” “little girl,” Mark 5:41) and recognizes developmental stages.

Description vs Prescription

•  Biblical sexual law centers on consent, covenant structures, and 
protection of the vulnerable, moving toward restraint, not exploitation.

•  Descriptive passages do not establish moral endorsement; the Bible does 
not present sexual relations with children as normative, commanded, or 
divinely endorsed.

•  Modern developmental science (ongoing brain development, higher 
early-adolescent trauma vulnerability) reinforces the child-adult 
distinction.

•  The governing principle: vulnerable persons are to be protected, not 
exploited. Separate historical claims, textual interpretation, and cultural 
context from emotional argument.
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Chapter 221: Hard Ethical Case Studies II: Rebekah, 
Mary, and Ancient Marriage Questions

The question this chapter answers: Do Rebekah and Mary imply endorsement 
of child marriage?

•  These cases require distinguishing historical context, narrative 
description, and moral prescription.

Rebekah

•  She is described within an ancient Near Eastern marriage system (family-
centered, covenantal, culturally normative), which provides context, not 
automatic moral endorsement.

•  Ancient marriage was structured around maturity markers and family 
agreements, not modern legal age thresholds (a recent development). 
This prevents anachronistic assumptions without eliminating ethical 
evaluation.

•  The text emphasizes Rebekah’s agency and consent within her cultural 
context, not modern age classification.

Mary and Betrothal

•  Scholarship varies on Mary’s exact age; the text portrays her with moral 
agency and consent, and never in exploitative relational categories.

•  Ancient betrothal was more binding than modern engagement but 
distinct from full marriage: a three-stage process (betrothal, transition, 
full union).

•  Cultural accommodation: Scripture often operates within existing 
systems while shaping moral direction, so not every described practice 
equals divine endorsement.

381



The Trinitarian Debate

Chapter 222: Hard Ethical Case Studies III: Slavery, 
Violence, and Old Testament Moral Objections

The question this chapter answers: Do the slavery and warfare texts make the 
Bible immoral?

•  For many readers these passages are the primary reason for rejecting the 
Bible, so they need context and moral categories, not dismissal.

Slavery in Context

•  Ancient servitude is not identical to modern transatlantic slavery: it often 
involved debt repayment, protective household integration, and 
regulated labor.

•  Old Testament law constrains it: duration limits, injury protections, 
release cycles, and penalties for abuse, regulation within context, not 
unbounded permission.

The Deuteronomy 22 Cases

•  Critics say the law forces a rape victim to marry her attacker; read in 
Hebrew and context, it does the opposite through careful case work.

Case Verdict and reasoning

In the city (22:23-24)
Both punished: no outcry where 
a cry would be heard, treated as 
consent (adultery), not rape

In the field (22:25-27)

Only the man dies: the verb 
chazaq, which here carries the 
sense of violent force, her cry 
could not be heard, treated as 
rape; she is guiltless

Unengaged woman (22:28-29)

The verb taphas (grasp, not 
force) = seduction (cf. Exodus 
22:16); lifelong provision, no 
divorce, obligation on the man
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•  The third case protects a woman who would otherwise face poverty: the 
man pays the full bride price and cannot divorce her. Exodus 22:17 lets 
the father refuse the marriage and keep the payment; the woman is never 
trapped, the man is.

Warfare and the Interpretive Center

•  Warfare narratives sit within an already violent ancient world; the text 
frames divine action as covenantal judgment, not arbitrary aggression.

•  Biblical ethics develop over time (increasing protections, prophetic 
critique of oppression, New Testament expansion), and Scripture 
condemns exploitation internally.

•  Christ is the final interpretive lens: nonviolence, enemy love, forgiveness, 
self-sacrifice. Debate move: are modern categories being projected onto 
ancient contexts? Does the text itself condemn injustice?
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Chapter 223: Hard Ethical Case Studies IV: The 
Character of God and Divine Judgment

The question this chapter answers: Can a God who commands judgment still be  
morally good?

•  Behind questions about violence and judgment is a larger one: is God 
good? This must be addressed at the level of worldview structure.

The Principles

•  Moral authority and ontology: God is the source of moral reality, not one 
agent among others, so He is not evaluated by a higher external standard. 
A claim about ontology, not circular reasoning.

•  Justice and moral order: biblical judgment is framed as justice (moral 
order, accountability, proportion), not arbitrary force. Without justice, 
morality collapses into preference.

•  Human moral limitation: human perspective is partial, temporal, and 
emotionally influenced; full evaluation requires knowing intentions, 
consequences, and full context.

•  Judgment in a moral universe: if evil is real, justice is necessary for moral 
coherence; a universe with real evil but no ultimate justice is morally 
incomplete.

The Christological Center

•  God’s character is revealed most clearly in Christ (enemy love, 
forgiveness, self-sacrifice, grace), which shapes interpretation of divine 
judgment.

•  The cross is the ethical center: justice is taken seriously and mercy is fully 
expressed, united rather than in tension.

•  God’s justice is not opposed to goodness but identical with it: justice is 
the expression of divine goodness in response to evil.
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•  Debate move: what standard is used to evaluate God? Can finite beings 
fully evaluate infinite moral knowledge? How does the character of Jesus 
inform divine judgment?
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Chapter 224: Final Ethical Synthesis: Is the God of the 
Bible Morally Coherent?

The question this chapter answers: Is the God of the Bible morally coherent 
when all themes are weighed together?

•  The question is whether judgment and mercy, justice and compassion, 
holiness and patience, wrath and love, are unified in one divine character.

The Principles

•  Coherence vs fragmentation: God’s attributes (judging evil, showing 
mercy, commanding justice, forgiving sin) are claimed to be unified in 
one character, not contradictory.

•  Justice and love are not opposites but expressions of the same nature: love 
without justice becomes indifference; justice without love becomes 
severity.

•  Christ is the interpretive anchor: sacrificial love, enemy forgiveness, non-
retaliation, and voluntary suffering are central revelations of divine 
character.

•  Judgment is a moral necessity: if evil is real, accountability must exist; a 
world with no final justice leaves moral reality incomplete.

•  Human epistemic limits and the whole narrative: moral meaning emerges 
from the full arc (creation, fall, judgment, covenant, redemption, 
restoration), not isolated texts.

The Core Claim

•  God is not a composite of conflicting forces but a unified moral being: 
justice expresses His holiness, mercy His love, judgment His 
righteousness, forgiveness His grace.

•  Tension is not contradiction, and emotional difficulty is not logical 
incoherence. Moral coherence is more plausible when grounded in a 
personal, unified source of goodness.
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•  Debate move: if God is the source of moral reality, what standard exists 
above Him? Can justice and mercy coexist in a unified being? Does Jesus 
model a coherent divine character?
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PART XIX

Appendices
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Chapter 225: Appendices Introduction: Tools for 
Debate, Teaching, and Reference

The question this section answers: How do you use this book under real debate 
pressure?

•  The appendices are not argumentative in the same way as the chapters; 
they serve clarity, retrievability, and practical use because a large, wide-
ranging reference work is only useful if it can be used.

•  They turn the material into quick-reference tools, debate frameworks, 
summary charts, and condensed argument maps, since real discussions 
rarely allow time for full exposition.

Debate Discipline

•  Finish one argument before moving on: a good case is usually lost by 
being scattered, not refuted. Opponents shift topics under pressure so 
nothing is ever concluded.

•  Three habits keep it disciplined: define terms before arguing (God, one, 
person, prophet, corrupted); finish one argument before allowing a 
change of subject; keep returning to the opponent’s burden of proof.

•  Rejecting evidence is not refuting it: to set aside the earliest sources you 
must supply something stronger. “I do not accept that” is a statement 
about the speaker, not the evidence. Name it: you have rejected this, not 
refuted it.

•  Canon recognition: the core New Testament writings were 
acknowledged by a broad, independent convergence of churches across 
languages, cultures, and centuries, not imposed by one council. Such 
breadth is best explained as recognition of already-authoritative 
documents.
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The Nine Appendices

•  A: Worldview Comparison Charts, side-by-side across six categories. B: 
Quick Debater Response Guide, rapid answers to the most common 
objections.

•  C: Key Verse Index, strategic passages grouped by doctrine. D: 
Worldview Comparison Summary, prose complement to the charts.

•  E: Historical Confirmation from Non-Christian Sources. F: Language 
and Terms Glossary, roots, derivation, and debate function of each term.

•  G: Objection Index (alphabetical, pointing to answering chapters). H: 
Subject Index. I: Debate Flow Charts, step-by-step conversational 
pathways.

•  The appendices are the application layer: everything so far builds toward 
clarity under pressure, not just what to believe but how to explain it.
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Appendix A: Worldview Comparison Charts

This appendix provides a condensed structural comparison of the major 
worldviews covered in this book. Each entry follows the same six categories so 
differences become immediately visible when placed side by side. It is 
designed for quick reference, teaching, and debate preparation.

Christianity

Ultimate Reality One eternal personal God: Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit

Humanity Created in God’s image, fallen, morally 
accountable

Problem Sin and separation from God

Solution Salvation through Christ’s atoning death and 
bodily resurrection, received by faith

Afterlife Bodily resurrection, judgment, eternal life 
with God or eternal separation

Morality Grounded in God’s unchanging character

Islam

Ultimate Reality One absolutely singular God, Allah, with no 
internal distinctions or divine persons

Humanity Created as accountable servants of Allah
Problem Disobedience and sin against divine law

Solution Submission, repentance, righteous deeds, 
and the mercy of Allah

Afterlife Judgment leading to paradise or punishment

Morality Divine command through Quranic law and 
hadith

Judaism
Ultimate Reality One God, Yahweh, in covenant with Israel

Humanity Covenant people with moral responsibility 
before God

Problem Sin, exile, and covenant unfaithfulness
Solution Repentance and Torah obedience
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Afterlife Varied; Pharisaic tradition affirms bodily 
resurrection

Morality Covenant law and divine justice

Atheism / Naturalism

Ultimate Reality Matter, energy, or an unknown impersonal 
physical reality

Humanity An evolved biological organism with no 
inherent cosmic significance

Problem No universal problem defined; varies by 
individual

Solution Human progress, self-defined meaning, or 
none required

Afterlife Death and nonexistence

Morality Emergent, evolutionary, or subjectively 
constructed

Mormonism

Ultimate Reality A plurality of exalted beings; the God of this 
world was once a human man

Humanity Pre-mortal spirit children of God capable of 
eternal progression toward godhood

Problem Separation from God’s presence and failure 
to progress

Solution Priesthood ordinances, obedience, and the 
exaltation process

Afterlife Degrees of glory; the highest involves 
becoming a god over one’s own world

Morality Divine law plus progressive exaltation

Oneness Pentecostalism

Ultimate Reality
One God who is one person; Father, Son, 
and Spirit are successive modes of one divine 
person

Humanity Fallen, in need of repentance and 
regeneration
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Problem Sin

Solution Repentance, baptism in Jesus’ name only, 
and Spirit baptism with tongues as evidence

Afterlife Heaven or hell

Morality Biblical commands interpreted through 
Oneness theological framework

Unitarianism

Ultimate Reality One God, the Father alone; Jesus is not 
divine in nature

Humanity Created and morally accountable
Problem Sin and misunderstanding of God

Solution Repentance and moral obedience to God the 
Father

Afterlife Varied within traditions
Morality Rooted in the Father’s will and reason

Hinduism

Ultimate Reality Brahman, often understood as an impersonal 
absolute; many gods as expressions of it

Humanity Atman, ultimately one with Brahman, 
trapped in ignorance and the cycle of rebirth

Problem Ignorance (avidya) and attachment to the 
material world

Solution Liberation (moksha) through realization, 
devotion, or righteous action

Afterlife Reincarnation (samsara) until liberation is 
achieved

Morality Karma as cosmic moral causation

Buddhism

Ultimate Reality No creator God; reality is impermanent and 
without inherent self

Humanity No permanent self; existence marked by 
suffering rooted in craving

Problem Suffering (dukkha) caused by craving and 
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ignorance

Solution The Eightfold Path leading to the cessation 
of craving

Afterlife Rebirth until nirvana, the cessation of 
suffering and self

Morality Compassion, non-harm, and the Middle 
Way

Hebrew Israelism

Ultimate Reality
The God of Israel, Yahweh, understood 
through Hebrew and ethnic covenant 
identity

Humanity
True Israelites are a specific ethnic group; 
others are secondary or excluded in some 
camps

Problem Covenant unfaithfulness and loss of true 
Israelite identity

Solution
Torah observance, recovery of tribal identity, 
and alignment with the covenant 
community

Afterlife Varied; restoration of Israel is often the 
primary focus

Morality Torah law as binding covenant requirement 
for true covenant members

African Traditional Spirituality

Ultimate Reality
A supreme being or force, often approached 
through ancestral spirits and spiritual 
intermediaries

Humanity
Part of a living spiritual community 
including the ancestors; identity is 
communal and generational

Problem Spiritual imbalance, broken relationships 
with ancestors, and ritual neglect

Solution Ritual restoration, ancestral mediation, and 
alignment with spiritual forces

Afterlife Ancestors remain active spiritual participants 
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in the lives of the living

Morality Community harmony, ancestral wisdom, 
and spiritual obligation
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Appendix B: Quick Debater Response Guide

This guide is built for fast recall under time pressure. Each entry gives a 
concise response and one anchor point. Chapter references point to where 
the full argument is developed.

1. “Jesus never said He is God”
Response: He never used that exact English phrase, but He accepts 
worship (Matthew 14:33), forgives sins on His own authority (Mark 2:5-
7), applies the divine I AM to Himself (John 8:58), and is explicitly called 
God by Thomas (John 20:28) and Hebrews 1:8. Identity is demonstrated 
through actions, reactions, and direct claims. (See: Chs 16-20, 23)
Key point: Ask: what would Jesus have had to say or do to qualify as 
divine? Then show them He did exactly that.

2. “If God is all-knowing, why did He create people He knew 
would suffer or reject Him?”

Response: Foreknowledge is not causation. Knowing a choice will be 
made does not make it; the person who rejects God still chooses freely. 
The rule the objection assumes, that a loving God should not create if 
suffering is foreseen, is the same rule that would forbid every parent from 
having a child and forbid anyone from ever loving, since love always 
foresees the risk of pain. Love creates anyway, for the sake of the good on 
the other side. The alternative the objection demands is not mercy; it is 
erasing every joy along with every sorrow. The God who foreknew the 
suffering entered it and bore it on the cross.
Key point: Knowing is not causing, and love always creates knowing the 
risk of pain. The God who foreknew the cost paid it Himself. See the 
discussion in Chapter 187.
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3. “Christianity is the white man’s religion, forced on us by slave 
masters”

Response: Christianity is Middle Eastern and African in origin, not 
European. Jesus was a Middle Eastern Jew; the faith reached Africa (Acts 
8, Egypt, Ethiopia) centuries before it reached most of northern Europe. 
Augustine, Athanasius, Tertullian, and Cyprian were Africans who 
shaped the doctrine of the Trinity a thousand years before the slave trade. 
Slave masters did not give the enslaved the Bible; they gave them a 
censored one that cut out the Exodus because the full book (with God 
delivering an enslaved people and drowning Pharaoh) was dangerous to 
them. The oppressed embraced the Christianity their masters feared.
Key point: The slave master did not fear a tame religion. He took a knife to  
the Bible before handing it over. The parts he cut are the parts that set 
people free. See the discussion in Chapter 165.

4. “Jesus spoke Aramaic, not Greek, so the Greek New 
Testament is unreliable”

Response: Jesus lived in a multilingual world, and Greek was the 
common language of first-century Galilee, an hour’s walk from Greek-
speaking Sepphoris. However, the deity of Christ never rested on Greek 
vocabulary. It rests on Old Testament categories: the Son of Man of 
Daniel 7 (an Aramaic vision), forgiving sins, receiving worship. The 
earliest Aramaic evidence supports it: Maranatha (1 Corinthians 16:22) is 
an Aramaic prayer addressed to Jesus as Lord, and Memra (the Aramaic 
“Word” of the Targums) speaks of God’s Word as divine before John 
writes a line of Greek. The objection also proves too much: if Greek 
cannot carry Semitic truth, it destroys the Septuagint that Jesus and the 
apostles quoted.
Key point: Give them the Aramaic Jesus, then show them the Aramaic 
church already prayed to him as Lord (Maranatha). The Aramaic exalts 
Christ; it does not lower him. See the discussion in Chapter 92.
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5. “The word Trinity isn’t in the Bible”
Response: Neither is the word Bible. Words are labels for concepts. The 
question is whether the concept is taught in Scripture. One God 
(Deuteronomy 6:4), the Father is God (John 17:3), the Son is God (John 
1:1), the Spirit is God (Acts 5:3-4), all three distinct and simultaneously 
present (Matthew 3:16-17, 28:19). (See: Chs 2, 6)
Key point: This is the verbatim fallacy: requiring the modern label to 
appear in the text before accepting what the text clearly teaches. The concept  
is entirely biblical; the term is theological shorthand.

6. “Persons, essence, hypostasis, none of those words are in the 
Bible”

Response: Theological vocabulary names what the Bible clearly 
describes. The analogy is medicine: ‘myocardial infarction’ does not 
appear in a patient’s description of a ‘heart attack,’ but the term names 
the reality more precisely. Hypostasis actually does appear in Hebrews 
1:3. The concepts are biblical; the labels are precision tools. (See: Chs 2, 
6)
Key point: Demanding that only Bible words describe Bible realities is 
itself a fallacy. The question is always whether the concept is taught, not 
whether your preferred label appears verbatim.

7. “The Trinity is illogical, one cannot be three”
Response: The Trinity does not say one person and three persons 
simultaneously, or one being and three beings simultaneously. It says one 
being in three persons: one in essence, three in personal identity. Being 
and person are different categories, and the apparent contradiction 
dissolves once the distinction is understood. (See: Chs 4, 8, 57)
Key point: Complexity is not contradiction. The question is whether the 
claim is coherent, not whether it is simple.
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8. “The Bible contradicts itself”
Response: Most alleged contradictions arise from context loss, 
translation differences, or genre confusion between history, poetry, 
prophecy, and narrative. Differences in parallel accounts reflect 
independent testimony rather than error. (See: Chs 8, 49)
Key point: Ask for a specific example. A claimed contradiction is not a 
proven one.

9. “If God is not the author of confusion, why did He confuse 
the languages at Babel?”

Response: The objection collides two unrelated senses of confusion. In 1 
Corinthians 14:33, Paul is addressing disorder in the Corinthian worship 
service, people speaking over one another and abusing spiritual gifts; he is 
saying God is not the source of that kind of chaos among His worshiping 
people. He is not making a universal claim that God never judges or 
never frustrates rebellion. At Babel (Genesis 11:4), humanity united in 
open defiance of God’s command to fill the earth (Genesis 9:1), seeking 
to make a name and a centralized power for themselves. God’s confusing 
of their language was a deliberate act of judgment that restrained that 
rebellion and accomplished the scattering He had commanded. One 
passage concerns orderly worship; the other concerns righteous 
judgment. Different contexts, different purposes, no contradiction. (See: 
Chs 6-7)
Key point: A judge who sentences a criminal has not become unjust by 
frustrating the criminal’s plans; he has done justice. At Babel God was not 
promoting confusion as an ideal but judging rebellion and preventing 
humanity from uniting in greater evil.

10. How do we know the New Testament text is reliable?
Response: The New Testament is better attested than any other 
document from the ancient world, by a wide margin, both in the 
number of surviving copies and in the short gap between composition 
and our earliest manuscripts. The comparison speaks for itself:

Document Written Earliest Time Gap Copies
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Copy

New Testament AD 49-95 c. AD 125 
(P52)

30-150 yrs 25,000+

Homer, Iliad c. 800 BC c. 400 BC c. 400 yrs 1,757

Aristotle 384-322 BC c. AD 850 c. 1,200 yrs 1,000

Demosthenes c. 300 BC c. AD 1100 c. 1,400 yrs 340

Caesar, Gallic 
Wars

44-10 BC c. AD 1000 c. 1,000 yrs 251

Key point: No one doubts what Homer or Caesar wrote, yet the New 
Testament is attested by vastly more manuscripts and a far shorter time 
gap. If the standard used to doubt the New Testament were applied 
consistently, we would have to discard nearly all of ancient history.

11. If the Bible has any error, doesn’t that disprove that every 
word is flawless?

Response: This depends entirely on what inerrancy actually claims and 
what counts as an error. Inerrancy means that Scripture does not affirm 
anything false in what it intends to teach; it does not mean the Bible uses 
modern scientific precision, avoids ordinary rounding, or reports every 
event in identical words across parallel accounts. Differences in wording 
between the Gospels, phenomenological language like sunrise, or 
variations in a copied manuscript are not errors in what the text affirms. 
A genuine error would be the Bible teaching as true something that is 
actually false. The objection almost always points instead to differences, 
difficulties, or copying variants, and a difficulty is not the same as a 
demonstrated error. Ask for a specific case, then examine what the text 
actually claims.
Key point: Precision is not the same as inerrancy, and a difference is not 
the same as an error. Ask what the passage actually affirms; most alleged 
errors vanish once that question is asked.
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12. “God ordering violence proves He is not good”
Response: Biblical ethics distinguishes divine judgment from arbitrary 
violence. More critically, any standard used to call God’s actions evil 
must itself be grounded somewhere. Without God, the very standard of 
goodness that drives the objection collapses. (See: Chs 61, 173)
Key point: The objection borrows a moral framework it cannot justify 
without God in order to argue against God. That is self-defeating.

13. “Morality does not need God”
Response: Without God, morality describes what humans prefer or what 
evolution produced, not what is objectively binding on everyone. The 
question is not whether atheists can behave morally, of course they can, 
but whether atheism can ground moral obligation rather than merely 
moral behavior. (See: Chs 61, 173)
Key point: You can act morally without believing in God. You cannot 
ground objective moral obligation without one.

14. “The Trinity was invented at Nicaea”
Response: Nicaea (325) named and defended what the apostolic texts 
already required. Ignatius (c. 107), Justin Martyr (First Apology 13; 
Dialogue with Trypho 48, c. AD 155), Irenaeus (Against Heresies 3.16-
19, c. AD 180), and Tertullian (Against Praxeas 2-3, c. AD 213) all 
affirmed the deity of Christ long before Nicaea, and prayed and wrote in 
recognizably Trinitarian patterns. (See: Chs 36-40)
Key point: Councils recognize and defend; they do not invent. The question 
is what the first-century apostolic documents say.

15. “John 17:3 proves the Father alone is true God”
Response: John 17:3 is spoken by the incarnate Son in His human role of 
prayer and submission. The same Gospel explicitly calls Jesus God in 1:1, 
1:18, and 20:28. Any reading of John 17:3 must account for the whole 
Gospel. (See: Chs 17, 21)
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Key point: Let the whole Gospel of John interpret John 17:3, not John 17:3 
override the whole Gospel.

16. “Bloodline determines covenant identity”
Response: John the Baptist warned Israel directly: do not say you have 
Abraham as your father (Matthew 3:9). Paul says in Romans 9:6 that not 
all descended from Israel are Israel. The New Covenant grounds 
covenant membership in union with Christ by faith. (See: Chs 161, 162)
Key point: Galatians 3:29: if you belong to Christ, you are Abraham’s seed.  
The order matters: Christ first, identity second.

17. “Ancestors mediate between the living and God”
Response: First Timothy 2:5 states that there is one God and one 
mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus. The dead, 
according to Hebrews 9:27, face judgment. Deuteronomy 18 explicitly 
forbids seeking spiritual guidance from the dead. (See: Chs 167, 169)
Key point: Christ has opened full access to God through Himself. When 
that access is available, seeking spiritual intermediaries outside of Him is 
not supplemental, it is competing.

Answering “Religion Has Always Been Anti-Science”

A common deflection, especially from atheists, is the claim that religion 
has always been the enemy of science, and that Christianity in particular has 
opposed scientific progress. This is a popular talking point, but it does not 
hold up historically, and a brief response is enough to answer it.

The idea of a perpetual war between science and religion comes largely 
from a nineteenth-century thesis, associated with the writers Draper and 
White, known as the conflict thesis. Historians of science today have largely 
rejected this thesis as a distortion. The actual history is far more cooperative 
than combative. Many of the founders of modern science were devout 
believers who saw their scientific work as an expression of their faith. Isaac 
Newton was deeply religious and wrote extensively on Scripture. Johannes 
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Kepler, who discovered the laws of planetary motion, described his science as 
thinking God’s thoughts after him. These men pursued science from 
explicitly religious conviction, believing that an orderly universe reflected a 
rational Creator whose works could be studied.

So the claim that religion has always opposed science is simply false as 
history. The conviction that the universe is orderly, intelligible, and worth 
investigating, which underlies the whole scientific enterprise, fits naturally 
with belief in a rational Creator. When the anti-science charge is raised, the 
brief answer is that the conflict thesis has been rejected by historians, and that 
figures like Newton and Kepler did their foundational scientific work because 
of their faith, not in spite of it. That is enough to dissolve the objection and 
return the conversation to the real question of who Jesus is.

Expanded Rapid Response Set

“Jesus prayed, so He cannot be God”

Response: Prayer is a relational act between persons. The Son, in His 
incarnate human nature, prays to the Father. This shows distinction of 
persons, not inequality of nature. A God who is one being in three persons 
can have the Son address the Father without either ceasing to be fully God.

Key point: Prayer proves the Son is not the Father. It does not prove the 
Son is not God (Chapters 69, 77).

“Jesus slept and got tired, so He is not God”

Response: The Son took a real human nature that could sleep, hunger, 
and tire (John 4:6). The divine nature does not tire. In the incarnation, one 
person acts through two natures. Fatigue belongs to the humanity He 
assumed, not the deity He never lost.

Key point: Weakness in the human nature does not subtract from the 
divine nature. One person, two natures (Chapters 8, 125).
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“Jesus did not know the hour, so He is not omniscient”

Response: Mark 13:32 describes a limitation experienced in the Son’s 
human nature during His earthly ministry, not ignorance in His deity. The 
same Gospel shows Jesus knowing thoughts and predicting the future. The 
limitation is real and voluntary, according to His humanity.

Key point: The Son knows all as God and accepted human limits in the 
incarnation. This is voluntary, not deficiency (Chapters 70, 122).

“God cannot die, so Jesus cannot be God”

Response: Correct that the divine nature is immortal (1 Timothy 6:16). 
Still, the Son did not die in His divine nature. He died according to His 
human nature. The divine person truly experienced death through the 
humanity He assumed, without the divine essence ceasing.

Key point: No divine essence died. The divine person died in His 
humanity. One person, two natures (Chapters 75, 122, 125).

“God cannot be tempted, so Jesus cannot be God”

Response: James 1:13 says God cannot be tempted by evil in His divine 
nature. The Son was genuinely tempted in His human nature (Hebrews 
4:15). The inability to sin in His deity does not remove the reality of 
temptation in His humanity.

Key point: Impeccability in the divine nature and real temptation in the 
human nature both hold. They do not contradict (Chapters 67, 72).
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“Jesus said the Father is greater than I”

Response: John 14:28 speaks of the incarnate Son in His role of 
submission, not of a lesser divine nature. Greater in position and role during 
the mission, not greater in being. Philippians 2 shows the Son voluntarily 
taking the lower place without ceasing to be God.

Key point: Greater in role, not in nature. The submission is functional, 
not ontological (Chapters 21, 115).

“Why do you call Me good? No one is good but God”

Response: In Mark 10:18 Jesus does not deny being good. He presses the 
questioner: if only God is good, and you call Me good, have you understood 
what you are saying? It is a probing question, not a denial of deity.

Key point: Jesus invites the man to follow his own logic to its 
conclusion. It is a claim, not a disclaimer (Chapter 73).

“Jesus is called the firstborn of creation, so He is created”

Response: Firstborn (prototokos) signals rank and priority, not origin in 
time. The next verses say all things were created by Him and for Him 
(Colossians 1:16), which excludes His being a creature. A creator of all things 
is not one of the created things.

Key point: Firstborn means preeminent heir, not first made. Colossians 
1:16 settles it (Chapters 22, 91).
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“Jesus is the beginning of the creation of God”

Response: Revelation 3:14 uses arche, which means origin, source, or 
ruler, not first created thing. Christ is the source and ruler of creation. The 
same book calls Him the First and the Last, a title of Yahweh.

Key point: Arche means source or ruler, not first creature. Read it beside 
Revelation 1:17 (Chapter 94).

“Jesus said I am ascending to My God and your God”

Response: John 20:17 is spoken by the incarnate Son, who as man relates 
to the Father as His God. This does not deny His deity, which the same 
Gospel affirms directly (John 1:1, 20:28). The incarnation makes such 
language natural without erasing His divine nature.

Key point: The incarnate Son can call the Father His God without 
ceasing to be God (Chapter 100).

“Only the Father is called the only true God”

Response: John 17:3 is a prayer of the incarnate Son in His submitted 
human role. The same Gospel calls the Word God (1:1), calls Jesus God 
(20:28), and has Jesus accept worship. Let the whole Gospel interpret one 
verse, not one verse override the whole Gospel.

Key point: John 17:3 distinguishes the Father from the incarnate Son. It 
does not exclude the Son from deity (Chapters 80, 106).

“Jesus never said the exact words I am God”

Response: He accepts worship (Matthew 14:33), forgives sins on His 
own authority (Mark 2:5-7), claims the divine name (John 8:58), receives 
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Thomas calling Him God (John 20:28), and says seeing Him is seeing the 
Father. Deity is claimed by action and acceptance, not only by one sentence.

Key point: Ask what Jesus would have had to say or do to count as 
divine. Then show He did exactly that (Chapters 120, 20).

“I and the Father are one just means one in purpose”

Response: The word for one in John 10:30 is neuter (hen), pointing to 
unity of nature, action, and power, not merely agreement. The crowd 
understood it as a claim to deity and took up stones for blasphemy (10:33). 
They did not stone Him for agreeing with God.

Key point: The reaction proves the claim. Mere unity of purpose does 
not get you stoned for blasphemy (Chapter 19).

“Before Abraham was, I am is just poor grammar”

Response: John 8:58 deliberately echoes the divine name from Exodus 
3:14. The response confirms the meaning: they immediately took up stones 
(8:59). Jesus is claiming to bear the name and eternal existence of Yahweh.

Key point: The stones tell you how His hearers understood ego eimi. 
They heard a claim to the divine name (Chapter 18).

“Thomas just said my God as an exclamation”

Response: Thomas addressed the words directly to Jesus: he said to Him, 
My Lord and my God (John 20:28). Jesus accepted it and blessed those who 
would believe likewise. An exclamation to the air does not fit the grammar or 
Jesus’ response.
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Key point: The text says Thomas said it to Him, and Jesus accepted it. 
That is worship received (Chapter 21).

“If Jesus is God, who was running the universe for three days”

Response: The Son upholds all things by His powerful word (Hebrews 
1:3) in His divine nature, which never ceased. The incarnation does not 
confine the divine nature to the body. The Son did not stop being God while 
His human nature lay in the tomb.

Key point: The divine nature is not contained by the body. Deity did not 
pause at the cross (Chapter 75).

“The Trinity is three gods”

Response: The Trinity is not three gods and not three beings. It is one 
being, one essence, eternally existing as three persons. Tritheism is a heresy 
Christianity rejects. One what, three whos.

Key point: Never defend three gods. State it cleanly: one being, three 
persons (Chapter 4).

“One plus one plus one equals three, not one”

Response: The Trinity is not one being plus one being plus one being. 
The persons are not parts added together. A better math picture is one to the 
third power, which is one. The persons each fully possess the one undivided 
essence.

Key point: Reject the addition model. The persons are not thirds of God 
(Chapters 4, 56).
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“If each person is fully God, that is three Gods”

Response: Each person fully possesses the one divine essence, but there is 
only one essence to possess. Three persons sharing one being is not three 
beings. The error assumes person and being are the same thing. They are not.

Key point: Distinguish person from being. Three persons, one being 
(Chapter 4).

“The Trinity is a logical contradiction”

Response: A contradiction would be one being and three beings at once, 
or one person and three persons at once. The Trinity claims neither. One 
being in three persons uses two different categories, so there is no 
contradiction, only complexity.

Key point: Complexity is not contradiction. Ask them to state the 
contradiction precisely, and it dissolves (Chapter 55).

“The word Trinity is not in the Bible”

Response: Neither is the word Bible, or monotheism, or incarnation. 
Words are labels for concepts. The question is whether the concept is taught: 
one God (Deuteronomy 6:4), and Father, Son, and Spirit each called God 
and treated as God.

Key point: This is the verbatim fallacy. The concept, not the label, is 
what Scripture must contain (Chapter 7).
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“Persons, essence, and hypostasis are not biblical words”

Response: Theological vocabulary names what the Bible describes, the 
way a doctor uses medical terms for conditions a patient feels. The question 
is whether the realities are in the text, not whether the later labels are.

Key point: Demanding only Bible words to describe Bible realities is 
itself a fallacy (Chapter 7).

“The Trinity was invented at Nicaea in 325”

Response: Nicaea named and defended what the apostolic writings 
already required. Ignatius (around 107), Justin Martyr, and others confessed 
the deity of Christ well before Nicaea. Councils recognize and defend 
doctrine. They do not invent it.

Key point: The question is what the first-century documents say, not 
what a fourth-century council coined (Chapter 36 area).

“How many gods died on the cross?”

Response: None, if the question means gods because Christianity has 
never taught three gods. One God exists eternally as three persons. The Son, 
the second person, became flesh (John 1:14) and died according to His 
human nature, not His divine nature.

Key point: The question smuggles in tritheism, then attacks it. Refuse 
the premise: one being, three persons (Chapters 4, 64, 125).

“God has no son, and it is blasphemy to say so”

Response: Christianity does not teach that God took a wife and 
produced a child. Son here means eternal relation of the same divine essence, 
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not biological offspring. The Son is eternally begotten, not made, sharing the 
Father’s nature.

Key point: Reject the biological caricature. Sonship means shared divine 
nature, not procreation (Chapters 3, 120).

“The Quran says God is one, so the Trinity is false”

Response: Christianity also says God is one. The disagreement is not 
whether God is one, but what His oneness is: solitary and unipersonal, or one 
being eternally in three persons. Biblical oneness is richer than bare 
singularity.

Key point: Both affirm one God. The question is the nature of that 
oneness (Chapter 91).

“If Allah’s speech is eternal, that is fine, but the Word being God is 
shirk”

Response: Islam already affirms Allah’s speech is eternal and struggled for 
centuries over how. Christianity says the eternal Word is the eternal Son, 
with God and God (John 1:1). Islam glimpsed the problem of eternal divine 
speech. The Trinity answers it.

Key point: Turn the eternal Quran debate around. Eternal speech 
implies eternal relation (Chapter 130).

“The 99 names show Islam preserves God’s fullness without a 
Trinity”

Response: Many of the names require relation: love needs a beloved, 
mercy a recipient, speech a hearer. In strict oneness these become potential 
awaiting creation. In the Trinity they are eternally actual in God Himself.
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Key point: Ask: before creation, whom did Allah love, and to whom did 
He speak? (Chapter 130).

“Allah has hands and a face, but that is not literal”

Response: Islamic theology reads such expressions as language about 
God, not physical parts, often bila kayfa. Christians can extend the same 
courtesy to biblical anthropomorphism, and ask why figurative body 
language is allowed, but the incarnation is ruled out in advance.

Key point: Consistency: if their anthropomorphisms are figurative, they 
cannot mock ours while forbidding a real incarnation (Chapter 123 area).

“The Bible has been corrupted, so your texts do not count”

Response: There is no manuscript evidence of a lost, uncorrupted Bible, 
and the Quran itself speaks positively of the Torah, Psalms, and Gospel in 
Muhammad’s day. If those Scriptures were already corrupt, the Quran 
endorsed corrupted books. If they were intact, their Christology stands.

Key point: The corruption charge, if pressed, undermines the Quran’s 
own endorsement of the earlier Scriptures (Chapters 106, 82).

“Paul corrupted the original message of Jesus”

Response: Paul’s teaching is continuous with the Jerusalem apostles, 
who affirmed his gospel (Galatians 2). The earliest creeds Paul cites (1 
Corinthians 15:3-5) predate him. The high view of Christ is not a Pauline 
invention but early and shared.

Key point: The pre-Pauline creeds already confess a divine, risen Christ. 
Paul inherited it (Chapter 126).
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“Jesus was only a prophet”

Response: Prophets point away from themselves to God. Jesus accepts 
worship, forgives sin on His own authority, claims the divine name, and 
receives the title God from Thomas. No mere prophet does or allows these 
things.

Key point: A prophet who accepts worship and forgives sins is claiming 
more than prophethood (Chapters 78, 120).

“The Word was a god, not God, in John 1:1”

Response: The lack of the article before theos marks the nature of the 
Word as fully deity, not indefiniteness. The same construction appears 
elsewhere and is not translated a god. The Word is qualitatively God and is 
distinguished from the Father in person.

Key point: The grammar stresses the Word’s divine nature, not a lesser 
god (Chapters 16, 90).

“Colossians 1 says all other things, so Jesus is created”

Response: The word other is added by the translation; it is not in the 
Greek. The text says all things were created in Him. Inserting other reverses 
the meaning to make Him a creature. Remove the added word and the deity 
stands.

Key point: Point to the inserted word. The Greek says all things, not all 
other things (Chapter 94).
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“Jesus is the firstborn, meaning first created”

Response: Firstborn is a title of rank and inheritance, used even of David, 
who was not literally born first (Psalm 89:27). It denotes preeminence. 
Colossians immediately grounds it in Christ creating all things.

Key point: Firstborn means heir and preeminent one, not first 
manufactured (Chapters 22, 91).

“Jesus is called the First and the Last, but so what”

Response: In Revelation 1:17 Jesus takes the exact title Yahweh claims in 
Isaiah 44:6 and 48:12. Only one being can be the First and the Last. Applying 
Yahweh’s self-designation to Jesus identifies Him with Yahweh.

Key point: Lay Revelation 1:17 beside Isaiah 44:6. The title belongs to 
Yahweh alone (Chapter 102).

“Jesus is Michael the archangel”

Response: Hebrews 1 explicitly contrasts the Son with angels: to which 
of the angels did God ever say, You are My Son, or Your throne, O God? The 
Son is worshiped by angels (Hebrews 1:6). An archangel is not worshiped 
and is not called God.

Key point: Hebrews 1 sets the Son above all angels and calls Him God. 
That excludes Michael (Chapter 95).

“God cannot be three because Jehovah is one person”

Response: The name Yahweh is used of the Father, and the Son is called 
Yahweh in texts applied to Him (compare Isaiah 6 with John 12:41). Oneness 
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of being does not require oneness of person. The name belongs to the one 
God who is three persons.

Key point: One divine name, one being, three persons. The name does 
not settle personhood (Chapters 9, 18).

“The Shema says God is one, which rules out the Trinity”

Response: The Shema affirms that God is one (echad), but echad often 
denotes compound unity, as in one flesh (Genesis 2:24). It affirms oneness 
without specifying singularity of person. It does not rule out unity of persons 
in one being.

Key point: Echad affirms unity, not necessarily solitude. The Shema is 
not a proof of unipersonalism (Chapters 133, 134).

“Elohim is just a plural of majesty”

Response: Perhaps in some texts, but Genesis has God say Let Us make 
man in Our image (1:26), and elsewhere God speaks of Himself in plural in 
contexts that plurality of majesty does not fully explain. The plural cues 
invite the fuller revelation to come.

Key point: Plurality of majesty does not explain the plural deliberation in 
Genesis 1:26 (Chapters 13, 136).

“God is not a man, that He should lie”

Response: Numbers 23:19 denies that God is a fickle, lying man. It is 
about God’s faithfulness, not a metaphysical ban on the incarnation. The 
same Scriptures promise Immanuel, God with us (Isaiah 7:14).
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Key point: The verse is about God not lying, not about God never 
taking flesh (Chapter 146).

“You alone are Yahweh who made all things”

Response: Nehemiah 9:6 credits Yahweh alone as Creator. The New 
Testament assigns that very creating work to the Son (John 1:3, Colossians 
1:16). If Yahweh alone creates, and the Son creates, the Son is included in the 
identity of Yahweh.

Key point: Yahweh alone creates, and the Son creates. Therefore the Son 
is not outside Yahweh (Chapter 135).

“Isaiah 45 says there is no God besides Me”

Response: Exactly, and the New Testament applies Isaiah 45’s every-
knee-shall-bow to Jesus (Philippians 2:10-11). The strict monotheism of 
Isaiah is not denied but deepened: the one God includes the Son.

Key point: Isaiah 45’s exclusive worship is applied to Christ in 
Philippians 2. That is inclusion, not rivalry (Chapters 21, 129).

“Modern Rabbinic Judaism has always read these texts non-
messianically”

Response: Second Temple Jewish sources show more openness to a 
divine or exalted mediator figure than later Rabbinic readings, which 
developed partly in response to Christian claims. The earliest context, not the 
later reaction, is the fair backdrop.

Key point: Read the texts against Second Temple Judaism, not only 
against later Rabbinic interpretation (Chapter 156).
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“Father, Son, and Spirit are just three modes of one person”

Response: The persons interact: the Father speaks to the Son, the Son 
prays to the Father, the Spirit is sent by both. At the baptism, all three are 
present at once (Matthew 3:16-17). Modes do not talk to each other or 
appear simultaneously.

Key point: The baptism shows three at once. That refutes one person in 
three masks (Chapters 4, 24).

“Jesus is the Father, since He said if you have seen Me you have seen 
the Father”

Response: John 14:9 teaches perfect revelation, not personal identity. 
The next verses distinguish them: I am in the Father and the Father in Me. 
Seeing the Son reveals the Father because they share one nature, not because 
they are one person.

Key point: Perfect image, not same person. Verse 9 must be read with 
14:10-11 (Chapter 4 area).

“Baptism in Jesus name only proves oneness”

Response: The command is to baptize in the singular name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit (Matthew 28:19). Acts describes 
baptism in Jesus’ name as invoking His authority, not as canceling the triune 
formula Jesus gave.

Key point: Matthew 28:19 gives one name, three persons. Acts does not 
overturn Jesus’ own command (Chapter 4 area).
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“Since we can become gods, plurality of gods is biblical”

Response: Scripture rules out any god formed before or after Yahweh 
(Isaiah 43:10). Believers share in the divine nature by grace (2 Peter 1:4) 
without becoming separate deities. Classical Christianity rejects ontological 
plurality of gods.

Key point: Union with God is not becoming a separate god. Isaiah 43:10 
closes that door (Chapter 60 area).

“The Father has a physical body, since man is in God’s image”

Response: Image refers to moral and rational likeness and representation, 
not physical form. God is spirit (John 4:24) and is not a physical being. 
Anthropomorphic language describes God’s actions, not a literal body.

Key point: Image means representation and likeness, not that God has a 
body (Chapter 60 area).

“Can God stop being God?”

Response: No. God’s deity is essential and unchanging (Malachi 3:6). He 
cannot cease to be what He necessarily is. A God who could stop being God 
was never God in the necessary sense to begin with.

Key point: Deity is not a status God could lose. Immutability rules it out 
(Chapter 60 area).

“The Holy Spirit is just a force, not a person”

Response: The Spirit speaks (Acts 13:2), can be grieved (Ephesians 4:30), 
can be lied to (Acts 5:3-4, where lying to the Spirit is lying to God), and 
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distributes gifts as He wills (1 Corinthians 12:11). Forces do not will, grieve, 
or speak in the first person.

Key point: Personal actions prove a person. Lying to the Spirit is called 
lying to God (Chapter 24).

“The Spirit is never worshiped, so He is not God”

Response: The Spirit is God (Acts 5:3-4), is included in the triune name 
for baptism (Matthew 28:19), and in the apostolic benediction (2 
Corinthians 13:14). Being placed alongside the Father and Son in name and 
blessing is divine honor.

Key point: The triune formula and benediction place the Spirit on the 
divine level (Chapters 24, 40).

“The Bible contradicts itself”

Response: Most alleged contradictions come from context loss, 
translation differences, or genre confusion between history, poetry, and 
prophecy. Ask for one specific example and examine it. A claimed 
contradiction is not a proven one.

Key point: Ask for a specific case, then resolve it. The burden is on the 
claim (Chapter 8 area).

“Morality does not need God”

Response: Without God, morality describes preference or evolutionary 
conditioning, not binding obligation on everyone. You can behave morally 
without believing in God, but you cannot ground objective moral duty 
without one.
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Key point: Acting morally and grounding morality are different 
questions (Appendix B intro area).

“Religion has always been the enemy of science”

Response: The perpetual-war story comes from a nineteenth-century 
thesis now rejected by historians. Newton and Kepler did their foundational 
work because of their faith in an orderly Creator, not in spite of it.

Key point: The conflict thesis is bad history. The founders of modern 
science were often devout (Appendix B).

“Miracles are impossible, so the resurrection is out”

Response: This assumes naturalism rather than proving it. If God exists, 
miracles are possible. The question is not whether miracles can be ruled out 
in advance, but whether the historical evidence for this one is strong.

Key point: Do not let them assume naturalism for free. That begs the 
question (Chapter on resurrection).

“All religions are basically the same”

Response: They make contradictory claims about God, Jesus, salvation, 
and the afterlife. They cannot all be right where they directly disagree. 
Respect for people does not require pretending real differences do not exist.

Key point: Sameness collapses under the actual claims. Compare God, 
Christ, and salvation side by side (Appendix A, D).
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“Did the Trinity die on the cross?”

Response: No. The Trinity did not die, and the divine essence did not 
die. Only the Son became incarnate, and He died according to His human 
nature. The Father and the Spirit were not crucified, and the divine nature is 
immortal (1 Timothy 6:16). One person of the Trinity experienced death in 
His humanity, while remaining fully God.

Key point: Not the Trinity, not the essence, not the Father or Spirit. The 
Son, in His human nature (Chapters 4, 64, 125).

“Did God abandon God when Jesus cried, why have You forsaken 
Me?”

Response: The cry from Psalm 22 expresses the Son bearing the weight 
of sin in His human experience, not a rupture in the divine being. The 
Father, Son, and Spirit share one undivided essence and cannot be separated 
in nature. The forsakenness is experienced in the Son’s human suffering as 
He bears judgment, not a division within God.

Key point: The persons are inseparable in essence. The cry voices real 
human anguish under judgment, not a broken Trinity. Note Psalm 22 ends 
in vindication (Chapters 4, 85, 122).

“Jesus prayed and prostrated like a Muslim, so He was a Muslim”

Response: Islam did not exist until roughly six hundred years after Jesus, 
so a first-century Jewish man could not be a follower of Muhammad. Falling 
on one’s face in prayer is not uniquely Islamic; it is thoroughly biblical 
(Abraham in Genesis 17:3, Moses and Aaron in Numbers 16:22, Joshua in 
Joshua 5:14). Jesus prayed as faithful Israelites prayed, and as the incarnate 
Son praying to the Father in His human nature. Real prayer and real 
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submission in His humanity do not make Him less than God because the Son 
and the Father were never the same person.

Key point: Anachronism (Islam did not yet exist), self-defeating (the 
prostration is borrowed from the Hebrew Scriptures), and question-begging 
(it assumes a worshiper cannot be worshiped). The same Gospel that shows 
Jesus praying also shows Him worshiped and called God (Matthew 14:33; 
John 20:28) (Chapters 101, 124, 120, 98).

“Gabriel gave Muhammad the Quran, just as he spoke to Daniel 
and Mary”

Response: Compare the encounters using Islam’s own sources. In Sahih 
al-Bukhari (Book of Revelation), the being in the cave of Hira seized and 
pressed Muhammad three times until he could not bear it, and he fled 
trembling, feared possession by a jinn, and (in the Sira) considered throwing 
himself off the mountain, reassured only afterward by a man, Waraqa. By 
contrast, the biblical Gabriel opens with Do not be afraid and leaves the 
recipient calmed and informed (Daniel 8:16-18; Luke 1:13, 1:30). The 
manner does not match how God’s angels interact, and the terror and self-
doubt do not match the Gabriel of the Bible.

Key point: Argue from Bukhari and the Sira, not Christian sources. 
God’s messengers calm fear and identify themselves; they do not crush a man 
and leave him fearing demonic possession. Scripture even warns that Satan 
disguises himself as an angel of light and commands testing the spirits (2 
Corinthians 11:14; 1 John 4:1) (Chapter 108).

“The Bible is full of contradictions”

Response: Almost every alleged contradiction is a difficulty, not a 
contradiction. Two accounts conflict only if they cannot both be true; if they 
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can both be true together, they are complementary, not contradictory. 
Different Gospel writers select different details for different audiences, exactly 
as honest witnesses do. Ask for one specific example and apply the test: are 
these claims truly contradictory, or merely different?

Key point: Refuse the list. Ask for one example, then resolve it by genre, 
context, and whether both can be true. Answer one well and the whole list 
loses force (Chapters 8, 48).

“Judas died two different ways, so the Bible contradicts itself”

Response: Matthew says Judas hanged himself (Matthew 27:5); Acts says 
he fell headlong and burst open (Acts 1:18). These are sequential, not 
contradictory. He hanged himself, and the body later fell and ruptured. 
Matthew reports the act, Acts the aftermath. Both are true together.

Key point: Complementary accounts, not rival ones. The hanging and 
the fall are two stages of one event (Chapter 48).

“Paul and James contradict each other on faith and works”

Response: Paul says justification is by faith apart from works (Romans 
3:28); James says faith without works is dead (James 2:17). They answer 
different questions. Paul explains how a person is justified before God, by 
faith. James explains how real faith is recognized, by the works it produces. 
Two sides of one coin.

Key point: Different questions, not opposite answers. Paul: how you are 
justified. James: how genuine faith shows itself (Chapter 48).
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“Kings and Chronicles give a king two different ages, so the Bible 
has errors”

Response: This is a copyist slip in a numeral, not a contradiction by the 
original authors. 2 Kings 8:26 says Ahaziah was twenty-two; 2 Chronicles 
22:2 says forty-two, which cannot be original since it would make him older 
than his father. A scribe miscopied the figure when the text was hand-copied, 
and Hebrew numerals were easy to miswrite. Reliability never depended on 
the claim that no scribe ever miscopied a number; it depends on faithful 
transmission of the substance, which is intact. The slip touches no teaching, 
promise, or doctrine.

Key point: Distinguish the original text from a copying slip in one 
manuscript. A miscopied age changes no doctrine, and we can often correct it 
from context (Chapter 48).
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Appendix C: Key Verse Index

This index organizes the most strategically important verses by doctrine and 
debate topic for fast reference. All citations follow the Legacy Standard Bible 
(LSB).

The Deity of Christ
John 1:1, 1:18: The Word was God; the only begotten God. Ch 17
John 8:58: Before Abraham was, I AM. Chs 18, 123
John 10:30: I and the Father are one. Ch 19
John 20:28: Thomas, My Lord and my God. Ch 21
Colossians 1:15-17: Creator of all things; He is before all things. Ch 23
Colossians 2:9: All the fullness of Deity dwells bodily in Christ. Ch 5
Hebrews 1:3, 8: Exact representation of the Father; the Son called God. 
Ch 95
Philippians 2:6-11: Equality with God; name above every name. Ch 22
Titus 2:13: Our great God and Savior, Jesus Christ. Ch 24
Isaiah 9:6: Mighty God, Eternal Father applied to the coming child. Ch 
14
Daniel 7:13-14: Son of Man receives eternal dominion worshiped by all 
nations. Chs 15, 148

The Trinity and Divine Distinction
Matthew 3:16-17: Father speaks, Spirit descends, Son stands 
simultaneously. Ch 1
Matthew 28:19: Baptize in the name (singular) of Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit. Ch 196
John 14:16-17: Jesus sends another Helper, the Spirit of truth. Ch 25
John 17:5: Glory shared before the world existed. Chs 81, 107
2 Corinthians 13:14: Grace, love, and fellowship of three distinct 
persons. Ch 25

Monotheism and Divine Exclusivity
Deuteronomy 6:4: Yahweh is one. The Shema. Ch 133
Isaiah 42:8: I will not give My glory to another. Chs 82, 109
Isaiah 43:10: Before Me there was no god formed, and there will be none 
after Me. Ch 135
Isaiah 44:6: Besides Me there is no God. Ch 135
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Isaiah 45:23: Every knee will bow to Me; applied to Jesus in Philippians 
2:10-11. Ch 22

The Resurrection
1 Corinthians 15:3-8: Early creed: appearances to Peter, the Twelve, 
500+, Paul. Ch 119
Acts 2:24: God raised Him: impossible for death to hold Him. Ch 119
Luke 24:39: Touch Me: flesh and bones, not a spirit. Ch 154
John 20:27: Thomas, touch the wounds. Physical resurrection 
confirmed. Ch 154

Salvation by Grace
Ephesians 2:8-9: Saved by grace through faith, not by works. Ch 192
Romans 3:23-24: All have sinned; justified freely by His grace. Ch 89
John 3:16: Whoever believes has eternal life. Salvation page
Romans 10:9-10: Confess Jesus as Lord, believe in resurrection: 
salvation. Salvation page
Galatians 3:29: If you belong to Christ, you are Abraham’s seed. Chs 
158, 162

Islam-Specific Verses
John 17:3: The only true God. Requires full Gospel context. Chs 80, 106
John 14:28: The Father is greater than I. Role and mission, not nature. 
Ch 121
Mark 13:32: Nor the Son knows the hour. Human nature in 
incarnation. Ch 122
Surah 4:157, Islam denies the crucifixion. Answered in Chs 85, 118
Surah 5:47 / 10:94, Quran affirms earlier scriptures. The Islamic 
Dilemma. Ch 117

Jehovah’s Witness-Specific Verses
John 1:1: The Word was God. Against the NWT insertion of ‘a god.’ 
Chs 17, 93
Colossians 1:16: In Him all things were created: no ‘other’ in the Greek. 
Ch 94
Hebrews 1:6: Let all the angels worship Him. Michael cannot be 
worshiped. Ch 95
Proverbs 8:22: Wisdom’s beginning: personification, not pre-incarnate 
creation. Ch 141
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Holy Spirit as Person and God
Acts 5:3-4: Lying to the Holy Spirit equals lying to God. Ch 25
Acts 13:2: The Spirit speaks in first person: Set apart for Me. Ch 25
1 Corinthians 12:11: The Spirit distributes gifts as He wills. Personal 
will. Ch 25
Ephesians 4:30: Do not grieve the Holy Spirit. Personal emotion. Ch 25

Hebrew Israelism-Specific Verses
Matthew 3:9: Do not say you have Abraham as your father. Bloodline is 
not salvific. Ch 158
Romans 9:6: Not all descended from Israel are Israel. Spiritual Israel 
defined. Chs 158, 162
Galatians 3:28-29: Neither Jew nor Greek; all one in Christ; Abraham’s 
seed through faith. Chs 158, 162
Ephesians 2:14: Christ broke down the dividing wall. Ch 162
Revelation 5:9: The redeemed are from every tribe, tongue, people, and 
nation. Ch 102

African Spirituality-Specific Verses
1 Timothy 2:5: One God, one mediator: the man Christ Jesus. Ch 167
Deuteronomy 18:10-12: Forbidden, mediums, spiritists, necromancers, 
diviners. Chs 167, 169
1 John 4:1: Test the spirits: not every supernatural thing is from God. Ch 
169
Colossians 2:15: Christ disarmed principalities and powers at the cross. 
Ch 170
Hebrews 9:27: Appointed once to die, then judgment: the dead do not 
roam. Chs 167, 212
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Appendix D: Worldview Comparison Summary

This appendix provides a compressed summary grid of the worldviews 
covered in this book, reducing each to its four most essential answers. Use it 
for quick reference or side-by-side comparison in a live conversation.

The Four Core Questions

What is ultimate reality? What is the fundamental human problem? What 
is the solution? What is the final human destiny?

Christianity

Ultimate Reality One eternal personal God: Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit

Problem Sin and separation from God

Solution Salvation through Christ’s atoning death and 
bodily resurrection, received by faith

Destiny Bodily resurrection, judgment, and eternal 
life with God or eternal separation

Islam

Ultimate Reality One absolutely singular God, Allah, with no 
internal distinctions

Problem Disobedience and sin against divine law

Solution Submission, repentance, righteous deeds, 
and the mercy of Allah

Destiny Judgment leading to paradise or punishment

Judaism

Ultimate Reality One God, Yahweh, in covenant relationship 
with Israel

Problem Sin and covenant unfaithfulness
Solution Repentance and Torah obedience

Destiny Varied; Pharisaic tradition affirms bodily 
resurrection

Atheism / Naturalism
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Ultimate Reality Matter, energy, or unknown impersonal 
physical reality

Problem No universal problem; varies by individual

Solution Human progress, reason, or self-defined 
meaning

Destiny Death and nonexistence

Mormonism

Ultimate Reality A plurality of exalted beings; the God of this 
world was once a human man

Problem Separation from God’s presence and failure 
to progress

Solution Priesthood ordinances, obedience, and the 
exaltation process

Destiny Degrees of glory; the highest involves 
becoming a god over one’s own world

Oneness Pentecostalism

Ultimate Reality One God who is one person; Father, Son, 
and Spirit are successive modes

Problem Sin

Solution Repentance, baptism in Jesus’ name only, 
and Spirit baptism evidenced by tongues

Destiny Heaven or hell

Unitarianism

Ultimate Reality One God, the Father alone; Jesus is human 
and not divine in nature

Problem Sin and misunderstanding of God

Solution Repentance and moral obedience to God the 
Father

Destiny Varied within traditions

Hinduism

Ultimate Reality Brahman, an often impersonal absolute; 
many gods as expressions of it
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Problem Ignorance and attachment to the material 
world

Solution Liberation through realization, devotion, or 
righteous action

Destiny Reincarnation until liberation is achieved

Buddhism

Ultimate Reality No creator God; reality is impermanent and 
without inherent self

Problem Suffering caused by craving and ignorance

Solution The Eightfold Path leading to the cessation 
of craving

Destiny Rebirth until nirvana, the cessation of 
suffering and self

Hebrew Israelism

Ultimate Reality The God of Israel approached through 
ethnic and tribal covenant identity

Problem Loss of covenant identity and Torah 
obedience

Solution Recovery of true Israelite identity and Torah 
observance

Destiny Restoration of Israel; varied by camp

African Traditional Spirituality

Ultimate Reality A supreme being approached through 
ancestral spirits and spiritual intermediaries

Problem Spiritual imbalance and broken ancestral 
relationships

Solution Ritual restoration and alignment with 
ancestral spiritual order

Destiny Ancestors remain active spiritual participants 
in community life
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Study Resources

The resources below are grouped by topic. Each entry lists a recommended 
work with a brief note on how it bears on the questions this book addresses. 
They range from accessible introductions to scholarly treatments, and none is 
required reading; they are starting points for going deeper on a given subject.

Islam
Geisler, Norman L., and Abdul Saleeb. Answering Islam: The Crescent in 

Light of the Cross. Baker Books, 2002. A comprehensive evangelical 
response to Islamic theology, covering the doctrine of God, the reliability 
of Scripture, and the person of Christ.

Qureshi, Nabeel. Seeking Allah, Finding Jesus: A Devout Muslim 
Encounters Christianity. Zondervan, 2014. A former Muslim’s account 
of examining the evidence for Islam and Christianity, useful for 
understanding the questions a thoughtful Muslim actually asks.

Debates by James White, Sam Shamoun, and Avery Austin (GodLogic 
Apologetics), available on YouTube. Live exchanges that model how the 
arguments in this book play out in real dialogue with Muslim 
interlocutors.

Wood, David. The Quran, the Bible, and the Islamic Dilemma. Acts 17 
Apologetics (video and related materials, available online). The 
argument, popularized by Wood, that the Quran affirms the inspiration 
and preservation of the Torah and Gospel while contradicting them, 
which places Islam in an inescapable bind whether those Scriptures are 
held to be reliable or corrupted.

Judaism
Brown, Michael L. Answering Jewish Objections to Jesus, vols. 1-5. Baker 

Books, 2000-2010. The most thorough evangelical treatment of Jewish 
objections, covering Messianic prophecy, the Trinity, and the New 
Testament’s relationship to the Torah.

Bauckham, Richard. Jesus and the God of Israel. Eerdmans, 2008. A 
scholarly argument that the New Testament includes Jesus within the 
unique identity of the God of Israel, directly relevant to the divine-
identity case.
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Atheism and Naturalism
Craig, William Lane. Reasonable Faith: Christian Truth and Apologetics. 

3rd ed. Crossway, 2008. A standard text on the philosophical arguments 
for God’s existence and the historical case for the resurrection.

Moreland, J. P., and William Lane Craig. Philosophical Foundations for a 
Christian Worldview. 2nd ed. IVP Academic, 2017. A rigorous 
treatment of the philosophical questions underlying the debates in this 
book.

Lewis, C. S. Mere Christianity. HarperOne, 2001 (originally 1952). An 
accessible classic on the moral argument and the basic case for the 
Christian faith.

Jehovah’s Witnesses, Oneness, and the Trinity
White, James R. The Forgotten Trinity: Recovering the Heart of Christian 

Belief. Bethany House, 1998. A clear defense of the doctrine of the 
Trinity, with specific attention to the texts Jehovah’s Witnesses and 
Oneness Pentecostals dispute.

Debates and materials from Alpha and Omega Ministries, available online. 
Focused engagement with the New World Translation and the 
Christology of the Watchtower and Oneness movements.

Hebrew Israelism
Brown, Michael L. Answering Jewish Objections to Jesus, vols. 1-5. Baker 

Books, 2000-2010. Though addressed to Jewish objections more broadly, 
Brown’s handling of covenant identity, Messianic prophecy, and the 
Torah directly addresses the core claims of Hebrew Israelite movements.

Schreiner, Thomas R. Galatians. Zondervan Exegetical Commentary on the 
New Testament, 2010. A scholarly commentary on the letter most 
directly relevant to Hebrew Israelite claims about law, covenant identity, 
and the people of God in Christ.

Moo, Douglas J. Galatians. Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New 
Testament, 2013. A complementary academic treatment for those who 
want a thorough engagement with the Greek text and the covenant-
theology questions Hebrew Israelism raises.

Beale, G. K., and D. A. Carson, eds. Commentary on the New Testament 
Use of the Old Testament. Baker Academic, 2007. Essential for 

432



The Trinitarian Debate

understanding how the New Testament authors read and applied Old 
Testament covenant texts, including Deuteronomy 28 and the 
Abrahamic promises.

African Traditional Spirituality
Ferdinando, Keith. The Triumph of Christ in African Perspective: A Study 

of Demonology and Redemption in the African Context. Paternoster, 
1999. The most thorough evangelical engagement with African spirit 
theology and the implications of the cross for spiritual powers and 
ancestral systems.

Turaki, Yusufu. Foundations of African Traditional Religion and 
Worldview. Word Alive Publishers, 2006. A Nigerian theologian’s 
comprehensive introduction to African traditional religious structures.

Omenyo, Cephas N. Pentecost Outside Pentecostalism: A Study of the 
Development of Charismatic Renewal in the Mainline Churches in 
Ghana. Boekencentrum, 2002. Addresses the collision between African 
traditional spirituality and Christian theology in a Pentecostal African 
context.

Hiebert, Paul G., R. Daniel Shaw, and Tite Tienou. Understanding Folk 
Religion: A Christian Response to Popular Beliefs and Practices. Baker 
Books, 1999. A missiological treatment of folk religion worldwide, 
including ancestral veneration and spirit consultation, with a biblical 
framework for response.

Kemetic Claims and Mythological Parallels
Ehrman, Bart D. Did Jesus Exist? The Historical Argument for Jesus of 

Nazareth. HarperOne, 2012. Though written by an agnostic scholar, 
Ehrman’s thorough debunking of the Horus-Jesus and mythicist 
arguments is valuable precisely because it comes from outside evangelical 
Christianity.

Holding, J. P. (James Patrick). Shattering the Christ Myth: Did Jesus Not 
Exist? Xulon Press, 2008. A collection of evangelical responses to 
mythicist and Kemetic Christ-copy claims, with specific engagement of 
the Horus, Osiris, and Mithras parallels.
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Appendix E: Historical Confirmation from Non-
Christian Sources

This appendix gathers historical references from non-Christian or non-
orthodox Christian sources that intersect with key claims about early 
Christianity. It does not attempt to prove theology directly but provides 
external historical grounding for the movement that later developed into 
classical Christian doctrine, including Trinitarian theology. Historical 
credibility strengthens the framework in which theological claims are 
evaluated, and in debate these sources remove the ability to dismiss 
Christianity as purely self-referential testimony.

The Crucifixion of Jesus

Tacitus, Annals 15.44. Writing as a Roman historian who was openly 
hostile to Christianity, Tacitus records that Christus suffered under Pontius 
Pilate during the reign of Tiberius in Judea. He draws on Roman 
administrative records and oral tradition and treats Christianity as a 
destructive superstition. Debate value: this is independent Roman 
confirmation of the crucifixion under Pilate from a source with every reason 
to dismiss or ignore the Christian movement.

Early Reference to Jesus and the Movement

Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews, c. AD 93. Josephus (Antiquities 18.3.3) 
references Jesus as a teacher and miracle-worker in the Testimonium 
Flavianum (the precise wording of which is debated due to likely later 
Christian enhancement) and separately, in Antiquities 20.9.1, identifies 
James as the “brother of Jesus called Christ.” Most scholars accept a core 
authentic reference underlying the enhanced passage. Debate value: Jewish 
historical acknowledgment of the Jesus movement’s existence from a non-
Christian Jewish source writing within living memory of the events.
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Early Christian Worship of Christ

Pliny the Younger, Letter to Emperor Trajan, c. AD 112. Pliny the 
Younger (Epistles 10.96-97) describes Christians in his province as meeting 
regularly before dawn, singing hymns “to Christ as to a god,” and refusing to 
worship Roman gods. Written by a Roman official with no Christian 
sympathies, this letter confirms early Christian worship practice and very 
high Christology within a generation of the apostles. Debate value: non-
Christian Roman confirmation that Jesus was worshiped as divine well 
before any fourth-century council.

Roman Awareness of the Movement

Suetonius, Life of Claudius, c. AD 121. Suetonius references disturbances 
in Rome involving “Chrestus” and the expulsion of Jews from the city. While 
scholars debate whether this refers to Christ directly, it demonstrates early 
Roman administrative awareness of Christ-related disruption and confirms 
the early geographic spread of Christian influence into the capital of the 
empire.

Early Hostile Context and the Resurrection Claim

Non-Christian polemical traditions recorded in early sources show that 
opponents of Christianity immediately contested the resurrection by offering 
alternative explanations for the empty tomb, such as theft of the body, rather 
than producing the body itself or denying the tomb was empty. This pattern 
is significant: no ancient opponent denied that the tomb was empty. The 
dispute was about the explanation, not the fact. Debate value: early 
acknowledgment of the resurrection as a live historical controversy from 
sources motivated to disprove it.

The Early Creedal Tradition

The pre-Pauline creed preserved in 1 Corinthians 15:3-5 is widely dated 
by scholars such as James D. G. Dunn and N. T. Wright to within two to five 
years of the crucifixion, making it among the earliest testimony to the 
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resurrection available. It predates the writing of the Gospels. Paul’s reference 
to more than five hundred eyewitnesses, many of whom he says were still 
alive at the time of writing, functions as an open invitation to verify the 
claim. Debate value: the resurrection proclamation cannot be dismissed as 
legend; it is rooted in early, eyewitness testimony.

Debate Application

When a Muslim apologist, an atheist, or a skeptic argues that all evidence for 
Jesus comes from biased Christian sources, these references answer directly: 
Roman historians, a Jewish historian, and Roman provincial officials all 
independently acknowledge the existence of Jesus, His execution under 
Pilate, and the early Christian movement’s practice of worshiping Him as 
divine. None of these writers had any motivation to support Christian 
claims. Their reluctant or incidental acknowledgments carry significant 
evidential weight precisely because of their hostility or indifference to the 
faith.
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Appendix F: Language and Terms Glossary

This glossary is the reference backbone of the manual. It gathers, in one 
place, every significant term used throughout the book: the theological 
vocabulary of the Trinity and the incarnation, the original-language words 
behind the key biblical and Quranic debates, and the reasoning terms and 
logical fallacies that shape how arguments succeed or fail. The quick-
reference chart in the terms chapter near the front points here for full 
definitions.

The glossary is organized in three parts. First, the theological terms, 
defined in English with their roots and their use in debate. Second, the 
original-language terms, organized by language, with script, transliteration, 
and meaning. Third, the fallacies and reasoning terms, including the 
steelman, which is the standard this book aims to meet. Where a term carries 
specific weight in a particular debate, that is noted.

Theological Terms

These are the core terms of Trinitarian and Christological theology, 
together with the historic heresies they were formulated to exclude. Each 
entry gives the definition, the root or origin of the term, and its use in debate. 
These definitions were previously introduced in the terms chapter near the 
front of the book and are preserved here in full.

Adoptionism (Latin: adoptio (adoption))
The teaching that Jesus was a human being who was adopted or elevated to 
divine sonship at some point in His life, typically at His baptism (based on 
Matthew 3:17) or His resurrection (based on Romans 1:4). He was not 
eternally the Son; He became the Son.
Root: Various forms existed from the second century. Dynamic 
Monarchianism, represented by Paul of Samosata (third century), taught that 
Jesus was a man who was progressively divinized. Later forms hold that Jesus 
became divine or uniquely Son of God at His baptism, resurrection, or 
exaltation.
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In debate: John 1:1-2 destroys adoptionism before it starts: the Word was 
already God in the beginning, before any baptism or resurrection. Romans 
1:4 says Christ was “declared to be the Son of God in power” at the 
resurrection, not that He became the Son. The declaration is a public 
vindication of who He already was, not a moment of ontological promotion.

Apollinarianism (Named for Apollinaris of Laodicea (c. 315-390))
The teaching that Christ had a human body and perhaps a lower human soul 
(psyche) but not a human rational mind (nous). The Logos served as His 
mind. This preserves divine unity in Christ but compromises His full 
humanity.
Root: Apollinaris was a strong supporter of Nicene theology who, in trying 
to protect Christ’s deity, denied that Christ possessed a full human rational 
soul (nous). He argued the divine Logos replaced the human mind in Christ. 
Condemned at the Council of Constantinople (381).
In debate: Gregory of Nazianzus responded with the axiom: “What is not 
assumed is not healed.” If Christ did not take on a full human nature 
including a human mind, then the human mind is not redeemed by the 
incarnation. The salvation of the whole human person requires the 
incarnation of the whole divine person into the whole human nature. 
Hebrews 4:15 is also decisive: He was “tempted in all things as we are, yet 
without sin,” which requires a genuine human will and intellect.

Arianism (Named for Arius of Alexandria (c. 250-336))
The teaching that the Son of God is a created divine being, the highest of all 
creatures, but not coeternal or coequal with the Father. The Son is the first 
product of the Father’s will, not the eternal self-expression of the Father’s 
nature.
Root: Arius taught in Alexandria, Egypt, that the Son was the first and 
greatest created being, brought into existence before the rest of creation but 
still a creature. His slogan was: “There was when He was not.” Condemned 
at the Council of Nicaea (325). Modern Jehovah’s Witnesses hold a 
functionally Arian position.
In debate: Colossians 1:16-17 (LSB) is decisive: “For in Him all things were 
created... and He is before all things.” If the Son created all things, He cannot 
be a created thing. Creator and creature are mutually exclusive categories. If 
He is before all things, He is not within the category of things that began. 
John 1:1-3 confirms: in the beginning the Word already was, and nothing 
came into existence apart from Him.
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Communicatio Idiomatum (Latin)
The communication of attributes. Because one person (hypostasis) possesses 
two natures (divine and human), the properties of each nature can be 
attributed to that one person. This is why Scripture can say “the Lord of 
glory was crucified” (1 Corinthians 2:8, LSB) even though divinity does not 
suffer by nature: the person who is divine suffered in His human nature.
Root: Latin: communicatio (sharing, exchange) + idiomatum (genitive 
plural of idion, Greek for property or characteristic). Developed through the 
Nestorian controversy and formalized at the Council of Ephesus (431) and 
Chalcedon (451).
In debate: When opponents ask “Can God die?” or “Did God suffer at the 
cross?,” this is the answer. It was not the divine nature that suffered, but the 
divine person who suffered in His human nature. The attributes of both 
natures are attributed to the one person of Christ. This resolves apparent 
contradictions between Christ’s divine and human attributes.

Docetism (Greek: dokein (to seem, to appear))
The teaching that Christ only appeared to be human; His body was a divine 
apparition or phantom. He did not truly suffer, truly die, or truly rise in a 
physical body. This was often motivated by Gnostic assumptions that matter 
is evil and God cannot genuinely enter or suffer in material form.
Root: From the Greek dokein, meaning to seem or appear. An early heresy 
reflected in the Johannine epistles (1 John 4:2; 2 John 7). The teaching was 
widespread among Gnostic groups in the second century. Ignatius of 
Antioch wrote against it strongly around AD 107-108.
In debate: 1 John 4:2 is the test: “Every spirit that confesses that Jesus Christ 
has come in the flesh is from God.” The resurrection appearances confirm 
real physicality: Thomas touches His wounds (John 20:27), He eats fish 
(Luke 24:42). A phantom does not leave footprints. The bodily resurrection 
of a genuinely physical Christ is the cornerstone of apostolic testimony.

Economic Trinity vs Immanent Trinity (Latin: oeconomia / Greek: 
theologia)
The economic Trinity refers to God as He acts in history: the Father sends, 
the Son comes, the Spirit indwells. These missions are real distinctions. The 
immanent Trinity refers to God as He is in Himself eternally, apart from 
creation. The economic relations (Father sends Son) reflect but do not 
exhaust the immanent relations (Father generates Son). Karl Rahner’s axiom 
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states: “The economic Trinity is the immanent Trinity, and vice versa,” 
meaning that God’s self-revelation in history is genuinely revealing who He 
is.
Root: Economic from the Greek oikonomia (household management, plan, 
arrangement). Immanent from the Latin immanere (to remain within). The 
distinction was implicit in early theology and systematized more fully in the 
medieval and modern periods.
In debate: When opponents cite John 14:28 (“the Father is greater than I”) 
to argue ontological subordination, the economic/immanent distinction 
answers it. In the economy of salvation, the Son submits to the Father in 
mission. That does not imply the Son is eternally lesser in nature in the 
immanent Trinity. Role and relation do not equal rank and ontology.

Eternal Generation (Latin: generatio aeterna)
The eternal, timeless procession of the Son from the Father within the 
immanent Trinity. It is not a past event but an eternal relation: the Son is 
eternally generated from the Father as the perfect, complete self-expression of 
the Father’s own being. The Son has no beginning and no end; His 
“generation” is not temporal but ontological.
Root: The doctrine was developed from John 1:18 (monogenes, only-
begotten) and Psalm 2:7 (“You are My Son; today I have begotten You”). 
Origen of Alexandria (c. 184-253) was the first to articulate it systematically. 
Nicaea affirmed the Son as “begotten, not made,” distinguishing divine 
generation from creaturely creation.
In debate: When opponents cite “firstborn” or “begotten” to argue the Son 
had a beginning, eternal generation answers it. Begotten does not mean 
created. A human son receives his nature from his father; so the eternal Son 
receives His divine nature from the Father, but eternally and completely, not 
as a time-bound event. Proverbs 8:22-23 (read as personified Wisdom 
pointing to the Son) speaks of being “established from everlasting.”

Filioque (Latin: filioque (and from the Son))
Whether the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father alone (Eastern Orthodox) 
or from the Father and the Son (Western, Catholic and most Protestant). 
The Eastern view cites John 15:26 (LSB): “the Spirit of truth who proceeds 
from the Father.” The Western view cites the Spirit’s close relation to the Son 
throughout the New Testament.
Root: Latin for “and from the Son.” The Western church gradually inserted 
this word into the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed (381) so that the Spirit 
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is said to proceed “from the Father and from the Son.” The Eastern church 
(Orthodox) rejected this as an unauthorized addition to the creed and as a 
theological error. The dispute became a formal cause of the Great Schism of 
1054.

Homoiousios (Greek: ὁμοιούσιος)
Of similar essence, rather than identical essence. This was the Arian 
mediating position: Jesus is like the Father in some meaningful divine way, 
but not identical in nature. It denies true consubstantiality and opens the 
door to a hierarchical ontology where the Son is a lesser divine being.
Root: From the Greek homoios (similar) + ousia (essence). The Arian 
compromise position, differing from homoousios by a single iota, the smallest 
Greek letter. Jerome famously quipped that the world “groaned and 
marvelled to find itself Arian” after the Council of Sirmium (357) tried to 
enforce this term.
In debate: When opponents say Jesus is “divine but not equal to the Father 
in nature,” they are functionally affirming homoiousios. The difference 
between similar and same is everything in this discussion because it 
determines whether Jesus can truly save, truly reveal God, and truly be 
worshiped without idolatry.

Homoousios (Greek: ὁμοούσιος)
Of the same essence. The Nicene Creed declares the Son is homoousios with 
the Father, meaning He is not a lesser divine being, not a created spirit, and 
not a god of a different kind, but identically and fully divine. This term is the 
load-bearing arch of Nicene Trinitarian theology.
Root: From the Greek homos (same) + ousia (essence). Coined or 
popularized at the Council of Nicaea (325) under Emperor Constantine, 
championed by Athanasius of Alexandria. The opposing Arian term was 
homoiousios (of similar essence), differing by a single iota.
In debate: When Jehovah’s Witnesses or Arians claim the Son is a lesser or 
created divine being, the Nicene response is homoousios. The council did not 
invent the idea; it named what the apostolic texts required. Colossians 2:9 
(LSB) says all the fullness of Deity dwells in Christ bodily, which is precisely 
what homoousios affirms.

Hypostasis (Greek: ὑπόστασις)
A distinct personal subsistence within the Godhead. The Trinity is one ousia, 
three hypostases. Each hypostasis is fully and completely divine, not a third of 
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God. The Father is not the Son, the Son is not the Spirit, and the Spirit is not 
the Father, yet all three are one God.
Root: From the Greek hypo (under) + stasis (standing). Literally that which 
stands under. Initially synonymous with ousia in some Greek writers, the 
Cappadocian Fathers (Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory of Nazianzus) fixed 
the distinction: ousia = the shared essence, hypostasis = the individual person.
In debate: When asked how three can be one, introduce this distinction. 
The Father, Son, and Spirit are three hypostases but one ousia. It is three 
who, one what. This is not contradiction; it is precision. Hebrews 1:3 uses 
hypostasis to describe the Son as the exact representation of the Father’s 
nature.

Hypostatic Union (Greek: ὑποστατικὴ ἕνωσις)
The union of two complete natures, divine and human, in one person 
(hypostasis). Christ is fully divine and fully human, “without confusion, 
without change, without division, without separation” (Chalcedonian 
Definition). The two natures are not mixed (against Eutychianism), and the 
person is not divided (against Nestorianism).
Root: From Greek hypostasis (person) + henosis (union). The formal 
definition was articulated at the Council of Chalcedon (451) in the 
Chalcedonian Definition, responding to both Nestorianism (two persons) 
and Eutychianism (natures mixed).
In debate: This is the foundational answer to any objection about Christ’s 
humanity seeming to contradict His deity. He got hungry in His human 
nature. He knows all things in His divine nature. He died in His human 
nature. He is eternal in His divine nature. One person, two natures, different 
respects: no contradiction.

Modalism (Latin: modus (mode, manner))
The teaching that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are not distinct persons but 
successive or simultaneous modes, roles, or manifestations of one divine 
person. God appears as Father in creation and the Old Testament, as Son in 
the incarnation, and as Spirit after Pentecost. Modern Oneness 
Pentecostalism is the most prominent form today.
Root: Also called Sabellianism after Sabellius (third century), who taught a 
version of it in Rome. Earlier proponents include Noetus of Smyrna and 
Praxeas of Carthage. Tertullian wrote against Praxeas famously, coining the 
term “Trinity” (Latin: Trinitas) in the process.
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In debate: The strongest argument against modalism is the baptism of Jesus 
(Matthew 3:16-17): the Son stands in the water, the Spirit descends as a dove, 
and the Father speaks from heaven simultaneously. One person cannot 
occupy three personal relations at once. John 17 also destroys it: the Son 
prays to the Father in genuine dialogue, not self-address.

Nestorianism (Named for Nestorius, Patriarch of Constantinople 
(428-431))
The teaching that Christ is two persons, a divine person and a human person, 
dwelling together in close moral or voluntary union but not constituting one 
ontological person. The practical result is that Mary bore only the human 
person, and only the human person suffered on the cross.
Root: Nestorius resisted calling Mary Theotokos (God-bearer), preferring 
Christotokos (Christ-bearer), which implied to his opponents that the divine 
and human in Christ were not fully united in one person. Condemned at the 
Council of Ephesus (431). His teaching may have been subtler than its 
caricature, but the heresy named after him is clear.
In debate: Nestorianism breaks the communicatio idiomatum. If Christ is 
two persons, then the divine person did not die and the human person did 
not rise as God. The saving work of Christ requires one person who is 
genuinely both divine and human, not a divine person and a human person 
cooperating.

Ousia (Greek: οὐσία)
The essential nature or being of God, that which makes God what He is. 
When the creed says the Son is “of the same ousia” as the Father, it means 
they share one identical divine nature, not two similar natures. There is one 
ousia and three hypostases.
Root: From the Greek verb einai, to be. Ousia is the noun form, meaning 
being, essence, or substance. The Nicene Creed uses it in the phrase 
homoousios to identify what the Father and Son share.
In debate: When an opponent says Jesus is “a lesser god” or “divine but not 
God,” ask whether they mean He shares the same ousia as the Father. If not, 
they are teaching Arianism. If yes, they have conceded the Nicene position.

Perichoresis (Greek: περιχώρησις)
The mutual interpenetration and coinherence of the three divine persons 
within one another. The Father is fully present in the Son, the Son in the 
Spirit, the Spirit in the Father, without mixture or confusion. This is 
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grounded in John 14:10-11 (LSB): “I am in the Father, and the Father is in 
Me.”
Root: From the Greek peri (around) + chorein (to make room, to contain). 
Latin equivalent: circumincessio or circuminsessio. The term was developed 
by John of Damascus (676-749) to describe the mutual indwelling of the 
persons of the Trinity.
In debate: When opponents argue that the Trinity separates God into three 
separate beings who merely cooperate, perichoresis answers it. The persons 
are not isolated agents who coordinate; they mutually indwell one another in 
eternal perfect communion. This is what makes the one God a Trinity of love 
rather than a council of gods.

Original-Language Terms

These are the Greek, Hebrew, Aramaic, and Arabic terms that appear in 
the biblical and Quranic debates throughout the manual. Each entry gives the 
original script, a transliteration, and the meaning, with the theological 
significance noted where it matters. Understanding these precisely prevents a 
conversation from being derailed by claims about what a word really means.

Agape (ἀγάπη)
Love, specifically self-giving, unconditional love. Used in John 3:16 and 
1 John 4:8 (‘God is love’). The Trinitarian model establishes that agape is 
eternal within God, not contingent on creation: the Father loves the Son 
with this love before the foundation of the world (John 17:24).

Doxa (δόξα)
Glory; brightness; splendor; honor. In John 17:5, Jesus asks the Father to 
restore the glory He shared before the world existed. This shared pre-
creation glory is one of the strongest Trinitarian indicators in the New 
Testament.

Ego eimi (ἐγώ εἰμι)
I AM. The Greek phrase Jesus uses in John 8:58: ‘Before Abraham was, I 
am.’ This directly echoes the divine self-disclosure of Exodus 3:14 in the 
Septuagint (the Greek Old Testament), where God identifies Himself as 
ego eimi. The Jews’ reaction of picking up stones (John 8:59) confirms 
they understood this as a claim to divine identity.
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GREEK

Homoousios (ὁμοούσιος)
Of the same essence or substance. The key term of the Nicene Creed 
(AD 325) affirming that the Son is of the same divine essence as the 
Father, not a lesser or created being. Rejected by Arians, who preferred 
homoiousios (of similar essence), a distinction with enormous 
theological consequences.

Huios (υἱός)
Son. The second person of the Trinity. The eternal Son is not a created 
being but the one who shares the Father’s glory before the world existed 
(John 17:5). The title denotes eternal relational identity, not temporal 
origin.

Hypostasis (ὑπόστασις)
Person; subsistence; individual reality. The term used to distinguish the 
three persons of the Trinity. One ousia (essence), three hypostases 
(persons). Hebrews 1:3 uses this word to describe the Son as ‘the exact 
representation of His nature (hypostasis).’

Kenosis (κένωσις)
Emptying. From Philippians 2:7: Christ ‘emptied Himself’ (ekenosen) 
by taking the form of a servant. Theologians debate what Christ set aside 
in the incarnation. Orthodox formulations hold that He veiled certain 
expressions of divine attributes while remaining fully divine, not that He 
ceased to be God.

Kyrios (κύριος)
Lord. The standard Greek equivalent of the Hebrew Yahweh and 
Adonai. When New Testament authors apply Kyrios to Jesus (e.g. 
Romans 10:9; Philippians 2:11), they are placing Him within the divine 
identity of Yahweh.

Logos (λόγος)
Word; reason; the rational principle. In John 1:1, the Logos is the eternal, 
personal expression of God who becomes flesh in Jesus Christ (John 
1:14). The term carried deep meaning in both Jewish wisdom theology 
and Greek philosophy, but John uses it to identify the pre-existent Son.
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Monogenes (μονογενής)
Only-begotten; unique; one of a kind. Used of Jesus in John 1:14, 1:18, 
and 3:16. Does not refer to biological generation but to unique divine 
Sonship. The LSB renders John 1:18 as ‘the only begotten God,’ 
emphasizing that the Son shares the nature of the Father.

Ousia (οὐσία)
Essence; being; substance. The theological term used at Nicaea to 
describe what is shared among the three persons of the Trinity. The Son 
is said to be homoousios (of the same essence) with the Father, not 
homoiousios (of similar essence), which was the Arian compromise term.

Parousia (παρουσία)
Presence; coming; arrival. Used of Christ’s return (e.g. Matthew 24:3; 1 
Thessalonians 4:15). The word carries the sense of a royal or official 
arrival.

Pater (πατήρ)
Father. The first person of the Trinity. Not a metaphor for distance or 
dominance but an eternal relational identity within the Godhead. The 
Father eternally loves the Son (John 17:24) and sends the Son into the 
world.

Pleroma (πλήρωμα)
Fullness; totality; completeness. Used in Colossians 2:9: ‘in Him all the 
fullness of Deity dwells bodily.’ Not a partial reflection, not a lesser share, 
but the complete fullness of divine nature, present in bodily form in the 
incarnate Christ.

Pneuma (πνεῦμα)
Spirit; breath; wind. Used of the Holy Spirit throughout the New 
Testament. In John 4:24, ‘God is Spirit (pneuma).’ The Holy Spirit is the 
third person of the Trinity, sharing the divine nature and possessing 
personal attributes including will (1 Corinthians 12:11), knowledge (1 
Corinthians 2:10), and the capacity to be grieved (Ephesians 4:30).

Prototokos (πρωτότοκος)
Firstborn. Used in Colossians 1:15 (‘the firstborn of all creation’). In 
biblical usage, this term frequently denotes rank, preeminence, and 
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inheritance rights rather than birth order. Psalm 89:27 calls David 
‘firstborn’ even though he was not the first king or the first son. Paul’s 
own context in Colossians 1:16 explains the term: Christ is firstborn 
because He created all things.

Soteria (σωτηρία)
Salvation; deliverance. The core purpose of the incarnation and 
atonement. Only a fully divine Savior can accomplish what Scripture 
attributes to Jesus: bearing the sins of the world, rising from the dead, 
and granting eternal life.

Theos (θεός)
God. The standard Greek word for God in the New Testament. In John 
1:1, it appears three times: once with the definite article (ho theos, 
referring to the Father), and once without (the qualitative use, indicating 
the nature of the Word). The absence of the article in the third clause 
does not make it indefinite; Greek grammar and context determine force.

Adonai (דֹנָי (אֲ

Lord; master. Used as a substitute pronunciation for Yahweh in Jewish 
reading tradition, and translated as Kyrios (Lord) in the Greek 
Septuagint. The dual application of Adonai/Kyrios to both Yahweh and 
Jesus in the New Testament is a key indicator of Christ’s divine identity.

Echad (ֹד חָ (אֶ

One; unity. Used in the Shema (Deuteronomy 6:4): ‘Yahweh is one.’ The 
word frequently describes compound or unified oneness in the Old 
Testament, not merely numerical singularity. The same word is used in 
Genesis 2:24 where husband and wife become ‘one flesh,’ and in Exodus 
26:6 where the tabernacle curtains are joined into ‘one whole.’ This does 
not prove the Trinity by itself, but it shows that biblical oneness is not 
automatically rigid singularity.

Elohim (ים לֹהִ (אֱ

God; gods. A grammatically plural noun used with singular verbs when 
referring to the God of Israel. Used in the creation account (‘In the 
beginning God [Elohim] created’) and in the divine speech of Genesis 
1:26 (‘Let Us make man in Our image’). The plural form has generated 
significant theological discussion; while it does not prove the Trinity 
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alone, it is consistent with a God whose being contains personal 
plurality.

HEBREW

Kabowd (ֹד בוֹ (כָּ

Glory; weight; honor. The weightiness of God’s manifest presence. Isaiah 
42:8 declares that Yahweh will not give His kabowd to another. Jesus’ 
claim to share this glory before creation (John 17:5) places Him inside 
the divine identity, not outside it.

Mal’ak Yahweh (ִהִוָה ךְ יְ אַ לְ (מַ

The Angel of the LORD. A recurring figure in the Old Testament who 
speaks as Yahweh, receives worship, and is identified with God while also 
being distinct from God (Genesis 16, 22; Exodus 3; Judges 6, 13). Many 
theologians identify this figure as a pre-incarnate appearance of the Son.

Memra (ֲא רָ ימְ (מֵ

Word (Aramaic). Used in the Targums (ancient Aramaic translations of 
the Hebrew Bible) as a mediating term for divine action and speech. 
Where the Hebrew says ‘Yahweh,’ the Targums sometimes read ‘the 
Memra of Yahweh.’ This shows that Jewish thought before Christianity 
already contained a framework for a distinct divine Word who acts on 
behalf of God, providing important context for John 1:1.

Nasa (ֲא (נָשָׂ

To bear; to carry; to lift. Used in Isaiah 53:12 of the Servant bearing the 
sins of many. The substitutionary nature of atonement is embedded in 
Old Testament language, forming the background for the New 
Testament’s teaching on the cross.

Ruach ( (רָוּחַ

Spirit; breath; wind. The Hebrew word for the Spirit of God, used in 
Genesis 1:2 (‘the Spirit of God was hovering over the surface of the 
waters’). The same word is used throughout the Old Testament for the 
Spirit who empowers, creates, and indwells. The New Testament reveals 
this same Spirit as the third person of the Trinity.

Yahweh (ִיהִוֹה)
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The personal name of God revealed to Moses in Exodus 3:14-15. 
Sometimes rendered LORD in English translations (the LSB consistently 
uses Yahweh). The divine name is central to debates about divine 
identity because the New Testament applies Yahweh-texts to Jesus (e.g. 
Joel 2:32 / Romans 10:13; Isaiah 45:23 / Philippians 2:10-11).

Abba (ֲא בָּ (אַ

Father; daddy. The Aramaic term of intimate address used by Jesus in 
Gethsemane (Mark 14:36) and echoed by Paul (Romans 8:15; Galatians 
4:6) as the address of adopted children of God through the Spirit. Its use 
by Jesus signals the unique intimacy of the eternal Son’s relationship 
with the Father.

ARAMAIC

Bar Enash ( נָשׁ רָ אֱ (בַּ

Son of Man (Aramaic). The phrase used in Daniel 7:13 for the figure 
who comes on the clouds of heaven and receives eternal dominion from 
the Ancient of Days. Jesus applies this title to Himself throughout the 
Gospels, and at His trial before the Sanhedrin He combines Daniel 7:13 
with Psalm 110:1 to claim divine authority (Matthew 26:64). Cloud-
riding in the Old Testament is consistently associated with divine action.

Maran atha (ִה תָ ן אֲ רַ (מַ

Our Lord, come! (Aramaic). Found in 1 Corinthians 16:22. Significant 
because it is a prayer addressed to Jesus using the title Mar (Lord), 
equivalent to Adonai/Yahweh. This Aramaic prayer preserved in a Greek 
epistle indicates that worship of Christ as Lord goes back to the earliest 
Aramaic-speaking Jewish Christian communities, well before any 
supposed Greek theological invention.

Talitha koum (י אֲ קוּמִ יתָ לִּ (טַ

Little girl, arise (Aramaic). Jesus’ words in Mark 5:41 when raising Jairus’ 
daughter. The evangelist preserves the Aramaic original, underlining the 
immediacy and authority of Christ’s command over death.

ARABIC

Fitra ( ة رَ طْ (فِ
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Natural disposition; innate nature. The Islamic teaching that all humans 
are born with a natural inclination toward monotheism. Used in Islamic 
apologetics to argue that the Trinity is contrary to natural human 
instinct. Christians respond that innate intuition is not a reliable guide to 
the full nature of God, who has revealed Himself in Scripture.

Injil (يل جِ  نْ إِ )
Gospel (Arabic, from Greek euangelion). The term used in the Quran to 
refer to the revelation given to Jesus. Muslims generally hold that the 
original Injil has been lost or corrupted, replaced by the four canonical 
Gospels. The Christian response is that the canonical Gospels are the 
earliest available witnesses to Jesus’ life and teaching, predating Islam by 
six centuries, and are supported by extensive manuscript evidence.

Isa (ى يسَ (عِ

Jesus (Arabic, Quranic). The Islamic name for Jesus. Isa in the Quran is 
presented as a prophet and Messiah but not as divine, and the Quran 
explicitly denies the crucifixion (Surah 4:157). The historical and textual 
evidence for the crucifixion predates the Quran by centuries and is 
supported by non-Christian sources.

Kalam (لَام (كَ

Word; speech; the science of Islamic theology. Also used in the Quran as 
a title of Jesus (‘the Word of God,’ Surah 4:171). Significantly, if Jesus is 
the Word (Kalimah) of God in Islamic thought, this raises the question 
of the eternal nature of that Word, a line of reasoning Christians have 
historically pressed in dialogue.

Rasul (ول سُ (رَ
Messenger; apostle. The title given to prophets, including Jesus (Isa) in 
Islamic theology. Islam affirms Jesus as a rasul but denies His divinity. 
The New Testament evidence for Jesus’ divine claims, death, and 
resurrection is what challenges this categorization.

Shirk ( ك رْ (شِ

Association; idolatry; the sin of associating partners with Allah. 
Considered the gravest sin in Islam, and the charge frequently leveled 
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against Trinitarian Christianity. The Christian response is that the 
Trinity does not associate a creature with God but reveals eternal 
personal distinctions within the one divine being.

Tahrif ( رِيف حْ (تَ
Corruption; distortion; alteration. The Islamic doctrine that the Bible 
has been corrupted from its original form. Used to explain why the Bible 
contradicts the Quran. The doctrine faces internal tension because the 
Quran itself affirms the Torah and Gospel as revelation (Surah 5:47; 
10:94) and directs people to consult them. The historical manuscript 
evidence further challenges a post-Quranic corruption scenario.

Tawhid (يد حِ وْ (تَ
Oneness; unity; monotheism. The central Islamic doctrine affirming the 
absolute oneness and singularity of Allah. Tawhid explicitly denies any 
internal plurality within God, any divine partners, and any divine 
persons. The Trinity is viewed in Islam as a violation of tawhid. The 
Christian response is not to deny divine oneness but to ask what kind of 
oneness is consistent with Scripture, love, and eternal relational life.
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Nushuz ( وز نُشُ )
In Surah 4:34, the wife’s conduct that triggers the husband’s prescribed 
response. Often translated rebellion, disobedience, discord, or ill-conduct. 
The breadth of the term, and the fact that the verse acts on the husband’s fear 
of nushuz, is central to the ethical objection discussed in the chapter on 
Surah 4:34.

Wadribuhunna ( نَّ  رِبُوهُ إِضْ (وَ
The disputed word in Surah 4:34, the third and final step in the husband’s 
prescribed response to nushuz. In its dominant classical sense it means strike 
them or beat them. Some modern translators render it separate from them or 
a light, symbolic tap, but the traditional commentaries and legal schools 
understood it as physical striking. See the chapter on Surah 4:34.

Fallacies and Reasoning Terms

Debates are won and lost not only on evidence but on reasoning. The 
following are the errors in reasoning that appear most often in worldview 
debate, along with the steelman, which is the discipline this book aims to 
practice throughout. Learning to name a fallacy in the moment is one of the 
most practical skills a defender can develop because naming the error exposes 
it and returns the conversation to the real question. Each entry gives the 
definition and a debate example drawn from the kinds of exchanges this 
manual addresses.

Steelman
A steelman is the discipline of stating the other side’s argument in its 
strongest possible form before answering it. It is the opposite of a straw man. 
This manual aims to steelman every objection: to present each challenge as its 
most capable defenders would put it, and only then to respond. It is the 
surest way to a response that actually holds because an answer that only 
defeats a weak version of the objection defeats nothing. It also reflects the 
character the defender is called to: honesty, fairness, and confidence that the 
truth does not need distortion to win.

Ad Hominem
Attacking the person making an argument rather than the argument itself. 
Example: Dismissing a Trinitarian argument by saying its defenders burned 
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Servetus, instead of answering the biblical evidence. The wrong done does 
not touch whether the doctrine is true.

Anachronism
Reading a later meaning, category, or context back into an earlier text. 
Example: Reading a rigid later definition of oneness back into the Shema, 
then claiming it rules out distinctions the text never addressed.

Appeal to Authority (Illegitimate)
Citing an authority whose expertise does not actually cover the claim, or 
treating any authority as beyond question. Example: Quoting a scholar out of 
his field, or citing Bart Ehrman on manuscript variants while ignoring that 
Ehrman affirms the reliability of the text’s transmission.

Appeal to Ignorance
Arguing that a claim is true because it has not been proven false, or false 
because it has not been proven true. Example: Claiming the original Injil 
must have existed and been lost simply because no one can prove it never 
existed, despite the total absence of evidence for it.

Begging the Question
Assuming the truth of the conclusion within one of the premises; circular 
reasoning. Example: Arguing that Jesus cannot be God because God is only 
one person. Whether God is only one person is the very point in dispute.

Burden-Shifting
Demanding the other side disprove your claim rather than supporting it 
yourself. Example: Asserting the Bible was corrupted and insisting Christians 
prove it was not, when the one making the corruption claim carries the 
burden to show when, where, and how.

Category Error
Treating something as belonging to a logical category it does not belong to, 
producing a false contradiction. Example: Asking how one being can be three 
beings, or how one person can be three persons. The Trinity claims one being 
in three persons, which only sounds contradictory when the categories are 
collapsed.
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Composition and Division
Assuming what is true of the parts must be true of the whole (composition), 
or what is true of the whole must be true of each part (division). Example: 
Reasoning that because each divine person is God, there must be three Gods, 
or that because God is one, each person cannot be fully God.

Equivocation
Using a word in two different senses within the same argument, as if the 
meaning stayed constant. Example: Sliding between one and one in the 
phrase God is one, treating numerical oneness of being and oneness of person 
as the same thing, when the Trinity distinguishes them.

False Dilemma
Presenting only two options when more exist, forcing a choice between 
them. Example: Insisting either Jesus is the Father or Jesus is not God, 
ignoring the third option that Jesus is a distinct person who is fully God.

Genetic Fallacy
Judging a claim by its origin or source rather than its actual merits. Example: 
Rejecting a doctrine because of who first taught it or what kind of person 
defends it, rather than examining whether Scripture teaches it.

Moving the Goalposts
Changing the standard of evidence once the original demand has been met. 
Example: Demanding a single verse where Jesus says I am God, then when 
divine claims and acceptance of worship are shown, insisting only those exact 
words count.

No True Scotsman
Redefining a category on the fly to exclude a counterexample. Example: 
Claiming no real Christian ever believed X, then dismissing every 
counterexample as not a real Christian.

Poisoning the Well
Presenting adverse information about an opponent before they speak, to 
discredit them in advance. Example: Framing every Trinitarian as a person 
who worships three gods before the actual argument is even heard.
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Post Hoc (False Cause)
Assuming that because one thing followed another, the first caused the 
second. Example: Claiming Christianity borrowed from pagan mystery 
religions because some pagan motifs predate it, without establishing any 
actual line of dependence.

Quote Mining
Extracting a quotation out of context to make it appear to support a claim its 
author would reject. Example: Citing a scholar’s description of a variant 
while omitting his conclusion that the text is reliably preserved.

Red Herring
Introducing an irrelevant point to divert attention from the real issue. 
Example: Pivoting from the resurrection evidence to the age of the earth, a 
separate question that does not bear on whether Jesus rose.

Slippery Slope
Claiming one step will inevitably lead to an extreme outcome without 
showing the connection. Example: Arguing that admitting any manuscript 
variant means the whole Bible is unreliable, when the vast majority of variants 
are trivial and no doctrine depends on a disputed reading.

Special Pleading
Applying a standard to others while exempting your own position from it 
without justification. Example: Treating New Testament manuscript 
variants as proof of corruption while exempting the Quran’s Uthmanic 
recension and variant readings from the same standard.

Straw Man
Misrepresenting an opponent’s position to make it easier to attack. Example: 
Claiming Trinitarians believe in three gods, then refuting tritheism. The 
actual claim, one God in three persons, is left untouched.

Tu Quoque (You Too)
Deflecting a criticism by pointing out that the critic is guilty of the same 
thing, instead of answering it. Example: Answering a moral objection to a 
text by saying your book has hard passages too, without addressing the 
objection itself. Sometimes a fair tu quoque exposes a double standard, but it 
does not by itself resolve the original point.
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Verbatim Fallacy
Demanding that a truth be stated in one exact form of words before it will be 
accepted. Example: Rejecting the deity of Christ unless the precise sentence I 
am God is found, ignoring that identity can be established by titles, actions, 
worship, and claims taken together.

Word-Concept Fallacy
Assuming a concept is absent unless the specific word for it is present in the 
text. Example: Claiming the Trinity is false because the word Trinity does 
not appear in the Bible, as if the concept required the later term to be real.
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Appendix G: Objection Index

This index lists common objections alphabetically and points to where 
each is answered. References are to chapter numbers, which remain stable 
regardless of page layout. Many objections also have a quick response in 
Appendix B, the Quick Debater Response Guide.

Before Abraham was, I am.
Chapters 18, 123; Appendix B

Bloodline determines covenant identity.
Chapters 158, 162; Appendix B

Did God abandon God (forsaken).
Chapters 68, 75; Appendix B

Did the Trinity die.
Chapters 68, 75; Appendix B

Elohim is plural.
Chapters 13, 136; Appendix B

Firstborn means first created.
Chapters 23, 94; Appendix B

God cannot be tempted.
Chapters 67, 191; Appendix B

God cannot change.
Chapters 68, 75; Appendix B

God cannot die.
Chapters 68, 75; Appendix B

God has no son.
Chapters 120, 131; Appendix B

God is not a man.
Chapter 146; Appendix B

God ordering violence.
Chapters 219, 222, 223; Appendix B

How many gods died on the cross.
Chapter 75; Appendix B

I and the Father are one (purpose only).
Chapter 19; Appendix B
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Jesus called good (why call me good).
Chapter 73; Appendix B

Jesus did not know the hour.
Chapters 70, 78, 122; Appendix B

Jesus is Michael the archangel.
Chapter 95; Appendix B

Jesus never said I am God.
Chapter 124; Appendix B

Jesus prayed.
Chapters 69, 77; Appendix B

Jesus slept and got tired.
Chapters 65, 71; Appendix B

Morality does not need God.
Chapters 61, 173; Appendix B

One plus one plus one.
Chapter 56; Appendix B

Only the Father is the only true God.
Chapters 80, 106; Appendix B

Paul corrupted Christianity.
Chapter 126; Appendix B

The 99 names of Allah.
Chapter 130; Appendix B

The Bible contradicts itself.
Chapters 7, 8; Appendix B

The Bible has been corrupted.
Chapters 83, 110; Appendix B

The Father is greater than I.
Chapter 121; Appendix B

The Holy Spirit is just a force.
Chapter 25; Appendix B

The Quran says God is one.
Chapters 91, 105; Appendix B

The Shema (the LORD is one).
Chapters 133, 134; Appendix B
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The Trinity is illogical.
Chapter 56; Appendix B

The Trinity is three gods.
Chapters 56, 91; Appendix B

The Trinity was invented at Nicaea.
Chapters 36, 40; Appendix B

The word Trinity is not in the Bible.
Chapters 3, 36; Appendix B

The Word was a god (John 1:1).
Chapters 17, 93; Appendix B

Who was running the universe.
Chapters 68, 75; Appendix B

You alone are Yahweh (Nehemiah 9:6).
Chapter 135; Appendix B
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Appendix H: Subject Index

This index lists theological subjects, terms, and figures alphabetically, with 
the chapters where each is discussed. References are to chapter numbers. For 
scripture references, see Appendix C, the Key Verse Index. For definitions of 
technical terms, see Appendix F, the Language and Terms Glossary.

Adoptionism.
Chapter 3

Angel of the LORD.
Chapters 11, 137, 151

Arianism.
Chapters 39, 40, 93, 95, 103

Aseity (self-existence of God).
Chapters 2, 5

Athanasius.
Chapters 38, 39, 40

Atonement.
Chapters 75, 87, 88, 89

Baptismal formula (Matthew 28:19).
Chapter 196

Bauckham, Richard (divine identity).
Chapters 10, 134

Being and person distinction.
Chapters 4, 57

Bila kayfa.
Chapter 130

Cappadocian Fathers.
Chapters 40, 41

Christophany.
Chapters 11, 137, 151

Comma Johanneum.
Chapter 48

Communicatio idiomatum.
Chapters 68, 75
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Councils (ecumenical).
Chapters 40, 41

Divine simplicity.
Chapters 2, 56

Docetism.
Chapters 65, 75

Dyothelitism (two wills).
Chapters 66, 74

Eternal generation.
Chapter 42

Filioque.
Chapter 43

Firstborn (prototokos).
Chapters 23, 94

Glory (shared divine glory).
Chapters 20, 81, 107, 108, 109

Hebrew Israelism.
Chapters 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164

Homoousios.
Chapters 40, 42

Hypostasis.
Chapters 3, 4, 5

Hypostatic union.
Chapters 65, 71, 190

I AM sayings (ego eimi).
Chapters 18, 123

Immutability of God.
Chapters 68, 75

Impeccability of Christ.
Chapters 67, 72, 191

Incarnation.
Chapters 65, 71, 190

Kenosis (Philippians 2).
Chapters 22, 79
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Logos (the Word).
Chapters 17, 140

Maturidi school.
Chapter 130

Modalism (Sabellianism).
Chapters 96, 194, 195, 197

Monotheism.
Chapters 2, 132, 133, 134

Mutazila.
Chapter 130

Naskh (abrogation).
Chapter 114

Nicaea, Council of.
Chapter 40

Oneness Pentecostalism.
Chapters 194, 195, 196, 197

Perichoresis (mutual indwelling).
Chapter 19

Preexistence of Christ.
Chapters 18, 20, 81, 107

Progressive revelation.
Chapter 6

Resurrection.
Chapters 86, 119, 154

Servetus.
Chapter 45

Shema.
Chapters 133, 134

Shirk.
Chapters 91, 101, 105

Son of Man (Daniel 7).
Chapters 15, 148

Tahrif (corruption claim).
Chapters 83, 110
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Tawhid.
Chapters 91, 105

Textual criticism.
Chapters 46, 48, 116

Theophany.
Chapters 11, 137, 138, 151

Trinity, definition of.
Chapters 1, 3, 56

Tritheism.
Chapters 56, 96

Unitarianism.
Chapters 98, 206, 207, 208

Worship of Christ.
Chapters 101, 102

Yahweh (divine name).
Chapters 10, 11, 137, 139
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Appendix I: Debate Flow Charts

These flow charts turn the six most common divine-identity objections into 
quick decision paths. Each chart begins with the objection, moves to the key 
question to ask, then shows where each answer leads and the cumulative 
conclusion. Use them for fast recall in live conversation. Fuller treatments are 
in the chapters noted.

John 17:3: The Only True God
Objection: because Jesus calls the Father the only true God, He must not be 
God Himself.

Mark 13:32: Nor the Son
Objection: because the Son does not know the hour, He cannot be 
omniscient and therefore cannot be God.
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John 14:28: The Father Is Greater Than I
Objection: because the Father is greater, the Son must be a lesser being.

John 20:17: My God and Your God
Objection: because the risen Jesus calls the Father My God, He must not be 
God.
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Colossians 1:15: Firstborn of Creation
Objection: because Jesus is the firstborn of creation, He must be a created 
being.
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Revelation 3:14: The Beginning of Creation
Objection: because Jesus is the beginning of the creation of God, He must be 
the first thing created.
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Final Conclusion: Why Worldview Structure 
Ultimately Points to One Coherent Explanation of 

Reality

Every argument in this book has been building toward a single question: 
What worldview best explains the totality of reality? Not one aspect of it. 
Not the emotionally convenient parts. All of it. Existence, consciousness, 
morality, reason, history, suffering, love, death, and the persistent human 
hunger for something more than matter can provide.

That question is personal. How we answer it shapes everything: how we 
treat other people, whether justice has any weight, whether love is real or 
merely chemistry, whether death is the end or a passage, whether the universe 
is home or accident. These stakes are real, and they deserve honest 
engagement rather than comfortable evasion on either side of the debate.

What We Have Covered

This book has moved through nineteen distinct worldview engagements. 
It began with the Trinity, not as an abstract formula, but as the necessary 
shape of a God who is eternal love, eternal relation, and eternal life within 
Himself. It moved into Scripture, examining the texts most used against the 
Christian faith and showing that they are, when read carefully and in full 
context, some of its strongest supports. It confronted Islam’s challenges to 
the crucifixion, the corruption of Scripture, and the identity of Jesus, and 
showed that each challenge collapses under the weight of historical and 
internal consistency. It engaged Jehovah’s Witnesses on John 1 and 
Colossians 1, and showed that their system requires adding words Paul never 
wrote and denying what John clearly says. It addressed Oneness theology, 
Mormonism, Unitarianism, Hinduism, Buddhism, atheism, and the sharpest 
ethical objections against the biblical God, not by dismissing them, but by 
following them to their logical foundations and asking what each system 
ultimately requires of reality.
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Repeatedly, the same pattern emerged. The alternatives fail because they 
are incomplete. Atheism explains physical causation but cannot ground 
morality, consciousness, or meaning without borrowing from the very 
framework it denies. Islam affirms earlier revelation and then requires its 
corruption without sufficient historical evidence. Unitarianism reads some of 
what Scripture says about Jesus while systematically avoiding the rest. Each 
system builds on assumptions that, when pressed, reveal internal instability.

The Cumulative Case

The Christian claim is not simply that the Bible says X, therefore X is 
true. That would be circular. The claim is cumulative: the Trinitarian 
understanding of God is the only framework that holds together the full 
range of what we observe. It explains why reason is reliable, why morality 
carries genuine obligation, why love is more than neurons firing, why beauty 
demands a response, why justice feels like a debt that must be paid and not 
merely managed, and why death does not feel like a destination even when it 
clearly comes for everyone.

The Trinity is not a philosophical accident. It is the answer to the 
philosopher’s oldest problem: how can ultimate reality be both one and the 
source of genuine plurality, relation, and love? A solitary God cannot be 
eternally relational. A committee of gods cannot explain ultimate unity. Yet 
one God, eternally existing as three distinct persons in perfect communion, 
explains both. More than that, it matches what the documents of the New 
Testament claim with remarkable consistency across multiple authors, 
contexts, decades, and circumstances.

What the Resurrection Demands

Everything in this book ultimately rests on a historical event: the 
resurrection of Jesus Christ. If the tomb is empty because He rose, then the 
identity claims He made are vindicated. The gospel carries divine authority. 
The Trinity is not philosophy but revelation. The cross is not tragedy but 
salvation. If the tomb is not empty, none of this holds, and Paul was right to 
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say that faith becomes worthless and believers are to be pitied above all people 
(1 Corinthians 15:17-19, LSB).

However, the evidence for the resurrection is substantial: the early creed 
preserved in 1 Corinthians 15 dates within years of the crucifixion itself; the 
empty tomb was never successfully challenged by authorities who had every 
reason to produce a body; the transformation of the disciples from scattered 
and fearful to boldly public in the same city where the execution had just 
occurred is difficult to explain by any theory other than what they claimed; 
and the conversion of Paul and James, both previously hostile or skeptical, 
follows the pattern of encounter with the risen Christ. The resurrection is the 
hinge on which everything else turns.

How to Use This Book Going Forward

This book was not written to win arguments. Arguments that are won 
without love rarely win people. It was written to equip. The defender of the 
Christian faith needs to understand not only what they believe but why, and 
not only what the objection is but where it ultimately leads. The goal in every 
conversation is not to make the opponent feel foolish but to press the 
questions that genuine engagement demands: What does your worldview 
require? Can it sustain what it claims? Does it explain what we actually 
experience?

The appendices that precede this conclusion provide the quick-reference 
tools for that task. Still, the deeper work is the slow formation of a mind that 
thinks carefully, a heart that remains humble, and a spirit that trusts that 
truth, pursued honestly, leads somewhere.

The Final Word

This book began with a question: Who is God? It ends with an answer, 
not as a formula but as a person. The God of Scripture is not a philosophical 
abstraction, a cosmic force, or a cultural construct. He is the Father who 
sends, the Son who saves, and the Spirit who dwells. He entered history. He 
bore judgment. He conquered death. He promised to return. He invites every 
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person who reads these words, whatever worldview they currently hold, to 
examine the evidence, follow the argument to its foundation, and honestly 
face what they find.

The Trinity is the shape of the God who is love. Love, in the end, is the 
strongest argument of all.
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Sources and References

The arguments in this book draw on the following primary and secondary 
sources outside of Scripture. Scripture citations throughout use the Legacy 
Standard Bible (LSB) unless otherwise noted. The following sources have 
informed the historical, philosophical, and textual claims made in this work.

A note on primary sources: they are referenced within the relevant chapters; 
critical scholarly editions consulted here include the Ante-Nicene Fathers and 
the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers series, published by Hendrickson 
Publishers.
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Christ and against Docetism.

Justin Martyr. First Apology and Dialogue with Trypho: c. AD 155-165. The 
earliest extended engagement with Jewish objections to Christ’s divine 
identity.

Irenaeus of Lyons. Against Heresies (Adversus Haereses). c. AD 180. Essential 
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formula “one substance, three persons.”
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Holy Spirit, foundational for Constantinople 381.

Gregory of Nazianzus. Five Theological Orations (Orationes Theologicae). c. 
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without confusion, change, division, or separation.
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A Page for Salvation

This book has covered a great deal of ground: councils, Greek words, 
theological frameworks, debate tactics, historical evidence. All of it matters. 
That said, none of it is the point.

The point is this: God entered history. He took on flesh. He died for sin. 
He rose from the dead. He invites every person, whether they have read this 
entire book or stumbled across this page, to know Him personally.

If you are a Trinitarian believer who wants to help someone take the step of 
faith, this page is for you. If you are a reader who has never made that step 
yourself and something in these pages has moved you, this page is also for 
you.

What the Gospel Is

The gospel is not a philosophy or a religious system. It is a historical 
announcement: that God the Son, Jesus of Nazareth, died on the cross to 
bear the punishment for human sin, was buried, and rose bodily from the 
dead on the third day. This resurrection is the vindication of everything He 
claimed about Himself. Because He rose, forgiveness is real. Because He rose, 
death is not the end. Because He rose, relationship with God is possible for 
anyone who comes to Him in faith.

Romans 10:9-10 (LSB): “If you confess with your mouth Jesus as Lord, 
and believe in your heart that God raised Him from the dead, you will be 
saved. For with the heart a person believes, resulting in righteousness, and 
with the mouth he confesses, resulting in salvation.”

This is not complicated. It is not earned by religious performance. It is 
received by genuine faith in the person and work of Jesus Christ.

If You Are Ready to Give Your Life to Christ

Salvation is about a genuine turning of the heart toward God. Even so, if 
you want to put words to that turning, here is a prayer of repentance and 
faith you can make your own:
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Lord Jesus, I come to You as I am. I acknowledge that I am a sinner, that I 
have lived apart from You, and that I cannot save myself. I believe that You 
are God the Son who became flesh, that You died on the cross for my sins, 
and that You rose from the dead on the third day. I turn from my sin and I 
turn to You. I confess You as my Lord and my Savior. Forgive me and receive 
me. Fill me with Your Holy Spirit. I give You my life. Amen.

If that prayer reflects the genuine desire of your heart, you have taken the 
most important step of your life. The Bible says that anyone who calls on the 
name of the Lord will be saved (Romans 10:13, LSB). That promise does not 
depend on your feelings. It depends on His word.

What to Do Next

Salvation is the beginning, not the destination. Here is what the New 
Testament calls every new believer to do:

Get into a church. Find a local church that preaches the Bible faithfully, 
believes in the death and resurrection of Jesus, and welcomes you as a new 
believer. The Christian life is not meant to be lived alone. The church is the 
body of Christ, and you need it and it needs you. Ask questions. Find a 
pastor you can talk to. Do not wait until you feel ready because that moment 
may never come on its own.

Read the Word. Start with the Gospel of John. It is the clearest single 
presentation of who Jesus is. Then read Romans to understand what 
salvation means theologically. Then Luke and Acts to see the story of the 
early church. Read every day, even just a few verses. Let Scripture shape how 
you think.

Be baptized. Baptism is not what saves you, but it is what Jesus 
commanded for His followers (Matthew 28:19, LSB) and what the early 
church practiced from the very beginning. Talk to your pastor about it.

Pray. Prayer is simply talking to God. It does not require special language 
or posture. Tell Him what you are grateful for. Tell Him where you are 

477



The Trinitarian Debate

struggling. Ask Him for wisdom, for strength, and for the courage to live 
differently. He hears you.

Tell someone. You do not have to have all the answers before you share what 
has happened to you. Telling even one person, a friend, a family member, a 
coworker, that you have given your life to Christ is an act of faith and it 
matters.

A Word to the Apologist

If you have walked someone through these pages and they are ready to 
respond, remember that your job is to point, not to produce. You cannot 
argue anyone into the kingdom. Yet you can clear away the obstacles, answer 
the honest questions, and create the space where the Spirit of God does His 
work. Do not pressure. Do not perform. Pray before every conversation. 
Trust the gospel to do what only the gospel can do.

Remember that the God you are defending is the same God who is pursuing 
the person across the table from you. He wants them more than you do. That 
should change how you speak, and how you listen.

This Book Is a Beginning, Not a Final Word

A book like this can create a false impression, as though every objection 
has now been answered and every argument closed. It has not. This manual is 
a beginning, not an ending. It is a doorway into these debates, not the last 
word on any of them. The doctrine of the Trinity has occupied the finest 
minds of the church for two thousand years, and no single volume, this one 
included, exhausts it. Whole libraries have been written on individual verses 
treated here in a paragraph. Treat what you have read as a foundation to 
build on, not a ceiling to rest under. Keep reading, keep studying the 
Scriptures themselves, keep sitting under faithful teaching, and keep 
returning to the primary sources cited throughout these pages. The goal was 
never to end your study but to equip and provoke it.

Guard against the pride that knowledge can breed. It is possible to win an 
argument and lose a soul, to be right about the Trinity and wrong in spirit. 
The same Paul who reasoned in the synagogues also warned that knowledge 
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puffs up while love builds up. So the final word here is about how a defender 
of the truth should carry himself. Paul gives it plainly.

A Charge from Romans 12:9-21
Let love be without hypocrisy, abhorring what is evil, clinging to what is 
good, being devoted to one another in brotherly love, giving preference to 
one another in honor, not lagging behind in diligence, being fervent in 
spirit, serving the Lord, rejoicing in hope, persevering in affliction, being  
devoted to prayer, contributing to the needs of the saints, pursuing 
hospitality. Bless those who persecute you; bless, and do not curse. Rejoice 
with those who rejoice; weep with those who weep, being of the same mind  
toward one another, not being haughty in mind, but associating with 
the humble. Do not be wise in your own mind. Never pay back evil for 
evil to anyone. Respect what is good in the sight of all men. If possible, so 
far as it depends on you, be at peace with all men. Never take your own 
revenge, beloved, but leave room for the wrath of God, for it is written, 
“Vengeance is Mine, I will repay,” says the Lord. “But if your enemy is 
hungry, feed him, and if he is thirsty, give him a drink; for in so doing 
you will heap burning coals on his head.” Do not be overcome by evil, but  
overcome evil with good.

Let this passage govern every conversation you enter. Defend the truth 
without hypocrisy. Honor the person who disagrees with you. Refuse to 
repay contempt with contempt. Bless where you are cursed. Stay at peace as 
far as it depends on you. Leave judgment to God, and overcome evil with 
good. If you master every argument in this book but abandon this posture, 
you have missed the point of the God you are defending. Contend earnestly 
for the faith, and do it as one who has been shown mercy.
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