
 

 

“We live in an age of unserious debates about unserious issues—even 
worse, unserious debates about serious issues. This book presents a 
refreshing exception: a serious debate about a supremely serious issue. 
What question could be more important than the true identity of Jesus 
Christ? If the Nicene Creed has it right—if Jesus is indeed ‘very God of 
very God . . . who, for us men and for our salvation, came down and was 
incarnate and was made man’—nothing could have greater import for 
our lives and eternal destinies. Yet too few people today are willing to 
engage in a careful study of what the New Testament actually says 
about Jesus. The opponents in this written debate are smart and well-
informed, one defending the majority report and the other strongly 
dissenting. Neither pulls his punches, yet the exchanges are respectful, 
informative, and focused on the arguments. Those who seek rhetorical 
theatrics will have to look elsewhere. I suspect few minds will be 
changed by this book—such is the nature of debates where so much is 
at stake. Even so, readers will be prompted to think more responsibly 
about their theological convictions and their reasons for holding them, 
and that is enough to declare ‘mission accomplished.’” 

 

JAMES N. ANDERSON  
Carl W. McMurray Professor of Theology and Philosophy,  
Reformed Theological Seminary, Charlotte  

 
 
“Dale Tuggy and Chris Date’s vigorous debate over whether Jesus is 
both human and divine includes meaty, informed discussions of New 
Testament interpretation, patristic Christology, and both theological 
and philosophical issues. Both scholars ably represent their respective 
positions of Unitarianism and Trinitarianism. Regardless of your own 
view, prepare to be challenged and stretched.” 

 

ROBERT M. BOWMAN JR. 
President, Faith Thinkers 
Co-author of Putting Jesus in His Place: The Case for the Deity of Christ 

 
 



 
 

 
 

“This book displays beautifully the range of reasoning that can be 
brought to bear in order to fully grasp the central orthodox doctrines of 
the church. I love the use of logical argument in philosophical theology. 
And of course I especially enjoy good arguments. You’ll find many here, 
on at least one side of the debate. I believe this exchange will be 
revelatory to readers who want to think hard about this issue for the 
first time, and will also engage those who know it very well. Dale 
Tuggy from the outset represents those who can’t get over a certain 
metaphysical queasiness in attributing literal deity to the person of 
Christ, and search hard for reasons to avoid swallowing such a claim. 
Chris Date does an excellent job of representing those who have no 
such ontological allergies or infirmities, and who seek straightforwardly 
to explain and defend their conviction in the divinity of Christ. I think 
he does a fine job of using rational argument well and in an exemplary 
fashion. You won’t find so much scriptural, patristic, and philosophical 
argument in many places and so well articulated. I highly recommend 
this book!” 
   

THOMAS V. MORRIS 
Author of The Logic of God Incarnate and Our Idea of God 
  

 
“There are two levels at which you can read this book. At the first level, 
because Dale Tuggy and Chris Date are well-prepared advocates of 
their sharply contrasting positions, the book works as the document of 
a good debate with plenty of clarifying clash. At the second level, 
because Tuggy and Date are both very active online and make 
reference to a range of blog posts and podcasts, the book works as a 
clearing house or index of the best sort of arguments scattered across 
the internet. The result is a reading experience well worth your time.”  

 

FRED SANDERS 
Torrey Honors Institute, 
Biola University 
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F o r e w o r d 
 
 
I APPRECIATE THE WORK and thought that each of these debaters 
has put into the preparation of this book. Many features come 
together to contribute to the excellence of this volume. In this brief 
foreword I will list some of these features, then take a step back and 
provide a general impression from the debate as a whole.  

Each author gives various sorts of evidence for his position.  
Each argues from early church reception, from Scripture, and from 
reason. 

Concerning early church reception, there is a significant overlap 
among the authors the debaters cite in defense of their own views.  
This is unsurprising, in one sense, given the limited surviving texts 
that we have. If one intends to refer to early authors, well, there’s a 
small number one can choose from. Each debater calls upon, to give 
just some examples of overlap, Irenaeus, Justin Martyr, Tatian, 
Origen, Tertullian, and Theophilus of Antioch.  Others discussed 
include Clement of Alexandria, Ignatius of Antioch, Melito of 
Sardis, Athenagoras, Minucius Felix, Commodian, the author of 
Shepherd of Hermas, and others. In fact, there is so much debate of 
these early Fathers that Tuggy reasonably saw fit to include a brief 
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section entitled, “Why So Much Patristic Debate?”1 Given that early 
reception, especially when spread out widely among Christian 
communities, is evidence that the shared consensus is not a novel 
innovation, we can see why the authors spend so much time 
discussing whether or not, for instance, Tertullian and Irenaeus 
really support the view of Tuggy or of Date.   

Concerning Scripture, I applaud both authors for not taking a 
scattershot approach to biblical evidence.2 Often one sees rapid-fire 
proof texts as attempted evidence for a biblical teaching. Such a 
move is a cheap dialectical trick, and I was happy to see neither 
attempt it here.  Instead, the authors spend time developing their 
scriptural cases, each citing recent and credible biblical scholars to 
support their readings of the evidence, each returning to the original 
languages to make their case. 

Concerning reason, each debater brings philosophical premises 
to bear. Date argues from the beauty and inspiration of selfless self-
sacrifice to the divinity of Christ. Tuggy argues from basic 
philosophical claims about identity to the claim that Christ was not 
divine in the same sense as the Father is divine. Date responds with 
traditional distinctions between the divine persons and nature.  
Tuggy replies by questioning the logical coherence of such a picture.   
Tuggy also shows the merits of his philosophical training by 
explicitly formalizing the arguments he discerns in Date’s sections, 
which is useful to see exactly where the dispute resides between the 
two debaters. 

In short: These debaters do an excellent job marshalling their 
evidence for their conclusions. 

Now for my general impression. It will not be a response to the 
question, “Who won?” Apologies to those who stuck around in the 

 
     1 Section 9.5, page167. 
     2 Tuggy lauds Date for the same reason in Section 9.7, “What He Did Argue,” page 170. 
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I n t r o d u c t i o n 
 
 
THE MOST INFLUENTIAL and divisive man in history pointedly 
asked, “But who do you say I am?”1 An enquirer will discover what 
may seem like strikingly different answers in Christian traditions. In 
the gospel just quoted, the answer is, “the Messiah.”2 But in the 
famous fourth- and fifth-century ecumenical creeds, Jesus is 
described as “true God from true God, begotten not made, 
consubstantial with the Father,” and as “perfect in divinity and 
perfect in humanity, the same truly God and truly man.”3 Are these 
later, more elaborate statements just drawing out the true 
implications of New Testament teaching in more explicit 
terminology? That is the majority Protestant view, defended by the 
negative side in this debate. Or is this idea—that Jesus is divine in 
the way that the one God is divine—an unjustified innovation, one 
which clashes with actual New Testament teachings? This minority 
view is defended by the positive side in this debate. In practice, many 
Bible-oriented Protestants tend to avoid any hard thinking about 
these matters, but we agree that believers should engage their God-

 
     1 Mark 8:29. 
     2 Ibid.; cf. John 20:31. 
     3 Norman Tanner, ed., Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, vol. 1 (Washington, DC: George-
town University Press, 1990), 24, 86. 
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given minds and make full use of divine revelation in finding an 
answer here. 

More traditional Roman Catholic scholars would agree with the 
negative side in this debate, affirming that the creeds make explicit 
what is implicit in the Bible. However, some modern Roman 
Catholic scholars, while agreeing with the majority Protestant view 
that it is a central, essential, and important part of the gospel that 
Jesus has a divine nature, nevertheless also agree with the minority 
Protestant view that this famous creedal language really is 
innovative, making new claims which the apostles neither taught 
nor implied. But they would urge that the Church, under the 
guidance of the Holy Spirit, developed her theology in this way, and 
that today’s Christians should concern themselves to accept the 
teaching of God’s true Church, not to insist on what they think were 
the actual apostolic teachings. 

In this book, however, the battle is fought on Protestant 
grounds; the debaters agree that Scripture is enough to settle the 
question of whether the Lord Jesus is divine, in addition to being 
human. The combat begins with volleys about which teaching is 
actually taught in the New Testament (our opening statements): 
that Jesus is human and not divine (being only the human Son of the 
one God), or that Jesus is both human and divine—the Son of God, 
yes, but also God the Son, or simply “God.” From there we attempt 
to refute one another’s cases (our rebuttals), and then we move on 
to mutual interrogations and our closing thoughts. At each stage, the 
affirmative side goes first and the negative side follows. 

The main point at issue is how we are to understand the New 
Testament. Yet there is no avoiding some related questions. What is 
the role of mainstream or “catholic” theological traditions, especial-
ly ones in the first few Christian centuries? How long, and how 
uniformly, have they testified to what we would call the full deity of 
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Christ? To what extent should philosophy inform theories about 
God and humans? What sorts of deductions can we readers make 
from what the texts explicitly say? Notwithstanding such questions, 
we always return to this issue of how the Christian is to think about 
the person of Christ and how he is related to the one he says is “my 
Father and your Father . . . my God and your God.”4 That is the 
subject of this debate: true Christology and theology, as relates to 
God the Father and his unique Son. 

We, the authors, commend these to you as important, even 
urgent matters for study. We hope that, as you read, you will 
constantly examine the Scriptures to see which, if either, of these 
clashing views of God and Jesus is taught therein.5 Though we 
disagree about many things, we also agree on many others, and we 
pray that the Father and Son will be glorified by those who will be 
encouraged—and empowered, we hope—to rightly understand 
them, so as better to love and serve them. 

 
Dale Tuggy & Chris Date 

Chalcedon Day 
October 8, 2019  

 
     4 John 20:17. 
     5 See Acts 17:11. 
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A F F I R M A T I V E  

O P E N I N G  S T A T E M E N T 
 

Dale Tuggy 
 
 
1.1 Who I Am 
  

Before I set out my case, let me briefly explain where I am coming 
from. I was born into a Christian family who were members of an 
evangelical, independent Charismatic church. When I was seven I 
was born again and was baptized by my pastor. Since then I have 
been on a course of following the Lord Jesus, learning from him, 
serving him, and relating to God through him. I never saw the point 
of following any other course. I was a serious Christian teen and 
college student who gladly studied the Bible, theology, and 
apologetics. I thought that probably someday I would go to 
seminary and become a pastor, as I assumed that this is what serious 
Christians did. 

But it was not to be. In my first year as an undergraduate at Biola 
University, I was introduced to the fascinating subject of philoso-
phy, and before long, I realized that it is possible to serve God with 
one’s mind. I wanted to be a Christian philosopher. In pursuit of 
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this, I earned three degrees, culminating in my Ph.D. from Brown 
University in the year 2000. I was then grateful to land a tenure-track 
job at the State University of New York at Fredonia, where I taught 
until 2018. (I have since left academia for a non-academic job.) I am 
grateful for my training in philosophy and especially in the history 
of philosophy, for it has served me well as I have patiently worked 
through the many competing theories about the Trinity, God, and 
Jesus, rivals hiding in plain sight beneath thin cloaks of unclear 
confessional language.  

 
1.2 Confusing Jesus with His God 
  

I can now see that, even as a fairly informed young evangelical, I was 
deeply confused about Jesus and God. When reading the Bible, I 
naturally recognized them as two characters, and so as two entities, 
not one. They were two selves, the first a man, and the second a god, 
the only god. But in apologetics and theological contexts, I was 
taught to say that “Jesus is God” and to assert “the deity of Christ” 
as an essential Christian teaching and one crucial to salvation. In 
short, sometimes I thought that Jesus was God himself, and other 
times I thought he was someone else! Like so many, I learned to 
gesture at “deity of Christ” proof-texts without really having much 
of a grasp of how the New Testament authors really thought about 
God and his servant Jesus. 

My position in this debate is simply a thoroughgoing Protestant 
one. As time went on, the good news of Jesus Christ became 
encumbered with doctrines the apostles never preached. Thanks be 
to God, since the sixteenth century, Protestants have preached and 
practiced a Christianity unhindered by the papacy, transubstan-
tiation, devotion to Mary, or purgatory. 

But most Protestants, including my debate opponent, are 
insufficiently reformed. It’s time to set aside confused and confusing 
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post-biblical theories in favor of simple biblical claims about God 
and his unique Son. According to the Bible, Jesus is human and not 
divine. I will make my case based only on clear biblical teachings 
together with a few undeniable truths. One of the most important 
things I’ve learned in philosophy is to distinguish claims that do 
need to be argued for from claims that don’t need to be argued for. 
Some truths really are self-evident, and it is enough to point out that 
they are. These are proper starting points for human reflection, and 
I will use these freely in my case here. 

While my opponent’s theory will be based on reading between 
the lines of Scripture, my Christology will be based on reading the 
lines. I will show that claims about “the deity of Christ” are based 
wholly on dubious speculative arguments from the texts, while in 
contrast the New Testament says both explicitly and clearly that 
Jesus is a man, and that someone else is the only God. These claims 
undeniably imply that Jesus is not divine in the way the one God is 
divine. 

One who says that “Jesus is God,” or that “Jesus is divine,” or that 
“Jesus has a divine nature,” may mean several different things. 
Somesuch claims are uncontroversial. To call someone or 
something “divine” may just be to say they are related in some 
important way to God. Thus the earth is “divine,” for it is God’s 
handiwork; the Scriptures are “divine,” for they are inspired by God; 
and Jesus is “divine,” for he is like God. All Christians accept that 
Jesus is “divine” in these ways. 

But when people say that “Jesus is God,” often they are asserting 
the numerical sameness of Jesus and God. In other words, they are 
saying that Jesus and God are related the way you are to yourself, or 
how Abram is to Abraham. The one just is the other; Jesus is God, 
and God is Jesus. To put it differently, the words “God” and “Jesus” 
are co-referring terms, like “the Donald” and “Donald Trump.” To 
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numerically identify is to collapse what may seem like two things into 
one; it’s to say that counting two things there would be over-
counting. 

Such a claim is demonstrably confused. It is self-evident that 
nothing can be a certain way and at the same time also not be that 
way. When we discover any simultaneous qualitative difference, we 
realize that we’re dealing with two beings, not with one. Every adult 
of sound mind knows this, so this is how courts exonerate the 
accused. Maybe the murderer looked like you, had the same shoe 
size as you, and shared your blood type. Maybe he even had the 
same first, middle, and last names as you! But if your lawyer can 
show that at some time you have lacked a trait the killer had, or that 
he lacked a trait you had, the lawyer will have proven that you and 
the killer are two, and any honest and competent jury will let you off. 

Seeing differences between them, a reader of the New 
Testament realizes that Peter and Paul are not the same thing/ 
entity. Yes, they are similar in many ways: both are men, both are 
apostles, both are heroes of faith. Things can be similar in countless 
ways while still being two. But just a single simultaneous difference, 
no matter how small, proves that we are dealing with two things, not 
with one. 

In the New Testament, God and Jesus have many traits in 
common. Both are loving and forgiving, and are pursuing our 
salvation. Both are working to advance the Kingdom of God and to 
reveal God’s ways to us. They’re so alike that Jesus says, “Whoever 
has seen me has seen the Father.”1 And Paul says that Jesus is the 
“image of God.”2 But in the New Testament, God and Jesus also 

 
     1 John 14:9. Unless otherwise noted, biblical quotations for my contributions are from the New 
Revised Standard Version (NRSV). 
     2 2 Corinthians 4:4; see also Colossians 1:15. 
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differ in many ways. Jesus was tempted; in contrast, God can’t be 
tempted.3 Jesus died on a cross, but the New Testament assumes 
that God has never died, because it implies that he is essentially 
immortal, in principle incapable of death.4 

The New Testament is explicit that, like you and me, Jesus has a 
god over him, the one God.5 But the monotheistic, Jewish 
assumption is that the one true God is subject to no one. Jesus gets 
his calling, his commission, his power, and his authority from the 
one God.6 This is no surprise, since the “one like a son of man” in 
the prophecy of Daniel 7, which the first Christians understood to 
be the Messiah, is brought before God and given things which God 
has long had:7 “dominion and glory and kingship, that all peoples, 
nations, and languages should serve him.”8 

A similar vision is found in Revelation 5, which portrays the 
exaltation of the risen Jesus. In contrast, since any cosmos there is 
must be created and ruled by God, God can’t in any sense get his 
position, power, or authority from anyone else. If there’s a creation, 

 
     3 “No one, when tempted, should say, ‘I am being tempted by God’; for God cannot be tempted 
by evil and he himself tempts no one” (James 1:13). And this makes sense on the level of 
systematic theology, as I explain below. 
     4 That God is immortal: 1 Timothy 1:17, Romans 1:23. For the conclusion that God is 
essentially immortal, we can employ perfect being reasoning; if God is absolutely perfect, it would 
seem that he must be alive and such that in principle he can’t lose his life, which is to say that he’s 
essentially immortal. And this claim seems to be presupposed at 1 Timothy 6:13–17. There, God 
(the Father) is described as “he alone who has immortality” (v. 16). But this writer also assumes 
that Jesus too has been raised to immortality. As to simple immortality (whether essential or not), 
it would be false in his view that God (i.e., the Father) alone is immortal, since now Jesus also is 
immortal. The author must then have in mind essential immortality, immortality which can neither 
be gained nor lost. He must be saying that God alone has essential immortality, something which 
Jesus does not have, as shown by his death.  
     5 The Father is explicitly said to be Jesus’s God at Romans 15:6, 2 Corinthians 1:3,                                 
2 Corinthians 11:31, Ephesians 1:3, 17, and 1 Peter 1:3. And Jesus is quoted as calling the Father 
“my God” at Mark 15:34, Matthew 27:46, John 20:17, and four times in Revelation 3:12. 
     6 Matthew 9:2–8; Luke 4:16–20; John 3:34; 5:30; 8:42; 12:49; 14:10. 
     7 Daniel 7:13, NRSV footnote. 
     8 Daniel 7:14a. 
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N E G A T I V E  

O P E N I N G  S T A T E M E N T 
 

Chris Date 
 
 
The wording of our debate thesis makes my denial thereof sound 
somewhat awkward. By rejecting the claim that “Jesus is human and 
not divine,” I am not rejecting his humanity. What I deny is that the 
compound predicate “human and not divine” is true of Christ, 
because I believe he is both human and God. Tuggy and I agree that 
Jesus is human, but we disagree as to whether he is exclusively 
human: Tuggy says yes, and I say no, because I maintain that the 
Lord is also divine. Therefore, biblical and historical affirmations of 
Christ’s humanity are irrelevant to this debate, constituting as much 
evidence for my position as for Tuggy’s. 

Also irrelevant are biblical affirmations of monotheism, because 
Tuggy and I both believe there is only one God. However, I do not 
believe that Jesus, the Son of God, is speaking of or to himself when 
he refers to his Father, who is also the one God.1 Therefore, Tuggy 
should, and likely will, challenge the logical coherence of my claim 

 
     1 E.g., John 20:17. 
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that although the Son is not his Father, they are one and the same 
God. Nevertheless, biblical texts simply affirming monotheism are 
not, in and of themselves, evidence for Tuggy’s side of our debate—
even when recording the words of Jesus. The God of Israel is “the 
God of all flesh,”2 and the Son has become flesh3—the very meaning 
of the word incarnation (Latin in carne, “in flesh”).4 Jesus, the 
incarnate Son, is consequently obligated to obey, worship, and pray 
to his God and Father, and to acknowledge the existence of no other 
god. 

It is thus incumbent upon Tuggy to present evidence specifically 
against Christ’s deity, and not (merely) for his humanity and for 
monotheism. For my part, in what follows I present a (1) historical, 
(2) biblical, and (3) theological case for the deity of Jesus. First, I 
argue that the church has affirmed he is God from its inception. 
Second, I attempt to demonstrate that the New Testament teaches 
as much. Third, I contend that, as Jesus, God maximally exhibits 
love by suffering an atoning death on humankind’s behalf. Fourth, I 
argue that God’s self-sacrifice maximally inspires humans to selfless 
service. Fifth and finally, I explain how one can accept my case and 
yet coherently and intelligibly believe in monotheism while 
maintaining a distinction between the Father and his Son, the latter 
being both God and man in his incarnation. 

 

2.1 The One: Unity from Antiquity 
  

Biblical exegesis and theology are not meant to be done in a 
historical vacuum. The Holy Spirit has been active in the church 

 
     2 Jeremiah 32:27; cf. Psalms 65:2; 145:21. Unless otherwise indicated, all Scripture quotations 
in my contributions are taken from the English Standard Version (ESV). 
     3 Hebrews 5:7; 1 John 4:2; 2 John 7. I am indebted to Sam Shamoun for helping me to 
demonstrate the incarnate Son’s obligations to God the Father in this way. 
     4 J. I. Packer, “Incarnation,” in New Bible Dictionary, eds. I. Howard Marshall et al., 3rd ed. 
(Leicester; Downers Grove: Inter-Varsity, 1996), 501. 
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from its inception, entrusting some members of the body of Christ 
with the ability to teach.5 Such gifted believers are gifts in and of 
themselves—evangelists, shepherds, teachers—given “to equip the 
saints for the work of ministry, for building up the body of Christ.”6 
As James White explains, the Protestant doctrine of sola Scriptura, 
often mistaken to mean “you and your Bible under a tree in the 
woods alone,” instead entails “that Christ has established His 
church and organized it in such a way as to provide His people with 
godly men entrusted with the duty to teach and preach and 
shepherd and guide.”7 Consensus concerning proper interpretation 
of Scripture should therefore be considered evidence of truth unless 
extremely good evidence demands otherwise, particularly when 
consensus exists from very early on. I shall therefore begin my case 
for the deity of Christ by arguing that Christians have identified 
Jesus as Yahweh, the creator and God of Israel, from the beginning. 

The early ecumenical creeds are so called because they represent 
a doctrinal core common to all major branches of Christendom 
through history. Two of these creeds—the Apostles’ (c. 180 CE) 
and Nicene (325 CE)—express unified Christian belief in God the 
Father, in Jesus Christ his Son, and in the Holy Spirit. Tuggy insists 
that such a triad “is just a threesome, a group of three somethings,” 
and that their mere mention and close association does not imply 
they “are of the same kind or status.”8 Yet, the Nicene Creed 
explicitly states as much, for the church corporately confesses that 
the Son is “very God of very God, begotten, not made, being of one 
substance with the Father,” and that by the Son “all things were 

 
     5 Romans 11:7; 1 Corinthians 12:28–29. 
     6 Ephesians 4:11–12. 
     7 James R. White, Scripture Alone: Exploring the Bible ’s Accuracy, Authority, and Authenticity 
(Minneapolis: Bethany House, 2004), 37. 
     8 Dale Tuggy, What Is the Trinity? Thinking About the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit (Kindle Direct 
Publishing, 2017), 26. 
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made.”9 Were this unclear, in the Chalcedonian creed (451 CE) the 
church confesses, “following the holy Fathers, all with one consent,” 
that the Son is “truly God and truly man” and “consubstantial with 
the Father.”10 

Importantly, even post-Nicene councils that resisted Nicea 
affirmed that Jesus’s deity is central to the faith. Tuggy observes that 
the so-called Second Creed of Sirmium (357 CE) excludes Nicea’s 
description of the Son as “very God,” prohibits the church from 
teaching he is consubstantial with the Father, and insists that the 
Son is subordinate to and lesser than the Father.11 Yet, as Timothy 
Barnes demonstrates, this “was not a creed at all in the usual sense, 
but a theological manifesto or ‘position paper’” signed begrudgingly 
and under duress by a supporter of Nicea in the presence of a tiny 
handful of anti-Nicene bishops.12 Meanwhile, the earlier First Creed 
of Sirmium (351 CE) echoes Nicea’s confession that the Son, “who 
before all the ages was begotten from the Father,” is “God from God, 
Light from Light, by whom all things were made,” and it 
anathematizes those who say “there was a time or age when He was 
not [i.e., did not exist].”13 In so doing, it simply repeats what had 
been said a decade before in the fourth creed of Antioch (341 CE).14 
To Antioch, however, Sirmium adds anathemas against those who 
deny that the Son is he to whom the Father says, “Let us make 

 
     9 Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom With a History and Critical Notes, 3 vols. (New York: 
Harper and Brothers, 1877), 1:29. 
     10 Ibid., 2:62. 
     11 Tuggy, What Is the Trinity? 52. 
     12 Timothy D. Barnes, Athanasius and Constantius: Theology and Politics in the Constantinian 
Empire (Cambridge; London: Harvard University Press, 1993), 232. 
     13 Athanasius, De Synodis 27; “Councils of Ariminum and Seleucia,” in NPNF 4:464. (NPNF 
abbreviates The Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, edited by Philip Schaff, 14 vols. [Buffalo: 
Christian Literature Publishing, 1886–1889]. The number before the colon is the volume 
number; the number after the colon is the page number.) 
     14 R. P. C. Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God: The Arian Controversy, 318–
381 (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2005), 291–292. 
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man,”15 or that he is Yahweh on earth raining down fire upon Sodom 
from Yahweh his Father in heaven.16 So similar are the creeds of 
Antioch and Sirmium to that of Nicea that Hilary of Poitiers would 
soon argue (358 CE) that they all confess essentially the same 
theology.17 

Nevertheless, Tuggy sees such fourth-century councils as 
intermediate stages in a process of Christological development that 
did not originally include the deity of Christ. Earlier writers, Tuggy 
insists, “tell you in no uncertain terms that the one true God, God in 
the deepest sense of the term, is the Father.”18 However, this is a 
quite dubious claim. 

One does not get much earlier than Ignatius, bishop of Antioch 
(c. 110 CE), and although a handful of scholars question the 
authenticity of his extant letters, their arguments do not hold up well 
under scrutiny.19 As William Schoedel puts it, “there is nothing in 
the [accepted corpus] of Ignatius clearly anachronistic,” and “the 
cumulative weight of arguments against its authenticity is 
insufficient to dislodge it from its place in the history of the early 
church.”20 Ignatius thus affords an extraordinary glimpse into early 
Christianity, and his affirmation of Christ’s deity is exceedingly 
clear: Jesus is “both made and not made; God existing in flesh; true 
life in death; both of Mary and of God; first possible and then 

 
     15 Genesis 1:26. 
     16 Genesis 19:24. 
     17 Barnes, Athanasius and Constantius, 142. 
     18 21stOneGod, “Debate – Dr. Dale Tuggy vs. Dr. Michael Brown,” January 11, 2019, video, 
2:41:06, https://youtu.be/Oi300_FvFz0. 
     19 Allen Brent, “The Enigma of Ignatius of Antioch,” Journal of Ecclesiastical History 57, no. 3 
(July, 2006), 430–431. 
     20 William R. Schoedel, Ignatius of Antioch: A Commentary on the Letters of Ignatius of Antioch, 
Hermeneia—A Critical and Historical Commentary on the Bible (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985), 
7. 
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impossible”;21 he is “Him who is above all time, eternal and invisible, 
yet who became visible for our sakes; impalpable and impassible, yet 
who became passible on our account.”22 Particularly noteworthy is 
that it was evidently the humanity of Christ, not his deity, that was 
controversial, for as Larry Hurtado observes, “Ignatius was at 
particular pains to emphasize the reality of Jesus’s human existence” 
in denunciation of those “who found it inappropriate to attribute 
real human existence to Jesus, precisely out of reverence for him as 
divine.”23 

Ignatius was by no means alone in affirming the deity of Christ 
in the second century. Justin Martyr (c. 160 CE) attempts to 
persuade Jewish readers that the preincarnate Christ is Yahweh in 
Psalms 24:10 and 99:4–5.24 For Melito of Sardis (c. 170 CE), Christ 
“could best be described as both God and man, anticipating 
Chalcedon.”25 He writes, for example, “He that hung up the earth in 
space was Himself hanged up; He that fixed the heavens was fixed 
with nails . . . God put to death!”26 The writer to Diognetus (c. 150–
200 CE) says God “has sent from heaven, and placed among men, 
[Him who is] the truth, and the holy and incomprehensible Word,” 
who is “the very Creator and Fashioner of all things.”27 

 
     21 The Epistle of Ignatius to the Ephesians 7; ANF 1:52. (ANF abbreviates The Ante-Nicene 
Fathers, eds. Alexander Roberts, James Donaldson, and A. Cleveland Coxe, 8 vols. [Buffalo: 
Christian Literature Publishing, 1885–1886]. The number before the colon is the volume 
number; the number after the colon is the page number.) 
     22 The Epistle of Ignatius to Polycarp, 3; ANF 1:94. 
     23 Larry W. Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity (Grand Rapids; 
Cambridge: Eerdmans, 2003), 635, 637; emphasis added. See, e.g., The Epistle of Ignatius to the 
Trallians,  9–10; The Epistle of Ignatius to the Smyrnaeans, 2. 
     24 Dialogue with Trypho, A Jew; ANF 1:36, 38. 
     25 Thomas H. Olbricht, “Exegesis in the Second Century,” in Handbook to Exegesis of the New 
Testament, ed. Stanley E. Porter (Leiden; New York; Köln: Brill, 1997), 422. 
     26 Melito, the Philosopher 4; ANF 8:757; italics in original. 
     27 The Epistle of Mathetes to Digonetus, 7; ANF 1:27. 
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