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P REFACE

EvERyONE has a worldview, a set of presuppositions by means 
of which they interpret and understand the world. Worldviews 
are like spectacles through which we view the facts. If we have 
the wrong spectacles all the facts will be out of alignment. All 
the facts in the world are evidence for the truth of Christianity, 
but evidence only makes sense if you have the right framework. 
Unless we deal with a person’s anti-Christian presuppositions, 
all the evidence in the world will not convince him of his error, 
because whatever evidence we present to him, he will interpret 
according to his unbelieving presuppositions. As Greg Bahnsen 
puts it: “Critical attacks which are leveled against the Christian 
faith in the world of thought cannot be met by piece-meal replies 
and appeals to emotion. In the long run the believer must respond 
to the onslaught of the unbeliever by attacking the unbeliever’s 
position at its foundations. He must challenge the unbeliever’s 
presuppositions, asking whether knowledge is even possible given 
the non-Christian’s assumptions and perspective.”1
 Many of the dialogues in this book first appeared in the 
Newsletter of All Saints Church, Preston, between October 2005 
and October 2010.  These have been revised and others have been 
added. My purpose then and now is to encourage Christians to be, 
in the words of the apostle Peter “always ready to give an answer 
[an apologia, a reasoned defence] to everyone who asks you to give 
a reason for the hope that is in you” (1 Peter 3:15).
 Christians in many Churches are constantly told from the 
pulpit that it is their responsibility to evangelise.  More often than 
not this results in either guilt or frustration or both. The truth is, 
not every Christian is an evangelist. However, every Christian 
ought to be an apologist. Athletes are only ready for the race 
 1 Greg L. Bahnsen, Always Ready (Atlanta: American Vision, 1996), p. 55.
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when they have spent time getting ready. And Peter’s command 
to all believers to “always be ready to give an answer,” implies that 
time is needed to get ready. We need to anticipate the challenges 
of unbelievers and find the biblical answers if we are going to 
be obedient to God’s word. What army would go to war unable 
to defend itself ? As soldiers of the King of kings we need to be 
prepared, yet how many Church programmes do you know of that 
include apologetics?
 All these dialogues relate some of my own experiences with 
unbelievers and some with believers. I have presented them in 
a conversational style, as I believe this makes the subject more 
interesting and easier for the reader who is not used to studying. 
My hope and prayer is that this little book will encourage the 
people of God to be, “always ready.”
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§1
WhEN yOU’RE DEAD yOU’RE DEAD!

GEORGE:  For God’s sake, how long do we have to wait? Oh 
God, not another hour doing nothing!

BiLL:  We’re in their hands, what can we do but wait. By 
the way, my name’s Bill.

GEORGE:  Hi, I’m George.
BiLL:  What do you think of him George?
GEORGE:  Who?
BiLL:  God.  Only you’ve mentioned him a couple of times 

and I just wondered what you thought of him.
GEORGE:  Are you a religious nut or something?
BiLL:  Why do you say that, you’re the one who keeps 

mentioning God?
GEORGE:  Okay, so I mentioned God, so what, it’s a free coun-

try isn’t it? Anyway, as far as I’m concerned when 
you’re dead you’re dead.

BiLL:  When you’re dead you’re dead.  That’s a very interest-
ing statement. As a Christian I’d agree with that?

GEORGE:  You would?
BiLL:  Sure.  It’s obvious isn’t it?  You remember the nursery 

rhyme, “The grand old Duke of York. He had ten 
thousand men. He marched them up to the top of 
the hill and he marched them down again, and when 
they were up they were up, and when they were down 
they were down, and when they were only half way 
up they were neither up nor down.” Tell me, where 
were the Duke of York’s men when they were up?

13
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GEORGE:  They were up.
BiLL:  And where were they when they were down?
GEORGE:  They were down of course.  It’s just stating the obvi-

ous.
BiLL:  Exactly! And when you’re dead you’re dead. So why 

would I disagree with the obvious?
GEORGE:  I’ve not got time to play word games.
BiLL:  I’m not playing with words I’m working with 

them.
GEORGE:  What I mean is that when you’re dead, that is the 

end, termination, annihilation, extinction. All that 
remains is prospective fertilizer. You are gone. You’re 
as dead as a Dodo. All that exists is the physical. 
There is no God, no spirit, no after life.

BiLL:  So that’s what you mean when you say “when you’re 
dead you’re dead”?

GEORGE:  Exactly!
BiLL:  Well, if all that exists is the physical, where is the 

category of Dodo, I’d like to encounter it?
GEORGE:  What do you mean?
BiLL:  Everything we identify as physical is in a certain 

class or category. When we see a dog chasing a 
rabbit across a field we don’t put the rabbit in the 
same category as the dog.  The dog has the concept 
of dogness. That’s how we’re able to identify it as 
a dog. Whenever we refer to some particular we 
are necessarily assuming the class or category to 
which it belongs. A dog is a particular instance of 
the universal, dogness. You could, if you were an 
unkind person, kick a dog, but could you kick the 
concept of dogness? No, because it’s not physical. 
Without concepts you could never identify a dog 
or a rabbit or anything else. In fact you wouldn’t 
be able to make a statement about anything. You 
couldn’t even say the “The dog” or “The dodo,” 
never mind “The grand old duke of York.” So if 



When you’re dead you’re dead 15
(cont.)  all reality is physical it’s impossible to be rational.  

Which means George, that if you are going to be 
consistent with your worldview that all reality is 
physical, you must stop talking because when you 
reason you use what you say does not exist. On a 
Christian approach to life I don’t have this prob-
lem. God made the world and God is not physical, 
and there is therefore a relationship between the 
physical and non-physical things. We are made in 
the image of God and I can think God’s thoughts 
after him. And as God thinks of dogs or dodos or 
dukes or whatever, so I can think of them as well.

GEORGE:  It looks like things are moving at last. I’d like to keep 
in touch, Bill. Do you have an email address? 



§2
CONDiTiONAL OR UNcONDiTiONAL?

SARAh: What a glorious day isn’t it?
CAROL: Yes. Oh to be in England now that spring is here!
SARAh:  One of the great things about our Church walks 

is that they are not too arduous. You have time to 
look around and appreciate the scenery. Do you 
remember that song, “In our mountain greenery 
where God paints the scenery?”

CAROL:  Yes, I do. “Just two crazy people together.” Wasn’t 
it?

SARAh:  That’s right. Another great thing about these walks, 
is that you have the opportunity to talk and share 
your Christian experiences with one another.

CAROL:  It’s funny you should mention that because I would 
like to hear what you think about the subject of 
forgiveness. I have been really hurt in a relation-
ship and have been going for counseling to the 
Well Christian Center. My counselor says I must 
forgive the person in question even though they are 
unrepentant, but I just can’t. I know the Bible says 
we should forgive our enemies, but emotionally I 
feel so angry at what the person has done yet I feel 
so guilty for not forgiving them.

SARAh:  Unfortunately, many Christians have an unbiblical 
view of forgiveness. Is forgiveness conditional or 
unconditional that is the question? Ephesians 4:32 
says, “Forgive one another as God in Christ forgave

16
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(cont.)  you.” So how exactly did God forgive us? That is the 

question, because God’s forgiveness is the pattern 
for our forgiveness. Was it unconditional or was it 
conditional? Was it without repentance or was it 
with repentance? Let’s look at some Scriptures. In 
Luke 24:47 Jesus told his disciples, that repentance 
and forgiveness of sins will be preached in his name 
to all nations. In Acts 2:38 Peter did exactly that. Do 
you remember Peter’s reply to the crowd’s question, 
“What shall we do?” 

CAROL:  Yes, he replied: “Repent and be baptised for the 
forgiveness of sins.”

SARAh:  If God requires repentance before forgiveness, and 
if we are to forgive as God forgave us, it follows that 
forgiveness is to be preceded by repentance.

CAROL:  But what about when Jesus taught us to pray in 
the Lord’s prayer: “Forgive us our trespasses as we 
forgive them that trespass against us?”

SARAh:  Well think about it. If forgiveness is unconditional, 
then when we say the Lord’s prayer we would be 
asking God to forgive us without repentance. “Please 
God forgive us, as we forgive, that is uncondition-
ally.” But this would be contrary to what God has 
told us in his word.

CAROL:  I hope you don’t mind me asking all these questions, 
but what about when Jesus was on the cross and 
he forgave those who crucified him? Shouldn’t we 
follow his example?

SARAh:  Look carefully at exactly what Jesus said. In Luke 
23:34 Jesus didn’t say, “I forgive you.” He wasn’t ad-
dressing the crowd he was addressing his Father. He 
said, “Father forgive them for they know not what 
they do.” It was a prayer that was answered on the day 
of Pentecost and on those other occasions when God 
granted repentance unto life to thousands of Jews,  
as we read in Acts 2:38–41; 3:17–19; 4:4; and 5:31.



HAvE YOU EvER ThOUGhT?18
CAROL:  I really do need to pay more attention to what 

Scripture actually says.
SARAh:  Yes, that’s so important. I have met so many Chris-

tians who read from the Book of Common Prayer, 
Sunday by Sunday, saying, “Dearly beloved brethren 
. . . we acknowledge our manifold sins and confess 
them with a humble, lowly, and penitent (repentant ), 
and obedient heart; to the end that we may obtain 
forgiveness of the same, by his infinite goodness and 
mercy.” Yet at the same time they will tell me that 
forgiveness is unconditional.

CAROL:  I’m beginning to see what you are saying. It certainly 
doesn’t honor the Lord when we are lazy in our 
thinking.

SARAh:  Unfortunately there are Christian leaders along with 
many Christians who seem to think that withhold-
ing forgiveness until there is repentance inevitably 
implies a bitter spirit. If that is the case then God 
must have had a bitter spirit before he forgave us! 
In the Sermon on the Mount Jesus said we are to 
love our enemies and do good to those who hate 
us and pray for those who despitefully use us. But 
he never said we are to forgive our enemies. We are 
certainly to have a forgiving spirit. A spirit that is 
ready and willing to forgive. But, as Richard Bewes 
says: “All too often someone who has been on the 
receiving end of an attack is then asked by media 
people—or perhaps by the unthinking—Have you 
forgiven them? Put just like that it is a shallow ques-
tion. It also places an additional burden on, say, the 
rape victim who is then advised, ‘You cannot recover 
until you have forgiven your attacker.’ Ironically it is 
the rape victim who is unfairly placed in the dock. 
Jesus’ words help us: ‘If your brother sins, rebuke 
him, and if he repents, forgive him’ (Luke 17:3). 
Commenting on this passage John Stott adds—‘and
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(cont.)  only if he repents. We must beware of cheapening 

forgiveness . . . If a brother who has sinned against 
us refuses to repent, we should not forgive him. 
Does this startle you? It is what Jesus taught.’1 The 
reason is that real forgiveness implies restoration 
to full fellowship. This cannot be if the sinner is 
unrepentant. As John Stott observes, ‘A forgiveness, 
which bypasses the need for repentance, issues not 
from love but from sentimentality’.” 2  We must be 
willing to forgive as we pray and long for that godly 
sorrow which brings repentance, according to 2 Cor-
inthians 7:10, so that forgiveness and reconciliation 
can follow, remembering all the time that but for the 
grace of God there go I. This of course is the teach-
ing of Matthew 18:15–35 and 2 Corinthians 2:5–8.

  If the offending brother refuses to repent he is 
to be refused Christian fellowship. However, the 
moment he repents he is to be welcomed back with 
open arms.  If we refuse to forgive a repentant sinner 
our heavenly father will not forgive us (Matthew 
6:14–15 and Mark 11:25). Jay E. Adams says “We 
have been forgiven more than we can even imagine 
in our justification. Ought we not, therefore, to be 
most grateful and out of great gratitude be moved 
to extend forgiveness to those who by comparison, 
commit but trifling sins against us even when done 
70 times 7?”3 We know what forgiveness is from 
Jeremiah 31:34. “I will forgive their iniquities and 
their sins I will remember no more.” Forgiveness is 
not a feeling it’s a promise. Likewise when we for-
give someone we promise that we will never bring 
up the matter again. And, as Jay E. Adams says, “. . . 
if you’ve really forgiven, it isn’t the seventh time, it 
isn’t the fifth. It isn’t even the second. It is always 
the first.”4  Otherwise, we are bringing up previ-
ous sins, which we have promised not to do. “Love
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(cont.)  keeps no record of wrongs” (1 Corinthians 13:5).
CAROL:  When God forgives our sins he also forgets them, 

right?
SARAh:  Wrong. That would mean God is not omniscient. 

You are confusing forgetting and not remembering. 
What it means is that God no longer remembers 
our sins against us. Look at Acts 7:60 Stephen says, 
“Lord, hold not this sin to their charge.” It’s a prayer 
for forgiveness, so that their sin will no more be 
charged against them. Forgiveness means freedom 
from liability. Forgiveness is a promise that God will 
not hold our sins against us anymore. It’s gone and 
never the twain shall meet. “As far as the east is from 
the west so far has he removed our transgressions 
from us” (Psalm 103:12).

CAROL:  It’s so clear to me now. Unconditional forgiveness 
just doesn’t make sense, apart from it being unscrip-
tural. How could a person be forgiven and excom-
municated at the same time? What kind of forgive-
ness would that be? It seems that some Christians 
think they can be kinder than God, saying, “I will 
forgive even though there is no repentance.”

SARAh:  Yes, sadly,  I’m afraid it does.  It’s another example of 
how secular humanism has invaded the Church. The 
fact that the objective of forgiveness is to accomplish 
reconciliation rules out the idea of unconditional 
forgiveness.

CAROL:  Just one last question. I’ve heard it said that re-
pentance is never 100 per cent one-sided. That it’s 
always, say, 90/10. What do you think?

SARAh:  While it is certainly true that in many if not most 
relationships, both parties in the dispute may have 
reason to repent. This is never always the case. If, 
for example, I share a matter in confidence and 
that confidence is broken, what am I to repent of ? 
Nothing! The betrayer alone needs to repent 100
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(cont.)  per cent.
CAROL:  This has been a great walk, even though I’ve not 

seen much of the scenery! You know what I feel 
like doing now?

SARAh:  No, what?
CAROL:  Singing that hymn, How Great Thou Art.
SARAh:  After three then, “O Lord my God when I in awe-

some wonder . . .”
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§3
If P ThEN Q—PART I.

TiM:  Hello, we are from the Solid Rock Bible Church. 
We are giving out free Mark’s Gospels to encourage 
people to read the Bible. Would you like one.

Sam:  No thank you. I don’t believe in the Bible. Others 
may be prepared to surrender their discriminating 
faculty, but not me. 

TiM:  But there is plenty of evidence from archaeology 
and history and prophecy and . . .

Sam:  I don’t believe in the Bible because it’s illogical.
TiM:  Why do you say that?
Sam:  Well, doesn’t the Bible say that God is righteous 

and just?
TiM:  Absolutely! “O Lord, God of Israel, you are righ-

teous” (Ezra 9:15). “Lord God Almighty, true and 
righteous are thy judgements” (Revelation 16:7). 
“He is the Rock, his works are perfect, and all his 
ways are just” (Deuteronomy 32:4).

Sam:  And, doesn’t the Bible say that all are sinners?
TiM:  Absolutely! “No one is righteous, not even one” 

(Romans 3:10). “All have sinned and come short of 
the glory of God” (Romans 3:23).

Sam:  And, doesn’t the Bible say that Jesus died to take 
the full punishment for all the sins of all sinners?

TiM:  Absolutely! “All we like sheep have gone astray, we 
have turned everyone to his own way, and the Lord 
has laid on him the iniquity of us all” (Isaiah 53:6). 
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(cont.)  “We see Jesus who . . . by the grace of God tasted 

death for every man” (Hebrews 2:9)
Sam:  And, doesn’t the Bible also say that not all will be 

saved?
TiM:  Yes, that’s true. “Then he will say to those on his 

left, depart from me ye cursed, into everlasting fire, 
prepared for the devil and his angels . . . they will 
go away into everlasting punishment” (Matthew 
25:41, 46).

Sam:  Exactly! It’s completely illogical.
TiM:  I don’t see why you say that.
Sam:  Let me explain. If Jesus took the full punishment 

for all the sins of all sinners, all would be saved.
TiM:  Oh no! Only those who believe and trust in the 

Lord Jesus for salvation will be saved.
Sam:  But my question to you is, “Is unbelief a sin”? Either 

it is or it isn’t. If it isn’t, then why should someone be 
kept out of heaven for something that isn’t a sin? If it 
is a sin, and if Jesus took the full punishment for all 
the sins of all sinners, then he obviously must have 
taken the full punishment for the sin of unbelief, 
as well as for every other sin. So everyone must be 
saved, for a righteous God cannot condemn a man 
twice. If another has met the penalty for a man’s sins, 
he cannot be placed in double jeopardy or sent to 
hell on the basis of them, or else God is unjust. As 
certain also of your own poets have said, “If Thou 
hast my discharge procured, and freely in my place 
endured, the whole of wrath Divine, payment God 
cannot twice demand, first at my bleeding Surety’s 
hand, and then again at mine.”5 So you see now why 
I cannot accept the Bible. Its internal inconsistency 
renders it intellectually unacceptable. Its message is 
absolutely illogical. And being logically incoherent, 
no amount of evidence in its favour can save it. 

TiM:  Well, I see what you mean! There does seem to be
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(cont.)  something wrong, somewhere. I need to go back and 

have an urgent talk with our minister at the Solid 
Rock Bible Church.
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§4
If P ThEN Q—PART II.

TiM:  Hello again, I’m from the Solid Rock Bible Church.
Sam:  O yes, I remember. You were going to have a talk 

with your minister about the Bible being illogical. 
What had he to say? Is he going to resign, change his 
religion or is he simply going to ignore the problem?

TiM:  Neither. Let’s remind ourselves of your argument. 
There were four premises: (1) God is just. (2) All are 
sinners. (3) Christ died for all the sins of all sinners. 
(4) Not all will be saved. Conclusion: In demanding 
the punishment twice God is unjust, which is a 
contradiction of the first premise therefore the Bible 
is illogical.

Sam:  Exactly!
TiM:  As it stands that is a valid conclusion. If, however, 

the third premise is not true, then the conclusion is 
false. And then there wouldn’t be a logical problem. 
Isn’t that true?”

Sam:  O yes, of course I see that, I’m not stupid, my dis-
criminating faculty is still working, but your problem 
is, the Bible does teach that Christ did die for all 
the sins of all sinners, so my argument is sound and 
the Bible is still illogical.”

TiM:  Well, I must admit, I always believed that Jesus died 
for all sinners but since talking with our minister I 
have come to see that the Bible doesn’t teach that 
after all.
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Sam:  How can you say that when there are so many verses, 

which clearly say the opposite? You quoted Isaiah 
53:6 “The Lord has laid on Him the iniquity of us 
all” and Hebrews 2:9 “He tasted death for everyone” 
and what about John 3:16 “God so loved the world,” 
and . . . 

TiM:  Let me explain. The phrases “all” and “everyone” 
and “world” are not self-defining expressions; they 
must always be interpreted within the context of the 
discourse in which they occur. Let’s look at a few 
examples. In Mark 1:5 we read that “all Jerusalem” 
went out to John the Baptist. Are we to understand 
that every single man woman and child in Jerusalem 
confessed their sins and were baptised in the River 
Jordan? It is clear from Mark 11:31 that the chief 
priests, the teachers of the law and the elders rejected 
John the Baptist, so we are obviously not meant to 
understand the word “all” to mean literally all the 
people in Jerusalem without exception. Rather, the 
word “all” in Mark 1:5 is to be understood as “all 
people without distinction,” of age or gender, those 
from every strata of society, including tax collectors 
and soldiers, Luke 3:12–14. Or take John 12:32 Jesus 
said, “If I be lifted up from the earth, will draw ‘all 
men’ unto me.” It is very clear that every individual of 
the human race has not been drawn to Jesus. Again 
the word “all” cannot mean all without exception but 
rather all without distinction, of race ( John 12.20) or 
religion, whether rich or poor, bond or free, rulers or 
subjects, every kind and condition of men. “A multi-
tude, which no man can number out of every nation, 
tribe, people and language” (Revelation 7:9). After 
all, we speak like this ourselves. We use universal 
terms, which we intend to be understood in a limited 
sense. When we go to the Do it All store they don’t 
expect us to ask for a bunch of bananas or a Tornado 
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(cont.)  jet. Likewise the word “everyone” is often used in 

a limited sense. When we ask if everyone is here, 
we mean everyone we invited, not literally every 
human being on the planet. The Bible often speaks 
this way. Take Philippians 2:21 for instance; “For 
everyone looks out for his own interests, not those 
of Jesus Christ.” That Paul is not including himself 
or Timothy or Epaphroditus in this “everyone” is 
clear from the passage. The “everyone” in Hebrews 
2:9 leads us to ask, “everyone of whom?” When 
we look into the context we find a certain class of 
persons mentioned—“the heirs of salvation”—the 
“many sons” of God—the “sanctified” ones—the 
“brothers” of Christ, “whom God had given him.” It 
was for everyone of these, that Jesus tasted death.” 

Sam:  What about Isaiah 53:6 “the Lord has laid on him 
the iniquity of us all.” How do you explain that?

TiM:  The “us all” of Isaiah 53:6 are identified in verse 11 
as the many who are justified because Christ died for 
them. If Christ died for all then all would be justi-
fied. As all are not justified, Christ could not have 
died for all. The New Testament identifies those for 
whom Christ died as his people (Matthew 1:21), 
his Church (Ephesians 5:24; Acts 20:28), his Sheep 
( John 10:11). Jesus said, “I am the good shepherd.” 
The good shepherd lays down his life for the sheep. 
However, in verse 26 Jesus says to certain Jews, “You 
don’t believe because you are not my sheep.” Notice 
Jesus didn’t say you are not my sheep because you 
don’t believe, and if you will only believe you will 
become my sheep. He said the reason you don’t be-
lieve is because you are not my sheep. “My sheep hear 
my voice, I know them and they follow me.” (v. 27). 
What would be the point of Jesus saying that he laid 
down his life for his sheep, if he also laid down his 

  life for those who were not his sheep, which would
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(cont.)  be the case if he laid down his life for everyone?
Sam:  But what about those scriptures which speak of, “the 

world”? Don’t they include everyone?
TiM:  Again it depends on what you mean by everyone, 

but I know what you mean. Before I answer your 
question, let me ask you one. Why do we speak of 
World War II when some countries like the Re-
public of Ireland and Switzerland and Spain and 
Afghanistan and others were neutral?

Sam:  Well, because many countries all over the world were 
at war.

TiM:  Precisely, now to answer your question. Let’s look 
at John 3:16, “For God so loved the world that he 
gave his only Son that whoever believes in him shall 
not perish but have eternal life.” Another scripture 
often mentioned is 1 John 2:2. where John speaks 
of Jesus being the propitiation for our sins and 
not for ours only but also for the sins of the whole 
world. The right interpretation is the one that agrees 
with the context. In John 3:16 Jesus is speaking to 
Nicodemus, a Jew. The Jews mistakenly thought that 
the saving grace of God was confined to Israel. Jesus 
explained to him that God’s grace was international. 
It was for the world. In other words it was for the 
Gentiles as well as the Jews. In 1 John 2:2, John, a 
converted Jew, reminds his readers of this same point 
when he says that Jesus is the propitiation for our 
sins i.e. for us Jews, and also for the whole world of 
Gentiles. John Blanchard put it like this: “In none of 
his writings on the subject did John ever use “world” 
in a statistical sense, but rather to mean people of 
every kind and nation . . .”6

Sam:  So if what you are saying is true; if Jesus did not 
die to take the punishment for all sinners without 
exception then my argument that the Bible is illog-
cal falls to the ground.
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TiM:  Exactly! If P then Q, not P not Q. Now we’ve set-

tled that, perhaps you’ll accept a free copy of Mark’s 
Gospel.

Sam:  Thanks, I will.
TiM:  Thank you. If you hadn’t raised the problem I may 

never have got my doctrine sorted out. 



§5
TO BEE OR NOT TO BEE . . . ThAT iS ThE qUESTiON

STEphEN:  Hello. How much are your 165/80 tyres please? 
AMAL:  Remoulds are £38, new are £53 both include VAT. 

And free balancing.
STEphEN:  I’ll have two new ones please, both on the front.
AMAL:  The waiting room is over there.
STEphEN:  Thank you.
AMAL:  Would you like today’s newspaper?
STEphEN:  No thank you, I want to spend the time reading my 

book.
AMAL:  What is it about?
STEphEN:  It’s a book that explains that the proof of the truth 

of Christianity is that unless it’s true you can’t prove 
anything, because all proof assumes principles that 
only Christianity can account for.

AMAL:  I see!
STEphEN:  Do you go to a church?
AMAL:  Yes, I go to the Hindu Temple, on Fishergate Hill. 

You may not know it, but one in every six persons 
in the world is a Hindu.

STEphEN:  That’s a lot of people. Tell me, what is your hope?
AMAL:  My ultimate desire and the ultimate desire of every 

Hindu, is to be absorbed into the shore-less Ocean 
of Being.

STEphEN:  And how do you hope to achieve that?
AMAL:  Through meditation and yoga. You see Hindus 

believe in the doctrine of karma, which teaches that 
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(cont.)  our deeds in this life will affect our future life for 

good or ill, and our present life is directly related to 
how we lived in our previous life. But though our 
present is determined by our past, we can influence 
our future by our behaviour in the present.

STEphEN:  Reincarnation, right?
AMAL:  Yes, since it’s impossible for all of one’s karma to be 

experienced in one lifetime, the Hindu scriptures 
state that after death individual souls are reborn into 
this world, in another body, human or otherwise. 
The nature of one’s rebirth is determined by the 
karma from past actions.

STEphEN:  So you don’t know how you will be reincarnated?
AMAL:  No, it all depends on one’s karma. Some people 

have better karma than others. If I have bad karma 
I may come back as a pig, or a bee, or worse, a slug. 
But if I have good karma then I might come back 
in terms of a better human life. And eventually, 
through meditation and yoga, I will not come back 
at all, but will be merged like a raindrop, into the 
shore-less Ocean of Being.

STEphEN:  Tell me a little more about this meditation and 
yoga.

AMAL:  Well, Hinduism teaches that our experience in this 
world is all maya (illusion). Your problem is that 
you think that there are distinctions in this world, 
such as you and me, the dog and the tree etc., but 
the transcendent reality is that all is one. You need 
to start thinking in terms of unity and oneness and 
stop thinking in terms of distinctions. Through 
meditation and yoga you will finally be set free and 
arrive at the state of consciousness, which is Nirvana. 
However, as long as you remain on the wheel of life, 
and believe everything is identifiable as a particular 
and don’t understand the underlying unity of things, 
you’ll constantly be reincarnated. Only in Nirvana 
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(cont.)  will you find happiness.
STEphEN:  So let me get this clear. You’re saying that my mistake 

is that I’m thinking in terms of distinctions and that 
is wrong because all distinctions are illusions, and 
that I need to practice meditation and yoga and start 
thinking in terms of oneness and that finally I’ll ar-
rive at Nirvana and be absorbed into the shore-less 
Ocean of Being. 

AMAL:  Exactly!
STEphEN:  So I’m not in Nirvana now?
AMAL:  Correct!
STEphEN:  So there’s a difference between where I am now and 

where Nirvana is. 
AMAL:  Err . . . Yes.
STEphEN:  But you have just been telling me that all distinc-

tions are illusions. And that’s the reason I have to 
keep being reincarnated, because I keep thinking 
in terms of distinctions. But, if all distinctions are 
illusions then there’s no distinction between being 
in Nirvana and not being in Nirvana. So why do I 
need to meditate and do yoga to arrive somewhere 
when on your worldview I’m already there?

AMAL:  That’s your big mistake, Western logic. Truth is dis-
covered by experience not logic. Hinduism doesn’t 
believe in logic.

STEphEN:  If you renounce logic then it follows that if Hin-
duism is true, Hinduism is false. Because once you 
renounce logic, you cannot object to logical contra-
diction. And if as you say, this world is an illusion 
then any attempt to express a view about the real 
world would be impossible because the real world 
is not real. So if Hinduism is true we couldn’t know 
that it’s true.

  There’s something else I’d like to find the answer 
to. If you are reincarnated as a dog for instance, how 
do you get back to being a human being again? Do 
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(cont.)  you have to be a good dog?
AMAL:  It is a bit complicated. But tell me, what has Chris-

tianity to offer the people of India, which Hinduism 
has not?

STEphEN:  Forgiveness.
AMAL:  Hinduism provides forgiveness.
STEphEN:  If Hinduism provides forgiveness why do you have 

karma? Why, if there is forgiveness does a Hindu 
have to work his karma off, suffering for each bad 
thought and action he commits through endless re-
incarnations before being released from his illusory 
existence?

AMAL:  Yes, you are right, there is no forgiveness in Hindu-
ism. We just have to continue on the wheel of life 
until all the karma has been exhausted.

STEphEN:  The Bible says, “It is appointed unto men once to die, 
and after death the judgement” (Hebrews 9:27). We 
live only once, die, and then the Judgement. And 
because the whole world is guilty before God our 
only hope is forgiveness. God in his grace has made 
this possible through the substitutionary work of his 
son. On the cross the Lord Jesus Christ suffered, 
the righteous one for the unrighteous, to bring us 
to God (1 Peter 3:18), the one true God who made 
the world, loved the world so much that he sent his 
only son to pay the full price of all the bad karma 
for wicked people like you and me. He who trusts 
in Jesus is completely forgiven.

AMAL:  It’s been very interesting talking with you. I think 
your car’s ready now.

STEphEN:  Thank you. You have put them on the back haven’t 
you?

AMAL:  No, we’ve put them on the front.
STEphEN:  On the front?
AMAL:  Yes! You distinctly said you wanted them on the 

front! 



§6
PRESENT DAy SAiNT MEETS LATTER DAy SAiNTS

LDS:  Hi, I’m Elder Berry and this is Elder Rado.
NiGEL:  Good to meet you both. I’m Nigel.
LDS:  Would it be okay if we pray first and ask our heavenly 

Father to help us?
NiGEL:  Why don’t we leave that to the end of our discus-

sion so we can be sure we are praying to the same 
person? If we’re in agreement then we can thank 
him for helping us.

LDS:  Sure.
NiGEL:  I’ve read your booklet, The Restoration of the Gospel 

of Jesus Christ, and it seems to me that everything 
hinges on the Book of Mormon.

LDS:  Yes, that’s Right.
Nigel:  Do you have a copy of Doctrine and Covenants?
LDS:  Yes.
NiGEL:  Would you read out loud from section 27:5 and then 

from section 128:17.
LDS:  Sure. “I have sent (Moroni) unto you to reveal the 

Book of Mormon, containing the fullness of my 
everlasting Gospel.”  “This most glorious of all sub-
jects belonging to the everlasting Gospel, namely 
the Baptism for the dead.”

NiGEL:  Thank you. Could you tell me where baptism for 
the dead is mentioned in the Book of Mormon?

LDS:  From my recollection Baptism for the dead is not 
mentioned in the Book of Mormon.

34
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NiGEL:  That is exactly my point. According to one of your 

divine revelations of Joseph Smith, namely Doctrine 
and Covenants, baptism for the dead is in one of your 
other divine revelations of Joseph Smith, namely the 
Book of Mormon. But it simply isn’t there. How do 
you reconcile this? How can a revelation be true if 
it’s false? And if it’s false how can it be divine? 

LDS:  I’ve never seen this before. We need to look into 
it. Baptism for the dead is mentioned in the Bible 
though.

NiGEL:  True, but just what is it, that’s the question? Let’s 
look at 1 Corinthians 15:29 where it’s mentioned. 
Do you remember the context?

LDS:  Err . . . I’m not sure.
NiGEL:  Well the whole chapter is on the Resurrection and 

if we keep that in mind it will help us to understand 
why Paul says what he does in verse 29. In verse 
12 Paul says, “Now if Christ be preached that he 
rose from the dead, how say some among you that 
there is no resurrection from the dead?” In verses 
13–19 Paul shows seven consequences of denying 
the resurrection, and another three in verses 29–32. 
In verse 29 he says, “Else what shall they do which 
are baptised for the dead, if the dead rise not at all? 
Why are they then baptised for the dead?”

LDS:  We believe that those who have died without hearing 
the gospel will have a chance to hear and accept the 
gospel, and receive baptism by proxy and be saved 
in the spirit world.

NiGEL:  Let’s look at the words, “for the dead.”
LDS:  The word “for” clearly means “in place of ” or “instead 

of.” 
NiGEL:  Do you know the Greek word translated here, 

“for”?
LDS:  No.
NiGEL:  It’s the word huper. This is the same word used by
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(cont.)  Paul earlier in verse 3, where we read, “Christ died 

for our sins.” What would you say is the meaning 
of the word “for” here? It makes no sense to say 
that Christ died in place of or instead of our sins 
because that is simply not true. He died instead of 
sinners not instead of sins. The truth is that Christ 
died with respect to or with regard to our sins. If, it 
makes no sense to interpret the Greek word huper 
as “in the place of,” in verse 3, why do you assume 
it means “in the place of ” in verse 29?

LDS:  What else could it mean?
NiGEL: Exactly the same as what it means in verse 3, “with 

respect to,” or “with regard to.” In other words, verse 
29 can be understood as baptism with reference to 
the dead. As Adam Clarke says: “As so many of 
the early followers of Christ sealed the truth with 
their blood, and Satan and his followers continued 
unchanged, every man who took on him the profes-
sion of Christianity, which was done by receiving 
baptism, considered himself as exposing his life to 
the most imminent hazard, and offering his life with 
those who had already offered and laid down theirs. 
He was therefore baptised in reference to his martyr-
dom; and having regard to those dead, he cheerfully 
received baptism . . . ”7 Paul is saying if there is no 
resurrection from the dead, why would anyone be 
baptised and expose himself to martyrdom? Verses 
30–32 seem to confirm this sense.

LDS:  Okay. I see where you are coming from. But John 
3:5 teaches that baptism is necessary for salvation. 
Jesus said except a man is born of water and the 
Spirit he cannot enter the kingdom of God.

NiGEL:  Why do you assume that the word, “water” refers to 
baptism?

LDS:  Why what else could it mean?
NiGEL:  From the context it is clear that Nichodemus ought
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(cont.)  to have known what Jesus was referring to, yet 

Christian baptism was not yet instituted.
 The answer is in Ezekiel 36:25, “I will sprinkle clean 

water on you and you will be clean. And I will give 
you a new heart and a new spirit I will put within 
you.” Ezekiel 36:25 may be properly regarded as the 
Old Testament parallel of John 3:5. Nichodemus 
as a teacher of Israel should have known that the 
symbolic meaning of water in the Old Testament 
pointed in one direction: purification. In other 
words, “water” in John 3:5 refers to purification from 
sin, the indispensable necessity for entrance into the 
kingdom of God.

LDS:  We agree that entrance into the kingdom of God 
necessitates purification from sin but that this is 
brought about through baptism is clear from Acts 
22:16, “And now arise and be baptised and wash 
away your sins, calling on the name of the Lord.”

NiGEL:  These words are either to be understood literally or 
figuratively. If we understand them literally, it means 
that Paul washed away his own sins, whereas Scrip-
ture is clear that purification from sin is the work 
of God. Ezekiel 36:25: “I will sprinkle clean water 
on you and you will be clean.” Psalm 51:1, 2: “Have 
mercy on me O God . . . wash me thoroughly from 
my iniquity, and cleanse me from my sin.” Baptism 
pictures spiritual purification. That Paul did not 
consider baptism necessary for salvation is made 
clear when we compare Romans 1:16, “I am not 
ashamed of the Gospel for it is the power of God 
unto salvation,” with 1 Corinthians 1:17, “Christ 
sent me not to baptise but to preach the gospel.”

  Another point, how do you reconcile your view 
of baptism for the dead with the Book of Mormon? 
Alma 34:34–35 teaches that the wicked, who die 
unrepentant remain in that state forever. In other
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(cont.)  words, those who die as non-Mormons go to hell, 

period. There is no suggestion of a later vicarious 
admission to the Mormon Church via proxy 
baptism. That is a complete contradiction.

LDS:  What about all the contradictions in the Bible?
NiGEL:  We don’t believe there are any. If you believe there 

are contradictions in the Bible, why do you say that 
you believe it’s the word of God?

LDS:  We know that the Book of Mormon is true and 
that Joseph Smith was a prophet of God and that 
he restored the true Gospel, because we have prayed 
and have received assurance in our hearts from the 
Holy Ghost by a burning in our bosom.

NiGEL:  Feelings are deceptive. “The heart of man is deceitful 
above all things and desperately wicked, who can 
know it?” Jeremiah 17:9. The test God has given us 
is his unchanging Word not our changing feelings. 
“To the Law and the testimony, if they speak not 
according to this word, there is no light in them” 
(Isaiah 8:20). Jude 3 tells us that the Faith was once 
delivered to the saints in the first century. The Greek 
word translated as “once” is apax, which means once 
and for all time. So how could it have been revealed 
sometime later to Joseph Smith? If you have your 
hair cut once and for all, how many times do you 
have it cut after that?

LDS:  None.
NiGEL:  Exactly! So how could the Gospel have been revealed 

to Joseph Smith in the nineteenth century when 
it was revealed once and for all time in the first 
century?

LDS:  Well, we have to be going now, but I’d like those 
references from Doctrine and Covenants.

NiGEL:  Certainly. Section 27:5 and 128:17. Please come 
back and let me know how they’re reconciled.



§7
TAkE My wORD fOR iT

GORDON:  Good afternoon, I’m from St. Paul’s Anglican Church. 
We are trying to encourage people to read the Bible. 
Have you ever read the Bible?

BERNARD:  Oh yes, at school.
GORDON:  Did you find the way to heaven through reading 

it?
BERNARD:  I’m not sure.
GORDON:  What would you say is the way to heaven?
BERNARD:  Well, I suppose keep the Ten Commandments, don’t 

do any body any harm and do what my Church tells 
me to do. I reckon I’ll have a good chance if I try 
to do that. I know I’ll have to spend some time in 
Purgatory for a while first, but after that I expect to 
go to heaven.

GORDON:  Are you a Roman Catholic? 
BERNARD:  Yes. I was born a Catholic and I’ll die a Catholic.
GORDON:  Do you mind discussing our differences? 
BERNARD:  No problem, our Church has successfully countered 

Protestant teaching for hundreds of years. Go 
a head.

GORDON:  Here in Ephesians 2:8–9 it says, “for by grace you 
have been saved through faith and that not of 
yourselves it is the gift of God, not of works so that 
no one can boast.”

BERNARD:  That’s your interpretation.
GORDON:  I didn’t interpret it I just read it.
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BERNARD:  But doesn’t the apostle James say faith without works 

is dead? 
GORDON:  Yes, that’s right. If I told you that I believe in having 

a hot bath every day but I’ve never actually had one. 
What would you say? 

BERNARD:  I’d say, do us all a favour and have one! Obviously, 
a belief that is limited to a claim is a belief of no 
practical value at all. 

GORDON:  Exactly, and what James is saying is this: real faith, 
the faith that saves expresses itself in good works 
which God has told us to do once we are saved. This 
is precisely what the apostle Paul goes on to tell us 
in Ephesians 2:10: merely claiming to have faith 
will never save anyone, it’s completely useless. 

BERNARD:  But that’s still your interpretation. 
GORDON:  Well, if you read James chapter 2 for yourself you 

will see that is exactly what is being said.
BERNARD:  Nevertheless, you interpret the gospel one-way and 

the Roman Catholic Church interprets it another 
way. How do you know that you are right?

GORDON:  That question of course is reversible. Tell me, how 
does the Roman Catholic Church communicate its 
beliefs to the people? 

BERNARD:  Well, first through the Catechism taught in the 
schools and also through booklets issued by The 
Catholic Truth Society.

GORDON:  So the Catholic faith is taught by the use of lan g uage.
BERNARD:  Obviously.
GORDON:  Well, let’s take the doctrine of Purgatory. The 

Church defines Purgatory as a place of purification. 
Is that right? 

BERNARD:  Yes.
GORDON:  But how does the ordinary Catholic know that this 

is what the doctrine really means? Why couldn’t it 
mean that Purgatory is a place of annihilation?

BERNARD:  But that’s not what it says.
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GORDON:  So, wouldn’t you agree that the Church’s definition 

should be taken with its plain straight-forward 
meaning? It doesn’t solve the problem by the 
Church’s interpreting the doctrine for the people, 
or trying to rectify their misunderstanding saying, 
“no you’ve got it wrong it means this.” That would 
be no good because that explanation could also be 
misrepresented. 

BERNARD:  I see what you mean.
GORDON:  Douglas Wilson said that “if it’s possible for indivi-

duals to approach the decrees of the Church with 
an honest respect for language, why is it impossible 
to do the same with the Scriptures? They too were 
written in human language. There is no way to 
deny that a man can understand the Scriptures for 
himself without simultaneously denying that he 
can understand anything for himself—including 
the teaching of his interpreters.”8

BERNARD:  I must admit I’ve never realised that before. So you 
are seeking to encourage people to read the Bible 
for themselves?

GORDON:  Exactly! God has revealed the way of salvation in 
human language in the Bible. If you can under-
stand the newspaper you can understand the Bible. 
It teaches that though there is nothing that we 
can do to save ourselves the good news is that 
God has done something.  He sent his Son to die 
on the cross to take the full punishment in the 
place of guilty sinners.  Those who trust only and 
exclusively in the Lord Jesus Christ and what he 
has done are freely and completely forgiven. They 
are going to heaven because, and only because,  
Jesus took their hell. For them the Final Assize 
has been brought forward. Their Judgement is 
over. They now live the rest of their lives doing 
good works out of gratitude to God for their free
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(cont.)  salvation.  This is the gospel.  This is the good news, 

which the early Christians believed and preached. 
BERNARD:  But I’ve heard that you Protestants don’t believe in 

the Virgin Mary. 
GORDON:  We believe everything the Bible says about her.
BERNARD:  But what about purgatory and indulgences and the 

mass and the sacraments. Where do they fit in? 
GORDON:  The only purgatory is Calvary. The book of Hebrews 

tells us that, “. . . after he ( Jesus) had purged our sins 
he sat down at the right hand of the majesty on high” 
(Hebrews 1:3). As far as the rest is concerned, first 
let me ask you a question. What’s the name of the 
river that runs through Preston?

BERNARD:  That’s easy, the river Ribble.
GORDON:  Do you know where it starts? 
BERNARD:  Ah, that’s not so easy. 
GORDON:  Well, I’ll tell you. It starts in Ingleton in the York-

shires dales about fifty miles from Preston. The 
question is where would you say the river is at its 
purest, at Ingleton, or at Preston docks? 

BERNARD:  Ingleton of course. By the time it gets to the docks 
so many things have been put into the river that it’s 
totally polluted

GORDON:  Exactly! Now to answer your question. If we want 
to discover the pure unadulterated gospel of God 
we need to go back upstream two thousand years 
to the New Testament. We have been born two 
thousand years down stream and so much has been 
added that wasn’t there at the beginning, includ-
ing purgatory and indulgences and prayers for the 
dead and masses and sacraments and priests and 
confessions and penance and popes and salvation by 
good works, which has altered the original message 
beyond recognition.

BERNARD:  I must get a Bible and look into this myself.
GORDON:  Brilliant, see you at the summit! 



§8
ThE CROSS OR ThE CREScENT?9

PETER:  Good evening, we are from the Solid Rock Bible 
Church and we are visiting the area to encourage 
people to think about eternal issues. Do you ever 
think about heaven and hell?

SAhib:  Yes we do, of course. We are Muslims, not atheistic 
hedonists! We are always pleased to talk about our 
faith.

PETER:  Have you ever read the Bible?
SAhib:  No. Have you ever read the Qur’an?
PETER:  Yes.
SAhib:  Oh! Anyway, we believe the Bible has been corrupted 

so there is no point in reading it.
PETER:  Why do you say the Bible has been corrupted? What 

evidence do you have? Do you have a copy of the 
uncorrupted Bible?

SAhib:  It disagrees with the Qur’an and the Qu’ran is the 
Word of God, so that settles it. The Gospel of Barna-
bas is the only reliable record of the life of Jesus that 
we have.  It shows that Jesus was a prophet of Islam, 
that he predicted the coming of Muhammad and 
that he never claimed to be the Son of God.

PETER:  That’s very interesting.  I’ve read The Gospel of Barna-
bas and there are certain things in it that seem to 
me to cast some doubt on its reliability. But perhaps 
you’ll be able to help me.

SAhib:  Oh, what things?
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PETER:  First of all there are historical errors in The Gospel of 

Barnabas.  In Chapter 3, it says Jesus was born when 
Pilate was governor of Judea. However, Jesus was 
born  about 4 b.c. and Pilate didn’t become governor 
of Judea until 26 A.D., thirty years later.

SAhib:  Well, couldn’t there have been two governors both 
called Pilate?

PETER:  The historical facts are that Herod Archelaus 
ruled Judea from 4 b.c. to 6 A.D. It was only after 
Archelaus’ removal in 6 A.D. by the Roman emperor 
Augustus that Judea became an independent Roman 
province and began to be ruled by  governors, the 
first one being Caponius. So the idea that Pilate was 
governor of Judea when Jesus was born is just not 
true.  There are also geographical errors.  We are told 
in Chapters 20–21 that Jesus sailed to Nazareth even 
though it is not on the seashore and then that he 
went up to Capernaum.  However, Capernaum is on 
the coast whereas Nazareth is up in the hills, about 
15 miles from the sea. So Jesus would have gone 
up to Nazareth and down to Capernaum and not 
the other way round, which is precisely what Luke’s 
Gospel tells us, “He went down to Capernaum” 
(4:31). And in Chapter 42 the Gospel of Barnabas 
says, “Wherefore they sent the Levites and some of 
the Scribes to question him, saying; ‘Who are you?’ 
Jesus confessed, and said the truth: ‘I am not the 
Messiah’.” Yet in Surah 5:75 the Quran says that 
Jesus is the Messiah, which means that if The Gospel 
of Barnabas is true then the Quran is false.

ShAMED:  Dad, we must get a copy of The Gospel of Barnabas 
and check this out. 

SAhib:  Don’t worry Shamed, we will.
PETER: The Qur’an in Surah 2:130 says that it accepts the 

previous revelations given to Moses and Jesus yet it 
contradicts the Torah and the Gospel. For example,
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(cont.)  Surah 28:9 says Pharaoh’s wife adopted Moses, 

where as Exodus 2:10 says it was Pharaoh’s daughter. 
In Surah 19:8–11 it says Zechariah would not speak 
for three nights, whereas in Luke’s Gospel it’s nine 
months.

SAhib:  We have already told you that the Bible was corrupted.  
That’s the reason for the disagreements.

PETER:  When exactly did the corruption of the Bible take 
place? 

SAhib:  When?
PETER:  Yes. Was it for instance before or after the time of 

Muhammad?
SAhib:  Err . . . before Muhammad, peace be upon him.
PETER:  Sahib, it says in the Qur’an in Surah 5:68, “O Peo-

ple of the Scripture! Ye have naught (of guidance) 
till ye observe the Torah and the Gospel and that 
which was revealed unto you from your Lord.” And 
in Surah 5:47, “Let the People of the Gospel judge 
by that which Allah hath revealed therein . . .” If 
the Gospel was corrupt why would the Qur’an tell 
Christians to judge by it? It’s clear from this that 
Muhammad firmly believed in the reliability of the 
Bible as it existed in his day since he encouraged 
Christians to follow it. So it couldn’t have been 
corrupted before Muhammad unless you are saying 
that Muhammad was mistaken.

SAhib:  No, do not say such a thing! I was mistaken. The 
Bible must have been corrupted after the time of 
Muhammad, peace be upon him.

PETER:  The Bible we have today is based on the same ancient 
manuscripts on which the Bible of Muhammad’s 
day was based on.  And, as we have seen, Muham-
mad approved of the Bible of his day. If there had 
been any corruption after Muhammad, comparing 
these ancient biblical manuscripts with our modern 
Bible would expose its lack of integrity. However,
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(cont.)  what we find is that these ancient manuscripts teach 

exactly the same doctrines as the Bible we have 
today. So the Bible could not have been corrupted 
after Muhammad. Therefore, if the Bible wasn’t cor-
rupted before Muhammad and it wasn’t corrupted 
after Muhammad, logic would lead us to conclude 
that it wasn’t corrupted at all. Which really shouldn’t 
surprise you because according to Surah 6:34 “None 
can alter the words of Allah.” And that means, 
Sahib, you are on a collision course with your own 
Qur’an. And to claim that the Bible has been cor-
rupted simply because it disagrees with the Qur’an 
is arbitrary, and arbitrariness is irrational. We need 
to have good reasons for the things we believe.

SAhib:  I will have to ask my Imam for some answers, Peter. 
But tell me, how can you believe in the Trinity? 
There is no God but Allah and Muhammad is his 
prophet. How can you claim to be monotheists when 
you believe in three Gods? Talk about irrational-
ity!

PETER:  Well Sahib, that’s a good question. I can understand 
where you are coming from, because in Surah 4:171, 
Surah 5:116 and Surah 5:73, the Christian doctrine 
of the Trinity is portrayed as a belief in three gods, 
viz. the Father, Jesus and Mary. However, that is 
a complete misrepresentation of what Christians 
believe. We believe that there is only one God 
who is tri-personal, the Father, the Son ( Jesus) 
and the Holy Spirit. In Deuteronomy 6:4 we read 
that “the Lord our God is one.”  The word for one is 
the Hebrew word echad, which means a composite 
unity, like husband and wife being one. The word 
for singular unity, yachid, is not used here, but it is 
in Zechariah 12:10, which speaks of the Messiah as 
the one they pierced. When the Bible refers to the 
oneness of God, it means oneness of Being, not a
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(cont.)  oneness of Person.
SAhib:  If the Trinity is true, how can it say somewhere in 

your Bible that the Father is the only true God?
PETER:  That’s true. You’ll find that in John 17:3. The Father 

is the only true God. But notice it doesn’t say that 
only the Father is the only true God.

ShAMED:  Okay. But how can God have a son when he has no 
wife?

PETER:  Good question Shamed. The First thing to under-
stand is that the Father-Son relationship is not 
physical. Why do you assume that it’s a physical 
relationship? In Surah 2:177 a traveller is called 
ibnu sabil—a son of the road. This doesn’t mean that 
the road has a wife. Dr Cyr was the father of The 
Yellow School Bus but obviously not biologically. 
The Father-Son relationship is spiritual not physical. 
The misrepresentation of the Christian doctrine of 
the Trinity raises another problem. Wasn’t Allah 
aware of the Nicene and Athanasian Creeds of the 
fourth and fifth centuries A.D. when the doctrine of 
the Trinity was defined?

SAhib:  Are you suggesting that Allah is not the All Know-
er?

PETER:  Well, you tell me, Sahib. Either he was aware of it 
or he wasn’t. If he was why did he misrepresent it 
in the Qur’an? If he wasn’t then how can he be the 
All-Knower? 

SAhib:  That would mean that Allah would be either a de-
ceiver or ignorant, which is blasphemy!

PETER: True, but remember it’s the Qur’an itself that is 
responsible for your dilemma!

SAhib:  I need to consult the Imam about this too. Your 
friend is very quiet. What have you to say about all 
this? 

SiMON:  I was just wondering why Muslims would want 
Christians to convert to Islam, when according to
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(cont.)  Islam they have committed the unforgivable sin of 

Shirk, because of their belief in the Trinity. Like I 
said, I was just wondering. Anyway, the Christian 
message is that though God is absolutely holy and 
we are absolutely condemned because of our sin, 
God has made an absolutely just way of salvation for 
sinners like you and me through the substitutionary 
life and death of his Son, Jesus Christ. The Apostle 
Paul put it like this, “God made him who had no sin 
to be sin for us, so that in him we might become the 
righteousness of God” (2 Corinthians 5:21). Sahib, 
God took my sin from the moment I was born on 
the 4 of August 1946 until the moment I breathe 
my last, whenever that will be, and he transferred 
it all to Jesus who is the only one who has never 
sinned. And then God punished his own Son who 
voluntarily took my place. Then, just as my sinful life 
was put to Jesus’ account, his righteous life was put 
to my account. God accepts me as absolutely holy 
because the holiness of Jesus is credited to me and 
therefore when I do breathe my last I will wake up 
in Paradise! Until that day we seek to live according 
to his holy word because when God saves us he 
not only changes our destiny, he changes us. Sahib, 
God is absolutely holy so he can’t sweep sin under 
the carpet; it has to be dealt with. But in Islam, on 
the Day of Judgement the Qur’an presents Allah 
as having mercy without justice. How can he have 
mercy on some and let them into Paradise when 
their sin has never been punished? Where is the 
justice in that, and where is Allah’s holiness?

ShAMED:  Dad, why don’t we get a Bible as well as The Gospel 
of Barnabas and read it for ourselves? There’s a lot 
to think about.

SAhib:  That’s true Shamed, but before our friends go I have 
just one more question. Somewhere in the Bible, I 
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(cont.)  think it may be in the Gospels, Jesus says that no 

one knows when certain things will happen, not the 
angels, nor the Son, but only the Father. I know the 
Christian answer is that the Son as man did not 
know all things.  But my question is about the Holy 
Spirit whom you say is God as well as the Father 
and the Son.  If that is the case then surely the Holy 
Spirit would know all things, so how can the Bible 
say only the Father knows certain things?

PETER:  Err . . . that’s a good question Sahib. We’ll have to 
ask our vicar about that one!



§9
ThE TRUTh, ThE WhOLE TRUTh, AND

NOThiNG bUT ThE TRUTh?
 
JULiE:  Hi, Mary how are things? How are your studies 

going at university?
MARy:  Hi Julie, okay thanks. You wouldn’t have time for a 

coffee and a chat would you, only I was witnessing 
to my room-mate Liz and she raised a problem in 
the Bible and I don’t know the answer.

JULiE:  Sure, Neroe’s is round the corner and I’m just ready 
for a drink. What’s the problem anyway?

MARy:  Liz says she used to be a believer and she even went 
to Bible college, but while she was there she discov-
ered some contradictions in the Bible and now she 
no longer believes. I made a note of what she said. 
She quoted Numbers 23:19 “God is not man that 
he should lie,” and Ephesians 4:25: “speak everyman 
the truth with his neighbour.”  And then she quoted 
1 Samuel 16:1–3 where Samuel at God’s instruc-
tions misleads Saul by telling half the truth. And in 
Genesis 12:11 Abraham lies but is not condemned 
and in Joshua 2:1–7 Rahab lied, yet in James 2:25 
it says, “Rahab was considered righteous in what 
she did.” I just don’t understand. It all seems very 
confusing to me.

JULiE:  Okay, I think it would be a good idea to have a closer 
look at Rahab.  The question is, in what way should 
we regard the activities of Rahab? There she was, she

50
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(cont.)  was faced with a very difficult situation. The lives 

of her two visitors were in danger. What ought she 
to do? Well what were her options? She could tell 
the truth and hand over the spies to possible if not 
certain death. She could use some form of words to 
mislead them to try to get out of the difficulty. Or 
She could do exactly what she did do, lie. 

  Many Christians condemn Rahab.  Their position 
is that truth-telling is an absolute standard. God 
we are told is a God of truth and his people must 
walk in the truth and must never depart from that 
standard of purity. And that’s that! Well, that’s the 
theory. But what do we find when these Christians 
are faced with a real situation similar to Rahab’s? If 
the Gestapo ask if you have any Jews in the house, 
you must find some evasive way of replying. You can’t 
tell a lie, so you equivocate to conceal the truth. You 
use a form of words calculated to mislead. One day 
the Gestapo asked Corrie Ten-Boon if there were 
any Jews in the house. Her sister replied, “Yes they 
are under the table.” What she didn’t tell them was 
that they were under the floor, under the table. 

  You may have heard of the Scottish Covenanter 
lass who was stopped by the Kings men and asked 
where she was going. She replied, “I’m going to hear 
read the last will and testament of my elder brother 
who has died.”  This is considered by most Christians 
as a very shrewd way of getting out of her difficulty 
without telling lies.

  We could call this “The Shrewd view.” However, 
if we intend to deceive our hearers, we are guilty 
of deception and deception is lying. We have not 
told the truth, and it is absurd for us to argue that 
we have. You can also deceive someone by telling 
the truth. You go into a room and see a man there 
with a dog. You ask him if his dog bites. He says no. 



HAvE YOU EvER ThOUGhT?52
(cont.)  You stroke the dog and it bites your hand. You say, 

I thought you said your dog doesn’t bite. The man 
replies, “I didn’t say it was my dog.”

MARy:  So what are you saying Julie? Are you saying that 
in certain circumstances we have to lie even though 
it’s wrong, because the situation demands it? 

JULiE:  Some Christians take this position, known as 
“Choo sing the lesser of the two evils.” They say 
Rahab did the right thing but still did what was 
wrong.

  A mad man wielding an axe asks you which way 
the little girl went. You say, “That way,” when in fact 
you know she went the other way. In this situation 
lying was less an evil than murder, so you chose to 
lie, but telling lies is always wrong, so you have to 
ask God’s forgiveness.

  If, as some Christians believe, in particular 
situations the right course of action is to do what is 
wrong, we have to conclude, contrary to Scripture (1 
Corinthians 10:13) that God will let us be tempted 
beyond what we are able to endure when there is 
no way out, and that, again contrary to Scripture 
( James 1:13), God does tempt us to do evil after 
all. Hebrews 4:15 tells us that Jesus was tempted 
just like we are so he must have met the same kind 
of conflicting moral situations as we do yet he did 
not sin. Otherwise he wouldn’t be sinless and we 
wouldn’t have a saviour. No, Jesus didn’t believe in 
choosing the lesser of the two evils. God never puts 
us in a situation where no matter which way we 
choose we have to sin.10

MARy:  So Julie, if the “Shrewd view” is mistaken and the 
“lesser of two evils view” is unacceptable, what is the 
answer?

JULiE:  Let’s remember Mary, that in ethics as in everything 
else, our ultimate authority is not my feelings or the
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(cont.)  view of some eminent Christian, but the word of 

God. God and his word is the standard of morality. 
Everything must be interpreted in terms of what 
God has revealed. R. J. Rushdoony said that “No one 
who is seeking to do us evil, to violate the law in ref-
erence to us or to another is entitled to the truth.”11 
Let me illustrate this with several Scriptures: in 
1 Samuel 20:5, David and Jonathan deceive Saul 
because he sought David’s life; in 1 Samuel 21:13, 
David feigns madness to avoid being killed by the 
king of Gath; in Matthew 2:16, the Magi outwit 
King Herod, whose intention was to kill Jesus; in 
Acts 9:23–25, the believers in Damascus trick the 
Jews to prevent them from killing Paul.

MARy:  What about the Ten Commandments in all this?
JULiE:   God gives exceptions to the Ten Commandments.
 For example the Eighth Commandment forbids tak-

ing what doesn’t belong to us. Yet in a war situation 
it’s not considered immoral to steal your enemies 
ammunition. So that would be an exception to the 
Eighth Commandment. The Ninth Command-
ment amounts to not deceiving people, “You shall 
not bear false witness against your neighbour.” (The 
lies of a witness in a court of law are an attempt to 
deceive the jury). Yet policemen use deception to 
catch criminals.  The qualification of the Command-
ments about truth telling is given in the Scriptures 
themselves, where God shows that he honours 
telling lies under certain circumstances. Consider 
Exodus 1:15–21. The midwives lie to Pharaoh who 
had ordered them to kill all boys being born. We 
then read, “And because the midwives feared God, 
he gave them families of their own” (v. 21). Joshua 
deceived the people of Ai by following the Lord’s 
instructions ( Joshua 8). Geronimo used exactly 
the same military tactic when he defeated General
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(cont.)  Custer at the battle of  The Little Big Horn. William 

Tyndale smuggled Bibles into England from the 
Continent on ships in bales of wool and in barrels 
to deceive the enemies of the gospel.  The Bishop of 
London burnt any Bibles he discovered. Tyndale’s 
friend received money from the Bishop of London 
for telling him where some of  Tyndale’s Bibles were 
hidden. He then sent the money to Tyndale so he 
could print more Bibles! 

  During World War Two the Allies used a grand 
deceit by creating an imaginary army to give the 
Germans the impression that they were landing in 
Calais rather than Normandy. Corrie Ten Boon and 
her family struggled with telling lies to the Gestapo 
yet at the same time they were involved in massive 
deception. They stole ration books so they could get 
food for the Jews, and co-operated with the Dutch 
Underground who used forged papers to help Allied 
airmen to escape. Prisoners of war regularly used 
secret codes in their letters home to deceive their 
captors—e.g. “Tell it to the Marines.” No one has a 
right to knowledge from us that can be used to do us 
evil. As Rushdoony says: “lawless aggression results 
in ‘a forfeiture of rights for the guilty assailant,’ and 
Rahab, the midwives, and other saints of old were 
innocent of wrong doing.”12 

MARy:  So what you are saying Julie, is that we must dis-
tinguish between the usual and the unusual, the 
ordinary and the extraordinary?

JULiE:  Exactly Mary! We have an obligation to speak truth-
fully in all normal circumstances. Where normal 
circumstances exist we are under obligation to God 
to tell the truth at all times. Again, Rushdoony says 
that “The commandment is very clear: we are not 
to bear false witness against our neighbor, but this 
does not mean that our neighbor or our enemy is
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(cont.)  ever entitled to the truth from us, or any word from 

us, about matters of no concern to them, or of pri-
vate nature to us.”13 Proverbs 11:13 says “A gossip 
betrays a confidence, but a trustworthy man keeps 
a secret.” However, in certain circumstances telling 
lies is legitimate. We don’t have to worry about it. 
We don’t have to apologise for it. We don’t have to 
repent of it. It’s what God wants us to do. To do 
otherwise would make us an accessory to the crime. 
When the context of the verses mentioned by Liz is 
taken into account, there is no contradiction at all. 
To press the point home you could ask your friend 
Liz if she were kidnapped would she hesitate to use 
the kidnapper’s mobile phone if he carelessly left it 
around? Or if she were starving would she raid his 
fridge? And if she got the opportunity, would she 
consider it wrong to take his car to escape?

MARy:  I’d certainly have no hesitation. I see now that at 
certain times it is right to do what it would be wrong 
to do at other times. Thanks Julie, I’m glad I bumped 
into you today. And thanks for the coffee too.



§10
BLAck, GREy AND WhiTE 14 

MR. GREy: Can I tell you about Jesus?
MR. BLAck:   Whose he?
MR. GREy:  He’s the Son of God.
MR. BLAck:  I don’t believe in God so he can’t be.
MR. GREy:  Oh! Well, everything must have a cause, therefore 

the universe had a cause and that cause was God. 
God was the first or uncaused cause. 

MR. BLAck:  Well if everything must have a cause then God 
must have had a cause so he couldn’t be the first or 
uncaused cause. If God didn’t have a cause then not 
everything must have a cause and if not everything 
must have a cause then perhaps the universe is one 
of those things, which didn’t need a cause.

MR. GREy:  Oh! But the universe shows wonderful evidence of 
design so it must have had a designer even more 
wonderful and that designer was God. 

MR. BLAck:  If God is even more wonderful, then he must have 
had a designer even more wonderful than he is. If 
God didn’t require a designer then there’s no reason 
why a less wonderful thing like the universe needed 
one. 

MR. GREy:  Oh! But what about miracles, they prove that God 
exists. Take the miracle of the resurrection of Jesus. 
Three days after Jesus died the tomb was empty. If 
his friends took the body why would they die for 
something they knew was a lie? If his enemies took
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(cont.)  the body, they had only to produce it and Christian-

ity would never have got off the ground. Therefore 
Jesus rose from the dead as he said he would. Which 
proves he was the Son of God

MR. BLAck:  From that evidence it appears that Jesus did come 
back from the dead, but that doesn’t mean he was 
the Son of God, because there is no God. And why 
must we conclude that the resuscitation of a corpse 
is a miracle? There is obviously a natural explanation. 
One day we may know how it happened. After all, 
there was a time when we didn’t understand elec-
tricity or how to cure polio, but we do now. Strange 
things happen from time to time, send it to Ripley’s 
Believe it or not.15 

MR. GREy:  Oh!
MR. WhiTE:  Tell me, why don’t you believe in God? 
MR. BLAck:  Many reasons: science, evolution, logic. And what 

about all the evil in the world: murder, robberies, 
rape, war, natural disasters, disease etc? I would 
never allow these awful things to take place if I 
could prevent them. Your God is supposed to be 
all loving so he would want to remove all evil, and 
he is all powerful so he is able to remove it, and he 
is all knowing so he knows all about it, and knows 
how to remove it. Yet evil remains. Christianity is 
illogical. How can anybody accept something that’s 
completely irrational? And what about child abuse? 
How could God allow that?

MR. WhiTE:  Child abuse makes you angry, doesn’t it?
MR. BLAck:  Of course it makes me angry!
MR. WhiTE:  It makes me angry too. But when you call anything 

evil you are making a moral judgement, which is 
assuming moral absolutes. Where do moral abso-
lutes come from?

MR. BLAck:  People choose them. 
MR. WhiTE:  If they do then they’re not absolutes. And you have
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(cont.)  no reason to be angry because the child abuser 

chose his moral absolutes too. If there is no God 
who has an unchanging moral character, which is 
the basis for moral absolutes then no one can blame 
anyone for what he does, Hitler included. Deny 
the existence of God and you have no absolutes. If 
there are no absolutes then everything is relative. If 
everything is relative you have no basis for making 
any moral statement whatsoever. All you can say is 
that you personally don’t like certain things. You 
have no more a basis for objecting to the activities 
of a paedophile, than you have for objecting to a 
person who eats broccoli. 

MR. BLAck:  You can’t put them in them same class. The two 
things are in a completely different order.

MR. WhiTE:  True! But given your atheism you are unable to 
make the distinction. However, as a Christian, I 
have a basis that enables me to differentiate. God has 
revealed his absolute moral standards in his word, so 
I am able to say that certain things are wrong. All 
you have is your subjective opinion. In your opinion 
something you don’t like is wrong. But without an 
objective, absolute, invariant, universal standard of 
morality, you have no basis for saying that it’s wrong. 
And atheism has no such standard. All you have is 
your own personal opinion, which is not binding on 
anyone else. And there are as many opinions as there 
are people on the earth at any given time—seven 
billion on the last count. 

MR. BLAck:  I believe something is wrong if it hurts others. If it 
doesn’t, then it’s okay.

MR. WhiTE:  Again, that is just your opinion. Anyway, why is it 
wrong to hurt others? Given your view that this 
world has come about by the chance forces of Evo-
lution and the species that survived did so because 
they took advantage of other species, nature seems
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(cont.)  to be teaching us that hurting others is part of the 

evolutionary process. There is no reason why we 
shouldn’t hurt people, given Evolution. If Evolution 
is right can anything be wrong? Even the very words 
right and wrong, good and evil are meaningless in a 
godless universe. Which means that your statement 
that it’s wrong to hurt others is meaningless. And 
it’s obvious that there can be no “problem of evil” 
unless you have a basis for saying there is such a 
thing as evil in the first place.

MR. BLAck:  Okay, so I have a problem but so have you. If 
God knows there is evil but cannot prevent it, 
he is not omnipotent. If God knows there is evil 
and can prevent it but desires not to, he is not 
omnibenevolent. The evil in the world is incom-
patible with either God’s goodness or God’s power. 
You can’t have it both ways. The statements that God 
is all-good, God is all-powerful, and evil exists, are 
inconsistent.

MR. WhiTE:  There may appear to be a contradiction but the 
very fact that God is all good, means that God has 
a good reason for the evil that exists. So there re-
ally is no logical contradiction at all. Greg Bahnsen 
said that “Even in the case of the greatest crime in 
all of history, the crucifixion of the Lord of glory, 
the Christian believes that God’s goodness was not 
incompatible with the wickedness of men. Was the 
killing of Christ evil? Surely. Did God have a mor-
ally sufficient reason for it? Just as surely!”16

  The problem of evil is not a logical problem it’s 
a psychological problem. As Greg Bahnsen says: 
“. . . the Bible calls upon us to trust that God has 
a morally sufficient reason for the evil that exists in 
this world, but it does not tell us what that sufficient 
reason is.”17

MR. BLAck:  I won’t accept that there is a sufficient reason unless
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(cont.)  I’m told what it is. I’ll decide if it’s sufficient!
MR. WhiTE:  What you are saying is nothing new. Adam and Eve 

had exactly the same attitude. Instead of accept-
ing what God said simply because he said it, they 
made their own finite understanding their ultimate 
authority. The whole sad history of the human race 
has been the result of not trusting and presuppos-
ing the goodness of God. The believer on the other 
hand is given grace to trust his heavenly Father, 
like a little child trusts his parents when there are 
things he cannot understand. With Job he cries 
out, “Though he slay me still will I trust him.” I can 
account for your objection to the moral evil in the 
world because the Bible says we have all been made 
in the image of God. He has put his laws in our 
hearts so we know the difference between right and 
wrong and our conscience bares witness to this fact. 
But atheists have no basis for believing in morality 
at all, yet they constantly make moral judgements. 
All the while they are borrowing from the Christian 
worldview, which they reject. They use the Christian 
spirit level to say that the wall is crooked and then 
say they don’t believe in spirit levels! Atheism is 
irrational and unliveable.

  It’s easy to say you don’t believe in God, but im-
possible to be consistent with what you say, because 
actions speak louder than words, which means that 
you are a believer though you deny it, and in your 
heart of hearts you know this God, though you won’t 
acknowledge him. 

  The proof of the existence of the Christian God 
is that without him you can’t prove anything, because 
all proof assumes principles which only Christian-
ity can account for, whether it’s the uniformity of 
nature, without which science would be impossible, 
or the laws of logic, which are non-material, or a
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(cont.)  mind which is free to investigate options and choose 

on the basis of evidence rather than simply a brain 
which is controlled by electro-chemical processes, 
like weeds growing, so that what we think and say 
we can’t help but think and say. So if atheism is 
true we would have no reason for believing it’s true. 
God is the necessary precondition for anything to 
be the case. Atheists constantly borrow from the 
Christian worldview in order to make sense out of 
human experience. If they were consistent with their 
materialistic, naturalistic worldview they couldn’t 
know anything.

MR. BLAck:  But atheists do science.
MR. WhiTE:  I don’t deny it. But my question is, given your 

random chance view of the universe how do you 
account for it? Unbelievers are able to count but 
on their worldview they are unable to account for 
counting. 

MR. BLAck:  Well if God does exist, why did he allow evil to 
come into the world in the first place?

MR. WhiTE:  Because he chose to, and if you continue to criticise 
the ways of the Almighty, one day he will choose to 
send you to hell. But I’ll tell you something else he 
chose to do. He chose to send his own Son to suffer 
and die to take the punishment instead of rebels like 
you and me and if you turn back to him he will save 
you, intellectually, morally and spiritually, because in 
every area of your life you are totally lost! “Seek the 
Lord while he may be found, call upon him while 
he is near. Let the wicked forsake his way, and the 
unrighteous man his thoughts and let him return 
to the Lord and he will have mercy upon him, and 
to our God, for he will abundantly pardon. For my 
thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your 
ways my ways says the Lord. For as the heavens are 
higher than the earth so are my ways higher than



(cont.)  your ways and my thoughts than your thoughts.” 
Isaiah 55:6–9.
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§11
PRESTON TO EUSTON NON-STOp18

JOhN:  Good morning. Are you going all the way?
FR DAMiAN:  Yes, I have an important meeting in Westminster 

with Cardinal Kelly-O’Connor. We have to make 
arrangements for the Pope’s visit.

JOhN:  I’m an Anglican. Wouldn’t it be great to see our 
Churches united? 

FR DAMiAN:  Absolutely! There are of course some real problems, 
which would have to be overcome.

JOhN:  I agree. Take transubstantiation for instance.
FR DAMiAN:  You mean the doctrine based on the words of Jesus, 

who on the night he was betrayed, took bread and 
said, “This is my body”?

JOhN:  Yes. But I understand those words to be figurative.
FR DAMiAN:  You Protestants are all the same. You take the Bible 

literally until you come to Matthew 26:26. 
JOhN:  We both accept that some statements in the Bible are 

to be understood literally, e.g. when the Apostle Paul 
tells the Corinthian Church not to worship in an 
unknown tongue but rather to speak in a language 
the people can understand, he was obviously 
speaking literally. Yet for over a thousand years the 
Roman Catholic Church said Mass in Latin, which 
most of the people could not understand, but that’s 
another story. But when Jesus said, “I am the door,” 
He was clearly speaking figuratively, don’t you 
agree? 
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FR DAMiAN:  True, but my contention is that in the words of 

Jesus, “This is my body and this is my blood,” we 
have a clear and unambiguous statement by the 
Lord himself, that the miracle has taken place, so 
the bread is literally his body and the wine is literally 
his blood.

JOhN:  We won’t be in Euston for a couple of hours. Why 
don’t we have closer look at this matter in the Bi-
ble?

FR DAMiAN:  Do you always carry your Bible with you?
JOhN:  I try to be always ready to give an answer to eve-

ryone who asks me to give a reason for the hope 
that is in me, as the apostle Peter says we are to do. 
Look at Matthew 26:29. Immediately after Jesus 
had said, “This is my blood,” which you say was 
now his literal blood, he refers to it quite clearly as 
still being wine. “I tell you I shall not drink again 
of this fruit of the vine, until I drink it new with 
you in my Father’s kingdom.”  The phrase Jesus uses 
could hardly make it plainer that he regarded it as 
still being in its natural state. Or take the words of 
the apostle Paul in 1 Corinthians 11:26–28 and ask 
yourself the question, what did the early Christians 
eat at communion? Three times it is said that what 
they actually ate was bread.

FR DAMiAN:  But what about verse 29 where it says, “If anyone 
eats or drinks without discerning the Lord’s body he 
eats and drinks judgement on himself.”  The Lord’s 
body must be there for how can we discern it if it 
isn’t?

JOhN:  We discern the Lord’s body by faith, not by sight. 
It is discerned spiritually, not literally. Not even 
the most ardent advocate of transubstantiation can 
recognise the Lord’s body in any literal sense for all 
their senses can detect is bread and wine. To “discern 
the Lord’s body” in the sacrament is to see by faith
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(cont.)  the inner meaning and spiritual significance of the 

elements of bread and wine. When Paul writes to 
the Galatians (3:1) and recalls that before them, 
“Jesus Christ was publicly portrayed as crucified,” 
he did not mean that they had actually seen Jesus 
crucified. He meant that in the preaching of the 
gospel they had by faith seen Jesus crucified. So to 
discern the Lord’s body in the sacrament is to see 
by faith Christ crucified set before us.

FR DAMiAN:  What about Paul’s words in 1 Corinthians 10:16 
where he says that at Communion we participate 
in the body and blood of Christ?

JOhN:  This verse simply states the fact of our participation. 
The nature of the participation is seen in the verses 
we have already considered.

FR DAMiAN:  But in 1 Corinthians 11:27 it says if we eat and drink 
in an unworthy manner we will be guilty of sinning 
against the body and blood of the Lord. 

JOhN:  Disrespect for the symbol is disrespect for the thing 
symbolised. To burn the Union flag is to show dis-
respect for the country it represents. And to show 
disrespect for the bread and wine is to show disre-
spect for the body and blood of Christ, which they 
represent. Tell me, why does the Church of Rome 
withhold the cup from the people?

FR DAMiAN:  Because of the possibility of the people spilling the 
blood of Christ.

JOhN:  But when Jesus instituted the Last Supper he said 
quite plainly, “drink of it all of you” (Matthew 26:27), 
and when Mark is describing the scene he is equally 
clear: “they all drank of it” (Mark 14:23). And in 
Paul’s discussion of the subject in 1 Corinthians 11 
his constant references to the receiving of the cup 
show that this was the normal practice in the early 
Church. And in 1 Corinthians 11:27, how could 
anyone drink in an unworthy manner if the cup was
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(cont.)  not given to him? This is clearly one more instance 

in which the Church of Rome has taken it upon 
herself to alter the commands of the gospel. So how 
can you claim to be in Apostolic Succession when 
you withhold the cup from the people? Also in Acts 
2:27, Peter, referring to Christ, quotes Psalm 16:10, 
“You will not abandon me to the grave nor allow 
thy holy one to see corruption.”

FR DAMiAN:  What has that got to do with anything?
JOhN:  Just this, that 15 minutes after the bread is swal-

lowed, it disintegrates. The bread therefore cannot 
be the body of Christ. And why do you require that 
the people fast before taking communion, when the 
Last Supper was instituted during a meal? (Matthew 
26:26, “While they were eating”). In fact it was the 
Passover, which was a commemorative feast. And 
when Jesus said, “This Passover” in Luke 22:15 he 
meant this commemoration of the Passover. He 
couldn’t have meant it was literally the Passover, 
for that would have been contrary to fact. In like 
manner, he said, “This is my body.” At a commemo-
rative feast, he instituted another commemorative 
ordinance, which was to supersede the former.”

FR DAMiAN:  But in John 6:53 Jesus said “unless you eat my 
flesh and drink my blood you have no life in you. 
Whoever eats my flesh and drinks my blood, has 
eternal life.” Here we have the biblical basis for the 
doctrine of transubstantiation.

JOhN:  The passage must be understood either literally or 
figuratively. An interesting comment on all this 
comes from the great doctor of the Church, Au-
gustine of Hippo, in the fourth century, where he 
gives guidance for determining whether a passage 
is to be taken literally or figuratively: “If a passage is 
preceptive and either forbids a crime or wickedness 
or enjoins usefulness or charity, it is not figurative.
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(cont.)  But if it seems to command a crime or wickedness, 

or to forbid usefulness or kindness, it is figurative. 
‘Unless you eat,’ he says, ‘the flesh of the Son of 
Man, and drink his blood, you have no life in you.’ 
He appears to enjoin wickedness, or a crime. It is a 
figure, therefore, teaching us that we partake of the 
benefits of the Lord’s passion, and that we must 
sweetly and profitably treasure up in our memories 
that his flesh was crucified and wounded for us.”19

FR DAMiAN:  St. Augustine may have been right on a lot of things, 
but he was certainly mistaken here. The teaching of 
the Church is that these words in John 6:53 are to 
be understood literally. Transubstantiation reflects 
Roman Catholic faith in the literalness of the words 
of the Bible. Jesus (omnipotent God) said: “This is 
my body; this is my blood.” Roman Catholics take 
Jesus at his word: the bread is his body; the wine 
is his blood. From the apostles at the Last Supper 
until today, the bread and wine of Eucharist looks 
and feels and tastes like bread and wine in the eating 
and drinking. Similar to all of God’s word, faith is 
essential. Mediaeval philosophers and theologians 
sought simply to label this simple biblical faith. 
Transubstantiation means the substance part of 
the elements of bread and wine changes; but the 
accidental parts—sight, taste, smell touch—do not. 
Catholics believe that since Jesus said it and he is 
God, he can do it. In everyday life, it is not uncom-
mon to believe in things we cannot perceive by the 
senses:  love, the laws of logic, magnetism etc. All 
the more when Jesus says it. 

JOhN:  We believe in love, and the laws of logic and magnet-
ism etc. because there is evidence. But where is the 
evidence for transubstantiation? As for the Church 
of Rome’s claim that they interpret the passage liter-
ally, they only take it as far as it suits them. Take verse
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(cont.)  53, “unless you eat my flesh and drink my blood you 
have no life in you.” Understood literally this would 
prove that all who do not receive the sacrament must 
perish. Then all infants are lost. All laymen are lost, 
as they are deprived of the cup, for Jesus said, “Un-
less you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink 
his blood [not or drink his blood], you have no life 
in you.” Rome claims that they receive the blood 
in the wafer since the whole Christ is present in 
either element. Of what use then is the cup at all? 
But granting this for arguments sake, they do not 
literally drink the blood, because you cannot drink 
a wafer! Also it means that the “good” thief is not 
in paradise after all, even though Jesus said he is, for 
he never had Holy Communion. John 6 contains 
no direct reference to Holy Communion, as at least 
twelve months elapsed between this incident and the 
institution of the Last Supper. (The Passover was a 
yearly feast, see John 6:4 and John 12:1, 13) Also if 
John 6:54 (“Whoever eats my flesh and drinks my 
blood has eternal life”) refers to Holy Communion, 
then all communicants are saved, (which the Church 
of Rome admits is not the case) including Thomas 
Cranmer and all the others whom the Church of 
Rome burnt at the stake for heresy, since Trent 
pronounced an anathema against those who denied 
transubstantiation. If verses 51 and 52 of John 6 
are taken literally it would teach that Christ’s flesh 
came down from heaven, which would contradict 
the truth that Christ was born of the virgin Mary. 
Verse 35 is the key to the interpretation of the 
passage. We feed on Christ by coming to him and 
we drink his blood by believing on him. Compare 
verse 47 “He that believes on me has eternal life,” 
with verse 54 “Whoever eats my flesh and drinks 
my blood has eternal life.” 
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FR DAMiAN:  It’s clear we are not going to agree on this matter. 
Your ultimate authority is the Bible, mine is the 
Church. After all, the Church came before the 
New Testament. It was the Church which gave us 
the New Testament. The books to be accepted as 
divinely inspired were determined by the Church. It 
follows, therefore, that on questions of interpretation 
she is the final authority.

JOhN:  It’s certainly true that the Church began before the 
New Testament was written. But it is equally true 
that it wasn’t the Roman Catholic Church. When 
the Church council in the fourth century put it’s 
stamp of approval on the 27 books of the New Testa-
ment it was simply agreeing with what had already 
been accepted as Scripture by individual Churches 
for 300 years. As J. I Packer put it: “The Church no 
more gave us the New Testament canon than Sir 
Isaac Newton gave us the force of gravity. God gave 
us gravity by his work of creation, and similarly he 
gave us the New Testament canon by inspiring the 
individual books that make it up.”20

  Also, says Packer: “Scripture is, in the last analy-
sis, self-evidencing and self-authenticating, says 
Calvin, as divine realities always are: those who have 
faith recognise its divine character in the immediate 
way in which one recognises a colour or a taste, by 
physical sense.”21 This is exactly in line with what 
we read in the Roman Catholic New Testament 
translation by Ronal Knox in 1 Thessalonians 2:13, 
“This is why we give thanks to God unceasingly 
that, when we delivered the divine message to you, 
you recognised it for what it is, God’s message, not 
man’s.”22 It’s the witness of the Spirit, not that of 
the Church of Rome or any other Church, which 
authenticates the canon to us. As for the Church 
of Rome being the only authoritative interpreter of
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(cont.)  Scripture, tell me this: When a priest is ordained he 

promises only to interpret the Bible in accordance 
with the unanimous consent of the Fathers, isn’t 
that right?

FR DAMiAN:  That’s correct. History is littered with examples 
of people who have tried to interpret Scripture by 
private judgement instead of relying on the Church 
to guide them.

JOhN:  How is it possible for a priest to keep such a prom-
ise?  Take Matthew 16:18 the key text par excellence: 
“Thou art Peter and upon this rock I will build my 
church.” As Herbert Carson said: “What then did 
the Fathers decide about this verse? Launoy, a Ro-
man Catholic scholar of the seventeenth century, 
compiled a list of the various interpretations in the 
early Church. Seventeen of the Fathers believed 
the rock was Peter. Forty-four of them considered 
that the rock was Peter’s faith, which had just found 
expression in his confession of Jesus as the Messiah, 
the Son of the living God. Sixteen of them said that 
the rock was Christ, and eight of them maintained 
the position that the rock referred to all the apos-
tles. So much for the unanimous consent of the 
Fathers!”23 How is it possible to keep such a promise, 
when there is no unanimous consent of the Fathers? 
There is scarcely a point of doctrine on which the 
Fathers agree. As Loraine Boettner said: “The doc-
trine of the Immaculate Conception, for instance, 
was denied by Anselm, Bonaventura, and Thomas 
Aquinas, three of the greatest Roman theologians. 
Yet Rome presumes to teach that Mary was born 
without sin, and that this is the unanimous teaching 
of the Fathers.”24 And tell me this. If a priest is not 
allowed to rely on his private judgement in order to 
understand Scripture but must rely on the Fathers, 
what is he to rely on when trying to understand the
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(cont.)  Fathers?  And, why is it acceptable for a person to 

use his private judgement when deciding to convert 
to Rome but never again after that?

  And what about Galileo? Galileo was con-
demned as a heretic by the Roman Catholic Church 
in 1633 for disagreeing with the Church’s interpre-
tation of Psalm 93:1 “The world is firmly established: 
it cannot be moved.”  Eventually, after 200 years, the 
Church admitted that her interpretation of Scrip-
ture was infallibly mistaken and that Galileo had 
been right all along. In 1835 the works of Galileo 
were removed from the index of forbidden books, 
and the earth received the Popes permission to 
move! The case of Galileo shatters the illusion that 
the Roman Catholic Church is the final arbiter in 
matters of interpretation.

FR DAMiAN:  It’s been very thought provoking talking with you 
John, but we will soon have to bring our discussion 
to an end. We’ll be arriving in Euston in a few 
minutes.

JOhN:  Yes, it has certainly been stimulating, as Proverbs 
27:17 says, “Iron sharpens iron.” Before we part, 
I have often wondered how a priest, like yourself, 
manages to live with the Roman Catholic doctrine 
of Intention. As you know, it is a doctrine of your 
Church that the validity of a sacrament depends on 
the intention of the priest to do what the Church 
does. So how can a Roman Catholic ever be sure that 
he has received a valid sacrament, whether Baptism, 
Confirmation, Holy Eucharist, Penance, Extreme 
Unction, Holy Orders or Matrimony, seeing it 
depends on the intention of the priest? As Loraine 
Boettner has pointed out: “Cardinal Bellarmine, 
who is considered one of the foremost authorities, 
says: ‘No one can be certain with the certainty of 
faith, that he has received a true sacrament, since
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(cont.)  no sacrament is performed without the intention of 

the ministers, and no one can see the intention of 
another’.”25 How do you live with a doctrine like 
that? Such a doctrine has serious ramifications. 
Suppose a child is being baptised, which you say is 
necessary for salvation, and the priest doesn’t have 
the right . . . 

FR DAMiAN: I have no intention of discussing the doctrine of 
Intention!

JOhN:  Then let me ask you one last question. Why does 
the Church of Rome use almost gluten-free com-
munion wafers?

FR DAMiAN:  Well that is because many priests and lay people 
suffer from coeliac disease.

JOhN:  But if, after the words of consecration, the bread 
were no longer bread, there would be no gluten to 
cause any problem if transubstantiation had taken 
place. It simply wouldn’t be an issue. The fact that 
communicants who had coeliac disease suffered 
after taking a wafer containing flour with high 
gluten, proves that the bread hadn’t change it’s 
substance at all. Even though the Council of Trent, 
thirteenth session 1551, says that after the priest 
pronounces the words of consecration, the whole 
bread is changed into the body of Christ and only 
the appearance of bread remains. Whence then the 
abdominal bloating and muscle cramps? Here is 
the pin, which bursts the bubble of the doctrine of 
transubstantiation.

FR DAMiAN:  Let me ask you one last question. Where was your 
Church before Martin Luther?

JOhN:  Where your Church never was, and never will be, 
in Scripture.

FR DAMiAN:  Not much chance of Church Unity then!
JOhN:  I think we can safely agree on that one.



§12
WhO’S ThAT kNOckiNG ON My DOOR?

J W:  Good morning, we are giving out these magazines to 
help people to look to the future for a better world. 
I’m sure you would agree that the world is getting 
worse.

HARRy:  The world is a big place and it’s had a long history, 
so I couldn’t really comment. I haven’t a clue what 
it was like in Outer Mongolia in 300 A.D. Maybe 
things have got worse, I don’t know. But when I 
had to have a tooth out last week, I was really glad 
I was living after anaesthesia had been discovered. 
The only alternative for most people before then 
was the village blacksmith.

J W:  But you must agree that you would like it to be better 
and the good news is that if you read this magazine 
you will find out how you can hope to live on the 
Paradise earth, which is coming soon, the Bible tells 
us so in the book of Revelation.

HARRy:  Colossians 1:5 says that all Christians have a hope 
laid up in heaven.

J W:  No, only 144,000 will go to heaven and that number 
was completed by 1935. These are the special 
anointed ones who have the Holy Spirit. We only 
have an earthly hope.

HARRy:  So how do you know what the Bible means when 
it says anything? According to the apostle Paul in 
1 Corinthians 2:12–14 the one without the Spirit
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(cont.)  cannot know the things of the Spirit of God?
J W:  The anointed class who have the Spirit understand 

the Scriptures and they tell us what they mean.
HARRy:  I’m sorry, but if you don’t have the Spirit, accord-

ing to Paul you can’t know what the Bible means 
whoever tells you. In Romans chapter 8 there are 
two groups and only two groups, those who have 
the Spirit and those who don’t. If you have the Spirit 
you belong to Christ. If you don’t have the Spirit 
you don’t belong to Christ, because you are still in 
the flesh and those in the flesh cannot please God. 
Therefore, salvation by works is impossible. Which 
means you don’t even have an earthly hope.

J W:  We have the Spirit in a sense.
HARRy:  The only sense that anyone has the Spirit as we see 

from Romans chapter 8 includes the Spirit bearing 
witness with our spirit that we are children of God. 
Yet according to the Watchtower this only applies 
to the Born Again Jehovah’s Witnesses. 

J W:  Christendom has corrupted the message of Jehovah 
and led many astray, and the Watch Tower as God’s 
organisation is bringing the true message of the 
kingdom. It says that “We need to examine, not only 
what we personally believe, but also what is taught 
by any religious organisation with which we may be 
associated. Are its teachings in full harmony with 
God’s word, or are they based on the traditions of 
men? If we are lovers of truth, there is nothing to fear 
from such examination.”26 We need to investigate 
what we have been taught by the Churches of 
Christendom. If you take one of our magazines it 
will help you to see how you have been deceived.

HARRy:  I’ll be happy to take one of your magazines if you’ll 
take one of mine.

J W:  I’m sorry but we are only allowed to read what’s 
been published by the Watch Tower Society.
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HARRy:  I see. The Watch Tower Society wants everyone else 

to do what they themselves are not prepared to do. 
The Bible has quite a lot to say about people who 
don’t practice what they preach.

J W:  Our publications are all based on the Bible. The 
governing body in Brooklyn New York are the sole 
channel of truth. They are dedicated to leading the 
witnesses of Jehovah to Eternal Life.

HARRy:  Well, that’s a claim that is in dispute. You are 
obviously familiar with this book, The Truth that 
Leads to Eternal Life, published by the Watch Tower 
Society. On page 152 it says, “Jehovah wants us to 
pray to him not to someone else.” That I completely 
agree with. It also says, “Jesus did not teach them 
(his followers) to pray to himself . . .” 

J W:  That’s because Jesus is not God, he is only a creature 
as Colossians 1:15 tells us.

HARRy:  I just happen to have a copy of The Kingdom 
Interlinear Translation of the Greek Scriptures 
produced by the New World Translation Committee 
and I would like you to read from John 14:14.

J W:  John 14:14 “If you ask anything in my name I will 
do it.” Jesus isn’t telling people to pray to him he 
is simply telling them to pray to the Father in his 
name.

HARRy:  You’ve read from the right hand column, which is 
the text of the New World Translation. Now please 
read the words under the Greek text. 

J W:  “If ever anything you should ask me in the name of 
me this I shall do.”

HARRy:  Notice Jesus clearly said, “ask me.” This raises 
several questions: Firstly, why does the “Truth” 
book contradict “The Kingdom Interlinear” book? 
Secondly, why have the New World Translation 
Committee left out the word “me,” from their 
English translation when the word “me” is in the
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(cont.)  Greek? Thirdly, how can the Watch Tower be a 
channel of truth at all, never mind the sole channel 
of truth when it blatantly ignores what Jehovah has 
said? Again and again Jehovah says, “You must not 
add or take away from my word” (Deuteronomy 4:2; 
Proverbs 30:5–6; Revelation 22:18–19). 

J W:  There must be some explanation. We will ask our 
elders about this. But it is only one verse after all. 
Everywhere else prayer is only addressed to Jehovah, 
not to Jesus.

HARRy:  Do you remember the contest in 1 Kings 18 between 
Elijah and the prophets of Baal on Mt. Carmel? 
The prophets of Baal called upon their god and 
Elijah called upon Jehovah. This is very interesting 
when we read in 1 Corinthians 1:2 that not only 
the Corinthians but Christians everywhere were 
calling upon the name of our Lord Jesus Christ.

J W:  But calling upon doesn’t necessarily mean prayer. We 
are calling upon you today but we are not praying 
to you.

HARRy:  You are equivocating. The phrase “calling upon” in 1 
Kings and 1 Corinthians is not a synonym for “door 
to door visitation.” However, I have another of your 
publications here, which should settle the matter for 
us. On page 1329 of the Watch Tower book, Aid to 
Bible Understanding, it confirms that the phrase, “call 
upon the name of ” refers to prayer. Would you read 
Philippians 4:6 in your translation?

J W:  Philippians 4:6 “Do not be anxious over anything, 
but in everything by prayer and supplication along 
with thanksgiving let your petitions be made known 
to God.” The apostle Paul taught that we should 
pray to God not to Jesus.

HARRy:  I’m sure you remember 2 Corinthians chapter 12 
when the apostle Paul prayed about his thorn in the 
flesh. The question is to whom did he pray? I have a
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(cont.)  copy of your translation so please follow me in your 
copy as I read it. Verse 8: “In this behalf I three times 
entreated the Lord that it might depart from me.”

J W:  He prayed to the Lord Jehovah, not to Jesus.
HARRy:  Ah, but the Lord in this verse is Jesus. Don’t just 

take my word for it. Look what it says here in the 
appendix of your Bible. On page 1454 it says, “Below 
we give a concordance of all places in this translation 
where the name ‘Jehovah’ occurs in the Christian 
Greek scriptures.” On page 1456 it gives chapter 
and verse for each time the name “Jehovah” appears 
in 2 Corinthians. The name “Jehovah” is mentioned 
ten times in 2 Corinthians but not at all in chapter 
12. According to the Watch Tower the Lord in 2 
Corinthians 12:8 is not Jehovah. This was obviously 
a real problem for your translation committee. 
However, translating the Greek word kurion as Lord 
rather than Jehovah would not solve their dilemma. 
They would just have to hope that their members 
would not notice that the context makes it clear 
that Paul is praying to Jesus. It is evident that their 
strategy has worked. As you reminded us earlier in 
Philippians 4:6 Paul says when you’re anxious pray 
to God. But when he is anxious he prays to Christ. 
Why do you think he would do that? 

J W:  But what about Colossians 1:15?
HARRy:  We can look at Colossians 1:15; Revelation 3:14; 

and John14:28 and any others Scriptures when you 
come back with some answers from your elders. But 
before you go would you look at Psalm 102:24–27 
which your translation says is a prayer to Jehovah.

J W:  Yes, we see that, so what’s your point?
HARRy:  Just this, in Hebrews 1:10–12 it says that the psalmist 

in these verses is speaking of God’s Son. Hebrews 
1:10–12 is the Holy Spirit’s inspired commentary 
on Psalm 102:24–27. Again we see that prayer is
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(cont.)  made to Jesus and that Jesus is Jehovah the Son.
J W:  We will have to ask our elders about this.
HARRy:  You say that the Bible is relevant today. Tell me, 

what is the relevance of Deuteronomy 18:20–22? 
According to your own publication, Aid to Bible 
Understanding (page 1348) this verse tells us how 
to distinguish the true prophet from the false. 
Well let’s have a look at just one of the Watch 
Tower’s prophecies. After all, only one false pro-
phecy is required to identify a false prophet. Joseph 
Rutherford, the Watchtower successor of your 
founder Charles Russell, said in 1925, in the book, 
The Harp of God, that we may expect to see the 
resurrection of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob in the 
next few years. A house was made ready for them 
called Beth Sarim (House of Princes) in San Diego 
California. They never arrived! Rutherford lived in 
it himself until he died in 1942. Was that a true 
prophecy or a false prophecy?

J W:  We admit that we have made mistakes. After all 
Bible prophets got it wrong sometimes. Remember 
Jonah. He said that in forty days Nineveh would be 
destroyed but it wasn’t.

HARRy:  If Jonah got it wrong so did God, because Jonah 
only preached what God told him to preach, 
( Jonah 3:1–4). Jonah didn’t say Nineveh would be 
destroyed in forty days inevitably. We know from 
Jeremiah 18:7–8 that God turns from judgement 
when a nation turns from its evil ways, which is 
exactly what Nineveh did. It’s astonishing; God in 
Deuteronomy 18:20–22 identifies the Watch Tower 
as a false prophet while the Watch Tower in Jonah 
3:1–4 implies that God is a false prophet.

J W:  We’ve never heard about the Beth Sarim prophecy 
before, so we will have to look into it. You obviously 
know quite a lot about Jehovah’s witnesses.
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HARRy:  Well, I try to keep up with you but it’s not easy. 

However, you have still not answered my question 
about the relevance of Deuteronomy 18:20–22. 
What you are saying is after making a false prophecy 
all you need to do is simply call it a mistake and 
that means you are not a false prophet. That would 
be a real get-out for every false prophet in Israel 
wouldn’t it? And Deuteronomy 18:20–22 would 
have no relevance whatsoever. 

J W:  Right, we’d better get going. We have a lot to think 
about. But before we do we’d like to ask you one last 
question. Would you have a blood transfusion? 

HARRy:  Of course I would, because I believe I should love 
myself as I love my neighbour.

J W:  But Leviticus 17:10–14 forbids the taking in of any 
blood.

Harry:  If you read the passage carefully you will see that 
it is talking about animals and fowl, which were 
killed for food. Human beings were not on the 
menu in Israel. Let me ask you one last question. 
Do Jehovah’s Witnesses eat fish?

J W:  Yes.
HARRy:  Do you bleed them first? If you don’t you shouldn’t 

eat them because according to the Watch Tower you 
are not allowed to eat any blood at all.

J W:  We will never eat fish again then.
HARRy:  That’s your choice, but Jesus and the disciples did.



§13
ALwAyS READy

DANiEL:  Good afternoon. I’m from the Solid Rock Bible 
Church. We are giving out John’s Gospels to encou-
rage people to read the Bible.

ThOMAS:  We are atheists. We believe in Evolution not the 
myth that some god made everything out of noth-
ing in seven days and determines whatever comes to 
pass as some fundamentalists would have us believe. 
This is a chance random universe and all that exists 
is the material. Humans are just a complex form of 
chemicals. And as our hero Richard Dawkins says, 
“DNA neither knows nor cares.”27 We believe in 
science not fairy tales. Only what can be observed 
by one of the five senses can be known to be true. 
And how could any sane person believe in a book 
that condones the evil of slavery?

DANiEL:  What’s your definition of slavery?
ThOMAS:  Come on, everybody knows what slavery is: Kidnap-

ping human beings and transporting them to other 
lands and selling them to the highest bidder and 
placing them in forced labor. They had no rights and 
their owners treated them worse than animals.

DANiEL:  That is a good description of the African slave trade 
prior to 1860. However, it’s not a good description of 
slavery in the Bible by a long way. In the Bible kid-
napping is a capital offence. If God’s word had been 
followed the slave trade would never have happened.

80
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(cont.)  In biblical law Israelites could only become slaves 

for two reasons: either because of financial problems 
or because of crime. In the first situation a person 
could voluntarily sell himself into slavery to avoid 
poverty or debt. In the second instance the criminal 
was placed in the custody of a master who would 
then reimburse the victim of the crime and the 
criminal would then work until he had reimbursed 
his master. Biblical slavery provided just laws that 
protected slaves from oppressive masters. Slaves 
could only work for a maximum of six years before 
they were freed and until then they were considered 
part of the extended family. There was no work on 
the Sabbath so one seventh of their time they were 
“free.” You can’t compare biblical slavery with the 
African slave trade.

JEAN:  What about that verse in Leviticus where a man sells 
his daughter into slavery. I think that’s dreadful.

DANiEL:  I’m glad you raised that Jean. Actually it’s in Exodus 
21:7. I’d like to answer by first asking you a question. 
Do you agree with abortion?

JEAN:  I don’t know what that’s got to do with slavery, but 
yes I do. A woman has a moral right to decide what 
to do with her body.

DANiEL:  So you think it’s dreadful for a father to save his 
family from starvation by exchanging his daughter 
for money, but you would have no qualms about a 
mother swapping her child for a death certificate.                                                                                                                   

JEAN:   I’ve never thought about it like that. 
DANiEL:  The question is: how do you account for your ethic 

by which you judge the Bible? Without an absolute 
objective universal invariant standard of morality, 
and atheists have no such standard, you have no 
basis for making a moral judgment about anything. 
All you can say is that you have a personal prefer-
ence, which applies to morality like everything else. 
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(cont.)  But then why do you object when someone else 

has a personal preference for the opposite? You 
think something is dreadful, someone else thinks 
it’s delightful. If you are to be consistent with your 
atheism you shouldn’t call the police when your car is 
stolen. After all, the thief just prefers your Mercedes 
to his Metro. He didn’t do anything wrong, because 
the concept of wrong presupposes a standard which 
atheism doesn’t have. Whenever atheists condone 
or condemn an action they are in fact stealing from 
the Christian worldview. So no matter which way 
unbelievers decide on any moral issue, at that very 
moment they are guilty of an immoral act.

  If you are right that humans are simply a bunch 
of chemicals, what’s wrong with a white conglom-
eration of chemicals kidnapping and selling a black 
conglomeration of chemicals? If evolution is true, 
what one animal does to another animal is ethically 
irrelevant. And if as you and your hero Richard 
Dawkins says, these chemicals neither know nor 
care, the question is, how do you know that? You 
express concern about slavery but how do you man-
age to do that when on the basis of your worldview 
you have no capacity to care about anything?

  I can account for the outrage you feel about the 
African slave trade because humans beings have 
been made in the image of God and he has put 
his laws in our hearts so we know the difference 
between right and wrong and our conscience bears 
witness to this fact. The evidence for God is revealed 
everywhere in the things he has made, so that man 
is without excuse. The problem is not shortage of 
evidence. There is nothing but evidence. Man is the 
problem. He will not allow himself to acknowledge 
a God who knows all about him, who requires him 
to live according to his law and who will one day
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(cont.)  call him to give an account of his life. The reason 

an atheist can’t find God is the same reason a thief 
can’t find a policeman.

JEAN:  If God made everything who made God?
DANiEL:  Let me answer by first asking you a question. Who 

discovered the four-sided triangle?
JEAN:  What kind of question is that? A triangle by de-

finition has only three sides, so obviously no one 
discovered it or ever will.

DANiEL:  Exactly, and God by definition is eternal so having 
always existed he couldn’t have been made.

ThOMAS:  I can’t get my head around a being that has always 
existed.

DANiEL:  I can’t either, but look at it like this. According 
to some scientists the universe is about 14 billion 
years old. In other words it had a beginning. How 
did it start? Where did it come from? We are told 
that there was a big bang and the result was the 
universe. The question is who pulled the trigger? 
Either something came from nothing or matter 
is eternal or someone who is eternal brought the 
universe into being. No one believes something can 
come from nothing, and the scientists tell us that 
the universe had a beginning so it wasn’t eternal. So 
the only option left is that an eternal being made it. 
The Bible says, “In the beginning God created the 
heavens and the earth” (Genesis 1:1). Along with 
everything else God created the dimension of time. 
We are creatures of time. God himself is eternal.

ThOMAS:  I realise from what you have said that I have no 
moral basis for disagreeing with the Bible but I 
would like to know why it condemns homosexuality. 
Could it not just be a matter of a person’s genes? 

DANiEL:  When God created Adam and Eve he made them 
male and female and told them to be fruitful and 
multiply. We know that homosexuality is not normal 
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(cont.)  because it is biologically illogical. As Gary DeMar 
explains: “It takes a male and a female to reproduce, 
and homosexual couples cannot reproduce . . . Adam 
and Eve’s fall was both spiritual and physical. The 
ultimate genetic abnormality is death . . . Physical 
maladies of all types are the result of that first sin 
(not necessarily because we sin, although there is 
some of that), the unnatural consequences of the 
Fall. We should expect, therefore, to find our bod-
ies, even our genetic structure, damaged by sin.”28 
Desiring something doesn’t make it right or normal. 
Otherwise we have no basis for condemning the 
rapist or the paedophile or the murderer etc. because 
they only do what they desire. Their genes made 
them do it too! The Bible condemns homosexuality 
as a sin. God judged Sodom and Gomorrah and at 
the last day he will judge all who continue to practice 
whatever is contrary to his law. However, the good 
news is that God offers deliverance from the slavery 
of every kind of sin through the redemption that is 
in his Son.

JEAN:  But if there is a God, with so many different reli-
gions, how can anyone ever know which is the right 
one. According to the Encyclopedia Britannica there 
are some ten thousand distinct religious groups in 
the world from Afghan Zoroastrianism to Zimba-
bwean Animism each claiming to be the truth.

DANiEL:  All the many religions of the world can be put into 
one of two categories. One category is a very large 
one.  All the religious groups in this category teach 
salvation by works.  They only differ from each other 
by the particular things you have to do to merit your 
salvation.  They are like Heinz soup, 57 varieties but 
it’s all soup.  In the other category you find the Bible. 
The Bible alone teaches that a person is accepted 
by God not because of anything he has done or has
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(cont.)  not done but solely and exclusively because of what 
Jesus Christ has done for him. 

  Look here the Bible says, “But when the good  
-ness and loving kindness of God our Saviour 
appeared, he saved us not because of works done by 
us in righteousness but according to his own mercy” 
(Titus 3:4–5). And look here, “He was wounded for 
our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities: 
the chastisement, which brings us peace, fell upon 
him and with his stripes we are healed. All we like 
sheep have gone astray, we have turned everyone 
to his own way and the Lord has laid on him the 
iniquity of us all” (Isaiah 53:5–6). I’m sure we all 
remember the Chilean miners. They were lost and 
they knew they were lost. They were 700 metres 
below ground. They knew that there wasn’t a thing 
they could do to save themselves. If they were ever 
going to be saved someone must save them from 
above.  That was their only hope of being rescued. 
And we are lost because of our sin. Eternally lost. 
Our only hope of being rescued from the wrath to 
come is if someone comes to save us from above.

  The good news is someone has! Look here, 
“Jesus Christ came into the world to save sinners” 
(1 Timothy 1:15). And look here speaking of Jesus it 
says, “Neither is there salvation in any other for there 
is no other name under heaven given among men, 
by which we must be saved” (Acts 4:12). Every other 
religion has arisen among men but Christianity 
has been given among men, given of God, even the 
very faith we have to believe is of him. Every other 
religion says “Do”! Christianity alone says, “Done”! 
No other religion in the world teaches salvation 
based on substitution because no other religion 
has a substitute. In every other religion it’s man, 
seeking God. In Christianity it’s God seeking man. 
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(cont.)  The Bible is the only holy book in the world that 

has the parable of the Prodigal son.
JEAN:  But how do you know the Bible is the word of 

God?
DANiEL:  Because God has told us in the Bible that it is.
JEAN:  But you are arguing in a circle and that’s a logical 

fallacy. 
DANiEL:  Circular reasoning is a fallacy when you are deal-

ing with secondary matters. If you asked me if Sir 
Edmund Hillary climbed Mount Everest, and I said 
yes, otherwise he couldn’t have got to the top. That 
would be a fallacy. But when we are dealing with 
ultimate questions everyone necessarily argues in a 
circle.29 An ultimate authority by the nature of the 
case is self-authenticating. If it needed anyone or 
anything else to authenticate it, it wouldn’t be the 
ultimate authority. Because God is the ultimate 
authority he authenticates his own word and he 
uses his word to do so. The proof that the Bible is 
the word of God is because of the impossibility of 
the contrary. Only the biblical worldview provides 
the preconditions for anything to be the case. 

  Take science for instance. God has revealed in 
his word that he not only created the universe but he 
upholds it, keeping the laws of nature uniform, mak-
ing investigation and experiment possible. Science 
presupposes God. And while we are on the subject 
of science, if as you say, all knowledge is limited to 
what can be observed by one of the five senses, my 
question is: When did you smell that idea? The claim 
that unless something can be empirically verified it 
cannot be known to be true, cannot itself be verified. 
And if all that exists is the material then reason-
ing is impossible because the laws of logic are not 
material. If this is a chance random universe as you 
claim, why do you use principles contrary to chance 
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(cont.)  to try to understand it? 
JEAN:  What do you mean?
DANiEL:  When a plane crashes why do investigators search 

for the Black Box? 
JEAN:  To try to discover the cause of the crash.
DANiEL:  But in a chance random universe there are no causal 

relationships. That’s the nature of chance, it just hap-
pens! C. S. Lewis, the one-time atheist, put it like 
this: “If the solar system was brought about by an ac-
cidental collision, then the appearance of organic life 
on this planet was also an accident, and the whole 
evolution of man was an accident too. If so, then 
all our present thoughts are mere accidents—the 
accidental by-product of the movement of atoms. 
And this holds for the thoughts of the materialists 
and astronomers as well as for anyone else’s. But if 
their thoughts—i.e. of materialism and astronomy—
are merely accidental by products, why should we 
believe them to be true? I see no reason for believing 
that one accident should be able to give me a correct 
account of all other accidents. It’s like expecting that 
the accidental shape taken by the splash when you 
upset a milk jug should give you a correct account of 
how the jug was made and why it was upset.”30 The 
God of the Bible is the precondition for anything to 
be the case. Whether it’s ethics, rationality, science, 
human dignity, freedom or whatever. Deny the bibli-
cal worldview and all your reasoning is reduced to 
absurdity. The Bible claims to be the word of God 
because it is the word of God.

ThOMAS:  Well it’s been very interesting talking with you. You 
have given us plenty to think about. We’ve never met 
a Christian like you before. We’ll take one of your 
booklets after all if that’s ok. And which Church 
did you say you were from?
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