Response to “The Shack”

WILLIAM Y OUNG

The buzz is growing in Christian circles about
this novel, {1} for good reason. Response to it seems to be
strong: the majority of people grateful and testifying how
deeply it impacted their relationship with God, and others
decrying it as heresy for its unconventional presentation of
God and religious systems. (For an excellent rebuttal by a
theologically sound man who knows both the book and the
author, please read “Is The Shack Heresy?” by Wayne Jacobsen.)

It'’s a story about a man whose young daughter had been
abducted and murdered several years before he receives a note
from God inviting him to the shack where his daughter died.
It’'s signed “Papa,” his wife’s favorite term of endearment for
God. He spends an unimaginable weekend with all three members
of the Godhead, a weekend which changes him forever.

It is similar to Dinner with a Perfect Stranger,{2} where
Jesus appears as a contemporary businessman and answers the
main character’s questions and objections over their dinner
conversation. What Dinner did for basic apologetics, The Shack
does for theodicy: the problem of “How can a good, loving and
all-powerful God allow evil and suffering?”

Personally, The Shack became one of my all-time favorite books
before I had even finished 1it.

Most people don’t read novels with a highlighter in hand, but
this one made me want to. Since I was reading a borrowed copy,
I didn't have that freedom. But I read it with a pen in hand
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because I kept finding passages to record in my “wisdom
journal,” a book I’'ve been adding to for years with wisdom
from others that I didn’t want to forget.

I started to say that I absolutely loved this book, but I
didn’t. I did love it, but not absolutely, because of one (and
totally unnecessary, in my opinion) sticking point that I
believe is not consistent with Scripture, on the nature of
authority and hierarchy. More on that later.

The author, who grew up as a missionary kid and who took some
seminary training as an adult, clearly knows the Word, and
knows a lot about “doing Christianity.” It is also clear that
he has learned how to dive deep into an intimate, warm, loving
personal relationship with God, and he knows and shows the
difference.

Fresh Insights

Through a series of conversations between the main character,
Mack, and the three Persons of the Godhead, we are given fresh
insights into some important aspects of Christianity, both
major and minor:

e God is warm and inviting

« He collects our tears in a bottle

e Jesus was not particularly handsome

* God 1is one, in three Persons

e The Holy Spirit is a comforter

* There is love, affection and fellowship within the Trinity

e God prefers us to relate to Him out of desire rather than
obligation

* God values what is given from the heart

* God understands that difficult fathers make it hard for us
to connect with God

e God is compassionate toward the anguished question, “How can
a good and loving God allow pain and suffering?”

* The substitutionary atonement of Christ



e The faulty dichotomous perception of the OT God as mean and
wrathful, and the NT God in Jesus as loving and grace-filled
There is a redemptive value to pain and suffering

How good triumphs over evil

The nature and purpose of the Law

The healing nature of God’s love

Through the cross, God was reconciled to the world, but so
many refuse to be reconciled to Him

e God’s omniscience coexists with our freedom to make
significant choices

e In the incarnation, Jesus willingly embraced the limitations
of humanity without losing His divinity

Those are some pretty heavy concepts to put into a novel, but
it works. It not only works, it draws the reader into the
relationship between Father, Son and Spirit as well as how
each member of the Godhead lovingly engages with the main
character.

How God is Portrayed

Some people have been deeply offended by the fact that God the
Father presents Himself to Mack as “a large, beaming, African-
American woman” (p. 82) because God always refers to Himself
in the masculine in the Bible. And the Holy Spirit 1is
represented as a small Asian woman. I have to admit, this
sounds a lot more jarring and heterodox than it actually is in
the book. I was touched by Papa’s reasons for manifesting as a
woman to Mack, who had been horribly abused by his father as a
boy:

“Mackenzie, I am neither male or female, even though both
genders are derived from my nature. If I choose to appear to
you as a man or as a woman and suggest that you call me Papa
1s simply to mix metaphors, to help you keep from falling so
easily back into your religious conditioning.”

She leaned forward as if to share a secret. “To reveal myself



to you as a very large, white grandfather figure with flowing
beard, like Gandalf, would simply reinforce your religious
stereotypes, and this weekend 1is not about reinforcing your
religious stereotypes.”

She looked at Mack intently. “Hasn’t it always been a
problem for you to embrace me as your father, and after what
you've been through, you couldn’t very well handle a father
right now, could you?”

He knew she was right, and he realized the kindness and
compassion in what she was doing. Somehow, the way she had
approached him had skirted his resistance to her love. It was
strange, and painful, and maybe even a little bit wonderful.
(pp. 93-94)

For the record, before the book ends but not until after God
does some marvelous healing in Mack'’s heart about his father,
Papa does appear to him as a man. The Papa/Father persona is
never compromised by any sort of “God is our Mother” garbage.

Apart from the fact that this is a work of fiction, I do think
it is appropriate to note that God has also chosen to reveal
Himself as a burning bush, a pillar of fire, a cloud, and an
angel.

Deep Ministry

On his personal website, the author reveals he has a history
of childhood sexual abuse, so he is very familiar with the
deep wounds to the soul that only God can touch and heal. The
anguished cry of a broken heart is real and well-portrayed. So
is the even deeper love and compassion of a God who never
abandons us, even when we lose sight of Him. And who has a
larger plan that none of our choices can foil.

I appreciated the explanation of the Christ-life, the
indwelling Christ, that allows us to “kill our independence”
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(crucify the flesh) in His strength. I appreciated how the
author writes what the healing power of God’s love looks like.
I appreciated the portrayal of God as warm and affectionate
and accessible, without losing His majesty and power. I
appreciated the sense of being led into deeper truths of a
relationship with God that allow me to revel in the sense that
God doesn’t just love me, He likes me.

An Unfortunate Error

The biggest problem I had with the book—apart from the fact
that it came to an end!-is the denial of authority and
hierarchy within the Trinity, and the suggestion that
hierarchy is a result of the Fall, not of the created order.

“We have no concept of final authority among us, only unity.

What you’re seeing here is relationship without any
overlay of power. We don’t need power over the other because
we are always looking out for the best. Hierarchy would make
no sense to us.” (p. 122)

What, then, do we do with 1 Cor. 11:37 “But I want you to
understand that Christ is the head of every man, and the man
is the head of a woman, and God is the head of Christ.”

“We are indeed submitted to one another and have always been
so and always will be. Papa 1is as much submitted to me
(Jesus) as I to him, or Sarayu (Holy Spirit) to me, or Papa
to her. Submission 1s not about authority and it 1is not
obedience; it is all about relationships of love and respect.
In fact, we are submitted to you in the same way.” (p. 145)

I think perhaps the author has confused submission with
serving. God submitting to His creation? I don’t think so! The
faulty notion of mutual across-the-board submission, with
husbands submitting to wives and parents submitting to their
children, and elders submitting to the church body, 1is



troublesome, and not at all necessary to the point or the
story in this book.

But that is a minor point compared to the rest of The Shack,
one that does not cancel out the value of everything else. We
should be reading everything through a discernment filter
anyway.

Who the Book Is For

On a personal note, besides my work at Probe, I also have the
privilege of serving in a ministry with people whose difficult
relationships early in their lives have caused trouble in
their relationships with themselves, other people, and God.
Many of them were sexually abused, and they usually find it
impossible to trust a God who would allow that kind of pain to
happen to them. I am recommending The Shack to them because of
the hope it can offer that they were not alone, that God was
with them in all the painful times that left such deep wounds,
and that He has a plan for all of it that does not in the
least compromise His goodness.

Particularly because so many of these precious broken people
had deeply flawed relationships with a parent, I was brought
to tears (for only the first time of several) when God
tenderly offers Mack, “If you’ll let me, I'Ll be the Papa you
never had.” (p. 92) I have seen God heal a number of broken
hearts by manifesting the loving, wise, nurturing parent they
always longed for.

This is a good book for Christians who feel guilty for not
doing or being enough, who fear they will see disgust in God'’s
eyes when they meet face to face, who can’t give themselves
permission to rest from their “hamster treadmill” for fear of
disappointing God. It is for those who love Christ’s bride,
but wonder what it would be like for the church to be vibrant,
grace-drenched, and warmly affirming of people without
affirming the sin that breaks God’s heart. It is for those who



are not satisfied with a cognitive-only “Christianity from the
neck up,” but want a relationship with the Lord that connects
the head and the heart.

I thank Papa for The Shack and for William P. Young who
brought it to us.

Notes

1. wWilliam P. Young, The Shack. Los Angeles: Windblown Media,
2007.

2. David Gregory, Dinner with a Perfect Stranger. Colorado
Springs: Waterbook Press, 2005.

Addendum: August 5, 2009

Recently I returned to speak at a church MOPS (Mothers of Pre-
Schoolers) group where I had spoken last year. One of the
ladies greeted me warmly and told me that the best thing she
heard all year was that “boys express affection aggressively.”

The interesting thing 1s that I never said that. She had
apparently conflated two different observations I had made
about boys, and combined them into the best “take-away” of the
year.

What struck me about that incident was how that is a picture
of much of the criticism of The Shack. Many people’s hostility
toward the book isn’t about what it actually says, it’s about
their perception of what the author says. And they ascribe
hurtful labels like “heresy” and “dangerous” to a book that
appears to be greatly used by God to communicate His heart to
millions of people in a way they can hear.

Just as we do with Bible study, it’'s important to keep in mind
the context of the book: why it was written, its original
intended audience, and pertinent facts about the author that
make a difference in how we understand the final product.



Paul Young has always written as gifts for people. He wrote
the book in response to his wife’s urging, “You think outside
the box. Write something for our kids that will help them
understand how you got to this place of your relationship with
God.” He had come through an eleven-year journey of
counseling, prayer, and wrestling with God and with himself;
he emerged with a very different, intimate relationship with
God.

He intended the story to be a Christmas gift for his six
children and a few friends. His goal was to get sixteen copies
printed and bound in time for Christmas, and that would be the
end of it. But a few of those copies were copied and
circulated among more friends as readers recognized something
powerful in the story, something they wanted to share with
others. Quickly the viral marketing took on a life of its own.

When neither Christian nor secular publishers were interested
in The Shack, two friends, Wayne Jacobsen and Brad Cummings,
formed a self-publishing company. The three men spent a year
hammering through the book, editing it, sharpening it, and
discussing the theology. In the process, some of Paul Young's
“out of the box” theology was shaped and brought back to a
more biblically sound position.

This book is a novel-a long parable. It is a “slice of God,”
so to speak, not a novelized systematic theology. The point
was to show, in story form, how Paul’'s view of God as a mean,
judgmental, condemning cosmic bully-"Gandalf with an
attitude,” as he put it—had been transformed to allow him to
see the grace-drenched love of a Father who longed for
relationship, not hoop-jumping lackeys. He uses imagery to
communicate spiritual truth, and I think that asking “What is
the author using this imagery to portray?” is essential to not
jumping to the wrong conclusions. Paul Young does not believe
in a feminized God; that was the way he chose to communicate
the tenderness and compassion of a loving God, the heart of
El-Shaddai (“the breasted one”). He does not believe that the



https://www.probe.org/the-mother-heart-of-god/
https://www.probe.org/the-mother-heart-of-god/

Father and the Spirit hung on the cross with Jesus; when he
wrote that they bore the same scars as Jesus, that was a way
to portray the oneness of the Trinity because the Father’s and
the Spirit’s hearts were deeply wounded in the crucifixion as
well. The scars are about their hearts, not a misunderstanding
about Who it was that hung on the cross.

Paul’s children would have understood his starting point. He
had grown up as a missionary kid in Irian Jaya, with an angry
father with a lot of emotional baggage who didn’t know any
other strategy than to pass it on to his children. On top of
that, Paul was sexually abused by the members of the Dani
tribe until he was sent away to boarding school, where the
abuse continued, starting the first night when the older boys
immediately began molesting the new first graders.

He was a mess.

And then he grew into a mess with a degree from a Bible
college and some seminary education. He knew a lot about a God
who looked and acted a lot like his father (an unfortunate
truth that is repeated millions of times over in millions of
families). Paul Young understands about a God of judgment, who
hates sin. He gets that.

The Shack presents another side of the heart of God that took
years for him to be able to see and embrace. And the
breathtaking grace and delight of a heavenly Father who knows
how to express love to His beloved son is something he wanted
to show his children and friends. So he wrote The Shack. It 1is
intentionally not a full-orbed exploration of the nature and
character of God; it focuses on the grace and love of God.
That doesn’t mean the rest of His character doesn’t exist.

The people that have the most problems with the book usually
have the most theological education. They have finely-tuned
spiritual Geiger counters, able to detect nuances in
theological expression that the majority of people reading the



book cannot. Our culture is more biblically illiterate and
untaught than we have ever seen in the history of our country.
And even in good Bible-teaching churches we can regularly see
confusion about the Trinity; I have lost track of the number
of times I have heard someone pray from the pulpit or platform
something like, “Father, we praise You today and we thank You
for Your great goodness. Thank You for making us Your children
and showing us Your love for us by dying on the cross. "

The objectionable theological nuances are lost on the millions
of people who are still foggy on the concept of three Persons
in one God.

There 1is nothing in The Shack that contradicts Probe
Ministries’ doctrinal statement. The issues that people have
with this book are not about central, core doctrines of the
faith. It’'s about how one’s understanding of biblical truth is
expressed. And just like my MOPS friend, many of the
objections are grounded in people’s perceptions of what they
read: “The author implies. " or “We can deduce that

n

Theologians play an extremely important role in protecting
truth. But sometimes they can get so committed to their
understanding of biblical truth, to their “box,” that they
perceive anything outside the box as wrong. As one wise
seminarian told me, “We need theologians. But we also need
people who can think outside the box, who are able to present
the gospel and the truths of the Bible in ways people can get.
And those two groups of people usually drive each other
crazy.”

I believe much of the controversy about The Shack is because
people’s understanding of the book is crashing into their
current understanding of theology. There are people who loved
the book, as well as people who are critical of and hostile
toward the book, who all love the Lord and love His word. It’s
a lot like the in-house debate about the age of the earth:
there are old-earth and young-earth believers who are all



fully committed to the Word of God as truth, who disagree on
this issue. Unfortunately, as with the age of the earth
debate, there is some mud-slinging toward those who disagree.
In both arguments, some people have lost sight of the call to
“be diligent to preserve the unity of the Spirit in the bond
of peace” (Ephesians 4:3). Paul Young is a fellow brother in
the Lord. He loves the Father, Jesus and the Holy Spirit, and
He loves the Word of God. He loves the bride of Christ, the
church. I think that’'s important.

I recently learned that someone with a Ph.D. in theology was
warned of the controversy about The Shack. “Controversies
don’t bother me,” this wise believer said. “I remember when
C.S. Lewis was scheduled to speak at a church in New Haven
when we were at Yale. He was banned from the church because
The Screwtape Letters was too controversial. As with Lewis,
time will tell whether this book is a blip on the radar
screen, or if it has the hand of God on it.”

The night before I did a presentation on the book and the
controversy at my church, I tossed and turned much of the
night. I knew I would be presenting a perspective that 1is
diametrically opposed to many evangelicals’, and it troubled
me. As I prayed, “Lord, what’'s up with the furor over this
book? Give me Your perspective,” I believe He answered me: “He
doesn’t get everything right.” Ah. That makes sense. No, Paul
Young doesn’t get everything right, and I do see that. None of
us get everything right, but we don’t know what our blind
spots are and we don’t know what we get wrong. Many believers
seem to have confused the gospel with “getting your
theological beliefs right.” And not “getting everything right”
is a cardinal sin, which I am reminded of every time I get a
strong email urging me to repent of my wrong belief about this
“heretical” book. For the record, what I got from the Lord is
that He knows Paul Young doesn’t get everything right, and
He's using the book to draw millions to Himself anyway. I
think there’s something to be said for that.
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“As an Ex-Mormon, How Do I
Find a Church That’s Not a
Cult?”

I was raised a Mormon, I now know it is a cult and totally
wrong. I am Christian now. I am having difficulty finding a
church I can go to as I am afraid of being sucked into another
cult.

Many have asked for guidelines regarding what church they
should or should not join, as well as how to recognize a cult.
The question might be expanded to include a broader spectrum
of religious organizations. This range could include churches
that are both orthodox and healthy, orthodox but unhealthy,
pseudo Christian cults, and finally organizations that claim a
completely different religious tradition. The progression
might look something like this:

Orthodox & Healthy - Orthodox & Abusive - Cult (Christian) -
World Religion (Other religious traditions)

The goal would be to attend churches that are both orthodox in
their theology and that are governed by a group of men who
model a Christ-like form of servant leadership. There should
be a healthy balance between building up believers and sending
them out to serve and reach the world. Churches can often
become unhealthy when they have a completely inward
perspective. Unfortunately, there are churches with orthodox
theology that become abusive due to leadership that is either
immature or that chooses to lead in a manipulative and abusive
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manner. This can happen when a pastor lacks significant
oversight by a competent board of elders/deacons or when men
who are not good candidates become elders/deacons and hire a
young or inexperienced pastor.

The term orthodox basically means to conform to tradition. In
this case we are referring to the tradition or teaching of
Christ'’s apostles as found in the Bible. Some have defined it
as what all Christians everywhere have believed. The first
seven ecumenical councils of the church established
Christianity’s theology regarding the nature of God and the
person of Christ. These beliefs are a good test for orthodoxy.
In general, Christians believe that there is one God who has
revealed himself in three persons, Father, Son and Spirit (one
essence, three persons). Jesus Christ is both fully God and
fully man, and has been co-equal with the Father since
eternity past. It has also believed that the death of Jesus
Christ is the only atonement for sin.

A pseudo-Christian cult usually denies the deity of Christ or
his humanity (Gnostics). As you know, Mormonism denies the
trinity, claiming that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are
three separate gods with a similar or united purpose. There 1is
much more that could be said about each movement (Mormons,
JW’s) but you can check our articles on the web for that info.
Ron Rhodes defines a cult in one of his books in this manner:

A cult may be defined from both a sociological and a
theological perspective. Sociologically speaking, a cult is a
religious or semireligious sect or group whose members are
controlled or dominated almost entirely by a single
individual or organization. A sociological definition of a
cult generally includes (but is not limited to) the
authoritarian, manipulative, and sometimes communal features
of cults. In this type of cult, converts are sometimes cut
off from all former associations, 1including their own
families. The Hare Krishnas, The Family (“Children of God”),
and Sun Myung Moon’s Unification Church are examples of this



kind of cult.

Theologically speaking, a cult is a religious group that
claims to be Christian but in fact denies one or more of the
essential doctrines of historic, orthodox Christianity (as
defined in the major historic creeds of Christianity). Such
groups deny or distort essential Christian doctrines such as
the deity of Christ, the personality and deity of the Holy
Spirit, the Trinity, and salvation by grace through faith
alone. Cults that fall into this category include the Mormons
and Jehovah’s Witnesses. [Ron Rhodes, The Culting of America,
p. 5)

I hope that you find this helpful.
Don Closson

© 2007 Probe Ministries

Islam and Political
Correctness

All of us are trying to learn more about Islam, but sometimes
political correctness has clouded our thinking about Islam.
Are Jesus and Muhammad the same? Is Islam a religion of peace?
Do Christians and Muslims worship the same God? Kerby Anderson
looks at some of these politically correct beliefs.

Muhammad and Islam

Nearly everyone can remember what they were doing on September
11, 2001. That fateful day affected all of us and certainly
increased our desire to know more about Islam. In the years
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following, we have all learned more about the world’s second
largest religion. But sometimes, political correctness has
clouded clear thinking about Islam.

We hear that “Islam is a religion of peace.” Some even say,
“The God of Islam is the same God as the God of the Jews and
the Christians.” So what is the truth about these statements
about Islam?

I want to look at some of these statements and provide a
biblically-based response. We need to know the facts about
Islam and this current war on terror.

The first statement we will address is often heard in religion
classes on college campuses. That is that “Muhammad is like
every other religious founder.” This simply is not the case.
For example, nearly every major religion in the world teaches
a variation of the Golden Rule: Do unto others as you would
have them do unto you.

Islam does not have a Golden Rule. Instead, it makes very
definite distinctions in the way Muslims are to treat
believers and unbelievers. The latter are called infidels and
are often treated harshly or killed. This religious
perspective is very different from other religions.

For a moment, let’s compare Jesus and Muhammad. Muslims
believe that Muhammad is the final prophet from Allah. He 1is
referred to as the “seal of the prophets” (Sura 33:40). But
while he is revered as the greatest of the prophets, most do
not teach that he was sinless. The Qur’'an does not make the
claim that he was sinless, and there are passages that teach
that Muhammad was a man like us (Sura 18:110) and that Allah
told Muhammad that he must repent of his sins (Sura 40:55).

By contrast, Jesus claimed to be God and claimed to have the
powers and authority that only God could possess. The New
Testament provides eyewitness accounts or records of
eyewitness accounts of the claims that Jesus made and the
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miracles he performed. Moreover, the New Testament teaches
that Jesus Christ lived a perfect and sinless life (2 Cor.
5:21).

Muhammad’s every action is to be imitated by Muslims. His life
is a model for these believers. Some Muslims even avoid eating
food that Muhammad avoided or never was able to eat. In fact,
Muhammad is so revered by Muslims that no perceived criticism
upon him or even his likeness (e.g., through a cartoon) may be
allowed.

Muhammad also taught that Muslims are to fight in the cause of
Allah (Sura 4:76) and fight against the unbelievers (Sura
9:123). By contrast, Jesus taught that Christians are to love
their enemies (Matt. 5:44) and turn the other cheek (Matt.
5:39).

In conclusion, we can see that the life of Muhammad 1is
different from many of the other founders of religion.
Moreover, the life of Muhammad and the life of Jesus Christ
are very different.

Islam: A Religion of Peace?

One politically correct phrase that is often repeated is that
“Islam is a religion of peace.” While it is true that many
Muslims are peace-loving, is it also true that Islam is a
religion of peace? To answer that question, it is important to
understand the meaning of jihad.

The word jihad is actually the noun of the Arabic verb jahidi,
which means to “strive hard.” This verse is an example: “0
Prophet! Strive hard against the unbelievers and the
hypocrites, and be firm against them. Their abode is Hell, and
evil refuge indeed” (Sura 9:73).

Although some Muslims understand this striving to be merely
intellectual and philosophical, the usual translation of jihad



involves a holy war. That has been the traditional
interpretation since the time of Muhammad.

Jihad was to be waged on the battlefield. Sura 47:4 says,
“When you meet the unbelievers in the battlefield, strike off
their heads and, when you have laid them low, bind your
captives firmly.” Sura 9:5 says, “Fight and slay the pagans
wherever you find them, and seize them, beleager them, and lie
in wait for them in every stratagem.”

Consider some of these other passages concerning jihad.
Faithful Muslims wage jihad against unbelievers: “0 ye who
believe! Fight the unbelievers who gird you about, and let
them find firmness in you; and know that Allah is with those
who fear Him” (Sura 9:123).

Muslims are also to wage jihad not only against unbelievers
but against those who have strayed from the faith: “Prophet,
make war on the unbelievers and the hypocrites and deal
rigorously with them. Hell shall be their home: and evil fate”
(Sura 9:73).

Another way to understand the term “jihad” is to look at the
historical context. After Muhammad’s success in the Battle of
Badr, he set forth various principles of warfare. For example,
according to Sura 9:29, jihad is a religious duty. He taught
in Sura 9:111 that martyrdom in jihad is the highest good and
guarantees salvation. Sura 9:5 says that Muslims engaged in
jihad should not show tolerance toward unbelievers. And acts
of terrorism are justified in Sura 8:12.

While it may be true that there are peaceful Muslims, it is
not true that Islam has always been a peaceful religion. The
teaching of jihad and the current interpretation by radical
Muslims of this concept can easily be seen in the acts of
terrorism around the world.



The Qur’an and the Bible are Both Violent
Books

Whenever verses of the sword from the Qur’an are quoted, you
can be sure that someone will quickly point out that the 0ld
Testament calls for violence. But are these two books morally
equivalent? Let’s look at some of these passages and see.

The Qur’an calls for jihad against the unbelievers (or
infidels). Sura 9:5 says, “Fight and slay the pagans wherever
you find them, and seize them, beleager them, and lie in wait
for them in every stratagem.”

Sura 9:29 says, “Fight those who believe not in Allah nor the
Last Day, nor hold that forbidden which hath been forbidden by
Allah and His Prophet, nor acknowledge the religion of Truth,
(even if they are) of the People of the Book, until they pay
the jizyah [per capita tax imposed on non-Muslim adult males]
with willing submission, and feel themselves subdued.”

Sura 47:4-7 says, “When you meet unbelievers, smite their
necks, then, when you have made wide slaughter among them, tie
fast the bonds; then set them free, either by grace or ransom,
till the war lays down its loads..And those who are slain in
the way of God, He will not send their works astray. He will
guide them, and dispose their minds aright, and He will admit
them to Paradise, that He has made known to them.”

In the 0ld Testament, you have a call for military action
against specific groups. Deuteronomy 7:1-2 says, “When the
Lord your God brings you into the land where you are entering
to possess it, and clears away many nations before you, the
Hittites and the Girgashites and the Amorites and the
Canaanites and the Perizzites and the Hivites and the
Jebusites, seven nations greater and stronger than you, and
when the Lord your God delivers them before you and you defeat
them, then you shall utterly destroy them. You shall make no
covenant with them and show no favor to them.”



1 Samuel 15:2-3 says, “Thus says the Lord of hosts, I will
punish Amalek for what he did to Israel, how he set himself
against him on the way while he was coming up from Egypt. Now
go and strike Amalek and utterly destroy all that he has, and
do not spare him; but put to death both man and woman, child
and infant, ox and sheep, camel and donkey.”

While there are some similarities, notice the difference. In
the 0ld Testament, there was a direct and specific command to
fight against a particular group of people. These passages do
not apply to you unless you are a Hittite, Girgashite,
Amorite, Canaanite, Perizzite, Hivite, Jebusite, or Amalekite.
These commands given during the 0ld Testament theocracy apply
only to those people at that time.

However, the passages in the Qur’an apply to all unbelievers
at all times. Notice that there is no time limit on these
universally binding commands to all Muslims at all times.

No Christian leader is calling for a Holy War against
infidels. But many Muslim leaders cite the Qur’an for that
very action. Osama bin Laden, for example, quotes many of
these verses of the sword just cited within his various fatwas
[legal pronouncement].

And contrast this with the New Testament which calls for
believers to love their enemies (Matt. 5:44) and turn the
other cheek (Matt. 5:39). In conclusion, the Bible and the
Qur’an are very different in regard in calling to an act of
violence.

Do Christians and Muslims Worship the
Same God?

One politically correct phrase that is often repeated is that
“Christians and Muslims worship the same God.” It 1is
understandable that people might say that. Both Islam and



Christianity are monotheistic, even though a foundational
difference is the Christian belief in the trinity.

Certainly the most foundational doctrine in Islam 1is
monotheism. This doctrine is encapsulated in the creed: “There
is no God but Allah, and Muhammad is the prophet of Allah.”
And not only is it a creed, it is a statement of faith that
routinely heard from the lips of every faithful Muslim. It the
creed by which every Muslim is called to prayer five times a
day.

Because of this strong emphasis on monotheism, Muslims reject
the idea that God could be more than one person or that God
could have a partner. The Qur’an teaches that Allah is one God
and the same God for all people. Anyone who does not believe
this is gquilty of the sin of shirk. This is the quintessential
sin in Islam. According to Islam, God cannot have a partner
and cannot be joined together in the Godhead with other
persons. Muslims therefore reject the Christian idea of the
Trinity.

Muslims and Christians also differ in their understanding of
the nature and character of God. The God of the Bible 1is
knowable. Jesus came into the world that we might know God
(John 17:3).

Islam teaches a very different view of God. Allah 1is
transcendent and distant. He is separate from His creation. He
is exalted and far removed from mankind. While we may know His
will, we cannot know Him personally. In fact, there is very
little written about the character of God. Allah is the
creator and sustainer of the creation, but He is also
unknowable. No person can ever personally know and have a
relationship with Allah. Instead, humans are to be in total
submission to the will of Allah.

Moreover, Allah does not personally enter into human history.
Instead, he deals with the world through His word (the



Qur’an), through His prophets (such as Muhammad), and through
angels (such as Gabriel).

If you ask a Muslim to describe Allah, most likely they will
recite to you a key passage that lists some of the names of
God (Sura 59). The Qur’'an requires that God be called by these
“beautiful names.” This passage describes him as Most
Gracious, Most Merciful, The Sovereign, The Holy One, The
Guardian of Faith, The Preserver of Safety, The Exalted in
Might, etc.

Finally, a Christian and Muslim perspective on God’'s love 1is
also very different. Christians begin with the belief that
“God so loved the world” (John 3:16). By contrast, Muslims
grow up hearing about all the people Allah does not love. Sura
2:190 says, “For Allah loves not transgressors.” Sura 3:32
says, “Allah loves not the unbelievers.” And Sura 3:57 says,
“For Allah loves not the evildoers.”

In conclusion, we can see that Christians and Muslims do not
worship the same God.

Are the Bible and Qur’an the Same?

A student in a university religion class may hear that all
religions are basically the same. They only differ on minor
details. This leads some to argue that the Bible and the
Qur'an are compatible teachings. This is not true and is a
disservice to both Islam and Christianity.

We should acknowledge the few similarities. Both the Bible and
the Qur’an claim to be divine revelation. And both books claim
to have been accurately preserved through the centuries.

But it is also true that the Bible and the Qur’an disagree
with one another on major issues. The two books make
contradictory claims about God, Jesus, salvation, and biblical
history. Both claims cannot be true. They both could be false,



but they cannot both be true because the accounts contradict
each other. Here are just a few examples of these
contradictions:

= The Qur’an teaches (Sura 5:116) that Christians worship
three gods: the Father, the Mother (Mary) and the Son
(Jesus). But the Bible actually teaches that there 1is
one God in three persons (the Trinity).

= Muslims say that Abraham was going to sacrifice Ishmael,
while the Bible teaches that Abraham was going to
sacrifice Isaac.

 The Qur’an teaches (Sura 4:157) that Jesus was not
crucified. The Bible teaches that Jesus Christ was
crucified on a cross.

Before we conclude, we should also mention that many of the
statements in the Qur’an are also at odds with historical
facts that can be verified through historical accounts.

» The Qur’an says (Sura 20:85-97) that the Samaritans
tricked the Israelites at the Exodus and were the ones
who built the golden calf. For the record, the word
Samaritan wasn’t even used until 722 B.C. which 1is
several hundred years after the Exodus.

» The Qur’an also states (Sura 18:89-98) that Alexander
the Great was a Muslim who worshiped Allah. Alexander
lived from 356 B.C. to 323 B.C. which was hundreds of
years before Muhammad proclaimed his revelation which
became the religion of Islam.

In conclusion, we can see that the Bible and the Qur'’'an are
not the same and do not have compatible teachings.
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The Emerging Church

Introduction

The church, both local and universal, is always influenced by
the culture in which it resides. As a result, churches 1in
America have gone through changes that correspond to changes
in the American culture. Some of the changes are innocuous and
are seen as suitable by almost everyone; air conditioning and
indoor plumbing come to mind. Other changes can be more
controversial such as musical genre, the use of multimedia,
and especially preaching styles and content. The challenge for
churches is to determine what changes are acceptable and what
changes compromise the message of the gospel.

A growing list of influential thinkers and pastors argue that
the postmodern era in which we live mandates a significant
change in how believers do church. This movement has come to
be known as the emerging church and has acquired a
considerable following as evidenced both by the number of
conferences held on the subject and by the numerous Web sites
devoted to the issue. The leaders of this movement have
written and spoken at length regarding the necessity for
change and have enumerated the types of changes that the
church needs to make to survive and thrive in the years to
come.

The difficulty for outsiders trying to weigh their arguments
begins with trying to define the changes that have occurred in
our postmodern culture. Postmodernity is horribly difficult to
define. Some see it as a loss of modernity’s confidence in
science and technology; others see it as something much
deeper. One emerging church Web site uses a definition written
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by an English professor at a major university who writes that
“Postmodernism . . . doesn’t lament the idea of fragmentation,
provisionality, or incoherence, but rather celebrates that.
The world is meaningless? Let’s not pretend that art can make
meaning then, let’s just play with nonsense.”{1}

Postmodernity is primarily an argument or protest against
modernist attitudes and truth claims. The emerging church has
picked up this protest by rejecting traditional ideas of
authority, certainty, and rationality. Instead its emphasis 1is
on what it calls authenticity. Feelings and affections matter
more than logic and reason, one’s experience more than
propositional truth claims, and inclusion more than exclusion.

Brian McLaren is a leader among those who argue that radical
change must come to the church or else our culture will deem
it irrelevant. He writes, “Either Christianity itself 1is
flawed, failing, [and] untrue, or our modern, Western,
commercialized, industrial-strength version of it is in need
of a fresh look, a serious revision.”{2}

In this article we will consider what is good, what is not so
good, and what is dangerous to the gospel of Christ in this
church reform movement known as the emerging church.

What’s Good About the Emerging Church?

If the emerging church is anything, it’s sensitive to the
culture around it. Its leaders are thoughtfully engaged in
responding to what they believe are dramatic changes in our
society. These changes include the rapid increase in ethnic
and religious diversity and the arrival of instant local and
global communication. At the same time, Western civilization
has experienced a dramatic decrease in biblical literacy.

The leadership of the emerging church argues against those who
are tempted to respond to these changes by clinging to a
narrowly defined church tradition. They believe that



idealizing a past era and allowing nostalgia to replace the
hard work of contextualizing Christianity for today’s
realities would be a mistake. Instead, we should discover how
best to communicate the gospel to our increasingly postmodern
world. In his book Becoming Conversant with the Emerging
Church, D. A. Carson writes that “this is far more commendable
than a cultural conservatism that acts as if the culture with
which we are most comfortable (usually the one in which we
grew up) 1s the only culture acceptable to thinking
Christians, and perhaps to God himself.”{3}

As I noted earlier, a key emphasis of the emerging church 1is
authenticity. It argues that modernity has brought the church
an unnecessary and unhealthy desire for absolute theological
certainty which has led to an unbalanced focus on the
theological propositions held by believers rather than on
living an authentic Christian life. It has also led to a lack
of humility regarding the 1limitations of language to
communicate the mysteries of God’'s person and rule. The drive
for theological precision has left the church divided and worn
out, unable to offer the world a clear picture of the kingdom
of God.

The emerging church is responding to what it perceives to be a
lack of authenticity in our worship and Christian life 1in
general. They would agree with Carson who writes, “Sermons are
filled with clichés. There is little intensity in confession,
little joy in absolution, little delight in the gospel, little
passion for the truth, little compassion for others, little
humility in our evaluations, [and] little love in our dealings
with others.”{4}

It has also rightly stressed the importance of community.
Modernity offered a picture of human nature that highlighted
the heroic individual. However, the Bible begins with a
relational Trinity-God the Father, Jesus the Son, and the Holy
Spirit—and sets the New Testament believer within the
community of the church including all the “one another”



admonitions given by its inspired authors.

The world is watching to see this community in action. As
Stanley Grenz writes, “Members of the next generation are
often unimpressed by our verbal presentations of the gospel.
What they want to see is a people who live out the gospel in
wholesome, authentic, and healing relationships.”{5}

Concerns About the Emerging Church

Among the many concerns that have been written about the
emerging church, we will focus primarily on just two issues.
The first is its one-dimensional portrayal of the modern era,
usually seen as the time period between the Enlightenment and
the late 1900s, and the other is its teaching regarding what
we can confidently know as believers.

Some argue that the emerging church uses an incomplete
description of the modern era and its impact on the church to
build its case. D. A. Carson writes that the movement’s
“distortion of modernism extends, in the case of some emerging
church thinkers, to a distortion of confessional Christianity
under modernism.”{6} Emerging church leaders paint a picture
of the church in the modern era as having given in to the
rationalistic excesses of the times. By doing so, they argue,
it is guilty of committing the sin of absolutism, leading to
an arrogance that resulted in a cold, emotionless orthodoxy.
Drained of any passion, the church in the modern era became a
shadow of what it should be. Although there are times where
this in fact happened, the modern era is far too complex to
reduce it, or the manifestation of the church in it, to such a
simple portrayal.

Without going into too many of the names and ideas involved,
it must be noted that the modern period has not been a
monolith of science and reason. From Rousseau to Nietzsche,
many have challenged the mechanistic model presented by



Enlightenment thinkers and offered a different view of reality
and human nature. These ideas also impacted the church during
this so called “modern” era. While many sought a more
scientific faith and utilized the new tools of science to
justify Christianity, others followed the 1lead of Sgren
Kierkegaard towards a more existential Christian life.

In its attack against modernism, the emerging church has
condemned confessional Christianity as too abstract and
rationalistic. Carefully constructed theologies, and those who
build them, are set against a faith comprised of stories,
proverbs, and mystery. Often, it is presented as one or the
other, no compromise being possible. But is this necessarily
the case? C. S. Lewis 1is one example of a Christian who
defended the faith in formal, rational debates, and yet
understood the power of story and the imagination.

The Problem of Knowing

This leads us into the second area of concern regarding the
emerging church. How much knowledge about God, the human
condition and salvation can we confidently possess? This
question is directly tied to our concept of revelation. Do we
have revealed propositional truth in Scripture, truth that can
be understood and communicated, even cross-culturally, or are
we limited to the emotions and relationships that only result
from a personal encounter with God?

The most important criticism of the emerging church 1s 1its
application of postmodern epistemology. Epistemology is the
part of philosophy that asks, “How do you know that,” or “How
do we know anything at all?”. Some in the emerging church
movement have endorsed an extreme version of postmodern
epistemology that creates an either/or view of knowledge that
can be very manipulative.

First, they set the standard for knowing something to be true



unreasonably high. They claim that either we know something
exhaustively, even omnisciently as God knows it, or else our
partial knowledge can only be personal knowledge, more like an
opinion rather than something that can be binding on others as
well. Even worse, they argue that we have no means of testing
to see how close what we think is true actually corresponds
with reality itself. Since few of us would claim to have God’s
perspective or knowledge on an issue, they argue that we must
admit that everything we claim to know is only a very limited
personal perspective on the truth. In addition, what little we
think we know is highly impacted, some say completely
constructed, by the social group we participate 1in as
individuals.

What this viewpoint does is make it impossible for anyone to
claim that he or she knows something objectively, and that
this objective knowledge is true or valid for everyone
everywhere. If knowledge can only be personal knowledge, then
the phrase “it might be true for you, but not for me” becomes
reality for everyone and for every topic.

There are other ways of thinking about what we know that sets
the standard for knowing lower and yet maintains the sense of
postmodern humility that is attractive to many.

One suggestion is called the “fusion of horizons” model of
knowledge. Just like everyone’s view of the horizon is
slightly different, everyone'’s understanding of an event or
idea 1is slightly different because it'’s filtered through a
person’s experiences and perspective. For example, let'’s
consider the case of a twenty-first century biblically
illiterate person trying to understand Paul’s message 1in
Romans.{7} At first, there will be little overlap in how she
and Paul understand the world. But what if she read the rest
of the Bible, learned Greek, attended Bible studies, and read
books about the first century Roman culture? Her understanding
will never be exactly the same as Paul’s, but slowly she will
get closer and closer to his world and develop a clearer



picture of what Paul was attempting to communicate. She may
choose to disagree with Paul, but she will understand him.

If this were not true, it would make little sense when Paul
writes in 2 Corinthians, “For we do not write you anything you
cannot read or understand.” The strong postmodern view of
knowledge leaves us little hope that the knowledge of the
gospel can be heard and understood.

Summary

Leaders of the emerging church argue that Christianity must
focus more on authenticity and relationships and less on
propositional truth or it will become irrelevant and
ineffective. But 1is the focus on relationships and
authenticity necessarily antithetical to propositional truth?
Other church reform movements in America have worked to renew
the church’s emphasis on building community and authentic
worship without sacrificing truth along the way.

The Jesus People U.S.A. attracted a wide following in the 70’s
because of their emphasis on relationships, commitment to
communal living, and the rejection of what they perceived to
be an overly materialistic culture. Although the movement
included some fringe ideas, it has become part of the
evangelical mainstream over the years and given churches
another example of how to impact the culture with biblical
truth.

Another significant movement, also driven by the need for
authenticity and community, is the Fellowship Bible church
movement of the ‘80s and ‘90s. Gene Getz’s 1975 book
Sharpening the Focus of the Church gave an argument for
grounding the activities of 1local congregations on the
functions of the early church rather than on their forms. His
thesis is that while the second chapter of Acts clearly
communicates the critical functions of the church, the New



Testament allows considerable freedom regarding how those
functions are carried out. Getz'’'s attempt to discover the
purpose of the church through what he calls the threefold lens
of Scripture, history, and culture resulted in a movement that
has spanned the globe and helped to shift the focus of local
worship towards intimacy within small groups and authentic
worship. At the time, his use of various audio/visual tools
for teaching from the pulpit and meeting in non-traditional
facilities seemed quite radical. But his ultimate goal was for
believers to break away from the calcified forms of doing
church and to experience the fellowship and community that can
be generated when we take all of the “one-another’s” of
Scripture seriously.

Another important contributor to this discussion was Francis
Schaeffer. His book The Church at the End of the Twentieth
Century asked us to discern the difference between the
functions of the church that are listed in Scripture and the
forms that are used in different cultural settings. He wrote,
“In a rapidly changing age like ours, an age of total upheaval
like ours, to make non-absolutes absolute guarantees both
isolation and the death of the institutional, organized
church.”{8} Schaeffer had a huge impact on the baby boomer
generation without sacrificing the truth claims of Scripture.

Hopefully, the emerging church will find a place next to these
past reform movements as it gathers attention and matures.
However, if it continues to de-emphasize sound doctrine, it
will find itself to be irrelevant and ineffective.
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“How Do You Answer the Claim
That Jesus Was 100% Man
Emptying Himself of God?”

I recently heard a pastor speak about some things that really
bothered me. First, he said that Jesus was 100 percent man
that emptied himself of God. He said that the miracle of God
becoming man would not be taken away if you do not believe
this. His term was, “Jesus was 100% man that was God.” He also
threw in the comment that Jesus and the Father are one, not as
in the Trinity but that Jesus was God and for instance in the
garden when He was praying, He was praying to Himself. He also
believed that in the temple when Jesus was young, when it says
he grew in wisdom and stature that means he was learning,
hence that he did not know everything.

Secondly-he does not believe that the serpent in the garden
was Satan. He actually seemed that he didn’t believe that
there is a Satan. He used the meaning of Satan as tempter and
not an actual creature. This has really been bothering me and
I would like your answers and some advice in where to study
this myself.
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Thanks for your letter. It sounds like you have some good
reasons to be concerned about the pastor. The orthodox
doctrine of Christ holds that Jesus was fully God and fully
man. He was not a man who “emptied Himself” of God, for in
that case He would no longer be divine. What Philippians
2:5-11 rather tells us, I think, is that He “emptied Himself”
by becoming human and temporarily (and voluntarily) giving up
the independent exercise of His divine attributes. Jesus was
fully God, but He voluntarily submitted, for a limited time,
to a limitation in the independent exercise of His divine
attributes (e.g. omniscience, omnipresence, etc.). Jesus could
still exercise these attributes, but only insofar as it was
consistent with the Father’s will during His earthly sojourn.
This, I think, is a better explanation of Philippians 2:5-11.

A good analogy is to imagine the world’s fastest sprinter
running in a three-legged race. He would voluntarily restrict
and limit himself for a time, but even while running much more
slowly than he was capable of, he never stops being the
world’s fastest sprinter. Jesus never stopped being divine
even while He voluntarily 1limited Himself concerning His
omniscience, His omnipresence, His omnipotence, etc.

In the garden of Gethsemane, Jesus prayed to the Father.
Christian orthodoxy believes in the Trinity. God is one 1in
essence, but subsists as three distinct Persons. The Father 1is
not the Son and neither are the Holy Spirit. Rather, each is a
distinct Person, but all share mysteriously in the One divine
essence. This pastor sounds like he rejects Trinitarianism, or
holds to some form of what is known as “modalism.” Some people
have described modalism as “the swapping hats” theory: God
swaps out the Father hat for the Son hat or the Holy Spirit
hat, depending on who He wants to “be” at any given moment.
According to orthodox Christianity, rejecting the Trinity or
embracing modalism are heretical viewpoints.

Your pastor is correct, however, to say that Jesus grew in
knowledge. But He did so as a human being. As God, He is all-
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knowing. However, as I said above, in the incarnation Jesus
voluntarily surrendered the independent exercise of His divine
attributes. Jesus Himself confessed that there were some
things that He did not know during His time on earth; see Mark
13:32; etc.

Finally, while it is certainly true that Genesis 3 does not
identify the serpent with Satan, this identification does seem
to be made explicitly in Revelation 12:9. Also, a careful
study of what the Bible teaches about Satan reveals that
personal attributes are consistently applied to him. The Bible
views Satan as a personal being, not as a metaphor for
temptation, etc.

Hope this helps a bit. If you would like more information
about biblical and theological issues, please visit The
Biblical Studies Foundation website at Netbible.org. They have
lots of great information about the Bible.

Shalom,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries
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The Worldview of Star Wars -
A Christian Evaluation

Dr. Zukeran takes a critical, balanced view of this popular
movie series to help us understand the worldview it presents
in light of a biblical worldview. From a Christian
perspective, he points out the positive themes of the movies
presented from a pantheistic worldview. We can use these
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movies to generate conversations about the differences between
the worldview of Star Wars and a genuinely Christian
worldview.

George Lucas

The Star Wars series has come to a climatic finale. Many of us
can still remember the year 1977 when people stood in long
lines at theaters several blocks long. It was not uncommon to
hear of individuals who returned to see the movie, some over a
dozen times. Few movies have generated the same excitement and
following as this series. Through its production, special
effects, and cinematography, Star Wars had a tremendous impact
on the arts, setting a new standard for the movie industry.

Not only did Star Wars have an impact on the entertainment
industry, it also opened our eyes to the worldview of
pantheism. Pantheism comes from the Greek word “pan” meaning
all and “theism” meaning God. It is the belief that the
impersonal God is one essence with the universe. God inhabits
all things. The universe is God and God is the universe. In
other words, God is not separate from the universe but 1is
contained within it. This worldview lies at the foundation of
most Hindu, Buddhist, and New Age religions. This worldview
gained popularity in the sixties, at a time when Eastern ideas
began to enter the West. It drew public attention through
celebrities such as The Beatles and Shirley McClain who
embraced the teachings of the Eastern religions. Star Wars,
with 1its success, continues to stir interest in the ideas of
pantheism.

a

George Lucas borrowed themes from several religions and
ancient myths in creating the story line for Star Wars. Lucas
was not intending to introduce or promote a particular
religion in his movie. However, he wanted young people to
think about spiritual issues and the big questions about life.
He created his movies to “ make young people think about
the mystery. Not to say, ‘Here’s the answer.’ It’s to say,



‘Think about this for a second. Is there a God? What does God
look like? What does God sound like? What does God feel like?
How do we relate to God?’' Just getting young people to think
at that level is what I’'ve been trying to do in the films.
What eventual manifestation that takes place in terms of how
they describe their God, what form their faith takes, is not
the point of the movie.”{1}

George Lucas should be commended in his desire to inspire
people to wrestle with such issues. This 1is a movie rich in
theology and deep in philosophical ideas that are sure to
generate some profitable discussions. C.S. Lewis, J.R.
Tolkien, and Fydor Dostoevsky, in their classical fiction
writings, presented answers to life’s questions from a
theistic worldview. In Star Wars, Lucas has accomplished a
similar classic work presenting answers to life’s questions
from a pantheistic worldview. For this reason Star Wars is a
fun movie that is full of theological ideas.

In the following sections, we will examine how Lucas’
pantheistic worldview is illustrated in Star Wars, and present
a biblical critique of this fine movie series.

The Worldview of Pantheism

What are some of the major tenets of pantheism?

First, there is the concept of monism, the notion that all
things are essentially of the same nature or essence. In other
words, God is the universe; he 1is not separate from the
universe but is contained within it. The universe is eternal
and flows out of the divine. Therefore, creation is ex deo
(out of God), meaning out of the hands of God. The Greek
philosopher Plotinus stated that everything flows from God, be
it life or flower from a seed. Good and evil, light and
darkness all flow out of God.

Pantheists also believe in the absence of a divine personal



being who created the universe. Instead, they attest to a
divine essence, an impersonal force, a cosmic energy that
flows throughout all things in the universe. This energy is
called “the One,” “the divine,” “Chi,” or “Brahma.” In Star
Wars, it is called the Force.

Following their logic, if all is one in essence, all 1is
divine. Hence, God and man are of the same essence, so man is
essentially divine. Here is an illustration. God is the large
ocean and we are all drops in that ocean. As a drop of water
from a rain cloud must make its journey to unite with the
ocean, so every individual must make their journey to become
one with the divine. Spiritual guru Deepak Chopra writes,
“Your body is not separate from the universe, because at
quantum mechanical levels there are no well-defined edges. You
are like a wiggle, a wave, a fluctuation, a convolution, a
whirlpool, a localized disturbance in the larger quantum
field. The larger quantum field — the universe — 1s your
extended body.”{2} He also states, “In reality we are divinity
in disgquise, and gods and goddesses in embryo that are
contained within us seek to be fully materialized. True
success therefore is the experience of the miraculous. It is
the unfolding of the divinity within us.”{3}

Since we are divine, true knowledge is attained by awakening
the god within through an experience known as enlightenment.
The One or the divine is not understood through the senses or
rational thinking but by mystical union which is beyond the
conscious self. This union comes through various means such as
meditation, yoga, and channeling, among others. The process
includes letting go of our conscious self and reaching out
with our emotions.

The ultimate destiny of man is to become absorbed into the
divine. All individuals are involved in an endless cycle of
reincarnation until they attain enlightenment and eventually
break the cycle of reincarnation to be absorbed into the
divine. These are some of the basic teachings of pantheism



that are depicted in Star Wars.

God and The Force

George Lucas stated that he wanted Star Wars to inspire young
people to ask spiritual questions about God. In Star Wars, the
idea of God is found in the Force. Lucas states, “I put the
Force into the movie in order to try to awaken a certain kind
of spirituality in young people — more a belief in God than a
belief in any particular religious system.”{4} Master Jedi Obi
Won Kenobi first introduces us to the Force in 1977. Sitting
in his desert hut, Obi Won explains to Luke Skywalker the
nature of the Force. He states, “The Force is what gives the
Jedi his power. It is an energy field created by all living
things. It surrounds us, penetrates us, it binds the galaxy
together.” The Jedi Knights and their adversaries the Siths
use this cosmic energy to perform supernatural feats.

The Force reflects one of the main tenets of the pantheistic
worldview, the concept of monism, that all is in essence one.
The Force is not a personal being. It is an impersonal energy
that is made up of and resides in all 1living things.
Therefore, all of life has the spark of divinity because all
is essentially one unified entity.

George Lucas borrows a lot of his ideas from Eastern
pantheistic religions. Chinese religions such as Taoism teach
that this cosmic energy is called the Chi Force. Chi flows
through all living things, and therefore the powers of the
universe reside in each individual. Through meditation, yoga,
and other techniques of altering one’s consciousness, one can
master this energy within and perform supernatural feats.

Some Christians have mistakenly equated the Force with the
Holy Spirit; however, there are several major differences.
First, the Force is an impersonal energy field while the Holy
Spirit is a personal being, the third member of the Trinity.



He has a personality, intelligence, and will. Second, the
Force is made up of all living things in the universe while
the Holy Spirit is not contained in the universe. The Holy
Spirit 1is an eternal being who was involved in creating the
universe out of nothing (Genesis 1). Being God, the Holy
Spirit is involved in the universe but He is not contained in
the universe and exists independent of living things. Third,
the Force can be manipulated by the Jedi who use it to
accomplish their will, but the Holy Spirit cannot be
manipulated by those He indwells. Instead He guides, teaches,
and empowers them to do the will of God the Father. Christians
do not master the Holy Spirit to accomplish their will, but
rather the Holy Spirit guides them to do His will. Finally,
the Force has a good side and a dark side which exist in a
state of balance while the Holy Spirit has no dark or evil
side but only the attributes consistent with a holy and good
God.

Salvation

The story of Star Wars centers on one figure, Anakin
Skywalker, who is identified by the master Jedi Qui Gon Gin as
the “chosen one.” Anakin’s birth was miraculous in that he was
born of a virgin and his body has a high level of
metachlorines. Qui Gon states that as the chosen one, Anakin
will restore the “balance of the Force,” a hope anticipated
throughout the entire series. What does Lucas mean by this
statement?

As stated previously, Lucas illustrates the teachings of the
pantheistic worldview throughout the movie series. He borrows
several concepts from Taoism, one of them being the idea of
restoring the balance of the force.

Taoism teaches that there are equal and opposing forces
throughout the universe that balance one another. This 1is
known as the yin/yang duality. Opposing forces such as



positive and negative energy, light and darkness, life and
death, have always been in a state of opposition. Neither side
has dominance over the other, but there is a balance of these
opposing forces. These forces are mutually dependent, and one
cannot be known apart from the other. When these forces are
not in balance, there is disharmony. When they exist in a
balance, there is harmony.

Every individual must accept and live in harmony with this
balance of opposing forces. When there is an imbalance of one
over the other in a person, there is disharmony in one’s life.
When disturbed, this balance must be restored in the
individual and in the world. Once balance is restored, harmony
and peace returns. Darkness, death, and evil, are never
defeated; they are only to be brought into balance with the
opposing forces of light, 1life, and goodness. In Star Wars,
the Force has two sides, a good side and a dark side.
Imbalance has occurred because one side, the dark side, has
become too pervasive and must be brought into balance by the
opposing force of good. The dark side 1is not to be defeated
permanently by the good but balance is to be restored to the
Force. This 1is the concept George Lucas presents throughout
the series.

In the Bible, the universe is not eternal but was created by
God from nothing. The original creation was good. Evil, death,
and suffering came as the result of the fall, which marred
creation. The conflict between light and darkness, life and
death, good and evil has not been an eternal struggle. The two
forces are also not equal and in a balance. The Bible teaches
that God is light, holy, good, and the life. He is not locked
in an eternal struggle with opposing forces. One day at His
appointed time, He will not bring balance but restoration to
the universe. This will occur when God judges the world,
defeats evil permanently, and establishes a new heaven and
earth where sin and its effects are no longer present.



The Jedi Masters

The heroes in the Star Wars are the Jedi Knights. These select
few individuals have mastered the Force and are powerful
warriors. They function as the guardians of peace in the
galactic empire and use their powers only in times of danger.
Where did Lucas get his idea for the Jedi?

In a Discovery Channel documentary entitled “The Science of
Star Wars,” Lucas reveals the source of his idea. Once again,
he borrows concepts from the pantheistic religions. Lucas
reveals that his idea came from studying the Shao-Lin monks of
China. The Shao-Lin monks are priests known for originating
and becoming the masters of the martial arts. Their fighting
skills were legendary throughout the land of China.

Not only are the Shao-Lin monks skillful fighters, they were
also men who mastered the use of the Chi force. As previously
mentioned, Chi is believed to be the cosmic energy that flows
through all things including individuals. The Shao-Lin monks
teach that through altering one’s consciousness in meditation
and other exercises, one can tap into the power of the Chi
resident in each individual and use it to perform superhuman
feats.

Using the Chi force, Shao-Lin monks believe they can deliver
punches and kicks with devastating force. They are also able
to withstand punishing blows from opponents and objects. Some
even believe a master can strike down an opponent without
physical contact by simply utilizing Chi energy.

In Star Wars, we see this parallel. The Jedi are dressed in
garments similar to the Shao-Lin monks, are headquartered at
the Temple, and are masters of the Force. Using the Force,
they are able to move objects, foresee future events,
manipulate people’s thoughts, and strike down opponents
without any physical contact. For the Jedi, truth 1is
ultimately found in their feelings. When questions arise, the



phrase among the Jedi is, “Search your feelings. What do they
tell you?” True knowledge for the Jedi is beyond the rational
and instead found in feelings and intuitions beyond the
rational mind. The Jedi are another example of Lucas’
pantheistic worldview.

There 1s much to like regarding the Jedi. They are noble
heroes who are self-sacrificing, disciplined, and courageous.
However, Christians should reject the idea of the Force that
is the power behind the Jedi. The Bible does not teach that
there is a cosmic energy or Chi that flows through objects and
individuals. Throughout their training, Jedi are taught to let
go of the conscious mind and reach out with their feelings.
Christians are taught to love God “with all your heart, with
all your soul and with all your mind” (Matthew 22:37).
Christians do not abandon their mind but develop it to
understand truth and God’s will (Romans 12:1-2). The mind and
heart work together through prayer, study of the Word, and
guidance of the Holy Spirit to discern truth and God’s will in
situations.

What Happens After Death?

What happens after death? This is another question George
Lucas hoped young people would ask as they viewed this series.
Star Wars presents an answer that once again reflects the
teaching of pantheism. Pantheism teaches that we are all in an
endless cycle of reincarnation until we attain enlightenment.
It is then that we escape this cycle and become one with the
divine meaning and become absorbed into the cosmic energy of
the universe.

In The Revenge of the Sith, Anakin Skywalker is haunted with
nightmares of his wife Padme dying at the birth of their
child. Tormented by this dream he seeks the counsel of Yoda,
the master of the Jedi. Yoda imparts to Anakin that death is a
natural part of the universe. In other words, we should accept



it without emotion. He adds that one should not grieve for
those who have died and become part of the Force. Anakin must
not become attached to things, including people, for
attachment to objects leads to jealousy and the dark side of
the Force. One must release all feelings from things, for it
is only then that one’s thinking will be clear.

Thus, in Star Wars those who die become absorbed into the
Force. We also learn that the Jedi are able to delay this
absorption and appear as spirit guides to aid those in the
physical world. Those with special insight may learn how to
communicate with these ascended masters.

This teaching is another fundamental tenet of pantheistic
religions. Pantheism teaches that the material world is an
illusion. Therefore, one should not grow attached to earthly
things for they are merely an illusion and are not permanent.
Several schools of Hinduism and Buddhism teach that this world
is an illusion and, as such, we must rid ourselves of all
desires. The most holy of followers will therefore live lives
of celibacy and poverty, releasing themselves from any desire
and spending their days in meditation and study. At death,
some holy men will delay their union with the divine and
remain as spirit guides to aid those on the journey to
enlightenment.

The Bible teaches that at death, we will not be absorbed into
an impersonal energy field but we will retain our personhood
and stand before God in judgment. There is no reincarnation or
second chance. Hebrews 9:7 states that “It is appointed for
each person to die once and then comes the judgment.” Those
who know Jesus will spend eternity with the Lord and fellow
believers for all eternity. Those who have rejected Christ
will spend eternity separated from God in Hell. The Bible
presents a destiny that is just, but also filled with hope for
those who know Jesus.

The answer presented in Star Wars, the annihilation of one’s



consciousness and absorption into a cosmic energy field, 1is a
false one that even if true, would provide insufficient hope.

How to Watch Star Wars

When it comes to movies, there are three basic responses among
Christians. Some choose to avoid any movie that may teach
contrary beliefs for fear that they or their children may be
negatively influenced. Others are consumers and watch any
movie believing it is harmless fun and entertainment. A third
option is to select appropriate movies and then view them with
discernment. I take the third position. The arts are meant to
be enjoyed and to glorify God. Creation itself reflects the
creative mind of God who designed man with the capacity to
produce art. Man, however, many times uses the arts for less
than noble reasons. However, Christians can learn valuable
lessons about other belief systems and use movies as great
teaching tools to help younger believers become more
discerning and understand other worldviews.

In Star Wars we have a great teaching and discussion topic.
There is much we should commend George Lucas for in this
series. Star Wars 1s creative, entertaining, and family-
friendly. It also promotes several good themes such as
friendship, courage, and the dangerous corrupting power of
selfish ambition. We should furthermore commend Lucas on his
desire to make a movie that would inspire young people to
think about deeper issues in life.

In the Time Magazine interview, Lucas states that he wanted
young people to think about spiritual issues and the big
questions about life. I certainly agree with Lucas, and wish
more movies were designed for such purposes.

Star Wars is a great discussion piece because it creatively
reflects the tenets of pantheism. Christians can use this film
to discuss spiritual lessons revealed in the series. I have
had profitable discussions with teens and adults on the



spiritual principles illustrated in Star Wars. Questions such
as “What do you think about the whole idea of the Force?”, “Is
there such a thing as a cosmic energy field?”, “Can we master
the power of this energy?”, “What did Star Wars teach
regarding what happens after death?”, or “What do you think
really happens after death?” have arisen in conversations.

Answers to these questions often lead to great discussions
regarding worldviews, the nature of truth, and eternal life.
Star Wars offers answers from a pantheistic worldview, which
Christians can point out and explain why these answers are
false. Movies like Star Wars can be a great teaching tool when
Christians are equipped and informed to discern truth from
error.
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Perspective

Michael Gleghorn examines the role of philosophy 1in a
Christian worldview. Does philosophy help us flesh our our
biblical perspective or does it just confuse our
understanding?

A Walk on the Slippery Rocks

For many people in our culture today, Edie Brickell and the
New Bohemians got it right: “Philosophy is a walk on the
slippery rocks.” But for some in the Christian community, they
didn’t go far enough. Philosophy, they say, is far more
dangerous than a walk on slippery rocks. It’s an enemy of
orthodoxy and a friend of heresy. It’'s typically a product of
wild, rash, and uncontrolled human speculation. Its doctrines
are empty and deceptive. Worse still, they may even come from
demons'!

Such attitudes are hardly new. The early church father
Tertullian famously wrote:

What has Jerusalem to do with Athens, the Church with the
Academy, the Christian with the heretic? . . . I have no use
for a Stoic or a Platonic . . . Christianity. After Jesus
Christ we have no need of speculation, after the Gospel no
need of research.{1}

Should Christians, then, hate and reject all philosophy?
Should we shun it, despise it, and trample it underfoot?
Doesn’t the Bible warn us about the dangers of philosophy and
urge us to avoid it? In thinking through such questions, it’s
important that we be careful. Before we possibly injure
ourselves with any violent, knee-jerk reactions, we may first
want to settle down a bit and ask ourselves a few questions.
First, what exactly is philosophy anyway? What, if anything,
does the Bible have to say about it? Might it have any value
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for the Christian faith? Could it possibly help strengthen or
support the ministry of the church? Are there any potential
benefits that Christians might gain from studying philosophy?
And if so, what are they? These are just a few of the
questions that we want to consider.

But let’s begin with that first question: Just what 1is
philosophy anyway? Defining this term can be difficult. It
gets tossed around by different people in a variety of ways.
But we can get a rough idea of its meaning by observing that
it comes from two Greek words: philein, which means “to love,”
and sophia, which means “wisdom.” So at one level, philosophy
is just the love of wisdom. There’s nothing wrong with that!

But let’s go further. Socrates claimed that the unexamined
life was not worth 1living. And throughout its history,
philosophy has gained a reputation for the careful, rational,
and critical examination of 1life’s biggest questions.
“Accordingly,” write Christian philosophers J.P. Moreland and
William Lane Craig, “philosophy may be defined as the attempt
to think rationally and critically about life’s most important
questions in order to obtain knowledge and wisdom about
them.”{2} So while philosophy may sometimes be a walk on
slippery rocks, it may also be a potentially powerful resource
for thinking through some of life’s most important issues.

Beware of Hollow and Deceptive Philosophy

In their recent philosophy textbook, Moreland and Craig make
the following statement:

For many years we have each been involved, not just 1in
scholarly work, but 1in speaking evangelistically on
university campuses with groups like . . . Campus Crusade for
Christ . . . Again and again, we have seen the practical
value of philosophical studies in reaching students for
Christ. . . The fact is that there 1is tremendous interest



among unbelieving students in hearing a rational presentation
and defense of the gospel, and some will be ready to respond
with trust in Christ. To speak frankly, we do not know how
one could minister effectively in a public way on our
university campuses without training in philosophy.{3}

This is a strong endorsement of the value of philosophy in
doing university evangelism on today'’s campuses. But some
might be thinking, “What a minute! Doesn’t the Bible warn us
about the dangers of philosophy? And aren’t we urged to avoid
such dangers?”

In Colossians 2:8 (NIV), the apostle Paul wrote, “See to it
that no one takes you captive through hollow and deceptive
philosophy, which depends on human tradition and the basic
principles of this world rather than on Christ.” What does
this verse mean? Is Paul saying that Christians shouldn’t
study philosophy? Let’s take a closer look.

First, “the Greek grammar indicates that ‘hollow and
deceptive’ go together with ‘philosophy.’”{4} So Paul 1is not
condemning all philosophy here. Instead, he’s warning the
Colossians about being taken captive by a particular “hollow
and deceptive” philosophy that was making inroads into their
church. Many scholars believe that the philosophy Paul had in
mind was a Gnostic-like philosophy that promoted legalisnm,
mysticism, and asceticism.{5}

Second, Paul doesn’t forbid the study of philosophy in this
verse. Rather, he warns the Colossian believers not to be
taken captive by empty and deceptive human speculation. This
distinction 1is important. One can study philosophy, even
“empty and deceptive” philosophy, without being taken captive
by it.

What does it mean to be “taken captive”? When men are taken
captive in war, they are forced to go where their captors lead
them. They may only be permitted to see and hear certain



things, or to eat and sleep at certain times. In short,
captives are under the control of their captors. This is what
Paul is warning the Colossians about. He’'s urging them to not
let their beliefs and attitudes be controlled by an alien,
non-Christian philosophy. He’s not saying that philosophy in
general 1is bad or that it’s wrong to study philosophy as an
academic discipline.

But doesn’t Paul also say that God has made foolish the wisdom
of the world? And doesn’t this count against the study of
philosophy?

Is Worldly Wisdom Worthless?

In 1 Corinthians 1:20 (NIV) the apostle Paul wrote, “Where is
the wise man? Where is the scholar? Where is the philosopher
of this age? Has not God made foolish the wisdom of the
world?” Some Christians think this passage teaches that the
study of philosophy and human wisdom is both foolish and a
waste of time. But is this correct? Is that really what Paul
was saying in this passage? I personally don’t think so.

We must remember that Paul himself had at least some knowledge
of both pagan philosophy and literature — and he made much use
of reasoning in personal evangelism. In Acts 17 we learn that
while Paul was in Athens “he reasoned in the synagogue with
the Jews and the God-fearing Greeks, as well as in the
marketplace day by day with those who happened to be there”
(v. 17; NIV). On one occasion he spent time conversing and
disputing with some of the Stoic and Epicurean philosophers
(v. 18). Further, when it suited his purposes, Paul could
quote freely (and accurately) from the writings of pagan
poets. In Acts 17:28 he cites with approval both the Cretan
poet Epimenides and the Cilician poet Aratus, using them to
make a valid theological point about the nature of God and man
to the educated members of the Athenian Areopagus. Thus, we
should at least be cautious before asserting that Paul was



opposed to all philosophy and human wisdom. He obviously
wasn't.

But if this is so, then in what sense has God made foolish the
wisdom of the world? What did Paul mean when he wrote this?
The answer, I think, can be found (at least in part) in the
very next verse: “For since in the wisdom of God the world
through its wisdom did not come to know God, God was well-
pleased through the foolishness of the message preached to
save those who believe” (1 Cor. 1:21; NASB). In other words,
as Craig and Moreland observe, “the gospel of salvation could
never have been discovered by philosophy, but had to be
revealed by the biblical God who acts in history.”{6} This
clearly indicates the limitations of philosophy and human
wisdom. But the fact that these disciplines have very real
limitations in no way implies that they are utterly worthless.
We need to appreciate something for what it 1is, recognizing
its limitations, but appreciating its value all the same.
Philosophy by itself could never have discovered the gospel.
But this doesn’t mean that it’s not still a valuable ally in
the search for truth and a valuable resource for carefully
thinking through some of life’s greatest mysteries.

In the remainder of this article, we’ll explore some of the
ways in which philosophy is valuable, both for the individual
Christian and for the ministry of the church.

The Value of Philosophy (Part 1)

Moreland and Craig observe that “throughout the history of
Christianity, philosophy has played an important role in the
life of the church and the spread and defense of the gospel of
Christ.”{7}

John Wesley, the famous revivalist and theologian, seemed
well-aware of this fact. In 1756 he delivered “An Address to
the Clergy”. Among the various qualifications that Wesley



thought a good minister should have, one was a basic knowledge
of philosophy. He challenged his fellow clergymen with these
guestions: “Am I a tolerable master of the sciences? Have I
gone through the very gate of them, logic? . . . Do I
understand metaphysics; if not the . . . subtleties of
Aquinas, yet the first rudiments, the general principles, of
that useful science?”{8} It’'s interesting to note that
Wesley's passion for preaching and evangelism didn’t cause him
to denigrate the importance of basic philosophical knowledge.
Indeed, he rather insists on its importance for anyone
involved in the teaching and preaching ministries of the
church.

But why is philosophy valuable? What practical benefits does
it offer those involved in regular Christian service? And how
has it contributed to the health and well-being of the church
throughout history? Drs. Moreland and Craig list many reasons
why philosophy is (and has been) such an important part of a
thriving Christian community.{9}

In the first place, philosophy is of tremendous value in the
tasks of Christian apologetics and polemics. Whereas the goal
of apologetics is to provide a reasoned defense of the truth
of Christianity, “polemics is the task of criticizing and
refuting alternative views of the world.”{10} Both tasks are
important, and both are biblical. The apostle Peter tells us
to always be ready “to make a defense” for the hope that we
have in Christ (1 Pet. 3:15; NASB). Jude exhorts us to
“contend earnestly for the faith which was once for all
delivered to the saints” (v. 3; NASB). And Paul says that
elders in the church should “be able both to exhort in sound
doctrine and to refute those who contradict” (Tit. 1:9; NASB).
The proper use of philosophy can be a great help in fulfilling
each of these biblical injunctions.

Additionally, philosophy serves as the handmaid of theology by
bringing clarity and precision to the formulation of Christian
doctrine. “For example, philosophers help to clarify the



different attributes of God; they can show that the doctrines
of the Trinity and the Incarnation are not contradictory; they
can shed light on the nature of human freedom, and so on.”{11}
In other words, the task of the theologian is made easier with
the help of his friends in the philosophy department!

The Value of Philosophy (Part 2)

Let’s consider a few more ways in which philosophy can help
strengthen and support both the individual believer and the
universal church.

First, careful philosophical reflection is one of the ways in
which human beings uniquely express that they are made in the
image and likeness of God. As Drs. Craig and Moreland observe,
“God . . . is a rational being, and humans are made like him
in this respect.”{12} One of the ways in which we can honor
God’s commandment to love him with our minds (Matt. 22:37) 1is
to give serious philosophical consideration to what God has
revealed about himself in creation, conscience, history, and
the Bible. As we reverently reflect on the attributes of God,
or His work in creation and redemption, we aren’t merely
engaged in a useless academic exercise. On the contrary, we
are loving God with our minds—and our hearts are often led to
worship and adore the One “who alone is immortal and

lives in unapproachable light” (1 Tim. 6:16; NIV).

But philosophy isn’t only of value for the individual
believer; it’s also of value for the universal church.
Commenting on John Gager’s book, Kingdom and Community: The
Social World of Early Christianity, Drs. Moreland and Craig
write:

The early church faced intellectual and cultural ridicule
from Romans and Greeks. This ridicule threatened internal
cohesion within the church and its evangelistic boldness
toward unbelievers. Gager argues that it was primarily the



presence of philosophers and apologists within the church
that enhanced the self-image of the Christian community
because these early scholars showed that the Christian
community was just as rich intellectually and culturally as
was the pagan culture surrounding it.{13}

Christian philosophers and apologists in our own day continue
to serve a similar function. By carefully explaining and
defending the Christian faith, they help enhance the self-
image of the church, increase the confidence and boldness of
believers in evangelism, and help keep Christianity a viable
option among sincere seekers in the intellectual marketplace
of ideas.

Of course, not all philosophy is friendly to Christianity.
Indeed, some of it is downright hostile. But this shouldn’t
cause Christians to abandon the task and (for some) even
calling of philosophy. The church has always needed, and still
needs today, talented men and women who can use philosophy to
rationally declare and defend the Christian faith to everyone
who asks for a reason for the hope that we have in Christ (1
Pet. 3:15). As (C.S. Lewis once said, “Good philosophy must
exist, if for no other reason, because bad philosophy needs to
be answered.”{14} These are just a few of the reasons why we
shouldn’t hate philosophy.
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Judaism Viewed from a
Christian Perspective

Dr. Pat Zukeran provides an overview of Judaism from an
orthodox Christian perspective, including basic beliefs and
practices and some suggestions for sharing one’s faith with a
Jewish friend.
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Judaism Today

Throughout the last several decades, the eyes of the world
have frequently focused on the tiny nation of Israel. What is
the significance of this nation and her religion?

The focus of this article is the religion of the
Jews. When studying Judaism, however, we must
understand that there is a distinction between the
Jewish people and the religion of Judaism. Many
Jews do not embrace Judaism, but consider
themselves to be secular, atheistic, or agnostic.

The term Judaism is often used to identify the faith of modern
Jews as well as 0ld Testament Jews. For our purposes, the term
is used to refer to the religion of the rabbis established
around 200 B.C. and crystallized in A.D. 70. At this time,
developments in rabbinic Judaism took place that distinguished
it from the 0ld Testament faith. New institutions arose such
as the synagogue (the house of worship and study), the office
of rabbi (a leader holding religious authority), and the
yeshivot (religious academies for training rabbis). One of the
greatest changes came with the destruction of the Temple in
A.D. 70. Sacrifices and the priesthood came to an end, and the
rabbis became the authorities on spiritual and legal matters.

Since the eighteenth century, three main branches of Judaism
developed: Orthodox, Reform, and Conservative. Orthodox
Judaism wupholds the divine inspiration of the O01ld
Testament—giving greater authority to the first five books—and
recognizes the Talmud as authoritative for interpreting the
Jewish law. This branch continues to observe the traditional
Jewish laws as practiced for centuries. An ultra orthodox sect
within this branch is the Hasidic movement. This sect adheres
strictly to the Law of Moses, and is a separatist group.

Reform Judaism is the liberal wing. It was founded by Abraham
Geiger in Germany 1in the eighteenth century (1810-1874).
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Geiger was influenced by the Enlightenment, and so viewed
reason and science as authoritative. He rejected belief in
revelation, messianic hope, and the promise of land. This
branch seeks to modernize what are considered outmoded ways of
thinking. The primary focus of Reform Judaism is the ethical
teachings of the Jewish Law.

Conservative Judaism is considered the intermediate position
between Orthodox and Reform. It was founded in the nineteenth
century in Germany by Zacharias Frankel (1801-1875).
Conservatives seek to practice the Law and the traditions, but
cautiously reinterpret the Law and adapt their practices to
contemporary culture.

The existence of these and numerous other sects means a wide
variety of beliefs within Judaism. In addition, as a result of
the Enlightenment and the Holocaust, secularization among the
Jews 1is increasing rapidly. Because of the wide variety of
beliefs within Judaism, it is difficult today to define what
makes a person Jewish.

Nonetheless, according to the 0ld Testament, Jews are the
descendants of Abraham. It is these people to whom God has
made special promises and who will have a prominent role in
redeeming the world.

Basic Beliefs of Judaism

Do Christians and followers of Judaism worship the same God?
What is Judaism’s understanding of Jesus? Let’s take a look at
some basic Jewish beliefs as compared with Christian ones.

Both religions believe in the 0ld Testament, the ethical
teachings of the Law, and a hope in the coming of the Kingdom
of God. However, they differ on some important fundamental
doctrines.

Judaism rejects the Christian doctrine of the Trinity and



teaches a unified monotheism based on Deuteronomy 6:4.

The main Scripture in Judaism is the 0Old Testament. Views of
divine 1inspiration vary between the different branches.
Orthodox and Conservative schools view the Pentateuch as the
most inspired part, the Prophets and Writings less so. Another
important book is the Talmud which includes the Mishnah and
Gemara. The Mishnah consists of legal rulings, and was
compiled around A.D. 200. The Gemara elaborates on the
discussions of the Mishnah, and was compiled around A.D. 550.
Most Jews, especially Orthodox Jews, consider the Talmud
useful for giving instruction for life but not divinely
inspired.

Judaism teaches that man is created in the image of God but
without original sin. Study of the Torah can overcome our
inclination to evil.

A proper relationship with God comes through repentance,
prayer, and obedience to the Law. Jews do not feel they need
“salvation” but assume a standing with God through their
heritage. Conservative and Reform Jews view salvation as the
betterment of self and society.

The Orthodox school holds to a bodily resurrection at death.
The Conservative school teaches the immortality of the soul.
The Reform school generally has no teaching regarding life
after death.

Central to Jewish hope 1is the Messiah. Orthodox Jews
anticipate a personal Messiah, while Reform and Conservative
Jews view the messianic concept as the ideal of establishing
justice by human effort. A key dividing point between Judaism
and Christianity, of course, is their views of Jesus. Judaism
recognizes Jesus as a moral teacher, but rejects His claims to
deity as a creation of the early church. The New Testament
teaches that without accepting Christ, even the sons and
daughters of Abraham cannot inherit eternal life.



From our brief survey, then, it 1is clear that Judaism and
Christianity differ significantly on major doctrines. The two
do not worship the same God. They also differ in salvation
theology. Judaism is works-oriented and rejects the atoning
work of Christ and His divine nature. Christianity proclaims
faith in the sacrificial work of Jesus on the cross. The New
Testament teaches that without accepting Christ, even the sons
and daughters of Abraham cannot inherit the hope of eternal
life.

The Practices of Judaism

Jewish festivals and holidays are an integral part of Judaism.
They memorialize key events in the history of the Jewish
people and honor their unique heritage. Here are some
important Jewish festivals.

The most significant is Passover, the first observance of
which is recorded in Exodus 12. Jews continue to commemorate
God’'s deliverance of the Israelites from Egypt in the
fourteenth century B.C. Passover is observed in March or April
and lasts a week.

Seven weeks after Passover comes Pentecost, which observes the
giving of the Law at Mt. Sinai.

The festival of Tabernacles occurs in the fall. This festival
commemorates the forty years of wandering in the desert when
the Israelites lived in tabernacles or booths. The ceremony
includes prayer for rain and the reading of the Torah.

Rosh ha-Shanah is the celebration of the Jewish New Year. This
joyful festival occurs in September or October and marks the
beginning of a ten-day period known as the High Holy Days.
Rosh ha-Shanah climaxes on the tenth day which is called Yom
Kippur, the Day of Atonement. This is a solemn day when Jews
fast, attend the synagogue, and recite prayers asking God for
forgiveness of their sins.



Hannukah is celebrated in November or December and lasts eight
days. It honors the victory of the Maccabees over the Syrian
armies of Antiochus Epiphanes and the rededication of the
second Jerusalem Temple in 165 B.C. The lighting of the eight-
branched menorah is the main feature of this celebration. When
Israel was reestablished as a nation in 1948, the menorah
became a national symbol.

Purim is a minor holiday celebrated in February or March and
commemorates the deliverance of the Jews by God told in the
story of Esther.

Not only are the holidays important, but the celebration of
events in the life cycle are as well. Circumcision on the
eighth day for boys is one. Another is the Bar Mitzvah for
boys and Bat Mitzvah for girls which celebrates the thirteenth
birthday. Third is the Jewish wedding. Finally, there is the
funeral service and mourning for seven days.

These Jewish practices, especially those surrounding the
holidays, not only play a key role in the life of the Jewish
people, but are significant to the church as well. Major
events in the life of Christ and the church in Acts occurred
on these days. Christ died on the Passover, and the Holy
Spirit was given at Pentecost. Also, the symbolisms and
rituals enacted at these festivals foreshadow what was
fulfilled in the life of Jesus Christ.

Witnessing to the Jews

How do we share Christ with our Jewish neighbors? Before
preaching the gospel, it would be wise to first build
friendships with Jews and learn from them. Second, we should
understand the Jewish perception of Christians and
Christianity. For a Jewish person to become a Christian means
to reject his or her heritage and distinctiveness; in other
words, many equate it to becoming a gentile. This 1is



difficult, for many harbor resentment for mistreatment by
Christians and gentile nations.

After building trust, encourage them to read their own
Scriptures. Many grow up reciting passages of the 0ld
Testament but not studying the 0ld Testament or the messianic
prophecies.

There are many messianic passages to which one could refer.
One frequently used passage is Isaiah 53 which describes the
suffering servant who takes on the sins of the people. Most
Jews have been taught that this is the nation of Israel.
However, the context and content of the passage make it clear
it is not. A careful study soon reveals that Jesus Christ fits
the description of this servant.

Another passage is the prophecy of the seventy sevens in
Daniel 9. When properly calculated, the prophecy predicts the
Messiah to enter Jerusalem and be crucified in AD 33. Put this
date together with Isaiah 53, and who else fits the
description but Jesus? Here are two passages that can open the
mind of a Jewish friend to begin investigating further the
prophecies and the life of Jesus. As you continue to talk,
encourage them to read the Gospel of Matthew which was written
for the Jews.

There are also many images in the 0ld Testament and in Jewish
festivals that point to Jesus Christ. The Passover lamb is a
good example. The lamb was sacrificed and its blood was
painted on the doorframe to identify and protect the
Israelites from the Angel of Death. In Numbers 9, the Passover
lamb was to be without blemish, and none of its bones were to
be broken when sacrificed (Numbers 9:12). This 1is a
foreshadowing of Christ, the unblemished Lamb of God who lived
a sinless life. His blood was shed and covers the believer
delivering us from sin and death. John 19:33 records that the
Romans were about to break the legs of the criminals, but
finding Christ already dead, they did not break his bones. In



every way, Christ meets the requirements for the perfect
sacrifice.

These passages and symbols reveal that Jesus 1is indeed the
Messiah. Be sure to explain that not only must one acknowledge
Jesus as the Messiah, but that one must put all one’s faith in
His atoning work of sacrifice to be brought into a right
relationship with God.

Promises for the Chosen

Are the Jews God’'s chosen people? What is their role in God’s
plan for the world? To answer these questions, we must first
look at the covenants God established with Israel which are
the foundation of His redemption plan.

The first is the Abrahamic Covenant found in Genesis 12. This
pledge includes the promises that Abraham will be a father of
a great nation; that his descendents will own the land of
Canaan forever; that those who bless Israel will be blessed,
and whoever curses it will be cursed; and that the world would
be blessed through Israel. Israel was to be a light to the
world. Through their special relationship with God, and as
they lived in obedience to His law, the nations would take
notice of this people and come to learn about their God.
However, Israel was not able to live in obedience to God and
did not fulfill this call.

The second pledge is the Land Covenant in Deuteronomy 30. In
this covenant, the promise of the land of Palestine 1is
reaffirmed to Israel. Added to this is a warning that if the
Israelites do not obey God’s law, they will be scattered from
the land and regathered when they return to the Lord.

The third covenant is the Davidic Covenant in 2 Samuel 7:11.
This promise states that a descendant of David would establish
an eternal rule of peace and righteousness. This forms the
basis of Israel’s hope in a future messiah who will deliver



Israel from the rule of the gentiles and bring the Abrahamic
Covenant to completion.

Finally, there is the New Covenant found in Jeremiah 31:31-34:
“The time 1is coming,” declares the LORD, when I will make a
new covenant with the house of Israel. . . . It will not be
like the covenant I made with their forefathers . . . I will
put my law in their minds and write it on their hearts. I will
be their God, and they will be my people.”

Israel was unable to obey God’s law because they depended on
their strength to live the law. What was needed was a new
heart and empowerment to live the law. This pledge provides
this, and guarantees that there will be a time when Israel as
a nation will turn to her Messiah.

Several aspects of these covenants have been fulfilled.
Abraham’s descendants have become a nation. Christ was a
descendant of David and fulfilled the old law making it
possible for all men to know God. However, other promises are
yet to be fulfilled. Israel doesn’t yet possess the promised
land in peace, and a Davidic Kingdom hasn’t been established
in Jerusalenm.

Despite Israel’s failure and rejection of their Messiah,
however, God is faithful, and He will fulfill His promises at
the appointed time.
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Doctrinal Statement

The final authority of our beliefs is the Bible, God’s
infallible written Word, the sixty-six books of the 0ld and
New Testaments. We believe that the Bible was uniquely,
verbally, and fully inspired by the Holy Spirit, and that it
was without error in the original manuscripts. It 1is the
supreme and final authority in all matters on which it speaks
(2 Tim 3:16,17; 2 Peter 1:21; 1 Cor 2:13, 10:11; John 10:35).

We explicitly affirm our belief in these basic Bible
teachings:

1. There is one true God, eternally existing in three persons—
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Father, Son, and Holy Spirit-each of whom possesses equally
all the attributes of Deity and the characteristics of
personality (Matt 28:19; John 10:30; Acts 5:3,4; 2 Cor 13:14).

2. God the Father, Creator of heaven and earth, 1is the
functional head of the Trinity (Father, Son, Holy Spirit). He
sent the Son to obtain satisfaction for divine justice and to
proclaim reconciliation. The Spirit He sent to teach truth. He
is spoken of as the Father of all creation, of angels, of
Israel, of believers, and of Christ (John 14-17, 20:17; Job
1:16; Psalm 103:13).

3. Jesus is God, the living Word, who became flesh through His
miraculous conception by the Holy Spirit and His virgin birth.
Hence, He 1is perfect Deity and true humanity united in one
person forever. He lived a sinless life, and voluntarily
atoned for the sins of men by dying on the cross as their
substitute, thus satisfying divine justice and accomplishing
salvation for all who trust in Him alone. He rose from the
dead in the same body, though glorified, in which He lived and
died. He ascended bodily into heaven, and sat down at the
right hand of God the Father, and there He, the only mediator
between God and man, continually makes intercession for His
own (Matt 1:16,20,23; Luke 1:34; Heb 4:15; 2 Cor 5:21; 1 Cor
15; Acts 1:9-11; 1 Peter 2:5-9; 1 John 2:1).

4. The Holy Spirit, the third Person of the Trinity, has come
into the world to reveal and glorify Christ and to apply the
saving work of Christ to men. He convicts and draws sinners to
Christ, imparts new life to them, continually indwells them
from the moment of spiritual birth, baptizes them into the
body of Christ, and seals them until the day of Redemption
(John 16:8-11; Titus 3:5; 1 Cor 6:19; Rom 8:9b; 1 Cor 12:13;
Eph 5:18; Gal 5:22-23).

5. Man was originally created in the image of God. He sinned
by disobeying God; thus, he was alienated from his Creator.
The historic fall brought all mankind under divine



condemnation. Man’s nature 1is corrupted, and he 1is thus
totally unable to please God. Every man is in need of
regeneration and renewal by the Holy Spirit (Gen 1:26-27; Eph
2:1; Rom 1:18, 3:20, 7:21-25, 5:12).

6. The salvation of man is wholly a work of God’'s free grace,
and is not the result, in whole or in part, of human works or
goodness or religious ceremony. God imputes His righteousness
to those who put their faith in Christ alone for their
salvation, and thereby justifies them in His sight (Rom 6:23;
Eph 2:8,9; John 3:16; Titus 3:5-8).

It is the privilege of all who are born again of the Spirit to
be assured of their salvation from the very moment in which
they trust Christ as their Savior. This assurance is not based
upon any kind of human merit, but is produced by the witness
of the Holy Spirit, who confirms in the believer the testimony
of God in His written Word. The Holy Spirit’s fullness, power,
and guidance are appropriated in the believer’s life by faith
(Rom 5:9-10, 8:1, 29- 30, 38-39; John 5:24, 10:27-30, 14:16; 1
Tim 1:12; Phil 1:6; Heb 7:25; Jude 24).

Every believer is called to live so in the power of the
indwelling Spirit that he will not fulfill the lust of the
flesh, but will bear fruit to the glory of God. The Scriptures
set out the principles and rules of the Christian life (Rom
12:1,2; Gal 5:16- 26; 2 Cor 6:14).

7. Jesus Christ is the head of the Church, His Body, which 1is
composed of all men, living and dead, who have been joined to
Him through saving faith. God admonishes His people to
assemble together regularly for worship, for participation in
ordinances, for edification through the Scriptures, and for
mutual encouragement (1 Cor 12:12-13; Col 1:18; Eph 2:15-16).

8. At physical death, the believer enters immediately into
eternal, conscious fellowship with the Lord and awaits the
resurrection of the body to everlasting glory and blessing (1



Cor 15:12ff; 2 Cor 5:1-10; Phil 1:23; John 12:26).

At physical death, the unbeliever enters immediately into
eternal, conscious separation from the Lord and awaits the
resurrection of the body to everlasting judgment and
condemnation (Eph 2:12; Rom 3:23, 5:12; Matt 25:31-46; Rev
20:11-15).

Jesus Christ will come again to the earth—personally, visibly,
and bodily—to consummate history and fulfill the plan of God
(Rev 19:11-16; Zech 14:4-11; 1 Thess 1:9-10).

9. The Lord Jesus Christ commanded all believers to proclaim
the gospel throughout the world and to disciple men of every
nation. The fulfillment of that Great Commission requires that
all worldly and personal ambitions be subordinated to a total
commitment to “Him who loved us and gave Himself for us” (Matt
28:19; Mark 16:15; Luke 24:47-48).

We accept those large areas of doctrinal teaching on which,
historically, there has been general agreement among all true
Christians. Because of the specialized calling of our
ministry, we desire to allow for freedom of conviction on
other doctrinal matters, provided that any interpretation is
based upon the Bible alone, and that no such interpretation
shall become an issue which hinders the ministry to which God
has called us, or our fellowship together.

“Did Christ HAVE to |Dbe
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Deity?”

Greetings Don,

I came across your website article concerning the deity of
Christ and thought I would respond. if you have the time and
interest, please entertain some of my thoughts and get back
with me if time allows. My questions surround the topic of the
necessity of Christ being deity. I accept that He is, but
wonder if He MUST be for both the atonement and eternal
salvation. What I would like to do is copy the text from my
interaction with a good friend yesterday. That way I won’t
have to rewrite our dialogue. When you have time, please
interject if you would. WB is my good friend, a pastor. I am
DB.

WB: Your questions about Christ’s deity in regards to
salvation do sound like the JWs. “God can do it anyway he so
pleases” (even Calvin suggests this as well). If God wanted,
he could have made a world without the possibility for sin as
well. He can do it any way he pleases, but he has reasons for
doing it the way he does.

DB: Yes, he does. But as God, he could do it any number of
ways. If you hold to the middle/knowledge position, you would
have to agree to this idea, and the idea that he chose the
best possible way to redeem mankind. That, in-and-of-itself,
doesn’t demand that Christ be deity.

WB: The early church fathers reasoned (there, I used the dirty
word “reason”) that Christ had to be God for our salvation to
be effectual. You have heard it before, even from me. Be
patient as I explain it again. If I sin against you, how long
does the sin remain? Answer: until you forgive me or until you
die. Even if I die first, the sin remains as an offense
against you.

DB: No problems here at all. I agree wholeheartedly.
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WB: If I sin against God, how long does the sin remain? Until
he forgives me or until he dies. Since he does not die, and 1is
an infinite being, then the sin is eternal: actually, my sin
against him becomes an infinite offense. Now: how can an
infinite transgression be forgiven? (I hope we don’t have to
revisit justification in all of this). Only an infinite being
can pay for an infinite sin - only an infinite being can
absorb an infinite curse and satisfy the infinite penalty of
an infinite crime. Only an infinite being can bear an infinite
wrath. If Jesus was a man, his death would have no efficacy.

DB: Here’s where questions arise on my part. I agree that my
sin is an infinite offense against God. Actually, God is
eternal and infinite and we are neither (in the absolute
definitions of those terms—-i.e. “immeasurable or without
beginning or end”). Hence, maybe there is some reservation on
my part to claim I, a finite being, can commit an infinite
act. I suppose since we live forever (in glory or judgment),
our sins remain always or are cleansed and forgiven always;
hence, they are infinite or erased. All that being said (I’'m
typing out my thoughts), I don’t feel it requires that Christ
must be deity to be a sufficient sacrifice for my sins. What
is required is a perfect sacrifice. If Christ was a created
being, one who was higher than angels and who took on the form
of man, lived a perfect, sinless life with free will (like
Satan but succeeding), his sacrifice would be sufficient. I
don’t understand how, using reason, it would not. Like us, he
would have had a beginning. Like us, free will. Unlike Adam,
he did not sin (even if he could have-if he was not deity,
this would give even more credence to the example that even
though he was a man, he did not sin vs. our position as
Trinitarians). As he was sinless, created or not, his perfect
example and sacrifice would be sufficient. It seems that if
there coexisted TWO forms of deity at the same time, and it
was possible for them to sin against each other as does man,
then a mediator, who would then have to be deity, would be
required. To require deity to be sacrificed for the sins of



finite man seems overkill and doesn’t pan out in my mind as
reasonable. It’s certainly plausible, but I don’t see how it
has to be. Please correct me here. If God requires a perfect
sacrifice, Jesus would have been a sufficient sacrifice if God
said he was having lived a perfect life (as a perfect man or
perfect Adam).

WB: The applicability of Christ’s atoning work to us as human
beings depends upon the reality of his humanity.

DB: Absolutely.

WB: The efficacy depends upon the genuineness and completeness
of his deity. DB: Not if God only requires a perfect, sinless
sacrifice vs. the sacrifice of a deity. I still fail to
understand why reason disallows this. It seems to me we are
predisposed to this position to embrace our view of the
trinity vs. the other way around. Reason, in my mind, doesn’t
exclude this argument.

WB: The JWs reject this saying that God can do anything he
pleases. Okay, why didn’t he just let a muskrat die for our
sins then? The beauty of the cross is not that we have been
redeemed, but that the eternal Holy God was willing to undergo
the kenosis (humiliation from glory to earth to servant to
criminal to death to tomb).

DB: I agree-—-that is the beauty of the cross. But if God
created for himself a son with free will (much like Satan-and
NO, I don’t think they were brothers!!!) to be a sacrifice for
a lower mankind who despises them both and who hates them,
then his suffering and sacrifice on our part for the love of
his father, who he could disobey at will, is a lovely story as
well. That’s just as moving in my mind. If he was deity and
couldn’t sin (if he was impeccable), we can only glory in his
suffering, not his resistance to sin. Again, reason warrants
that conclusion.

WB: This reveals God. And it is this that is the centerpiece



of the Christian faith (our salvation was the result, and the
reason, but the emphasis is on the grand mystery of God
himself. (How boring it would be to send someone else to do
his dirty work).

DB: I addressed this above.
Hello ,

Thanks for your e-mail. Don is overwhelmed with other duties
and asked me to respond in his place. I hope you understand.

Since you claim to accept the doctrine of Christ’s deity, I
will simply assume this is a belief we share. Thus, rather
than offering any arguments for this important doctrine, I
will simply assume it 1is true for the purpose of this
response.

Let me make just a few points by way of introduction. First, I
think you raise an important issue that needs to be carefully
considered and discussed. Second, I will have to reply in a
somewhat abbreviated fashion, merely outlining what I consider
to be some important points. Third, at the time of this
writing, I freely admit that I CANNOT offer a conclusive
argument that it was necessary for Christ to be God in order
to provide an acceptable atonement for the sins of man.
However, I want to offer a cumulative case for this position
which I think 1is nonetheless compelling. This will involve
both a response to some of your statements, as well as a
brief, positive presentation of some evidence which I think
makes it at least highly probable that Christ would indeed
have to be God to provide an acceptable atonement for our
sins. Finally, I offer these thoughts for your consideration
since you wrote to Probe requesting a response. Although I
have to reply rather quickly because of many other pressing
duties, I am also offering a tolerably thoughtful response
that I ask you to read carefully.

Please allow me to focus on your statements beginning with the



remark, “Here’s where questions arise on my part.” You state:

“I don’'t feel it requires that Christ must be deity to be a
sufficient sacrifice for my sins. What is required 1is a
perfect sacrifice. If Christ was a created being, one who was
higher than angels and who took on the form of man, lived a
perfect, sinless life with free will (like Satan but
succeeding), his sacrifice would be sufficient. I don’t
understand how, using reason, it would not.”

I wonder HOW you actually KNOW this to be true? Granted, you
MAY be right. But HOW do you really KNOW? I note that you
appeal to “reason” — a faculty for which I too have great
respect — but it’s important to remember that reason, like ALL
of man’s faculties, is fallen. This remark is not intended to
denigrate reason. But it’s common knowledge that man often
makes errors in reasoning about all sorts of things. Not only
that, we often begin our reasoning from false presuppositions,
which often results in correctly reasoning to false
conclusions. Finally, we almost never have all the essential
information which we would need to reason to the right answer
— even if we didn’'t continually commit errors in our
reasoning.

I would argue that the question of whether or not it was
necessary for Christ to be God in order to provide an
acceptable atonement for the sins of man is the sort of
qguestion about which it would be quite easy to reason
incorrectly. I would also argue that YOU BEAR THE BURDEN OF
PROOF here. This is so for the simple reason that Christ was
in fact God (as you admit), and the Father did in fact send
His Son to be “the propitiation for our sins” (1 JN. 2:2).
Since God is a rational moral agent, it seems fair to assume
that He had some good reason for actually doing things as He
did. Not only this, I think it’s fair to ask whether God would
have sent His only Son as the sacrifice for our sins if He
could have achieved this end in some other way. It is at least



odd that God would have sent His only Son to do what a morally
perfect creature could just as easily have accomplished. Since
God did in fact send His Son, however, you clearly bear the
burden of proof in demonstrating that this was, in fact, not
necessary. I don’t think you can do so. Hence, I think your
argument is ultimately unsuccessful.

Let me briefly illustrate this last point from a section of
the dialogue between you and your friend:

WB: The applicability of Christ’s atoning work to us as human
beings depends upon the reality of his humanity. DB:
Absolutely. WB: The efficacy depends upon the genuineness and
completeness of his deity. DB: Not if God only requires a
perfect, sinless sacrifice vs. the sacrifice of a deity. I
still fail to understand why reason disallows this. It seems
to me we are predisposed to this position to embrace our view
of the trinity vs. the other way around. Reason, in my mind,
doesn’t exclude this argument.”

Concerning your final comments, I would agree that reason, 1in
itself, doesn’t necessarily exclude the possibility that God
only requires a perfect, sinless sacrifice rather than a
Divine one. But remember my comments on “reason” again. Just
because human reason cannot exclude the possibility that you
mention does not in any way prove that a Divine sacrifice was
not necessary! And since you bear the burden of proof here, I
must ask you HOW, specifically, you KNOW that God does NOT
REQUIRE A DIVINE SACRIFICE? Since this is what God actually
did, I would argue that it is more reasonable to believe it
was necessary than that it was not. Admittedly, this does not
PROVE my argument is true, but I do think it’s more
reasonable. And I am not obligated to assume the burden of
proof here anyway.

I think you make an interesting, and potentially revealing,
comment when you write:



“It seems that if there coexisted TWO forms of diety at the
same time, and it was possible for them to sin against each
other as does man, then a mediator, who would then have to be
diety, would be required.”

Again, I wonder HOW you KNOW this? Why, specifically, would a
Divine mediator be required? Certainly reason does not demand
this! Why would any mediator “be required” at all? It'’s quite
possible that the gods could mediate their own dispute, just
as two men might do. It’s also possible that a man, or a
talking raccoon, could serve as a mediator. But here’s what's
interesting. If your logic is valid, and a god must mediate
between gods, why would it not also follow that a God-Man must
mediate between God and man?

But here’s another point. The example of reconciling two gods
likely involves the reconciliation of equals. But this is not
the case when we consider the reconciliation of man to God.
Here, the parties are NOT equal. God is the Creator, man is
His creation. It seems at least reasonable to believe (and is
in fact true, I think) that the Creator may have a particular
character which requires that reconciliation be achieved ONLY
through a means which 1s perfectly consistent with all His
attributes. And this, of course, may radically limit the means
by which such reconciliation can actually be achieved. Again,
I personally think it would be odd for the Father to send His
only Son to accomplish on behalf of man what a morally perfect
creature was capable of. Indeed, you yourself confess:

“To require diety to be sacrificed for the sins of finite man
seems overkill and doesn’t pan out in my mind as reasonable.
It’s certainly plausible, but I don’t see how it has to be.”

But since this is what God actually did, you bear the burden
of proof in demonstrating that such a sacrifice was, in fact,
overkill! Since God is a rational moral agent, it is at least
reasonable to think that a Divine sacrifice may indeed have



been NECESSARY. And if it was necessary it cannot, by
definition, be overkill.

Let me conclude with two more observations. First, we both
agree that Jesus was, in fact, the God-Man. I could easily
demonstrate from the Scriptures both that Jesus believed this
of Himself and that His disciples believed it as well. But
here’s the point. Every time that Jesus, or one of His
disciples, makes the claim that He is the ONLY way to God
there is, at least potentially, an implicit argument that only
a God-Man can reconcile man to God! I could quote many verses,
but let me offer just a few. When Jesus says to Nicodemus, “As
Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so MUST
THE SON OF MAN BE LIFTED UP; that whoever believes may in Him
have eternal 1life” (JN. 3:14-15, emphasis mine), He 1is
speaking as the God-Man. I admit that it is not necessary to
interpret such a statement as requiring a Divine sacrifice,
but it certainly has this potential — and that’s something to
think about. In other words, since Jesus is the God-Man, He
could be implicitly understood as saying that ONLY such a One
as He 1is capable of reconciling man to God. It’'s the same with
many such statements of Jesus (e.g. JN. 14:6, etc.). And
Jesus’ disciples, who also believed in His deity, repeatedly
claim that there is no other way for man to be reconciled to
God. For example, in Acts 4:12 Peter declares, “And there is
salvation in no one else; for there is no other name under
heaven that has been given among men, by which we must be
saved.” Again, this does not PROVE that a Divine sacrifice was
necessary (the burden is yours to show it was not), but it may
certainly be read as implying its necessity.

Second, consider this. In Paul’s famous verse on substitution,
2 Cor. 5:21, we read: “He (the Father) made Him (the Son) who
knew no sin to be sin on our behalf, that we might become the
righteousness of God in Him.” Luther referred to this as the
“Great Exchange.” Christ takes our sin on Himself and gives us
His righteousness in its place! Now an argument could be made



that, in order to be acceptable to God, man must be clothed in
His righteousness. If this is so, then it would seem to follow
that a Divine substitute was not superfluous, but ESSENTIAL.
For how could we become “the righteousness of God” in Christ,
unless Christ was actually God? It’'s reasonable to believe He
could only give us God’s righteousness if He was, in fact,
God. And if such righteousness 1is essential for our
reconciliation to God, then it follows that a Divine
substitute would be necessary to achieve this goal. Again, I
fully admit that this argument is NOT CONCLUSIVE-it is merely
suggestive. But as I've said repeatedly (I'm sure you’'re sick
of it!), you bear the burden of proof — not me. Thus, I think
I've offered some good reasons to believe that a Divine
sacrifice was indeed necessary and not overkill. I also think
I've demonstrated that you’'re far from proving your own
position (if in fact it’s actually your position; I’'m not
saying it necessarily is).

Wishing you God’s richest blessings,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries



