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Did Yeshua the Messiah Have a Pre-Carnal Existence?
Part II – The Enhanced Public Debate Presentation
By Larry Acheson

Based on my debate presentation vs. Chuck Henry on 06/22/2019 in Rising Star, Texas

T

he following is based on the
pre-debate transcript I put together in May 2019, one month
prior to a public debate I had with Chuck
Henry at the Assembly of Yahweh (7th
Day) in Rising Star, Texas. Of course,
the topic is “Did Yeshua the Messiah
Have a Pre-Carnal Existence?” I believe
He did. Chuck holds that He did not.
The moderator introduced the debate
topic in humble fashion: “This study is
not to create division, but on the contrary,
to present two sides of an important question that we should all be interested in.”
Yes, this is a topic that has long
captivated my interest, yet for over 20
years I had more or less managed to
suppress my personal view while enjoying great fellowship with my debate
opponent. However, in 2018 circumstances
began to change when Chuck published a
book defending his conviction. There is
something about publicly promoting a belief
that mysteriously transitions it from the level
of “friendly disagreement” to “Are you
kidding me?!” status, and I felt I could no
longer remain silent about our differences.
Since Chuck and I had previously orchestrated a friendly debate about the Trinity a
few years earlier – a debate I knew in advance that he would win, since we both
already agreed that it’s a false doctrine – I
thought we could pull it off again. We agreed
to a March 2019 “warm-up” debate that was
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held in our home, then on June 22, 2019 we participated in a public debate at Chuck’s home assembly near
Cisco, Texas.
Ironically, and contrary to the debate moderator’s opening line, this issue is shown to be a major source
of contention – and at least in terms of my relationship with the author of Trinity, Oneness, Duality, and PreExistence, the dynamics were detrimentally impacted in a way that I had never imagined possible. When I
gave my life to Messiah Yeshua, this was not what I had in mind. Moreover, for those who may be
considering participating in a debate on a religious topic, I would encourage you to not go to your opponent’s
home assembly, where they can “pull the strings,” so to speak. I think my reasons for imparting this advice
will become clear shortly.
In order to keep everything within the agreed-upon 45 minute time constraint, much of what follows had
to be removed from my actual debate presentation, so this enhanced version is considerably more complete
than the debate presentation was. I am also incorporating additional information in response to comments
made by my counterpart during the debate. Chuck and I had agreed that the venue in which the debate would
be held would be able to accommodate a PowerPoint presentation, which was one of the two contingencies
that I requested prior to agreeing to a debate on this topic. I would have thought such an agreement presumed
that my PowerPoint presentation would be recorded along with the video, but if you’ve watched the YouTube
video of the debate, you already know that only one of the slides from my presentation was displayed. The
display for Chuck’s presentation primarily consisted of showing excerpts from his book.
I am not certain if the decision to cut out my PowerPoint presentation was made by accident or not. Was
it a “technical slight,” since my
original pre-debate accommodation
requests didn’t specifically include
that the PowerPoint presentation be
included with the video, or was it deliberately omitted due to the biased
Biblical Unitarian assembly decision-makers not being appreciative
of how well it reinforces the points I
made? This much I know: The
videographer is a Biblical Unitarian
from a family of Biblical Unitarians.
I know and love his family, but I also
know bias may well have been a
factor in the decision to not include
my PowerPoint presentation with the
debate video. Yahweh knows. I
maintain that an unbiased videographer would have included it. It goes without saying that if I had felt my PowerPoint presentation served no
purpose, I wouldn’t have taken the time to put it together, and yes, I am persuaded that it definitely served to
reinforce the points I made. I know there are lots of people out there who, like me, really appreciate visual
aids instead of watching the same person just droning the words. Needless to say, I am more than a little disappointed that I was denied the use of visual aids for the video version of the debate. In this version, I am not
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only incorporating all the slides from my presentation, but I’m also including the slides that I had to sacrifice
for the sake of honoring the 45 minute limit, as well as many new ones designed to further reinforce the points
I’m making in this, Part II of Did Yeshua the Messiah Have a Pre-Carnal Existence?
Prior to the debate, when I realized I had more material than I had time to present it all, I decided to omit
my original introduction, which
incorporated about a minute’s
worth of “thank you’s” to
everyone who contributed towards my preparation. I only
omitted it out of my concern
over cutting out too much of the
information that I really wanted
to cover in my allotted 45 minutes. As disappointed as I am
with the content of Chuck’s
book, I wanted to at least be polite enough to thank him for
agreeing to debate the topic.
Nevertheless, since I was so
con-cerned that using up those
precious seconds would result in my not getting everything else to fit in the 45-minute time frame, I decided
to simply put my words on a separate screen prior to the start of my presentation. The above (see previous
page) is a screen capture of the PowerPoint slide I displayed.
I was described by a couple of
Biblical Unitarian viewers as being
condescending during my presentation. Well, I don’t ever mean to
come across that way, and maybe I
would have exhibited a little more
courtesy in the YouTube video version if the above screen would have
been included. I can understand how
removing that screen from the video
version of my presentation may have
contributed to my appearing impolite
and possibly even condescending.
Of course, I’m sure I didn’t score
any points with Biblical Unitarian
viewers when I charged Chuck
Henry with “adding to the Word.” It’s hard to be polite in that situation.
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Now that you hopefully have a clearer understanding of the background information, I will begin the
script of my presentation as I had it a month prior to the debate – before I trimmed it down to the eventual 45minute limit. The earlier version of my presentation opened on a much more congenial note, including verbal
expressions of gratitude:
Hello, my name is Larry Acheson from Plano, Texas and I challenged Mr. Chuck Henry to a debate on
the topic of “Did Yeshua the Messiah
Pre-Exist?”
More specifically, the question has
to do with whether or not Yeshua existed prior to His conception in
Miriam’s womb, so for clarification
purposes, I vote that we rename the debate “Did Yeshua the Messiah Have a
Pre-Carnal Existence?”
I know I’m the one going first in this
debate, but in reality I feel that I’m the
one going second because in my opinion Chuck actually went first when he
published his book, which is titled
Trinity, Oneness, Duality and PreExistence. Before I get started, I do
want to thank Chuck for his willingness to debate this issue with me and I want to thank my wife June and
daughter Colista for putting up with my having been on a “one track mind” about this one issue for basically
the past nine or ten months. I also
want to thank the folks here at the
Assembly of Yahweh (7th Day) for
graciously offering their facility for
this topic. And finally, I must thank
those of you who came here out of an
earnest desire to hear both sides in the
interest of forming your own
conclusion of what is the truth and
what is error.
Some of you may be perplexed
that I asked for a whopping 45
minutes to give this opening presentation. For those of you who think
I’m being given too much time,
please consider the fact that I’m rebutting a book that consists of over
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500 pages! How much time should a person be allotted to refute an essay that’s 500 pages long? Well, I will
say that Chuck gave me an opportunity to try doing it in 30 minutes back in March [2019]. Chuck took the
time to visit us in our home back in March for what I consider a prelim-inary debate that essentially allowed
the two of us to lay our cards on the table.
As we began ironing out our scheduling plans for his visit, I was comfortable with presenting my evidence in 30 minutes. Was I ever wrong! Thirty minutes is basically what I need to get warmed up, but
frankly, I couldn’t think of a way to offer a cohesive presentation of my proof texts while exposing all the
misapplications of Scripture, including distorted contexts, in a span of only 30 minutes! I knew I bit off more
than I could chew even before Chuck arrived that day. Chuck very graciously allowed for a last-minute
schedule change in which I was given two hours to present my evidence, but even that was well short of the
time frame I actually needed to cover everything. With that in mind, I hope you can understand why I need to
jump right in, be-cause I can only hope to cover my primary points in 45 minutes. Actually, it’s probably
more like 40 minutes now, since the clock is ticking and I don’t want to talk too fast. For those of you who
may not be able to keep up with all my points, I do plan on eventually offering a more complete refutation of
Chuck’s view on Yeshua’s pre-carnal existence on our web site, www.ponderscripture.org.
This brings the opening segment of my originally-planned debate introduction to a close.

Up next:
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I. Reinforcing My Approach – Not a Salvational Issue
lthough I covered the “salvational” aspect of this topic in Part I of this study, I’m including it here
as well, not only to reinforce my
own approach, but also because I
want it known that I fully intended to make
it a part of my public debate presentation.
It was only cut out because I chose to prioritize the Scriptural evidence supporting
Yeshua’s pre-carnal existence with the time
I was allotted. With this in mind, I now
continue with the planned, but later nixed,
portion of my debate presentation:

A

Sadly, there are folks out there on both
sides who make this a salvational issue.
Not me. One thing that’s important to me
when it comes to any religious topic is how
I have never condemned anyone for any
disagreements we may have on any Biblical
matter. It is not up to me to pass judgment
on anyone, so my only focus is whether or
not the way we believe and act on our beliefs honors our Heavenly Father and His Son. Frankly, at least on
issues like this one, I don’t see
why we can’t share a cup of
coffee at the table and agree to
disagree agreeably. Until Chuck
published his book, I felt that
we could look at this discussion
as an opportunity to learn from
each other instead of an
opportunity to criticize and even
condemn each other. If, after
my own diligent research, I
reach a different conclusion
than you do about when the
Messiah’s existence began, why
can’t we just let Him be the
judge of how earnest we were
and where we may have goofed
up in our research? Is He going
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to condemn those who, in spite of their best efforts, reached the wrong conclusion about when His existence
began?
For the record, I think it
would be great if both sides of
this issue could sit down together and agree with what
Simon Kepha told Yeshua in
Matthew 16:13-17. He said,
“You are the Messiah, the Son
of the Living Almighty!” When
He gave that answer, Yeshua
made certain Kepha knew that
flesh and blood had not revealed
this information to him; it was
His heavenly Father who revealed it to him. If we focus our
attention on what mattered to
Yeshua, then we really should
not have to delve into the specifics and logistics of precisely
“when” Yeshua became the Son
of Yahweh. Our focus should be on the fact that He’s the Messiah, the Son of the Living Almighty. We
shouldn’t need to go any deeper than that; nevertheless that’s what is going on and that’s why we’re here
today.
The Apostle Peter’s confession of Matthew 16:16 really should be our “bottom line” as well. Yeshua had
asked His disciples who men were saying He was. They answered, “Some say you’re John the Baptist; some
say you’re Elijah, and others say you’re Jeremiah or one of the prophets.”
Yeshua replied, “But whom do you say I am?”
Simon Peter answered, “You are the Messiah, the Son of the living Almighty!”
Did this answer meet Yeshua’s approval? Yes, it did. Yeshua answered, “Blessed art thou, Simon Barjona, for flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but my Father which is in heaven.”
Please notice that Yeshua didn’t see the need to add or subtract anything from Peter’s answer. He’s the
Son of Yahweh and He’s the Messiah. We don’t need to dive any deeper than that. In spite of this fact, books
have been written and doctrines formulated, asserting that unless you agree with their conclusions of Yeshua’s
origin, then your salvation is hanging in the balance. Agreeing that He’s the Messiah and the Son of Yahweh
is not sufficient for them. When someone tells me my salvation is at stake, I do my best to look into the validity of their conclusion. That’s what all of us should do.
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As I know Chuck knows about me, I really don’t mind our having differences of opinion on this topic
and just agreeing to disagree agreeably. However, when I see the context of Bible verses being grossly distorted, then presented to the public
as truth, it does bother me and it
makes me wonder how and why anyone would think to do such a thing.
But when I am then told I may be an
idol worshipper for not agreeing
with the person misrepre-senting
Scripture, it becomes nearly
impossible to maintain a productive
and meaningful relationship. When
Exodus 20:2-3 is invoked to point
out that we are worshipping two
Mighty Ones instead of the One, one
of which must (in their opinion) be
an idol, this changes the dynamics of
any relationship. Adding to my frustration is the fact that you can read
Chuck’s book online and the anonymous web site owner who offers it specifically labels it a “salvational issue.”1 The web site I’m referring to is
www.ScriptureNews2Use.org. Chuck sends mixed signals by allowing a PDF version of his study to be
available online at a web site whose owner plainly calls it a salvational issue, while he himself is on record as
stating that our salvation is not in danger if we regard Yeshua as the Messiah, the Son of Yahweh, yet at the
same time we believe He had a pre-carnal existence.
I realize someone may inquire, “So Biblical Unitarians regard those of the opposing view as being idolaters, which in turn means they think your salvation is in jeopardy if you believe Yeshua had a pre-carnal
existence. But you plainly regard Biblical Unitarians as adding to the Word or at best distorting Scripture, so
don’t you believe their salvation is in jeopardy for such a serious violation of Torah?”
Just in case someone would think to ask such a question, I need to make it clear, as I stated earlier, that it
is not up to me to pass judgment on anyone, so my only focus is whether or not the way we believe and act
honors our Heavenly Father and His Son. In this situation, while I am fully persuaded that Biblical Unitarians
distort Scripture, at the same time, I sense that they think they are “rightly dividing the Word of truth” (2
Timothy 2:15). Yahweh and Yeshua know their hearts and mine, and I will simply allow Yeshua to be the
judge, just as He says He is in John 5:22.
As I mentioned earlier, my original debate presentation, before I found it necessary to trim things down
to fit inside the 45-minute allotted time frame, included my commentary on how and why I do not feel this
should be a salvational issue. Sadly, the opposition doesn’t seem to see things that way and I will close out
This information is true as of my latest edit date of 07/19/2020. The actual phrase reads, “These are all very
important to our salvation.”
1
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this chapter with a slide I put together displaying a visual summary of the typical path of pre-existence discussions:
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II. Micah 5:2
Is the Prophesied Ruler’s “Origin” From of Old
Or is His “Ordained Origin” From of Old?
ne important principle that we should remember in any Biblical discussion is that we should always
interpret what is known as the New
Testament in light of what is
known as the Old Testament, or the Tanakh.
Never the reverse. We should not interpret
the Old Testament in light of the New. I
think the New Testament can be used as a
guide to understanding how first-century believers understood the Old Testament, but it
should never be used to interpret the meaning
of Old Testament texts. In Part I of this
study, I revealed that Biblical Unitarian
Chuck Henry allows the New Testament text
of John 19:37 to “correct” the Old Testament
text of Zechariah 12:10, but we are about to
see he does the same thing with other New
Testament texts, while adamantly claiming
otherwise.

O

For example, we read in the Old Testament a prophecy that a Ruler shall come forth unto the Almighty
from out of Bethlehem, a Ruler whose ORIGIN is from of old, from ancient times. This prophecy, written
hundreds of years before
Yeshua’s birth in Bethlehem,
doesn’t state that His origin will
be from of Old; it doesn’t say
His origin is ordained from of
Old; instead, it asserts that His
origin is from of Old, from ancient times. Again, this comes
from the Old Testament and the
book where this prophecy is
found is Micah. If we allow the
prophet Micah to give us the
prophecy without any interpretational add-ons and without any
interpretational infusions from
interpretations
of
New
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Testament passages, Micah tells us there will be a future Ruler whose origin is from ancient times.
The Hebrew word for ancient
times is Olam, which means from
eternity. His origin is from the
ancient times. That means He had
an origin, a beginning. I’m going
to read from a translation known as
Tanakh, The Holy Scriptures,
published by the Jewish Publication Society. I choose to read
from this translation because the
Jewish Publication Society is completely indifferent to this entire
argument. They have no interest in
this discussion because they don’t
believe Yeshua is the Promised
Messiah at all. From the Jewish
perspective, the individual prophesied about in Micah 5:2 has yet to
make His appearance on earth.
Here’s what Micah prophesied:
2 And you, O Bethlehem of Ephrath, least among the clans of Judah, from you one
shall come forth to rule Israel for Me – One whose origin is from of old, from ancient
times.
So Micah prophesied that a Ruler shall come forth unto the Almighty from out of Bethlehem Ephrath, a
Ruler whose origin is from of Old, from ancient times. That’s what the verse says. Period. It doesn’t say His
origin was ordained from of Old, it doesn’t say His origin was proclaimed from of Old. It says this Ruler’s
origin IS from of Old.
As an aside, the following was not included with my pre-debate presentation, but I’m including it here
due to its relevance in terms of ancient Jewish understanding of their coming Messiah. It is no secret that rabbinical Judaism has long understood the concept that their Messiah (who has not yet made an appearance on
earth) had a pre-carnal existence. One example of this is found in a Jewish midrash known as Pesiqta
Rabbati, which was composed around 845 CE. The midrash is borrowed from the prophetic theme found in
Psalms 22. I realize, in the scheme of things, 845 CE is a long time after Yeshua’s resurrection; nevertheless,
if Judaism by any means whatsoever, attempted to come up with their own version of “who” the Messiah of
Psalms 22 is, why would they imitate the “pre-carnal existence” aspect if there’s nothing to it? Here’s what
we read in Pesiqta Rabbati 36:6:
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During the week [seven year period] when [Ephraim] comes, they will bring iron
beams and they will put them on his neck until the Messiah’s body is bent. He will
scream and weep and his voice will rise up to the height [of heaven]. He will say in
His presence: “Master of the universe, how much can my limbs endure? How much
my spirit? Am I not but flesh and blood?” It was this moment that David lamented,
saying: My strength is dried up like a potsherd (Ps. 22:16). In that hour the Holy
One says to them {ed. pr.: him}: Ephraim, My righteous Messiah, You have already
accepted [this suffering] since the six days of Creation. Now your suffering is like
My suffering, since the day on which wicked Nebuchadnezzar destroyed My Temple
and burnt My sanctuary, and exiled My children among the nations of the world, by
your life and the life of My head! I have not sat on My Throne. And if you do not
believe, see the dew that is upon My head, My head is filled with dew, {My locks with
the drops of the night} (Cant. 5:2). In that hour, [the Messiah] will say in His
presence: Master of the universe, now my mind is at rest, for it is sufficient for the
servant to be like his Master.2
Just to be clear, the above text should be regarded as a Jewish midrash/commentary and nothing more;
nevertheless, it can be used to demonstrate that Judaism has no problem understanding that the Messiah described therein had a pre-carnal existence. And why not? That’s what it says in Micah 5:2! According to the
above homily, Ephraim is presented as the suffering Messiah, and it emphasizes that his suffering had already
been determined and accepted at the time of creation. This means the Jewish understanding of the Messiah is
that He was present at Creation. Thus, belief in a Messiah who had a pre-carnal existence is neither foreign
nor rejected by rabbinical Judaism. If I were a Jew seeking to undermine all I could about Yeshua the
Messiah, PLUS if I didn’t believe the “true Messiah” had a pre-carnal existence, I would most assuredly not
attribute to Him an existence dating back to Creation and beyond.
On the other hand, if I knew the coming Messiah is prophesied to have an origin that’s from of Old, from
ancient times, then I would have no choice but to understand that Micah’s prophecy means exactly what it
says without any need to insert any extra words, either by interpretation or otherwise. The question wouldn’t
be whether or not He had a pre-carnal existence; rather, the question would be, “Who is the Messiah?” And
that, indeed, is the primary line of demarcation separating Christianity from modern Judaism.
Okay, back to my original pre-debate presentation: The Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint
into the Greek language understood that the coming Ruler’s “goings forth” are from the beginning, not “ordained from the beginning.” Displayed below is the Septuagint’s rendering of Micah 5:2:3

2

This excerpt was taken from Pesiqta Rabbati 36:6, as quoted in The Jewish Jesus: Revelation, Reflection,
Reclamation, Edited by Zev Garber, Chapter 7, “Psalm 22 in Pesiqta Rabbati: The Suffering of the Jewish
Messiah and Jesus,” by Rivka Ulmer, Purdue University Press, West Lafayette, IN, 2011, pp. 117-118.
3
Taken from The Apostolic Bible Polyglot, translated by Charles VanderPool, 2003.
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Translated literally, the above text reads, “And you, Bethlehem of the house of Ephratha, are very few,
being among thousands of Judah; from out of you, to me shall come forth the one being for ruler of Israel; and
his goings forth from beginning, from eon [perpetuity/eternity] of days.”
Could the above translation of Micah 5:2 have been made any clearer? The only way it could have been
made clearer would be for the original author to have included the phrase, “Please do not insert any words, by
interpretation or otherwise, into this text.” Seriously, if the Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint
into Greek understood a “goings forth” or “origin” that was ordained from the beginning, wouldn’t they have
found a way to incorporate such an understanding into their translation of Micah 5:2? Instead, they plainly
communicated an origin that is literally “from the beginning.”
New Testament believers understood that Yeshua’s birth was the
fulfillment of Micah’s prophecy.
You can read this in either John chapter 7 or Matthew chapter 2, which is
displayed in the text box below.
Once we understand that the
prophecy states that the coming
Ruler’s origin is from ancient times,
we should not use our interpretation
of any New Testament verses to then
validate believing that this Ruler’s
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origin was only ordained from ancient times because that’s not what the prophecy says. The prophecy says
His origin IS from ancient times. Making the prophecy say something else is what is known as manipulating
the prophecy.
Yet I’m afraid that manipulating the prophecy is precisely what Chuck attempts to do on page 363 of his
book. Micah 5:2 tells us that Yeshua’s actual ORIGIN is from of Old, from ancient times. PERIOD. It says
nothing about His origin
having been “ordained” from of
Old, but that is precisely what
Chuck wants us to believe and
accept. The only way we can
understand Micah 5:2 at face
value without adding our own
preconceived notions is to
conclude that this coming Ruler
had an origin in a realm that we
call eternity.
Eternity can best be understood as a realm that existed
long before this planet existed,
and it will exist long after this
planet called Earth is destroyed
by fire. Micah 5:2 doesn’t say this coming Ruler IS eternal; it does say He comes from the Olam, from
eternity, which is outside of what we understand as the measurement of time. Angels existed in the realm we
know as “eternity” before the earth was created and according to Micah 5:2, that’s where this Ruler whose
origin is from of Old comes from; He comes from a realm that we can only understand as being eternity. But
just as the angels are not eternal, neither is the prophesied Ruler of Micah 5:2. His origin or beginning is
from of OLD, and as we will see shortly, He is the firstborn of all creation.
The only way we can properly understand the prophecy of Micah 5:2 – without adding our own preconceived notions – is to recognize that this coming Ruler had an origin stemming from something we call
eternity. It doesn’t say this Ruler had or has an eternal existence, it just tells us that’s where His origin came
from. Nevertheless, Chuck Henry, in his book, explains that what this verse means is, this Ruler’s origin was
ORDAINED from of old because it’s impossible to have both an origin and exist from eternity. I must reinforce the fact that the text does not say the coming Ruler has eternally existed. Coming from the Olam
doesn’t mean He has existed for Olam (eternity). Check it out! If I don’t emphasize anything else in my 45minutes, it needs to be emphasized that Scripture tells us a coming Ruler’s ORIGIN is from of Old, from ancient times, NOT that this Ruler has an eternal existence and NOT that His origin was “ordained” from Old.
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A group down the road from here who shares Chuck Henry’s belief that Yeshua did not pre-exist puts out
their own Bible in which they outright add to the text of Micah 5:2 in order to make it say that the Messiah’s
coming (not origin) was foretold from of Old, which is pretty much the same as saying it was ordained from
of Old. Not much of a
difference. This is blatantly
adding to the Word in order
to make it say what you want
it to say in order to justify
your belief. Chuck doesn’t
put out his own Bible, but in
a way he does the same thing
by telling his readers that
what Micah 5:2 really means
is, Yeshua’s ORIGIN began
at conception in Miriam’s
womb and that THIS origin
is what was ORDAINED
from of Old.
Then, to top it all off,
Chuck goes on to use a completely unrelated verse from
the New Testament to validate that his interpretation is
valid. That’s right, he interprets the Old Testament verse in the light of a New Testament verse. Chuck’s “go
to” verse? It’s 1 Peter 1:20. In fact, in virtually every instance in which there is an indication that a certain
verse proves Yeshua had a pre-carnal existence, Chuck essentially says, “Well, no, 1 Peter 1:20 proves that
His coming was foreordained, which means that His origin was only prophesied about, not that He actually
has an origin in antiquity.” Chuck feels fully justified in allowing this one New Testament verse to color his
interpretation of Micah 5:2, citing a term known as “Textual Criticism.” Let’s take a few moments to address
what Chuck calls “Textual Criticism.” This aspect of the discussion is too extensive to include it with this
chapter, so I cover it in chapter three.
I close this chapter with the screen capture of a slide that wasn’t incorporated into my debate presentation, but it supplies an example of how some preachers subvert the Bible. I covered one particular
example of Matthew 5:17 in chapter seven of Part I. It’s an example that was thrown at me by a preacher
early in my Sabbathkeeping days and it caught me off guard. The preacher, much like Chuck, was fully persuaded that he knew what Yeshua “really meant.” In this case, Chuck is persuaded he knows what Micah 5:2
“really means,” even though what he says it “really means” completely alters the meaning of the actual words
of the prophecy. Once I examined the preacher’s claim in the light of context, as well as practice and belief of
early believers like the Apostle Paul, John and James, I realized that he was subverting Yeshua’s words, i.e.,
twisting Scripture. It wasn’t a case of what Yeshua “really meant”; it was a case of what Yeshua “really said”
and I am fully persuaded that Yeshua really meant exactly what He said. Sadly, subverting the words of the
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Bible, including those of Yeshua, is what I found that Chuck also does, but he doesn’t call it twisting
Scripture. He calls it “textual criticism.” I need to address not only the liberties that Chuck takes with “textual criticism,” but also his very use of the term. I will do that in my next chapter.
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III. Misapplying and Mis-Defining “Textual Criticism”

I

N our March 2019 warm-up debate, Chuck defended allowing a New Testament verse to influence
his interpretation of Micah 5:2 by dubbing it “Textual Criticism.” In his estimation, this literary
device, combined with his (questionable) interpretation of I Peter 1:20, gives him free license to
squeeze the word “ordained” into the interpretation of Micah 5:2. Chuck expounded on how he feels justified in appealing to “textual criticism” as follows:
I would point out that all of us are called from time to time to explain our interpretation of Scripture. Let me give you a couple of examples – just as an aside and
we'll return here to Micah 5 –
but consider for example
Romans 6:14: “For sin shall not
have dominion over you, for
you are not under law, but under grace.” This requires explanation. The plain text, with
no explanation, sounds as if we
are not under the law according to Torah, and this is
indeed what the masses tell us.
And so, we have to say it means
you are not under the penalty of
the law. Well, someone might,
then, accuse me of, in my interpretation, adding to the text of Scripture. But I do not believe that's accurate when
you are explaining what a Scripture means according to its context, then that is what
you are doing. You are not adding to the text of Scripture.
Another example is Colossians 2:16-17: “So let no one judge you in food or in drink
or regarding a festival or a new moon or sabbaths, which are a shadow of things to
come, but the substance is of Messiah.” In fact, Larry later mentioned that it's up to us
to attempt to determine what the writers originally meant; and I agree with that. To
determine what the writers originally meant in the text that they wrote, it is called
“Textual Criticism,” and that is something that differs from the “Higher Criticism”
that some of us have talked about before where scholars basically just sit around and
make up theories. But “Textual Criticism” is what we're after. We need to attempt to
determine what the writers originally meant.4

From the original “warm-up” debate I had with Chuck Henry on 03/09/2019. This particular commentary
from Chuck began at the 4:28:50 mark.
4
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Please notice that Chuck stated, “Someone might, then, accuse me of, in my interpretation, adding to the
text of Scripture. But I do not believe that's accurate when you are explaining what a Scripture means
according to its context, then that is what you are doing. You are not adding to the text of Scripture.” The
phrase “according to its context” is
more important than I think Chuck
realizes. In the example Chuck cited
from Romans 6:14, from the very
context of this passage we know the
Apostle Paul could not have been
teaching the Romans that we are no
longer under the jurisdiction of the
law. When you’re under “grace,”
you’re not under the “penalty”;
hence, if we’re not “under the law,
but under grace,” we’re not under
the penalty of the law, but under
grace (un-deserved pardon). That’s
context. Chuck needs to explain
how the context of Micah 5:2
validates the understanding that the
coming Ruler’s origin is “ordained” from of Old instead of His origin actually being from of Old as stated in
the text. He offers no explanation. The context makes no such implication or allowance; thus, the only reason
for teaching that “ordained” belongs in the interpretation is to justify a doctrinal belief.
I addressed Chuck’s justification of “Adding to the Word by Interpretation” as it applies to the interpretation of verses such as Romans 6:14 and Colossians 2:16-17 in Part I of our study. He incorporated
this same reasoning into the public debate we had three months later, but without using the words textual
criticism, possibly because he knew by then that he was misappropriating the term “textual criticism.” Regardless of what you call Chuck’s approach, the results are the same. Let us now direct our focus towards his
application of “Textual Criticism” as he applied the term during our warm-up debate. According to
BlueLetterBible.org, Chuck's definition and explanation of “Textual Criticism” is incorrect. Here's what we
read on Blue Letter Bible’s “Study Resources” page in response to the question, “What is Textual Criticism? Why is the Textual Criticism of the Bible necessary?”:
The science of attempting to reconstruct the text of documents is known as “textual
criticism.” The person who practices textual criticism is known as a textual critic.
While the word “criticism” usually carries the idea of finding fault with something,
this is not the case here. Rather, the term is used with the idea of weighing and
evaluating the available evidence to come up with the original wording of a text.
Textual criticism collects and examines the evidence about written works in an
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attempt to recover the original text. Therefore, textual criticism is not criticizing the
Bible.5
Let’s summarize how Chuck defines “Textual Criticism” and compare his definition with the actual
meaning of the term. According to Chuck, “Textual Criticism” is the attempt to determine what the writers of
Scripture originally meant. According to Blue Letter Bible, “Textual Criticism” is the attempt to determine
what the writers of Scripture originally wrote. It’s the science of reconstructing the original wording of a text.
Equipped with the proper understanding and definition of “Textual Criticism,” when examining the text of
Micah 5:2, Chuck needs to demonstrate that the original text actually reads, “....whose origin is ORDAINED
from of Old, from ancient times.” Chuck knows he can’t do that, so he does what he feels is the next-best
thing: He adds the word “ordained” by interpretation, explaining that it’s what Micah actually meant. Even
though the addition of this one word completely changes the meaning of the verse, Chuck is persuaded that it
better fits the context. The truth of the matter is, it better fits his doctrinal view.
As we can see from the above, not only does Chuck reinterpret Scripture, but he also inserts words in
order to suit his desired objective. He’s careful to not insert his added words into a Bible translation of his
own making, so he does it by means of expounding on the controversial Bible texts. Those who are gullible
fall for his approach without asking themselves, “Is that what Scripture really says?” Of course it doesn’t, so
the next question is, “Is that what the author truly meant?”

Does Chuck Achieve His Goal?
Within Chuck’s commentary on “Textual Criticism,” he concluded with the following statement:
I feel it necessary to carefully point out that my goal is to provide sound interpretation
according to the context and scope of Scripture. In so doing, I provide evidence and
interpretation, but I do not insert my words into the place of the actual text of Scripture. I do sometimes insert commentary, but when I do so, I use the convention of
square brackets to clearly distinguish it from the words of the actual Biblical text. I
also occasionally, as you have seen today, insert words from the Hebrew or Greek
text, using the same convention.”6
I submit that not only does Chuck not meet his stated goal of providing sound interpretation according to
the context and scope of Scripture, but in addition to distorting the interpretation of Scriptural texts, he misdefines the very label he attributes to his method. On top of that, he allows an interpretation of a New
Testament text to influence his interpretation of an Old Testament prophecy. As we will see later, even his
interpretation of the New Testament text in question, 1 Peter 1:18-20, is flawed.
Cf., Blue Letter Bible web site, Excerpt from Question 2: “What Is Textual Criticism? Why Is the Textual
Criticism of the Bible Necessary?” https://www.blueletterbible.org/Comm/stewart_don/faq/wordsbible/question2-what-is-textual-criticism.cfm
6
From the original “warm-up” debate I had with Chuck Henry on 03/09/2019. This particular commentary from
Chuck began at the 4:30:59 mark of the videoed presentation.
5
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There are many verses in the Bible that, in my opinion, validate believing that Yeshua had a pre-carnal
existence. Micah 5:2 is only one of many. I wish I had time to address all of them in this presentation, but regrettably, I do not. If you’re a speed reader, you can read seven of those verses in the slide displayed below.
They’re John 1:107, John 1:158, John 6:38-519, John 17:510, Micah 5:211, John 8:5812 and Hebrews 1:213. In
his book, Chuck uses 1 Peter 1:20 as a “go-to” proof text at least seven times in an attempt to refute the plain
reading of these seven verses, so this one New Testament verse is obviously pretty important to Chuck’s
premise. However, it can be shown that a key word in the King James Version’s translation of 1 Peter 1:20 is
incorrectly translated, and this mistranslated word then becomes the springboard for how Chuck interprets
any verse that conflicts with his view of when Yeshua came into existence.
Displayed on the following page is a corrected version of a slide I displayed within my debate presentation. In my debate presentation slide, I mistakenly included John 1:1 in my list of texts to which Chuck
refers his reading audience to 1 Peter 1:20 for the “interpretation key.” I should have placed a zero after the
verse number because it’s actually John 1:10, not John 1:1. Here’s the amended slide:

7

Chuck Henry, Trinity, Oneness, Duality & Pre-Existence, H.V. Chapman & Sons Bookbinders, Abilene, TX,
2018, pp. 384-385. Note: In the debate, I referenced John 1:1; I meant to reference this one, John 1:10.
8
Ibid, p. 388.
9
Ibid, pp. 267-273. Chuck takes us through a maze of Bible verses in this section of his book; 1 Peter 1:20 is
“linked” as an explanation for Yeshua’s being “sent” and “coming down from heaven,” as well as James 1:17.
10
Ibid, pp. 33-35.
11
Ibid, pp. 362-363.
12
Ibid, pp. 411-419. (Note: That’s right, Chuck needed nine pages to explain that “Before Abraham was, I am”
doesn’t mean He was actually “before Abraham”).
13
Ibid, p. 476.
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Now that we see 1 Peter 1:20 is Chuck’s “go to” verse for any passage validating Yeshua’s pre-carnal
existence, let’s examine it. Displayed below is a screen capture of one of the slides I used during the debate.
For context, I actually read verses 18-20:

Did Yeshua the Messiah Have a Pre-Carnal Existence? Part II – The Enhanced Debate Presentation

Chapter 3

27

What is so ironic about Chuck’s frequent reliance on 1 Peter 1:20 is the fact that if you read and examine
this verse in context and with the correct translation from the Greek text, you will see that 1 Peter 1:20 was
actually written in support of Yeshua’s
pre-carnal existence. Please allow me
to explain.
Chuck believes 1 Peter 1:20 is relevant to his case that Yeshua did not
have a pre-carnal existence because he
interprets it as meaning that the Most
High Yahweh, lonnnnng before the
creation of this world, fore-ordained
that thousands of years after Creation,
He would beget a Son Who would live
a sinless life and be-come the ransom
for the sins of man-kind, ultimately
becoming the Savior. This, according
to Chuck, is the proper understanding
of 1 Peter 1:20. Now don’t get me
wrong: I agree the Most High Yahweh
pre-determined that His perfect and sinless Son would indeed be the atoning sacrifice for the sins of the world,
but that’s not the point Peter is making in 1 Peter 1:20.
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Is Chuck’s interpretation of 1 Peter 1:20 a valid one? Is the Apostle Peter conveying that the Most High
Yahweh pre-determined eons
before Creation that He would
one day father a Son who
would be conceived in Mary’s
womb and be born in
Bethlehem? I’m afraid the answer is no, that’s not what
Peter is saying here, and for at
least two reasons:
First, even a basic reading
of I Peter 1:20 in the King
James Version begs the question, “If the Most High Yahweh
foreordained eons ago that
Yeshua would one day be the
Savior of mankind, couldn’t
Yeshua have been present at
His ‘foreordainment’ to be the
Savior of the world?” Yes, He certainly could have been there. Chuck assumes that Yeshua couldn’t have
been present for His “foreordainment.”
But think about this: King David was foreordained to be king of Israel by the prophet Samuel. David
was present for the anointing ceremony, but he didn’t become the
actual king of Israel until at least
15 years later.
In the same way, Yeshua could
have been present for His “foreordainment,” assuming that’s
what is meant by the word translated “foreordained,” but Yeshua
wasn’t revealed to humanity until
His birth as a flesh and blood
human being.
My second point is, the Greek
word translated “foreordained” in
the King James Version is not
even the correct translation of
the Greek word in the original text. In other words, it’s a mistranslation. You see, the Greek word
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proegnosménou, which is word #4267 in Strong’s Concordance, does not mean “foreordained” at all! The
Greek word commonly translated “ordain” is kathistemi, word #2525 in Strong’s, and kathistemi does not
form any part of the Greek word in I Peter 1:20.
The fact that translating the Greek word proegnosménou as “foreordained” is not an accurate translation
is freely admitted within such Bible commentaries as The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges commentary, published in 1890:

According to The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges, the Greek word proegnosménou literally
means “foreknown.” You can ask any Greek professor, or anyone who actually knows Greek, and they will
tell you this commentary is correct when it says the Greek word proegnosménou literally means "foreknown.”
In fact, this Greek word found in 1 Peter 1:20, proegnosménou, could have been translated “known” or
“KNOWN BEFOREHAND.” After all, that’s the way this same Greek word is translated in Acts 26:5 in a
statement the Apostle Paul made about himself. If this Greek word had been translated “known” in I Peter
1:20, would it have been Chuck’s “go to” verse to justify believing Yeshua’s existence is what was
“foreordained”? If we were to read in I Peter 1:20 that Yeshua was known before the foundation of this
world, would it have been Chuck’s “go-to verse” used so often to validate his belief?
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Let’s read the text of Acts 26:4-5 as taken from the King James Version:
4 My manner of life from my youth, which was at the first among mine own nation at
Jerusalem, know all the Jews;
5 Which knew [#4267] me from the beginning, if they would testify, that after the
most straitest sect of our religion I lived a Pharisee.
So -- all the Jews knew the Apostle Paul from the beginning. Does this mean they “foreordained” him
before he existed? Of course not!
Again, the word translated “knew” in
Acts 26:5 is the same Greek word translated “foreordained” in I Peter 1:20.
They are both forms of the same Greek
word, which means “to know beforehand,” and just as Paul was known
beforehand by the Jews referenced in
Acts 26:5, in the same way, Yeshua was
known beforehand by His Father,
Yahweh, before the foundation of this
world was laid. Again, the Greek word
used in I Peter 1:20 has nothing to do
with any “ordaining” or “foreordaining.”
My pointing out that I Peter 1:20
should have been translated so as to
show that Yeshua was known before the foundation of this world is not some desperate attempt to make the
verse mean what I want it to mean. Here’s how the Berean Study Bible renders this same verse:
Berean Study Bible
20 He was known before the foundation of the world, but was revealed in the last
times for your sake.
Question: If Yeshua was known before the foundation of this world, if He was known THEN, could He
have then existed before the foundation of this world? He was known THEN, but revealed to mankind in the
flesh in these last days.
Compare the translation from the Berean Study Bible with what we read about the Son of Man in the
Book of Enoch:
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Berean Study Bible, I Peter 1:20

Book of Enoch, chapter 61

20 He was known before the foundation of
the world, but was revealed in the last times
for your sake.

10. Then shall the kings, the princes, and all
who possess the earth, glorify him who has
dominion over all things, him who was
concealed; for from the beginning the Son of
man existed in secret, whom the Most High
preserved in the presence of his power, and
revealed to the elect.

By the way, I might point out that the Book of Enoch is quoted by Jude in the Bible and fragments of the Book
of Enoch have been found among the Dead Sea Scrolls, so belief in a pre-carnal, anointed Being has a historical background, and that is very
important. In fact, according to a 3rd
century theologian named Tertullian,
one of the primary reasons that
Judaism rejects the Book of Enoch is
because of its many obvious references to Yeshua.14
To conclude this portion of my
presentation, I have demonstrated
that Micah prophesied about the
coming Ruler’s ORIGIN in the distant past, an origin that is from of
Old. Micah did not prophesy about
His ORIGIN having been ordained
from of Old. I should add that I
have shown how 1 Peter 1:20 proves
Yeshua was known before the
foundation of this world was laid, which means — He was THERE. He had a pre-carnal existence!
When properly translated, 1 Peter 1:20 goes “hand in hand” with The Book of Enoch 61:10. Yeshua was
known before the foundation of this world was laid [literally: known beforehand], but His identity as
Yahweh’s firstborn Son wasn’t revealed until “the last times”:

14

Tertullian, in De cultu foeminarum (On the Apparel of Women), Book I, ch. 3. An English translation of this
work, authored circa 200 C.E., may be read online at the following link: www.newadvent.org/fathers/0402.htm).
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Needless to say, I have a serious problem with Chuck Henry’s application of “textual criticism” when it
comes to determining what the prophet Micah meant with his prophecy in chapter 5:2, not to mention how he
allows a New Testament verse to clue him in to what Micah “really meant.” I wish I could say Micah 5:2 is
the only verse Chuck subverts, but as we will see as this study progresses, it’s merely the “tip of the iceberg.”

Some additional slides from the presentation:
I realize incorporating all the slides from my presentation would prove too much of a distraction for some
folks; when I determined to put all this together into a study, including all the slides I compiled for my PowerPoint presentation, I didn’t realize I would be fighting Microsoft Word for spacing that incorporates both text
and visual aids that are actually visual without the two competing with each other! To those who feel the excessive use of visual aids is too distracting, all I can say is, “I apologize for the inconvenience.” Nevertheless,
I would rather have too many visual aids than too much “boring black text”! What follows are some “overflow” visual aids that are nevertheless too important to skip:

1.

Biblical Unitarians that I have met do not uphold the Book of Enoch as a text worthy of consideration due
to its clear references to Yeshua the Messiah, even though this book is quoted by Yeshua’s brother, Jude.
It was certainly in use during the 2nd century CE and scholars such as Tertullian considered it as part of the
canon of Scripture:
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The only way to discern that the prophet Micah referenced the Messiah’s having been “ordained” from
of Old is to insert that word into the text. Biblical Unitarians of Chuck’s persuasion know that would be
unethical, so they do it by interpretation instead, which they find completely appropriate and justifiable.
Interestingly, the debate videographer, who (in my opinion) deliberately omitted my PowerPoint presentation from his “final cut,” inadvertently captured the bottom two lines of this slide. Those lines are the
“bottom line” of my premise:
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Many of the slides in this study are incorporated from the presentation I delivered with the “warm-up”
debate I had with Chuck Henry in March 2019, and this is one of them. Frankly, I think I could have just
ended my presentation with my commentary on Micah 5:2 because the only way you can derive “non-precarnal existence” from that verse is by adding to the Word. It’s a certainty that Biblical Unitarians want
and need a word such as “ordained” positioned before the words “of Old” in Micah 5:2. Nevertheless,
what they can’t find within the text, they either add it outright (The House of Yahweh, Abilene, TX), or
they add it by interpretation (Chuck Henry, Trinity, Oneness, Duality, and Pre-Existence). We’re not supposed to do that and that’s why I think this slide should truly have ended the debate:
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We have thus far seen strong evidence from what is known as the Old Testament that a Ruler was prophesied to come from out of Bethlehem Ephrath, but not just any ruler. This Ruler’s origin is from of Old, from
ancient times. According to Biblical Unitarians, it’s not His origin that’s from ancient times; no, His origin
was only ordained from ancient times. Actually, when you think about it, your origin was also ordained from
ancient times. So was mine and so was everyone else’s. I’m pretty sure Biblical Unitarians would agree.
Yahweh knows all and He knew what kind of people we would turn out to be long before we were even born
and long before this entire universe was created. So what makes the prophecy of Micah 5:2 so special to
Biblical Unitarians cannot be that a certain Ruler’s origin was ordained from of Old; rather, it’s that He was
to rule Israel and come out of Bethlehem. I can assure you, there’s way more to it than that!

Up next:
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I

am now going to demonstrate that Yeshua is an Angel. But first, I would like to clarify exactly what
my research leads me to
believe about Yeshua’s
origin. I want to emphasize that
if you disagree, I’m not condemning you, it’s just what I
personally believe, with malice
towards none:
I am persuaded that Yeshua
the Messiah is the WORD, or
“Logos” who existed prior to
His miraculous conception in
Mary’s womb. Yeshua is also
the Firstborn of all creation,
which is exactly what He calls
Himself in Revelation 3:14. He
doesn’t call Himself the Firstborn of the “new” creation, He
calls Himself the Firstborn of all creation. Since He is the Firstborn of all creation, this means He is not coeternal with the Father, but rather had a beginning. Time permitting, I will demonstrate that a perfect blend
of historical understanding, anchored
by Scriptural support, validates what I
have just stated.
Moreover, I am persuaded that there
is Scriptural evidence that Yeshua is
the Angel who appeared to Abraham,
the Angel with whom Jacob wrestled,
and I believe He is the Angel Who led
the Israelites on their Wilderness journey15. I devoted considerable space
towards presenting the evidence supporting this belief in Part One. I plan
on expounding on that evidence here
in Part Two. In fact, we are about to
see that the Septuagint translation of
C.f., Judges 2:1, where we read, “The Angel of Yahweh came up from Gilgal to Bochim, and said, I made you to
go up out of Egypt, and have brought you unto the land which I sware unto your fathers; and I said, I will never
break my covenant with you.”
15
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the Messianic prophecy found in Isaiah 9:6 specifically identifies the coming Messiah as the “Angel of the
Covenant,” something that Chuck in his book vehemently denies because Biblical Unitarians reject any notion
that Yeshua is or has ever been an Angel. Believe it or not, a certain Angel is referred to in the Bible as
“Yahweh” and Chuck concedes in his book on such pages as page 225 that a certain Angel bore the name
Yahweh and acted on His behalf, in His name and authority.
Could an Angel who bore the name Yahweh have divested Himself, which literally means “stripped Himself,” of His spiritual, non-corporeal nature to become a flesh-and-blood human being, born of a virgin?

Hebrew Scholars Who Translated Isaiah 9:6 into Greek Understood a Prophetic Angel
In his book, Chuck Henry goes to considerable effort to try proving that Yeshua was not and could not
have been an angel. However, the Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint felt differently about the
Ruler who was to come. For those of you not already familiar with the Septuagint, it is the Greek translation
of the Hebrew Bible. The Torah portion was completed in the 3rd century BCE and the remainder was completed by the first century BCE. I might add that fragments of the Septuagint (LXX) have been found that
preserve the Tetragrammaton, the four letters comprising the name we pronounce as “Yahweh.”16
I am aware of the fact that
many folks are biased against
the
Septuagint;
maybe some of you here
today are biased against it.
If that fits anyone here,
please know that the writers
of the New Testament did
not agree with you. I won’t
be able to prove it to you in
the 30 minutes I have remaining, so you’ll need to
check it out for yourself.
The fact is, New Testament
writers quoted from the
Septuagint text far and
above more often than they
did from the Hebrew text.
In fact, I can show you that
Yeshua either quoted directly from the Septuagint or else He quoted from an older Hebrew version that happened to agree with the
Septuagint, a version that is at odds with much of the Hebrew text available to us today. Some people have a
C.f., “The Tetragrammaton in the LXX,” by W. G. Waddell, The Journal of Theological Studies, Volume OSXLV, Issue 179-180, July 1944, Pages 158–161.
16
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problem with the chronology of the Septuagint text. I know I used to have those same concerns because
current versions have Methuselah outliving
the Great Flood by 14 years. It can be shown
that older versions have him dying six years
before the Flood.17
Some of you may have watched the
Creation Debate between Ken Ham and Bill
Nye back in 2014. It was pretty big news at
the time. In that debate, Bill Nye argues that
if you go with the chronology found in the
Bible, the Egyptian pyramids were built before the Flood, yet the pyramids would not
have withstood such a cataclysmic event; not
only that, they exhibit no signs of any water
damage. This is not some wild speculation
on Mr. Nye’s part, this is dating done by
expert chronologists – and Bible-believing
chronologists have no credible answer, unless they turn to the chronology found in the Septuagint. Ken Ham,
who doesn’t seem to hold the Septuagint on the same level as the Hebrew Masoretic Text, had no answer to
Bill Nye’s claim. Yet, if Ken Ham
would have presented the chronological
dating as found in the Septuagint, he
could have shown that the pyramids were
built some 400 years after the Flood,
which gave the world sufficient time to
repopulate itself with enough laborers to
build both the Tower of Babel and the
pyramids. If you want to check into this
further, there’s a great YouTube video
out there called “Were the Pyramids
Built Before the Flood?” Check it out!
Prove all things!18
My point is this: The Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint into
Greek long before Yeshua was born,
understood that among other things, He was an angel. Here’s what the Septuagint reading of Isayah 9:6 says:

I address the resolution to the Septuagint’s alleged “dating problem” in a Ponder Scripture Newsletter article
titled “Evolutionist Exposes Critical Flaw in Hebrew Bible.”
18
I also devoted a Ponder Scripture Newsletter article towards a discussion of this same topic. Titled “Evolutionist
Exposes Critical Flaw in Hebrew Bible,” it addresses the chronology of the Septuagint, and is available online.
You can access it here.
17
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6 For a child is born to us, and a son is given to us, whose government is upon His
shoulder: and His name is
called the Messenger of
Great Counsel (megales
Boules aggelos): for I will
bring peace upon the
princes, and health to
Him.
The Greek word aggelos is the
same word translated “angel”
throughout the New Testament. This
means the Hebrew scholars who
translated the book of Isaiah into
Greek understood that the Ruler
whose coming is prophesied in
chapter 9, verse 6 is an ANGEL.
Chuck does not agree with the Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint, at least not with the way
they translated Isayah 9:6. In his attempt to prove that Yeshua wasn’t an angel, Chuck cites verses from such
passages as Hebrews 1:5-8 as evidence that Yeshua could NOT have been an angel. Here’s what it says:
5 For unto which of the angels said he at any time, Thou art my Son, this day have I
begotten thee? And again, I will be to him a Father, and he shall be to me a Son?
6 And again, when he bringeth in the first begotten into the world, he saith, And let
all the angels of Yahweh worship him.
7 And of the angels he saith, Who maketh his angels spirits, and his ministers a flame
of fire.
8 But unto the Son he saith, Thy throne, O Elohim, is for ever and ever: a sceptre of
righteousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom.
I could continue through the remainder of the chapter, but for the sake of time we can stop here. Chuck
is persuaded that in this passage of the book of Hebrews, the Almighty is distinguishing His Son from the angels in such a way as to validate believing He wasn’t an Angel at all. Indeed, Yahweh has ascribed worship to
His Son by the angels, so that is a distinguishing mark and none of the other angels can lay claim to being
Yahweh’s firstborn Son, nor will any of them sit at Yahweh’s right hand. But does that mean Yeshua is not or
was not an Angel? No! Think of it like this: Of all the United States Presidents, which one was later chosen
to be Chief Justice of the Supreme Court? If you answered William Howard Taft, you got it right. Since only
William Howard Taft, out of ALL the United States Presidents, could lay claim to being Chief Justice of the
United States’ Supreme Court, does this mean he wasn’t a President of the United States? Of course not! Just
as a United States President was also Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, in the same way, in addition to
being Yahweh’s Son, Yeshua was also an angel. But here again, Chuck denies this because once again, he
interprets the Old Testament in light of the New Testament, they very thing we should guard against doing.
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The Unnecessarily Redundant Yahweh?
Maybe some of you are wondering why it’s so important that we recognize Yeshua as having been an
Angel. I would love to go into all the
details, but due to time constraints, I
will only remind you of some Biblical
narratives that most Bible students are
already familiar with.
In Genesis
chapter 18, we read about Yahweh appearing to Abraham and visiting with
him, not only telling him that his 90
year-old wife would have a son, but
that He was about to destroy Sodom
and Gomorrah.
In fact, when the destruction occurred, we read in Genesis 19:24 that
Yahweh literally rained down brimstone and fire from Yahweh. That’s
right, Yahweh rained down brimstone
and fire from Yahweh. On the surface, the appearance of that second “Yahweh” in verse 24 might seem unnecessarily redundant. Some would
say it should have been written that Yahweh rained down brimstone and fire from Himself. But that’s not
what it says.
In his book, Chuck dismisses the
fact that Yahweh rained down brimstone and fire from Yahweh by citing
some Biblical examples of what
appear to be the same redundant
textual reading, this time involving
humans (King Solomon and King
Rehoboam). Do those human examples mean Yahweh couldn’t have
rained down brimstone and fire from
Yahweh? Of course not, but Chuck
will not acknowledge such a possibility. He concludes, “There were
not two Yahwehs any more than
there were two Solomons or two
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Rehoboams.”19 Chuck’s conclusion is that instead of there being two Yahwehs in Genesis 19:24, it’s the
same “redundant” Yahweh – the same Yahweh mentioned twice. He then cites a couple of human examples,
where men such as King Solomon have their names used redundantly, as in when Solomon assembled all the
elders of Israel to Solomon (1 Kings 8:1). It surely is unnecessarily redundant to state that Solomon
assembled all the elders to Solomon because there most certainly weren’t two Solomons, so there likewise
couldn’t have been two Yahwehs! Or so he reasons.

In response to Chuck’s comment that there weren’t two Yahwehs any more than there were two
Solomons or two Rehoboams, I would ask, “Are you sure?” The ancient believers whose writings I came
across in my research did not agree with Chuck’s conclusion about the “Two Yahwehs.” For example, in his
Dialogue with Trypho, Second-century theologian Justin Martyr wrote:
And now have you not perceived, my friends, that one of the three [angels], who is
both Elohim and Kurios, and ministers to Him who is in the heavens, is Kurios [Lord]
of the two angels? For when [the angels] proceeded to Sodom, He remained behind,
and communed with Abraham in the words recorded by Moses; and when He departed after the conversation, Abraham went back to his place. And when He came
[to Sodom], the two angels no longer conversed with Lot, but Himself, as the
Scripture makes evident; and He is the Kurios [Lord] who received commission from
Kurios [Lord] who [remains] in the heavens, i.e., the Maker of all things, to inflict
upon Sodom and Gomorrah the [judgments] which the Scripture describes in these
terms: “Kurios rained down upon Sodom and Gomorrah sulphur and fire from kuriou
out of heaven.20

19

Chuck Henry, Trinity, Oneness, Duality & Pre-Existence, H.V. Chapman & Sons Bookbinders, Abilene, TX,
2018, p. 337.
20
Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho, Ch. LVI. This writing is available online at the following link:
www.newadvent.org/fathers/01285.htm.
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Justin Martyr isn’t the only ancient theologian who wrote that Yahweh (i.e., one of the three angels)
rained down brimstone and fire from
Yahweh (the Most Supreme High
Elohim). Tertullian and Ignatius, in
their writings, expressed agreement
with what we read above. We will
see later in this study that Justin
Martyr’s testimony means nothing to
Biblical Unitarians, who, instead of
producing alternate testimony from
other ancient believers that might
cancel out or override Justin
Martyr’s understanding, resort to
attacking those whom I found supportive of my position.
It bears noting that the two
examples Chuck cites involving humans don’t always work if you read the same accounts in the Septuagint.21 But the Septuagint does have
Yahweh raining down brimstone and fire from Yahweh. So how did Yahweh rain brimstone and fire down
from Yahweh? Is it possible that an Angel who bore the name Yahweh rained down brimstone and fire from
Yahweh? Could that Angel have been the One we know as Yeshua? We already know from his book that
Chuck agrees that angels could bear the
name of Yahweh. If Yeshua was an Angel, He could have gone by the name
Yahweh.
The other conundrum with Yahweh
visiting with Abraham and Sarah, then
later leading Lot and his daughters out of
Sodom and Gomorrah, is the fact that all
these people should have died the moment they laid eyes on Yahweh. That’s
because no one can see Yahweh and live!
When we understand that no one can
see Yahweh and live, we have to determine how in the world people saw
Yahweh and lived.
Abraham saw
Yahweh and lived. So did Sarah. So did Lot. And what is the explanation? Chuck says the “Yahweh” who
21

The first example cited by Chuck is 1 Kings 8:1, where Solomon assembles the elders of Israel and all the heads
of the tribes, the chief fathers of the children of Israel, to King Solomon. In other words, Solomon assembled
everyone to Solomon. The name listed is unnecessarily redundant in the Masoretic Text. However, Solomon’s
name only appears once in the LXX reading of 1 Kings 8:1.
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visited with Abraham was an angel who bore the name “Yahweh.” And I agree! But that’s where our agreement ends because I don’t think it was just any angel who bore the name Yahweh; no, there is only one Being
who could bear the name Yahweh; that Being was Yahweh’s firstborn Son, who we would later know as
Yeshua in His flesh and blood form. Yeshua was the physical manifestation of Yahweh.
I could go into detail about others who saw Yahweh and lived, but for the sake of brevity, I will only
mention the account of where Jacob
wrestled with a man and when the
fight was over, he knew that he had
seen the Almighty – and yet lived. I
covered the account of Jacob wrestling the angel in Part I, but it
certainly fits right in with this portion
of my presentation as well. The question is, “With whom did Jacob
wrestle?” I maintain that he wrestled
with a Man who was in the form of an
Angel, the physical manifestation of
Yahweh. Contrary to Chuck Henry’s
conclusion, this was not an “agent of
Yahweh,” this was very Elohim – the
physical manifestation of Yahweh
upon Whom mankind can look in the
eye without fear of death.
In Part I, I also covered the account of Moses’ famous encounter at the burning bush in Exodus chapter 3.
The question is, “With whom did Moses speak?” He obviously spoke with Yahweh, because the voice from
the bush identified Himself as the Almighty of Abraham, the Almighty of Isaac and the Almighty of Jacob,
and when Moses later asked, “When the children of Israel ask who sent me to them, what shall I say to them?
What is His name?” the voice answered, “TELL THEM YAHWEH, the Almighty of our fathers, the
Almighty of Abraham, the Almighty of Isaac, and the Almighty of Jacob has sent me to you! This is my
name forever!”
So the Being who spoke with Moses from the burning bush was Yahweh, right? I mean, he just said His
name is Yahweh, so it was Yahweh, right? Well, no it wasn’t, it was an Angel who bore the name Yahweh
because according to Exodus 3:2, it was an Angel who appeared to Moses in a flame of fire out of the midst of
a bush.
So to which Angel would Yahweh have said, I choose you to be the physical manifestation of Myself
to Moses from the midst of a bush that burns and yet is not consumed by the fire? To which Angel? I can
only think of one, His firstborn Son, the One we would later know as YESHUA.
But hey, if you don’t want to believe the Angel who visited with Abraham was Yeshua, that’s fine. If
you don’t want to believe the Angel who wrestled with Jacob was Yeshua, that’s fine. If you don’t want to
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believe the Angel who spoke to Moses from the burning bush was the One we would later know as Yeshua,
that’s fine. But do know this: Yeshua. was. an. Angel! Please pay special attention to what the prophet
Malachi had to say about two special messengers and yes, the Hebrew and Greek words are the words commonly translated as ANGEL. Angels are messengers. Let’s turn to Malachi chapter 3:
1 Behold, I will send MY MESSENGER (malachi, or my angel), and he shall prepare
the way before Me: And the Master (adon) whom ye seek, shall suddenly come to
his temple, even the MESSENGER (malach, or angel) of the covenant, who ye
delight in: behold, He shall come, saith Yahweh of hosts.
Please note that there are two angels in this verse. One prepares the way. That can be none other than
John the Baptist. The other Angel is referred to as Adon AND as Angel of the covenant, and comes into His
temple! Which Angel has a temple? Verses 2-3 give us more information about this Angel:
2 But who may abide the day of His coming? And who shall stand when He
appeareth?
Please hold your place right there,
and let’s flip on over to Revelation
6:17. Let’s answer the question of
whose “coming” is being referred to.
Who may abide the day of whose
coming? To whom do the words “HIS
COMING” refer? I would love to read
the whole chapter to give complete context to the setting being described in
Revelation chapter 6, but time does not
allow it, so let’s just read verse 17:
17 For the great day of His
wrath is come; and who
shall be able to stand?
I don’t think we should need to
read the rest of Revelation chapter six
to know to Whom the “great day of His wrath” refers. This is what is commonly known as the “Second
Coming,” when Yeshua returns, and He won’t return as a lowly, humble servant this time. Okay, let’s go
back to Malachi, chapter 3 and pick up where we left off. Let’s start again with verse 2:
2 But who may abide the day of His coming? And who shall stand when He
appeareth? For He is like a refiner’s fire and like fuller’s soap.
3 And He shall sit as a refiner and purifier of silver: and He shall purify the sons of
Levi, and purge them as gold and silver, that they may offer unto Yahweh an offering
of righteousness.
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Okay, now who are we talking about? Who is like a refiner’s fire? Well, John the Baptist knew. Let’s
turn to Matthew 3:11:
11: I indeed baptize you with water unto repentance: but He that cometh after me is
mightier than I, whose shoes I am not worthy to bear: HE SHALL BAPTIZE YOU
WITH THE HOLY SPIRIT, AND FIRE:
12: Whose fan is in His hand, and He will thoroughly purge His floor, and gather His
wheat into the garner; but He will burn up the chaff with UNQUENCHABLE FIRE!
So who exactly is this Angel who is like a refiner’s fire and like fuller’s soap? By the way, if you
research what fuller’s soap is, let’s just say it makes sheep’s wool as white as snow. Whoever this Angel is,
He is able to purify. This sounds like someone who is waaaay more than just an “agent” to me! The prophet
Isaiah had an idea of Who this purifier is. Please turn to Isaiah chapter 4. It’s a short chapter with only six
verses, but I only have time to read two. Let’s read verses 3-4:
3 And it shall come to pass, that he that is left in Zion, and he that remaineth in
Jerusalem, shall be called holy, even every one that is written among the living in
Jerusalem:
4 When Yahweh shall have washed away the filth of the daughters of Zion, and shall
have purged the blood of Jerusalem from the midst thereof by the spirit of judgment,
and BY THE SPIRIT OF BURNING.
It almost sounds as though Yahweh
and the Angel are prophesied to accomplish the same thing! Or could it
be that an Angel Who is the physical
manifestation of Yahweh will purge
Jerusalem? Let’s go back to Malachi
chapter 3. Who is that second Angel?
The first angel/messenger is a human
named John the Baptist. I don’t think
John the Baptist had a pre-carnal existence. But who’s the second Angel?
The second Angel can be none other
than Yeshua, the same Angel prophesied about in Isaiah 9:6. Please
know and understand that in his book,
Chuck Henry adamantly denies the
claim that Yeshua was an Angel, and
that’s why this point is so important.
The combined prophecies of Isayah 9:6 and Malachi 3:1-2 present a powerful demonstration of who the
Messiah is, and I would like to thank my daughter Colista for bringing them to my attention.
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Some additional slides from the presentation:
Once again, I understand that incorporating all the slides from my PowerPoint presentation will prove too
much of a distraction for some folks, plus I do not mean to have my slides competing with the text. To that
end, I’m furnishing some slides from the actual presentation, not only as visual aids, but for emphasis
purposes:
1. According to the Hebrew scholars who translated Isaiah 9:6 into Greek, the
coming Ruler would be an Angel. I added a few bullet points for the skeptics who
have little or no regard for the Septuagint:
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2. The slide below shows an English translation of the Septuagint’s Isaiah 9:6, revealing that the coming Ruler
would be an Angel:
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3. The following slide has such a small amount of text, but it’s important for us to understand how the question needs to be answered. According to Biblical Unitarians, the question is rhetorical, as in Yahweh would
never have told a mere “angel” that he had begotten him! But to me, it’s a valid, legitimate question with an
obvious answer. To which Angel did Yahweh ever say, “Thou art My Son! Today I have begotten Thee!”?
Answer: Yeshua the Messiah. The same “Angel” of Whom the prophet Isaiah prophesied in Isaiah 9:6.
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I included the following slide for emphasis purposes. To this Angel the Almighty said, “Thou art My
Son; today I have begotten Thee”:

5. Incredibly, I incorporated the following slide into my debate presentation while omitting the
following critical questions: “To Whom does Moses refer in Deuteronomy 4:6?” and “Who’s the
‘Speaker’ in Isaiah chapters 43 – 45?” I think my wife did a superb job of answering those questions
in her contribution to chapter X of Part I.
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6. This slide was another important slide that I’m afraid a biased videographer would prefer for
viewers to not see because it connects two verses from the Tanakh confirming and reinforcing that the
coming Ruler would be … (gasp!) an Angel:

This brings us to the next segment of my debate presentation:
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Up next:
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V. Did Yeshua Come Down From Heaven?
et’s look at John chapter six. In this chapter, Yeshua told a multitude of Jews that He is the bread
that came down from
heaven. The Greek verb
translated “came down” is word
#2597 in Strong’s and the specific verb used in John 6:38 is
pronounced katabebeka. Look it
up. It means “I descended.” So
Yeshua said He’s the bread that
DESCENDED from heaven.
That means He came down from
heaven. Not everyone can say
they came down from heaven,
and if you read the entire passage, you know the Jews
understood
precisely
what
Yeshua meant; He meant that He
came down from heaven!

L

But Chuck says, no, that’s not
what He meant.
What Yeshua
meant, according to Chuck, is that all
good things come from above and
come down from Yahweh. For his
proof text, Chuck cites James 1:17:
Here’s what Chuck writes on pages
272 of his book:
The Messiah as the “bread
which came down from
heaven” is understood in the
sense that good things come
from above and come down
from Yahweh (Jam 1:17).22

22

Chuck Henry, Trinity, Oneness, Duality & Pre-Existence, H.V. Chapman & Sons Bookbinders, Abilene, TX,
2018, p. 272.
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So when those Jews got so bent out of shape over Yeshua telling them that He’s the bread that came
down from heaven, He could have just
calmed them down by saying, “Hey, fellas,
take it easy! I’m not trying to say I
literally came down from heaven! C’mon,
can’t you see that what I REALLY mean
is that all good things come from above?
I’m just trying to make the point that I’m a
really good guy, which proves that I came
down from heaven because all good things
come from above!”
However, that’s NOT what Yeshua
said; let’s read what He actually said. It’s
in John, chapter 6, starting with verse 37:
37 All that the Father giveth
Me shall come to Me; and him
that cometh to me I will in no wise cast out.
38 For I came down [katabebeka, I descended, #2597] from heaven, not to do mine
own will, but the will of Him that sent Me.
39 And this is the Father’s will which hath sent Me, that of all which He hath given
Me I should lose nothing, but should raise it
up again at the last day.
40 And this is the will of
Him that sent Me, that
every one which seeth
the Son, and believeth
on Him, may have everlasting life: and I will
raise him up at the last
day.
41 The Jews then
murmured
at
Him,
because He said, I am
the bread which came
down from heaven.
42 And they said, Is not
this Yeshua, the son of
Joseph, whose father and mother we know? How is it then that He saith, I came
down from heaven?
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And Yeshua answered and said unto them, “Hey, take it easy! Don’t you know that all good things come
from above? I’m just trying to
tell you what a nice guy I am!”
No? That’s not what it says,
is it? Instead of this, the argument and strife drags on and even
escalates. I don’t normally like to
skip ahead like this, but for the
sake of time, let’s skip down to
verse 50:
50 I am the living
bread which came
down [katabas, descended #2597] from
heaven: that a man eat
thereof, and not die.
51 I am the living
bread which came
down [katabas, descended #2597] from heaven: if any man eat of THIS BREAD, he shall live for
ever: and the bread that I will give is My flesh, which I will give for the life of the
world.
Again, just to be clear, Chuck is persuaded that when Yeshua said that He came down from heaven, what
He actually meant is, all good things
come from above.
Yeshua, in
Chuck’s estimation, did not mean
that He literally came down from
heaven.
Now don’t get me wrong; there are
times when we have to take
Yeshua’s words literally and there
are times when we must take His
words figuratively. When He said
that we must eat his flesh and drink
His blood in the next few verses of
this chapter, we know He was
speaking figuratively. We eat unleavened
bread
at
Passover,
recognizing its symbolically representing Yeshua’s body. When we
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drink the wine, we recognize it as symbolically representing His blood. But when He says He came down
from heaven, are we supposed to understand that He meant He was a really good guy because all good things
come from above? Does that truly fit the context of the narrative? If I understand Chuck’s explanation in his
book, that is exactly what he thinks Yeshua meant, and that is what I call a complete distortion of the context.
Just think of it: If all Yeshua was trying to tell His Jewish counterparts was that He’s a really good guy,
they had no reason to be angry at Him. Being a good guy’s an endearing quality!
In all seriousness, there is no reason to take
Yeshua’s words figuratively when He says He came
down from heaven. Not only does it fit the context
of the chapter, but even the Apostle Paul expressed
this same understanding in 1 Corinthians 15:47. For
context, we’ll start with verse 45:
45 And so it is written, The first man
Adam was made a living soul; the last
Adam was made a quickening spirit.
46 Howbeit that was not first which is
spiritual, but that which is natural; and
afterward that which is spiritual.
47 The first man is of the earth, earthy:
the second man is the Sovereign from heaven.
48 As is the earthy, such are they also that are earthy: and as is the heavenly, such are
they also that are heavenly.
49 And as we have borne the image of the earthy, we shall also bear the image of the
heavenly.
Let’s break down the above in as simple terms as possible. To begin with, let’s keep in mind that the
name Adam means “man” or “human being.” This is easily verifiable, not only in a Hebrew-English
dictionary, but even a quick Google search reveals this fact:

Instead of saying, “Adam was the first man,” we could say, “Adam was the first adam,” i.e., the first
flesh and blood human being. Technically-speaking, Eve was the second, or if you prefer to limit “adam” to
men, Cain was the second adam. Clearly, that’s not what Paul is referring to here. Paul is referring to the first
flesh and blood human being, the one whose name was Adam, who essentially determined the fate of his descendants when he disobeyed the command to not eat from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. The
second Adam is from heaven and as such, is spiritual. He gave up that spiritual existence when He became a
flesh and blood man (Phil 2:5-8), but unlike the first “adam,” He chose to obey, not sin. The first Adam
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walked with Yahweh in the Garden of Eden, which is a type of heaven. In fact, the Garden of Eden is often
referred to as “Paradise.” Let’s face it: Adam knew what it was like to literally have communion with
Yahweh – a personal relationship with Him. In spite of all that, Adam chose to sin. Yeshua, too, knew what
it was like to be with His Father, but He was willing to give it all up to become like us, flesh and blood. In
spite of taking on human form, Yeshua refrained from sinning. So yes, Yeshua is the Sovereign from heaven,
who came down to us in human form. Paul could have written that He’s the Sovereign in heaven, which
would have been a true statement. However, to say He’s from heaven goes beyond telling us where Yeshua
is; it tells us where He’s from. And that’s important for us to consider as we weigh Biblical Unitarians’
testimony.
Here are some unused slides from the warm-up debate I had with Chuck Henry on March 9, 2019:
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Up next:
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VI. Who (or What) is the Word?
n my debate presentation on “Who or What is the Word?” I mentioned that I wanted to briefly address
this topic. My coverage was indeed
brief, but let me just say incorporating such a controversial aspect of
this discussion into a 45-minute presentation offered me little opportunity to
give it the attention it deserves. I spent
maybe five minutes covering this critical
component to the discussion, but frankly,
I could have spent most, if not my entire
allotted time, addressing it. References to
“The Word,” for those not already
familiar with its usage in the Bible, are
found in both the Old and New Testament. The Hebrew word is Dabar
( )דְ בַרand the Greek word is Logos
(λόγος). In the Old Testament, we read of how “The Word of Yahweh” came to various prophets. In the
New Testament, we read that “in the beginning was the Word” (John 1:1) and “the Word became flesh (John
1:14). Since my primary objective during this portion of my debate presentation was to cover the Greek text
of John 1:1, the word logos is the word on which I will focus for the majority of this chapter. Biblical Unitarians such as Chuck Henry maintain that the Word (Logos) is “the Plan” or “Reasoning” of Yahweh. I am
persuaded that the Word is the physical manifestation of Yahweh. In the Old Testament, it was the
Man/Angel/Elohim whom we’ve already presented in this study.
In the New Testament, I am persuaded that this Angel became the
flesh and blood Son of Yahweh.

I

Trinitarians teach that the Word is Elohim and I agree with
them, but when we go deeper than that, things get a little dicey because, as I’ve previously established, the Angel with whom the patriarchs of Old visited face to face is not the same as the Most
High Supreme Father, the “only true Elohim,” as Yeshua put it in
John 17:3. No man can look upon the Most High Supreme Father
and live. My understanding of Scripture is that the Word emanated from the Father and as such, had a beginning. Yahweh the
Most High Supreme Elohim, on the other hand, is eternal, which
means He has no beginning and He is without end.
I have no intention of trying to identify or define the essence
of Elohim because I don’t think it’s possible for any human to
grasp it. However, I find the study of how Yahweh interacted with
His people in the days of Old quite fascinating, so although I
Did Yeshua the Messiah Have a Pre-Carnal Existence? Part II – The Enhanced Debate Presentation

Who (or What) is the Word?

63

cannot define His essence or otherwise explain what it’s like, I can at least see that Yahweh wants a relationship with us. In other words, He loves us and wants what’s best for His children. I am persuaded that those
involved in this discussion, including Chuck Henry, have an understanding of this concept and that we
mutually embrace and desire that special relationship. It is partly due to this understanding I have that I previously had absolutely no desire to engage anyone in this discussion. To me, it is sufficient for us to
understand that we have a loving Heavenly Father who seeks a special relationship with His children and in
spite of His showing us what we need to do to reciprocate and cultivate that relationship, we (mankind) have
collectively let Him down, opting to choose another path. Our only means of redemption is through the
offering of that perfect Lamb, His Son. That’s it in a nutshell. I didn’t see the need to further explore the origin of that perfect Lamb.
If we must seek to clarify exactly who or what the Word (Logos) is, I am persuaded that a basic reading
of both the Old and New Testament presents the Word as a manifestation of Yahweh and that’s why I have
often referred to the Angel of Yahweh as the physical manifestation of Yahweh. I like the way Bible commentator J. B. Lightfoot, back in 1875, explained the Logos:
The word λόγος then, denoting both ‘reason’ and ‘speech,’ was a philosophical term
adopted by Alexandrian Judaism before St Paul wrote, to express the manifestation of
the Unseen God, the Absolute Being, in the creation and government of the World. It
included all modes by which God makes Himself known to man. As His reason, it
denoted His purpose or design; as His speech, it implied His revelation.23
As expressed by J. B. Lightfoot,
the Logos was understood as the means
by which the “Absolute Being,” i.e.,
the Most High Supreme Elohim, reveals or manifests Himself to the
World. I agree with Lightfoot’s perspective, which in turn represents the
view adopted by Alexandrian Judaism.
In both this study and in Part I, I presented my understanding that in Old
Testament times, Yahweh manifested
Himself in the form of an Angel. In
New Testament times, it is in the form
of His Son who, as I understand it, is
the same Angel of the Old Testament.
He’s the coming Ruler whose origin is
from of Old, from ancient times
(Micah 5:2).

23

St Paul's Epistles to the Colossians and Philemon, commentary on Colossians 1:15, by J. B. Lightfoot, D.D.,
London: MacMillan and Co., 1875, p. 209. Currently available for reading online.
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With this as my introduction to this chapter, I would now like to pick up where I left off in my debate
presentation:
I want to briefly address the fact that in John chapter 1, Yeshua is presented as the Logos or the “WORD”
who was with Yahweh in the beginning. Chuck claims that the word Logos is better understood as being a
“Plan.” So according to Chuck, it was the PLAN that was with Yahweh in the beginning, NOT Yeshua.
Displayed below is an excerpt from page 474 of Chuck’s March 2019 revision to his book, which formed
a part of Chuck’s warm-up debate presentation. Chuck writes that the logos of Elohim was Yahweh’s plan
for the Messiah to one day become flesh. When that PLAN was executed, Chuck says THAT is when Yeshua
came into existence:

The problems posed by Chuck’s understanding of Logos are multi-faceted, but the root of his problem is
having to explain how the Logos/Word of Yahweh of the New Testament cannot be the same Dabar/Word of
Yahweh from the Old Testament. Dabar ( )דְ בַרis the Hebrew equivalent of the Greek word Logos, and in the
Old Testament Dabar is often used to denote a Person, not a “Plan.” For example, in 1 Kings 17:8 we read of
how the Word of Yahweh ( דְ בַר־יהוהDabar Yahweh) came to Elijah and instructed him to go to the widow of
Zarephath. Was this the “Plan” of Yahweh that came to Elijah, or could it have been the physical manifestation of Yahweh? I personally find it highly unlikely that a “Plan” of Yahweh came to Elijah with those
instructions.
The reason Biblical Unitarians need Logos or Dabar to be a non-person is because we learn from the
Apostle John that the Logos (the Word) made “all things.” In their attempt to find an explanation that retains
their respect for the Apostle John, Biblical Unitarians produce the claim that, no, John didn’t mean for us to
understand that the Logos performed any works of creation. Displayed below is John 1:1-3:
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1 In the beginning was the Word (Logos), and the Word was with Elohim and the
Word was Elohim.
2 The same was in the beginning with Elohim.
3 All things were made by him; and without him was not any thing made that was
made.
For those who understand that the object of the above passage is “the Word,” it doesn’t make sense that
“All things were made by the Plan,” so the “workaround” for Biblical Unitarians is to claim that “made by
him” refers not to “made by the Word,” but rather to “made by Elohim,” as in the Elohim referenced in verse
2. In other words, a paraphrasing of their understanding of the passage goes something like this:
The Word was with Elohim and what Elohim was, the Word was; the same (Word)
was in the beginning with Elohim and all things were made by Elohim.
The above is a general paraphrasing of how Biblical Unitarians tend to interpret John 1:1-3. Instead of
all things being made by the Word, their interpretation is that all things were made by Elohim
and the Word is reduced to Yahweh’s “thought
process” or “Plan.” However, if you follow the
train of thought as presented by the Apostle
John, he’s telling us about the Word. The spotlight is on “the Word.” While “Elohim” forms
an integral part of John’s commentary, his focus
is on the Word. Thus, when we are told that in
the beginning was the Word, the Word was with
Elohim, the Word was Elohim and the same
(Word) was with Elohim in the beginning, then
we expect the next verse to also be about the
Word when it says “All things were made by
Him.” The understanding fits that all things
were made by the Word because, again, John’s
focus is on the Word.
Displayed below is a screen shot from page 383 of Trinity, Oneness, Duality, and Pre-Existence.24 I
circled the word “Elohim” to illustrate how Chuck attempts to transition the subject from being the Word to
Elohim in his effort to present the Word as “the Plan”:

24

Chuck Henry, Trinity, Oneness, Duality & Pre-Existence, H.V. Chapman & Sons Bookbinders, Abilene, TX,
2018, p. 383.
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Again, if Biblical Unitarians can successfully shift the focus from “the Word” being the Creator to
“Elohim” being the Creator, this opens the door for them to reinforce their claim that “the Word” is
merely a “Plan,” not a person. Instead of all things being made “by Him,” as in “by the Logos,” Chuck
would have us believe “All things were made through Elohim” (the Supreme Most High), and the Plan
was simply the means by which the Supreme Most High Elohim used His mental faculties of reasoning to
create the universe. I highly doubt that’s what the Apostle John was attempting to convey to his reading
audience, but Chuck is free to interpret things however he chooses. I’m borrowing Chuck’s page to highlight my understanding of the real “by whom” all things were made:

Again, my understanding is that “All things made by HIM” points back to the Logos. Since the object of
John’s commentary is the Logos, who was with Elohim in the beginning, this same Logos is who created “all
things.” Please note that Chuck quotes from a Bible that uses the phrase “All things were made through
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Him.” Other versions offer more clarity with the phrasing: “All things were made by Him.” Made by who?
The Logos (λόγος) – the same Logos who, according to John 1:14, “became flesh.”
In the first edition of his book Trinity, Oneness, Duality, and Pre-Existence, Chuck further clarifies his
belief that “Logos” is essentially what makes us who we are: our ability to reason and make plans. He writes,
“‘The logos was with Elohim’ in the same way that your reasoning and plans are with you, and they are, in
effect, you. Your reasoning and plans determine your actions and your attitude. Simply put, you are who you
are!” Here’s a slide that I used during our March 2019 warm-up debate on this topic, which incorporates the
pertinent excerpt from Chuck’s book:

As we ponder Chuck’s understanding of Logos, let’s ask ourselves things like, “Does Chuck’s definition
and understanding of what Logos is make sense?” “Does his understanding of Logos fit the Scriptural understanding of its application to the Messiah?” “Is Chuck’s understanding of Logos what the Apostle John was
attempting to convey in John 1:1-3?”
Shouldn’t we let the Apostle John clarify his own understanding of “who” or “what” Logos is? John is
the author of the book of Revelation and in that book he leaves no room to speculate what he means by Logos.
Please keep in mind that the Greek word Logos is frequently translated “Word” in the New Testament.
Shown below is the text of Revelation 19:13 as displayed on one of my presentation slides:
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As displayed above, the Apostle John plainly identifies Yeshua as the Logos, the WORD of the
Almighty. Yeshua is identified as the Logos of the Almighty and according to this same Apostle John it’s the
Logos who was with Yahweh in the Beginning and it is this same Logos who created the world. Yeshua is
also the same Word of Yahweh (Dabar Yahweh) who, in Zechariah chapter 12:10 stated, “They shall look
upon Me whom they have pierced.” Moreover, John points to Yeshua as the Logos who became flesh (John
1:14):
14 And the Word (Logos) was made flesh, and dwelt among us, (and we beheld his
majesty, the majesty as of the only begotten of the Father,) full of grace and truth.
If Yeshua had a pre-carnal existence, which means He lived as a spiritual Being with the Father, then to
become a flesh and blood human, He had to give up that spiritual nature, “emptying Himself” of that heavenly
form. As it turns out, that is precisely what the Apostle Paul says He did in Philippians 2:5-8. Displayed
below is Philippians 2:5-8 as found in the New Revised Standard Version with corrected names:
5 Let the same mind be in you that was in Messiah Yeshua,
6 who though he was in the form [morphe] of Elohim, did not regard equality with
Elohim as something to be exploited,
7 but emptied himself, taking the form of a slave, being born in human likeness.
And being found in human form,
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8 he humbled himself and became obedient to the point of death—even death on a
cross.
According to the Apostle Paul, who wrote the book of Philippians, Yeshua was in the form (Greek
morphe) of Elohim. The Greek
word morphe is word #3444 in
Strong’s Greek Dictionary and literally means “shape” or “form.”
Chuck argues that all of us were
created in the image of Elohim, as
though Yeshua’s being in the
“form” of Elohim is nothing
special, since all of mankind is
made “in His image”25; if so, then
why would Paul have chosen to
single out the fact that Yeshua was
in the form of Elohim instead of in
His image? I would say this goes
beyond “being in the image of
Elohim.” In fact, if you consult the
Septuagint version of the Genesis
creation account, the Greek word
translated “image” when Elohim
made Adam “in our image,” is not the same Greek word used in the text of Philippians 2:6. In Genesis 1:26
of the Septuagint, we read, “Let us make man according to our image and according to our likeness.” The
Greek word translated “image” is eikona,
word #1504 in Strong’s Greek Dictionary.
This word means a “representation” (think
“icon”), not “form.” Moreover, the word
translated “likeness” in the Septuagint version of Genesis 1:26 is homoiosin, word
#3669 in Strong’s Greek Dictionary. It
literally means resemblance; again, not
the same as the word translated “form” in
Philippians 2:6.
I hope to devote more space addressing Philippians 2:5-8 in a later
edition of my study, including the fact that
in his book, Chuck avoids explaining what
the Apostle Paul meant when he wrote in
25

C.f., Chuck Henry, Trinity, Oneness, Duality & Pre-Existence, H.V. Chapman & Sons Bookbinders, Abilene,
TX, 2018, p. 453, where he writes, “The text does not say that Yeshua is Yahweh, it says Yeshua is ‘in the form of
Yahweh,’ as are all men (Gen 1:27).” (Highlighting mine for emphasis purposes.
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verse seven that Yeshua “emptied Him-self.” If He didn’t “empty Himself” of the form He shared with His
Father, then exactly what did He empty Himself of? And if being “in the form of Elohim” truly means being
in His image, just like all men, then why would He need to empty Himself of that form to be born in human
likeness? The mental gymnastics that Bib-lical Unitarians perform in their attempts to explain this passage
defy logic. Again, I plan on covering this passage in greater detail in a future study. In the meantime, it
should be noted that Chuck’s decision to equate the Greek word translated “form” in Philippians 2:6 with the
Greek word translated “image” in Genesis 1:26 is either deliberate deception or irresponsible exegesis.
They’re two separate Greek words and while they may have similar meanings, they’re not synonymous.
And now, back to the point I was making above: If Yeshua had a pre-carnal existence, which means He
lived as a spiritual being with the Father, then for Him to become a flesh and blood human meant that He had
to give up that spiritual nature, “emptying Himself” of that heavenly form (morphe). As it turns out, that is
precisely what the Apostle Paul says He did in Philippians 2:5-8. I will spare you another citation of this
passage, but please feel free to scroll back up and read it again because when translated properly and read
without any preconceived biases, this passage in Philippians vividly tells us that Yeshua gave up a pre-carnal
existence in the form of Elohim to become a flesh and blood human. In other words, the Logos became flesh,
just as the Apostle John explained. And who did John say is the Word (Logos)? Read it for yourself in
Revelation 19:13. Displayed below, for the purpose of supplying context, is Revelation 19:11-16:
11 And I saw heaven opened, and behold a white horse; and he that sat upon him was
called Faithful and True, and in righteousness he doth judge and make war.
12 His eyes were as a flame of fire, and on his head were many crowns; and he had a
name written, that no man knew, but he himself.
13 And he was clothed with a vesture dipped in blood; and his name is called The
Word (Logos) of Elohim.
14 And the armies which were in heaven followed him upon white horses, clothed in
fine linen, white and clean.
15 And out of his mouth goeth a sharp sword, that with it he should smite the nations:
and he shall rule them with a rod of iron: and he treadeth the winepress of the
fierceness and wrath of El Shaddai.
16 And he hath on his vesture and on his thigh a name written, KING OF KINGS,
and SOVEREIGN OF SOVEREIGNS.
There should be no question that the One whose name is called “The Word (Logos) of Elohim” is none
other than Yeshua the Messiah. The Logos is more than a “Plan,” it is a Man, a glorified Man who, before
becoming a Man, had a pre-carnal existence with His Father.

Preaching to the Choir: He Came as a Man
A very sensitive aspect of the debate that I was not properly prepared to address was Chuck’s frequent references to Yeshua coming as a Man. I say I wasn’t “properly prepared” because I had already
mentioned several times in my presentation that Yeshua came as a Man, that He came in the flesh, yet
Chuck dwelt on this same fact so heavily that it apparently conveyed to at least some members of the
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audience the impression that I don’t truly believe Yeshua came “in the flesh.” Here’s an excerpt from
Chuck’s presentation:
Because of time, I’m not going to go through the rest of these, but you can see -- up
here on the display -- I hope you can see these -- that officers acknowledged Him as a
Man, Yeshua called Himself a Man, the blind man confessed Yeshua as a Man, the
Pharisees called Yeshua a Man, the Jews recognized Yeshua as a Man, believers in
Yeshua called Him a Man, the chief priests and Pharisees called Him a Man, Pilate
again calls Yeshua a Man in John 18:29, and I’m just going through these in book and
chapter order; and so, some of these individuals who referred to Yeshua as a man repeat. And so, that completes the list of over 30 quotes that call Him a Man.26
A debate protocol is that we’re not supposed to interrupt each other’s presentations. Although I
didn’t interrupt Chuck during the debate, after listening to him repeatedly focus on the fact that Yeshua
came as a Man, I was tempted to interrupt and ask, “What do you think you’re doing???!! Have I ever
insinuated that Yeshua never
came as a Man?” I guess I
saved my exasperation for later
– during the “Question & Answer Session.” At that time, one
audience member, in a question
submitted after the debate presentations had ended asked, “Do
you deny that Yahshua Messiah
is come in the flesh? -- - I John
4:13 and II John 6-7.” It bears
explaining that I only read this
question for the first time while
seated at the “debate table” as
Chuck was answering his set of
questions. I was not given sufficient time to read and answer all the questions that were submitted during
the 20-minute recess. I do not like being pressured to answer questions “on the spot” without time to
give them careful thought and consideration; my answer to this question is an example of why try to not
put myself in such situations. No one who has ADHD likes being pressured to answer questions quickly
“off the top of your head,” so to speak. At the risk of coming across as a “broken record,” I will here repeat that I had requested an hour to read and mull over audience questions in the interest of answering
them carefully instead of in “kneejerk” fashion. My request was granted two months prior to the debate,
but minutes before it began, I was pressured into foregoing that one hour of time. In my rush to answer
the question, I immediately composed a “kneejerk” answer while seated at the table that, while true, was
not as gracious as I would have otherwise answered if I had been given sufficient time to ponder its
import. Here’s what I displayed on the view screen for all to see:

26

This portion of Chuck’s commentary begins at the 1 hour, 58 second mark of the debate video.
Did Yeshua the Messiah Have a Pre-Carnal Existence? Part II – The Enhanced Debate Presentation

72

Chapter 6

When you read the audience member’s question, along with the proof texts that were supplied with
the question, it’s easy to understand that he or she apparently
had the impression that I do not
believe Yeshua came in the
flesh, in spite of my presentation comments to the
contrary.
The proof texts
would thus “prove” me to have
the spirit of the anti-messiah
and that I am “not of Elohim”
(1 John 4:3). Consequently,
according to 2 John 6-7, in the
mind of the individual who
posed the question, I am a deceiver and anti-messiah for
teaching that Yeshua did not
come “in the flesh.” Moreover,
if you finish reading the chapter, assuming I am guilty of this charge, I should not be welcomed into the
homes of true believers (2 John 10).
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It was difficult to frame my words, being in such a state of shock and disappointment, as I read the
words on the index card, but looking back at the debate, I have come to consider the potential that Chuck
may have intentionally presented my belief structure the way he did in order to sway the way he did. I
say this because he should have known, both from our warm-up debate of March 2019 and the follow-up
debate of June 2019, that I absolutely believe Yeshua came as a flesh and blood Man. Assuming he
already knew this about me, his
debate tactic is incredible insofar
as coming from someone who
claims to follow the same Bible
I do. If this is what he did,
knowing all along I agree that
Yeshua came in the flesh, the
stratagem he chose is a dangerous path to follow; but it
worked, at least for one audience
member. Nevertheless, it was
wrong to do – tantamount to a
false accusation. Just think of all
those who have been falsely accused, judged and convicted
since the dawn of time. All the lives lost, reputations destroyed – all because someone intentionally
created a false impression of the victims. Who’s the false witness, I might ask? Hence, my reaction was
genuine and it was honest. My emotions were not contained within my answer. I’m not saying I like the
way I answered the question because I most certainly do not, but maybe some readers will at least have a
better understanding of my thought process when being accused of something I’m not guilty of? Many
of us can say, “I’ve been there.”
To be ultra-clear, I believe Yeshua had a pre-carnal existence, but He gave it up to become a Man. A
flesh and blood human. I thought I made that point clear during my presentation, but obviously I didn’t
make it clear enough. Since the audience member who asked the question apparently missed my comments about Yeshua having come in the flesh, I should have answered it something like this:
Thank you for that question. I actually addressed my belief that Yeshua came in the
flesh several times during my presentation, but this gives me an opportunity to review
why I believe as I do. Briefly, we are told in Philippians 2:5-8 that Yeshua, though
He was in the form of Elohim, did not regard that equality as something to be exploited, but He “emptied Himself,” taking on the form of a flesh and blood servant,
being born or made in human likeness. So He’s the Firstborn of all creation, but He’s
also our Creator because, after all, He’s the Logos and John says all things were made
by Him in John 1:3 and John 1:10. Paul says the same thing in Colossians 1:16. He
appeared as an Angel to the likes of Abraham, Jacob, Moses and Joshua and He was
prophesied to be the Ruler who came out of Bethlehem, whose origin is from of Old,
from ancient times. He’s the Root of David, but He’s also the Offspring of David.
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He existed before Abraham was born, but He came and dwelt among us as a flesh and
blood Man. If I don’t believe He came as a flesh and blood human being, then how
can I believe His blood atones for my sins? Can you answer that question, please?
I composed the above answer in about 10 minutes. I wish I could have been permitted that space of
time to come up with such a response while at the debate. My answer wouldn’t have been identical to the
above, but it would have come close.
There’s more about the Logos that we need to cover. The testimony of first-century Jew Philo is important because, as we’re about to see, it agrees with what the Apostle John had to say with no room for
Chuck to tell us “what Philo really meant.” Instead of refuting Philo’s testimony, Chuck perpetrated an ad
hominem attack on him. Was it justified? Please consider the information in the following chapter(s) and I’ll
let you be the judge of Chuck’s judgment against Philo.

Up next:
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VII. Philo and the Logos
ot only does Chuck’s understanding of Logos as “the Plan” not match up with the Apostle John’s
testimony, but neither does it come close to agreeing with first-century Jewish believer Philo. As
we are about to see, Philo had the same understanding that the Apostle John had. Should that get
our attention? Yes, it should, but regrettably, during the public debate I had with Chuck, he was too busy attempting to discredit Philo to either notice or appreciate this fact. We’ll deal with Chuck’s ad hominem
attack27 on Philo later.

N

For now, let’s take a brief look at who Philo was. As I just mentioned, he lived during the first century.
He dwelt in Alexandria, Egypt and was so well-respected by his fellow Jews that when legalized massacres
(“pogroms”) were carried out against his fellow Jews in that city, they chose him out of the 100,000 plus Jews
living there to plead their cause in Rome before Emperor Gaius Caligula.28 Let’s face it: If Philo’s views had
27

Definition of ad hominem: 1 : appealing to feelings or prejudices rather than intellect // an ad hominem argument.
2 : marked by or being an attack on an opponent's character rather than by an answer to the contentions made //
made an ad hominem personal attack on his rival.” Source: Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary, 2020 MerriamWebster, Incorporated, www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/ad%20hominem.
28
According to The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Vol. 1, article “Alexandria” by Birger A. Pearson, Doubleday, New
York, NY, 1992, p. 153, “By the 1st century C.E. the Jewish population in Alexandria numbered in the hundreds of
thousands. Philo claims that in his time there were at least a million Jews in Egypt (Flacc 43), and a large
proportion of these must have lived in Alexandria.”
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not echoed those of nominal Judaism, they would not have chosen him to be their representative for a matter
of life and death. This is an important consideration in our quest for historical understanding of ancient
Jewish belief and practice during the first century. Nevertheless, such an impressive résumé won’t stop
Chuck from attempting to paint Philo as a pagan philosopher. In spite of Chuck’s views to the contrary, hopefully the above background information will serve to vindicate Philo or at least it should help to remind us
that a man should be considered innocent until proven guilty.
Philo was born several years before Yeshua was and he died approximately 20 years after Yeshua’s resurrection. As such, he was contemporary with Yeshua. However, since Alexandria is over 300 miles from
Jerusalem, and Philo only made one pilgrimage to Jerusalem, the two most likely never crossed paths. If their
paths crossed, there is no record of it. Philo didn’t even mention Yeshua in any of his extensive writings, so
there’s no evidence that he even knew who Yeshua was.
Again, as I lay my foundation here, it is important to bear in mind the fact that Philo and Yeshua lived
during the same time period. Philo was also contemporary with the Apostle John. This means there was no
such thing as a “New Testament” book available for Philo to read. It didn’t exist yet! Nevertheless, Philo
knew about the WORD – the Logos – and he wrote that the Logos is the Creator. He wrote, “Now the image
of the Almighty is the Logos, by which all the world was made.”29 (Isn’t that essentially the same thing the
Apostle John wrote?)

29

Cf., Philo, The Special Laws, I, XVI (81).
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As stated by Philo, the “Word” – the Logos – is the image of the Almighty by which the world was made.
This does not sound like a “Plan” to me.
Of course, I don’t expect Biblical Unitarians to accept Philo’s testimony, and as it turned out, during my
debate with Chuck, he went to great lengths in an attempt to discredit Philo. I wasn’t as prepared for his
“smear job” as I should have been, so I am compelled to compensate for my lack of preparation here in this
study. Given that Biblical Unitarians reject Philo’s testimony, the question becomes, “Will they accept the
Apostle John’s testimony?” After all, both men’s testimonies are virtually the same! I’ve found that the answer is no, but of course, instead of running a smear campaign against the Apostle John, we find that, once
again, Biblical Unitarian Chuck Henry chooses to reinterpret John’s words, force-fitting them into Biblical
Unitarian doctrine.
Let’s recap: John says it’s the Logos who created the world. But wait! That’s what Philo wrote and
Philo didn’t even know who Yeshua was! He just knew that the Logos is the Creator. Let’s just suffice it to
say I don’t think it was a “PLAN” that created the world. The “Logos” is not the “PLAN.” The Logos is
the Creator, just like John wrote and just like Philo wrote!
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Colossal Misinterpretation of Colossians 1
Let’s review what I just presented: By “whom” did Philo believe the world was made? Was it the Supreme Most High Elohim or was it the Logos? And did Philo consider the Logos to be the image of the
Almighty or did he consider the Logos to be “the Plan”? The answer is quite obvious: Philo considered the
Logos to be the medium through which the world was made and this same Logos was more than a “Plan” –
it’s the image of the Almighty. Philo, by the way, wasn’t the only Jewish believer to consider the Logos as the
“image of the Almighty.” Please notice what the Apostle Paul had to say about the “image of the Almighty”
in Colossians 1:12-18:
12 Giving thanks unto the Father, which hath made us meet to be partakers of the
inheritance of the saints in light:
13 Who hath delivered us from the power of darkness, and hath translated us into the
kingdom of his dear Son:
14 In whom we have redemption through his blood, even the forgiveness of sins.
15 Who is the image of the invisible Elohim, the firstborn of all creation:
16 For by him were all things created, that are in heaven, and that are in earth, visible
and invisible, whether they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or powers: all
things were created by him, and for him:
17 And he is before all things, and by him all things consist.
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18 And he is the head of the body, the assembly: who is the beginning, the firstborn
from the dead; that in all things he might have the preeminence.
Please notice that the Apostle Paul refers to Yeshua as “the image of the invisible Elohim.” Not only did
the Apostle Paul agree with Philo that the Logos is the “image of the Almighty,” but Philo also shared Paul’s
view that the Logos is the “Firstborn of all creation,” as we will see shortly. Frankly, I am persuaded that the
above passage offers an excellent summary of “who” Yeshua is, even though the word Logos doesn’t appear
in the text. It is so clear, in fact, that the only option Biblical Unitarians can apparently come up with to give
it a “non-pre-existence” slant is to attribute it, not to Yeshua being the firstborn of all creation, but rather to
Him being the “firstborn of the resurrection” in approximately 31 CE, when He became the “Firstborn from
the dead.” I’ll address this Biblical Unitarian contention in greater detail shortly; first, however, let’s take a
look at what Philo wrote about the Logos in his treatise On the Confusion of Tongues:
And even if there be not as yet any one who is worthy to be called a son of Theos
[Elohim], nevertheless let him labour earnestly to be adorned according to His Firstborn Word (Logos), the eldest of His Angels, as the great Archangel of many names;
for He is called, the Authority, and the Name of Elohim, and the Word (Logos), and
Man according to Theos’ [Elohim’s] image, and He who sees Israel.30
What did we just read? “Firstborn Logos” … “Eldest of the Angels” … “the Authority” … “Name of
Elohim” … “Man according to Elohim’s image” … “He who sees Israel” – It is difficult to read the above
and not believe that the author most likely never even knew who Yeshua was. The above passage from Philo
is loaded with messianic overtones that not only perfectly fit our understanding of Yeshua the Messiah, but
they also fit what both the Apostles John and Paul wrote about Him. Let’s compare what Philo wrote with
what John wrote. Philo wrote that the Logos is Elohim’s firstborn son, the “eldest of His Angels.” John wrote
that Yeshua is the “Beginning of the creation of Elohim” (Revelation 3:14):
14 And unto the angel of the assembly of the Laodiceans write; These things saith the
Amen, the faithful and true witness, the beginning of the creation of Elohim;
Is it possible that the “First-born Word, the eldest of Elohim’s Angels” is the same Person as “the Beginning of the creation of Elohim”? Wouldn’t the “eldest of the Angels” be the First-born?

30

Philo, On the Confusion of Tongues, XXVIII (146). Note: Philo composed his writings in the Greek language.
In his writings, Philo referred to the Almighty using the generic Greek equivalent, Theos. Of course, the Hebrew
equivalent is Elohim. Contrary to what we read in the translations of his writings, Philo never referred to the
Almighty using the name/title “God.” This is an important consideration, as we will see later in my study.
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But let’s not forget what the Apostle Paul wrote about Yeshua in Colossians. In addition to pointing out
that Yeshua is the “Firstborn of all creation,” Paul wrote that Yeshua is “… the image of the invisible
Elohim.” “Image of the invisible Elohim”? Isn’t that what Philo wrote? Yes, Philo informs us that the Logos
is the image of the Almighty by which all the world was made.31

31

Philo, The Special Laws, I, XVI (81).
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Let’s review what we’ve learned thus far about the Logos (“the Word”) of John 1:1. According to John,
the Logos was with Elohim in the beginning and the Logos was Elohim. According to Philo, the Almighty’s
first-born Word (Logos) is the eldest of His angels. In John 1:3, written in reference to the Logos, John
specifies that all things were made by Him. Philo agreed with John and wrote, “Now the image of the
Almighty is the Word (Logos), by which all the world was made.” Not only does Philo specify that the Logos
is the image of the Almighty, but that’s what the Apostle Paul says about Yeshua in Colossians 1:15:
15 Who is the image of the invisible Elohim, the firstborn of all creation:
In view of how John agrees with Philo and Philo agrees with the Apostle Paul, I am at a loss as to how
anyone could reach any conclusion other than Yeshua being the Logos, the Beginning of all creation and the
Image of Elohim. Nevertheless, Biblical Unitarians don’t see things that way. Chuck Henry, aware of the
fact that Colossians chapter 1 plainly reveals Yeshua as the “Firstborn of all creation,” is compelled to interpret “Firstborn of all creation” as representing the “Firstborn of the new creation,” i.e., the post-resurrection,
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which Yeshua ushered in at His resurrection in approximately 31
page 462 of Trinity, Oneness, Duality, and Pre-Existence:32

CE.

Displayed below is an excerpt from

Trinity, Oneness, Duality, and Pre-Existence
By: Chuck Henry

rev. 4/2/2018
Page 462 of 510
115. Col 1:13-20 — “the kingdom of the Son” (v. 13)

115.3. Col 1:15b — “the firstborn over all creation”
In verse 15, Paul called the Son “the firstborn over all creation.” Later, in verse 18,
Paul elaborates on “firstborn,” stating that the Messiah is “…the beginning, the
firstborn from the dead…”
• In context, Paul correlated “the beginning” of which he spoke with the
Messiah’s resurrection.
• When was his beginning? Not in Genesis 1, but around 31 CE.
• This resurrection beginning harmonizes with the “kingdom of the Son”
mentioned in verse 13.
• The context of the passage is post-resurrection, with a new beginning and
a new creation related to the “kingdom of the Son” (v. 13), not the
Genesis 1 creation.

Summary of the above: Chuck Henry emphasizes that the context of Paul’s opening chapter to the
Colossian believers is limited to the “postresurrection” and the “new creation.” So,
according to Chuck, when Paul refers to
Yeshua as “the Firstborn of ALL creation”
in verse 15, what he meant was NOT “the
firstborn of all creation,” but rather the
firstborn of the “new” creation that Yeshua
ushered in at His resurrection in approximately 31 CE. This, then, is another case of
the Bible author stating one thing, but
Chuck Henry telling us the author means
another thing. Paul says, “ALL creation,”
but Chuck says he meant “NEW creation.”
Of course, “all creation” must of necessity
be inclusive of the beginning of time as we know it. Since that understanding doesn’t fit Biblical Unitarian theology, Chuck is left to conclude that “all creation” actually means “new creation.” It’s his

32

Chuck Henry, Trinity, Oneness, Duality & Pre-Existence, H.V. Chapman & Sons Bookbinders, Abilene, TX,
2018, p. 462.
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only option – or else the doctrine fails. Is Chuck’s claim a Biblical Unitarian revelation or is it a
Biblical Unitarian spin?
All I know is, it makes my head spin just trying to explain what Biblical Unitarians believe Paul
“really meant” in Colossians chapter one. Nevertheless, since that’s what they do, we are compelled to
look into the Biblical Unitarian claim. Get ready to wrestle with some mental gymnastics as we sift
through Biblical Unitarian explanations and sort out the truth.

Addressing Colossians Chapter 1: Biblical Unitarian Revelation
or Biblical Unitarian Spin?
I did not initially intend to give a detailed analysis here of my understanding of Colossians 1:12-18
because my goal was to limit the scope
of this chapter to the Logos. However,
as it turns out, Colossians chapter one
is very relevant to the Logos discussion, even though the word Logos
doesn’t appear within those particular
verses. This, then, may be the best
time and place to address Chuck
Henry’s claim that when the Apostle
Paul writes that Yeshua is “the firstborn of all creation,” he actually meant
the “the firstborn of the new creation.”
Prior to examining Chuck’s claim, I
suggest carefully reading the entire
chapter of Colossians chapter one
through an unbiased lens. Once
you’re satisfied you understand the
gist of what Paul attempted to convey to the Colossian believers,
then check out Chuck’s commentary to see if his reasoning is sound
or if it’s a spin based on extreme
bias, i.e., interpreting all Biblical
texts through a Biblical Unitarian
lens.
Indeed, I have grave concerns
with Chuck’s exegesis that I feel
need to be considered before
forming a conclusion one way or
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the other. First, he nonchalantly expresses the view that the context of Colossians chapter 1 pertains to
the “post-resurrection,” to which I reply, “Oh, really?” I had never formed such an impression in all my
years of Bible Study, nor had I ever heard of such a view until I read his book, which means Chuck’s
understanding certainly does not represent the consensus of scholars. Such being the case, I’m not sure
it’s wise to state things in such patronizing fashion, as though it’s a given that his observation offers the
only plausible insight into the Apostle Paul’s intent. Did no one understand what Paul meant until Chuck
came along?
As it turns out, I am persuaded that from both a contextual and grammatical perspective, the Apostle
Paul is not speaking of the post-resurrection in Colossians chapter one. Rather, he speaks of the reward
that the faithful have qualified
for, offering a glimpse at what
lies ahead for the faithful few. If
the context of Colossians chapter
one is the “post-resurrection,”
then why not just declare the
context of all Scripture to be
“post-resurrection,” since the
hope of all believers is to make it
to the Kingdom?
Second, a careful analysis
exposes the primary flaw in
Chuck’s reasoning. The key is
verse 12, where we are told that
the Father has “made us meet to
be partakers of the inheritance of
the saints in light.” What does
“made us meet to be partakers of the inheritance of the saints in light” mean? It means the Father has
qualified us to be partakers.33 If we’re qualified to be partakers of the inheritance, does that automatically put us in the “post-resurrection” time frame? Absolutely not. We’re not there yet! As part of
the promise given to those who qualify for the inheritance, the Father “hath delivered” us from the power
of darkness. He “hath translated” us into the kingdom of His dear Son, which means it’s “as good as
done.” These all collectively comprise the reward given to those who have qualified for it. This passage
does not take us to the “post-resurrection” time frame; rather, it has us looking towards it.
This brings us to verse 14, where the verb tense changes. Paul had been using the aorist verb tense
(an ancient Greek tense denoting a “past” action) within phrases such as ἱκανώσαντι (“hath made us
meet”), ἐρρύσατο (“hath delivered us”), and μετέστησεν (“hath translated us”); in verse 14, he
transitions from the aorist verb tense to the present tense. He goes from telling us about the rewards that
According to an NRSV footnote, “Other ancient authorities read called,” as in “… giving thanks to the Father,
who has called you to share in the inheritance of the saints in the light.”
33
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Yahweh “hath made us meet to be partakers of” to describing the “dear Son” (v. 14-15). Here Paul uses
the present tense: We have redemption, the forgiveness of sins. He is the image of the invisible Elohim,
the Firstborn of every creature. Paul’s remarks here do not reflect an understanding that he’s referring to
a “post-resurrection” setting/time frame at all! Again, in explaining that the Father has qualified us, Paul
employs the aorist tense; for his description of the “dear Son,” Paul uses the present tense. Any attempts
to place the context of this passage at “post-resurrection” can only be based upon a preconceived bias,
not sound reasoning.
The verb tense changes again in verse 16 and once again, the shift does not place the context of
Paul’s message within the “post-resurrection” time frame. In the midst of using the present tense to describe Yeshua, i.e., “He’s the image if the invisible Elohim, He’s the firstborn of every creature,” Paul
abruptly switches back to the aorist tense:
16 For by (ἐν) him were all things created, that are in heaven, and that are in earth,
visible and invisible, whether they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or
powers: all things were created by (δι’) him, and for (εις) him:
No matter how you slice it, Paul is not talking about a “post-resurrection” in the above passage.
Rather, he goes right along with the Apostle John, who likewise states that “all things were made by Him
[the Logos]” (John 1:3), aorist tense. Of course, Paul also goes along with Philo, who wrote, “Now the
image of the Almighty is the Logos, by which all the world was made” (again, aorist tense).
Let’s consider for a moment Chuck’s rationale in determining that the context of Colossians chapter
one is “post-resurrection.” In
normal, everyday conversation,
time-frame references constantly
change.
One minute we’re
talking about how much we
enjoy spending time with our
grandchildren, the next minute
we find ourselves reminiscing
about our own grandparents and
the things they did with us. My
favorite childhood memory of
my great-grandparents was the
day they took my siblings and
me to a park for a simple picnic.
I love simple things like that! I
hope to see my great-grandparents again in the Kingdom.
Does this mean the context of my commentary here is “post-resurrection”? Not at all. The context is relationships. The relationship with my grandchildren in the present; the relationship with my great-
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grandparents in the past, culminated by the hope of a relationship in the future. Time has very little, if
anything, to do with the context: It’s the relationships.
I’m afraid Chuck mistakenly cross-associates “Firstborn of all creation” in verse 15 with “Firstborn
from the dead” in verse 18, then assumes the latter proves the context. Apparently, he feels that both
“firstborn” references must tie in to the same event and since the second reference occurred around the
year 31 CE, that must be the time reference of the initial “firstborn” reference. This reasoning is simply
absurd and should rightly be considered an insult to his readers’ intelligence. I maintain that the first
“firstborn” reference points to “firstborn of all creation,” just as Paul says. The word “all” means “the
whole of,” which includes EVERYTHING involved with the creation of this world and its inhabitants.
“All things created,” then, must of necessity go back in time to the creation event, not some time later.
The second “firstborn” (v. 18) refers to Yeshua being the first one resurrected to eternal life. Contrary to
Chuck’s reasoning, they cannot both refer to the same event. Please consider the following analogy:
Neil Armstrong is known as the first man to walk on the moon. But did you know he also performed the
first-ever docking with another spacecraft? From context, we can assume that both “firsts” were
achieved during the same mission to the moon, right? Wrong. The spacecraft with which Armstrong
docked was not the lunar module, instead, it was an unmanned spacecraft known as the Agena Target
Vehicle, which was used by NASA during its Gemini program. This first-ever successful docking maneuver took place in March 1966, over three years before Armstrong walked on the moon. Thus, the
context of the two “firsts” has nothing to do with the time reference; it’s about the man who achieved the
“firsts.”
In the same way, the true context of Colossians chapter one is the hope we have through Yeshua the
Messiah, combined with how we as believers should accordingly walk. It’s not about the “post-resurrection,” even though the post-resurrection, i.e., eternal life with Yahweh, His Son and all saints, is indeed
our ultimate goal.
If we can understand that Paul, in Colossians chapter one, is referring to Yeshua as the One who
created “all things” in the past, we can similarly understand that when he refers to Yeshua as “the Firstborn of all creation,” then that’s exactly what he meant. It happened in the past, as in before time as we
know it existed.

By Him or For Him?
If we can understand that the Apostle John clarified his own description of the Logos in Revelation
19:13 when he straightforwardly identifies Yeshua as the Logos, then we can similarly understand that
not only is Yeshua the Logos, but He is Elohim, the Firstborn of the Supreme Most High Elohim. Moreover, it becomes clear that all things were made by Him and for Him, just like it says in Colossians 1:16
and just like it says in Ephesians 3:8-9:
8 Unto me, who am less than the least of all saints, is this grace given, that I should
preach among the Gentiles the unsearchable riches of the Messiah;
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9 And to make all men see what is the fellowship of the mystery, which from the
beginning of the world hath been hid in Elohim, who created all things by Yeshua the
Messiah.
What is the “fellowship of the mystery”? For Biblical Unitarians, it’s a Plan that had been hidden
since the beginning of the world, a Plan that came to fruition with the birth of Yeshua. For me, I see a
parallel between the Messiah of Ephesians 3:8-9 and the Son of man mentioned in the Book of Enoch,
who existed in secret, whom the Most High preserved in the presence of His power and revealed to the
elect in these last days (Book of Enoch, ch 61:10). He was hidden, but now He’s been revealed.
Not only is this same understanding vividly presented by the likes of the Apostle John, the Apostle
Paul and Philo, but notice this same, exact connection is made by the author of Hebrews in the very first
chapter:
1 Elohim, who at sundry times and in divers manners spake in time past unto the
fathers by the prophets,
2 Hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son, whom He hath appointed heir of
all things, by (δι’) whom also He made the worlds;
3 Who being the brightness of His splendour, and the express image of His person,
and upholding all things by the word of His power, when He had by Himself purged
our sins, sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on high;
Biblical Unitarians attempt to dissect the phrase “by whom also He made the worlds,” claiming that it
could just as easily been translated “for whom also He [i.e., the Supreme Most High Yahweh] made the
worlds,” using the same rationale that they use for such verses as Colossians 1:16 and John 1:10. Displayed
below is John 1:10:
10 He was in the world, and the world was made by (δι’) him, and the world knew
him not.
Of course, if the world was made by Yeshua, this destroys Biblical Unitarian doctrine, so in an effort to
validate their belief that Yeshua did not have a pre-carnal existence, they teach that this verse could have been
translated “… the world was made for (δι’) him ….” Here’s an excerpt from page 384 of Trinity, Oneness,
Duality, and Pre-Existence:34

34

Chuck Henry, Trinity, Oneness, Duality & Pre-Existence, H.V. Chapman & Sons Bookbinders, Abilene, TX,
2018, p. 384.
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Trinity, Oneness, Duality, and Pre-Existence
By: Chuck Henry

rev. 4/2/2018

Page 384 of 510
83. Joh 1:1-14 — Logos, etc.

83.9 Joh 1:10 — “…the world was made through [dia] Him, and the world
did not know Him”
Joh 1:10
He was in the world, and the world was made through [dia, G1223,
KJV: “by”] Him, and the world did not know Him.
• Because of the Greek word dia, the phrase could be translated: “the world
was made for or by reason of Him” — that is, with the Messiah in the plan
(cp. 1 Pet 1:20) —

Please notice that Chuck uses the Greek word dia in his reference to Greek word #1223 in Strong’s
Greek Dictionary. The actual Greek word found in the text of John 1:10 and other pertinent verses referred to
in this discussion is δι’, which is a shortened form of the word διὰ, and means the same thing. Briefly stated,
in Greek the word διὰ is shortened to δι’ when the following word begins with a vowel.35 It is true, as Chuck
presents elsewhere in his book, that the Greek word διὰ has “very wide applications” and can actually be
translated as either “by” or “for,” depending on context (or a translator’s bias).36 Since διὰ can be rendered
either way, if we had no other verses in the Bible to turn to in our attempt to determine whether the world was
made by Yeshua or for Yeshua, I would have to concede that Chuck offers a valid point with his commentary
above.
Chuck offers the same explanation for the Greek word dia in Hebrews 1:2 that he uses above for John
1:10. In fact, it’s nearly word-for-word. The following is an excerpt from page 476 of Trinity, Oneness,
Duality, and Pre-Existence:37

Trinity, Oneness, Duality, and Pre-Existence
By: Chuck Henry

rev. 4/2/2018

Page 476 of 510
119. Heb 1:1-12

119.3. Heb 1:2 — “… Through [Gr. Dia] whom also He made the worlds [Gr.
aiones]”
1. “Through [dia G1223] whom”

I would compare shortening διὰ to δι’ to what we do with the indefinite article in English. Do we use the word
“an” or the word “a”? It depends on whether or not the following word begins with a vowel sound. We might say,
“The rock band’s song is a hit,” but “It’s an honor to meet you.”
36
Ibid, quoting from Strong’s Greek Dictionary’s listing for word #1223, p. 84.
37
Ibid, p. 476.
35
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• Dia: see information and comparison verses in this study at:
11. Dia (G1223): “for,” “by reason of,” etc. (pg. 84)
• Because of the Greek word dia, the phrase could be translated: “for or by
reason of whom He made the worlds” — that is, with the Messiah in the
plan (cp. 1 Pet 1:20) —
1 Pet 1:20
He indeed was foreordained before the foundation of
the world, but was manifest in these last times for you.

Chuck feels the problem with the common English translation of δι’ in verses such as John 1:10 and
Hebrews 1:2 is that the Greek word δι’ could have been translated “for” instead of “by.” Please notice he
didn’t state that δι’ should have been translated “for,” yet obviously that is the only translation option that
will work if he’s to satisfy his Biblical Unitarian belief. If the translation of most Bible versions is correct –
that the world was made BY Yeshua – Biblical Unitarian doctrine collapses. The collapse becomes inescapable when we review Colossians chapter one with the understanding that Chuck’s attempt to superimpose
a “post-resurrection” context to that chapter is a colossal exegetical error.
We have already demonstrated that, contrary to Biblical Unitarian claims, there is no “post-resurrection”
context to Colossians chapter one, and certainly not in Colossians 1:16, where we read that all things were
made “by Him and for38 Him,” leaving no doubt that Yeshua is both the Maker and Benefactor of all things
created. Let’s take another look at this pivotal verse:
16 For by (ἐν) him were all things
created, that are in heaven, and
that are in earth, visible and invisible, whether they be thrones, or
dominions, or principalities, or
powers: all things were created by
(δι’) him, and for (εις) him:

Biblical Unitarians make a “big deal” out
of the fact that the Greek word dia can be
translated “for,” but they run into a snag with
Colossians 1:16 because if they apply their
reasoning to that verse, the phrase would read,
38

The Greek word translated “for” in Colossians 1:16 is εις, which is word #1519 in Strong’s Greek Dictionary.
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“…all things were created for (δι’) him, and for (εις) him,” which they know is nonsensical. Such a
translation produces an enigma so huge that they are compelled to either creatively amend the translation or
dredge up an alternate explanation of that verse in order to take their doctrine off of life support. Otherwise,
this one verse is so clear, so distinct in expressing the truth that all things were made by Yeshua that their
doctrine disintegrates. How do Biblical Unitarians explain away such a clear verse? Well, as I just
mentioned, some Biblical Unitarians resort to creatively amending the translation. Here’s how The Book of
Yahweh, published by The House of Yahweh, Abilene, TX, renders this verse:
16 Because before Him all things were created that are in heaven, and that are in
earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones, or rulerships, or principalities, or
powers; all things were created on account of Him, and for Him.39
As biased as the above rendering of Colossians 1:16 is, it turns out the words the translator chose can, depending on context, be translated as presented above. Take the word he translated “before,” for example. It is
translated from the Greek word ἐν, which can indeed mean “before”; however, there is a critical difference.
This particular Greek word is used in relation to position, not time. For example, in Acts 5:27, “They set
them before (ἐν) the council.” The New Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon devotes over three pages to covering the various applications of ἐν, and it does not mention its meaning “before,” as in “order of time.”
Complicating things is the fact that ἐν can be used “with the notion of time,” but no examples are listed of its
being used to denote “prior time.” Instead, we find in, on, at, during, in the meantime, while, when, and after
that.”40 The word ἐν, therefore, is nowhere translated “before” as in “beforehand” or “prior to” except in
rogue versions such as The Book of Yahweh.41 In summary, if we must accept the word “before” as a correct
translation of ἐν, it needs to be understand in the same context of ἐν as used in Acts 5:27, which would mean
that all things were created before Him, as in “in front of Him,” i.e., “in His presence.”
The House of Yahweh’s version further complicates the translation of Colossians 1:16 with their translating the Greek word δι’ “on account of” instead of “by.” I’m guessing the novice Bible reader doesn’t grasp
the contradiction presented in this verse by translating δι’ as “on account of.” First, please remember that
“by” is by all admission a correct translation of the word δι’. Second, δι’ can be translated “for,” but so is the
other word in the clause “by Him and for (εις) Him,” so it doesn’t make sense to have two different Greek
words translated as the same English word, i.e., “for (δι’) Him and for (εις) Him.” Faced with this translation
dilemma, the House of Yahweh translator chose a clever alternative: “ … on account of Him, and for Him.”

39

The Book of Yahweh, A House of Yahweh Publication, Second Edition, Abilene, TX, 1988.
C.f., The New Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon, Joseph Henry Thayer, D.D., Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody,
MA, 1981 (originally published in 1889), pp. 212-213.
41
Although his name is not mentioned in the Preface or elsewhere, David Verner was the primary translator and the
“go to” person regarding translation inquiries. He claimed to have studied Greek at one of the colleges located in
Abilene, TX (McMurry University, I believe). In 1989, when my wife asked him to show us a transcript validating
his study of Greek, he refused.
40
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Please consider the redundancy of the above translation. “On account of” and “for” are synonymous
terms. In other words, they are two ways of saying the same thing in our English language. If I do something
“on account of you,” I do it “for you.” If you obey your mother’s directive to clean your room, you do it “on
account of” your mother, which means you do it “for” her. If all things were created “on account of” Yeshua,
they were created “for Him.” So let’s be real here: The House of Yahweh translator may as well come out
and type “all things were created for Him and for Him.” It wouldn’t necessarily be an incorrect translation,
but it would certainly be odd and most critical thinkers would know the translator fudged what the original
author was attempting to convey to his fellow Colossian believers.
Thus faced with the option of either getting as creative as The House of Yahweh or coming up with some
alternative way of explaining Colossians 1:16, Biblical Unitarian Chuck Henry apparently sees no other
option for defending his doctrine than placing the context of Colossians 1 in the future, and teaching his constituents that “all things created” in verse 16 can only be a reference to the “new creation.” So yes, Chuck
apparently agrees that Yeshua is the Creator of all things — but not until after the resurrection!?
An honest, forthright review of Colossians chapter one validates believing that Yeshua is the image of the
invisible Elohim and that He’s the Firstborn of all creation. Not only is He the Firstborn of the Supreme Most
High Elohim, but He
also created all things
that are in heaven and in
earth. He is before all
things and by Him all
things consist. Not only
is He the head of the
body, but He is both the
Beginning and the Firstborn from the dead,
giving us the hope of one
day joining in His resurrection. We have already debunked the
notion that the context of
Colossians 1 is “postresurrection”; nevertheless, Biblical Unitarians,
satisfied with their futuristic interpretation of this chapter, feel justified in teaching their constituents that the phrase “by whom also
He made the worlds” in Hebrews 1:2 could just as easily have been translated “for whom also He made the
worlds.” They also insist that John 1:10 could have been translated “…the world was made for Him” instead
of “by Him.” In spite of their objections to how these verses are translated in most Bibles, we have already
exposed their “post-resurrection Colossians flaw,” which means Yeshua is indeed the Creator of all things, as
in millennia ago. In other words, we could stop right here and explain that the Apostle Paul’s commentary in
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Colossians 1:16 stops all arguments and this one verse, along with verses such as John 1:3, John 1:10 and
Hebrews 1:2, validate that Yeshua is the Creator who “made all things.”
As I bring this chapter to a close, I’m incorporating a slide that didn’t make it into my debate presentation
because it would take too much time to read and weigh the answer to the questions asked within the header. It
merits a careful reading with earnest answers to the questions. In other words, if you’re a “skimmer” and you
only skim this slide, I think you’ll miss an important key to determining which understanding of the Bible is
correct. Here’s the slide:

According to Philo, He who is above the Logos, i.e., the Supreme Most High Elohim, exists in the best
and in a special form – a form so pure and holy that nothing that comes into being can rightfully bear His likeness. We are therefore made in the image of the Logos, His Firstborn Son, the Firstborn of creation. And
yes, He’s the “second Elohim,” a view that caught the attention (and drew the ire) of Biblical Unitarian Chuck
Henry. That’s what I cover in the next chapter.
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Up next:

Did Yeshua the Messiah Have a Pre-Carnal Existence? Part II – The Enhanced Debate Presentation

VIII. Ad Hominem Attacks:
Maligning Philo and Justin Martyr

S

ome readers may wonder why I was compelled to incorporate testimony from first century CE Jewish
believer Philo, as well as second
century CE theologian Justin
Martyr, into my debate presentation.
Briefly put, these two universally respected, highly regarded believers serve
as the thread that weaves it all together.
Scripture has the truth, but when controversies such as this one arise, it is
always refreshing to know that ancient believers understood Scripture the same way
we do. As it turns out, the testimonies of
both Philo and Justin Martyr just happen
to coincide with the way I believe in this
matter. As for Biblical Unitarians, they
have no thread—no historical support
whatsoever for their position, unless you
want to consider the Ebionites, who rejected nearly all the New Testament
writings, including those of the Apostles
John and Paul. In fact, the only New Testament writing they accepted was the Book of
Matthew; they rejected the first two chapters
of even that writing.42 The reason they rejected nearly all the New Testament should
be obvious: Unlike contemporary Biblical
Unitarians, they understood the meaning of
such passages as John 1:1-3, Colossians 1:1218, Philippians 2:5-8, John 17:5, John 6:6062, John 8:58, Hebrews 1:2, 10, Revelation
3:14, Revelation 19:13, and Revelation 22:817. The Ebionites considered the Apostle
Paul to be an apostate and they regarded the
Apostle John’s account in much the same
way that Chuck Henry regards Justin Martyr.
As we’re about to see, when the Apostle John
C.f., for example, the Wikipedia article “Ebionites,” (2020, April 3). Ebionites. In Wikipedia, The Free
Encyclopedia. Retrieved 20:54, May 7, 2020, from
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Ebionites&oldid=948916277.
42
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writes something to validate Yeshua having had a pre-carnal existence, Chuck insists that we misunderstand
John. It turns out that Chuck is the one who misunderstands John; the Ebionites understood John quite well,
which is why they rejected his writings. When Philo and Justin Martyr write virtually the same thing that the
Apostle John wrote, it’s no longer a matter of “misunderstanding” him; indeed, Philo and Justin Martyr’s
writings validate the way I understand the Word of Yahweh in both the Old and New Testaments, including
the writings of John. For those who don’t appreciate this validation, Philo and Justin Martyr are branded
“pagan Gnostics.”
Biblical Unitarians cannot accept the notion that the Apostle Paul presents Yeshua as the “Firstborn of all
creation” in Colossians 1:15, nor can they accept that He’s the creator of “all things” (Colossians 1:16). This
conundrum is why the Ebionites of old were compelled to reject nearly all of the New Testament. Biblical
Unitarians, aware of their predicament, yet also aware of the ramifications of rejecting the New Testament
writings, are thus compelled to come up with alternate explanations that suit their doctrinal position. That’s
where Philo comes in. Contrary to Biblical Unitarian doctrine, Philo agrees with our view that the Logos is
indeed Elohim’s firstborn Son, the “eldest of His Angels.” Philo thus validates our interpretation of
Colossians 1:15. Philo also refers to the Logos as the creator of “all things,” thus validating our understanding
of Colossians 1:16. Before I go any further, I need to establish that just because I consider Philo a trustworthy
source on ancient Judaism’s understanding of the Logos, this should not be misconstrued as my agreeing with
everything the Philo wrote. I have never said such a thing. Nevertheless, it will come out that I am persuaded
that Philo generally represented the practice and belief of normative Judaism during and preceding the first
century CE.

Translating the Greek Title Theos as “God”: Would you?
Some of you who watched the debate video may wonder why Chuck seemed so well-prepared to address
my “historical evidence” commentary
wherein I supplied quotations from Philo
and Justin Martyr. Chuck was by then
very well acquainted with my having
cited both men because not only did I present my summary during the debate held
in Rising Star, TX, but I likewise presented the same information during the
warm-up debate held in our home three
months earlier. In addition to incorporating the historical testimony they offer
as a means of bolstering my case, I also
knew that Chuck had previously supported my citing Philo for validating such
issues as the Jewish stance on how to determine the weekly Sabbath, how to count
to Pentecost, and even the issue of
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abortion. Philo not only sheds light on how to interpret some controversial Bible texts, but he can be heralded
as a bonafide representative of Jewish practice and belief during the first century CE. As such, prior to our
warm-up debate of March 2019, I felt that incorporating Philo’s understanding of Logos would serve to dissuade Chuck of his position and this issue would thereby be resolved with no further need of discussion!
However, one of my greatest weaknesses, in addition to my ADHD limitations, is that of naïveté. I didn’t
realize at that time that Chuck had already made up his mind.
Not only had Chuck already been firmly “sold” on the notion that Yeshua did not have a pre-carnal existence, but he opted to use my March 2019 “Philo Connection” commentary as the springboard for launching
an ad hominem attack on Philo during our follow-up debate in June. Since Chuck did not leave our home dissuaded of his position in March, I probably
should have anticipated his “Philo attack”
in June and wow, did he ever “lay it on.”
First, he laid a foundation highlighting
how ancient Greek philosopher Plato influenced early Christianity. Chuck didn’t
go into detail as to “how” Plato influenced
early Christianity, but just throwing out an
ancient pagan Greek philosopher’s name is
all he felt he needed to sully Philo’s name.
Once Chuck established the Philo/Plato
connection, it was time for him to take
swipes at both Philo and Justin Martyr. Of
course, during the debate there was no
time to research any of the claims he made
about these men. Once the debate was
over, I found the time I needed to examine
Chuck’s claims a little more thoroughly. In this study, I will quote the full, unabridged ad hominem attack
that Chuck perpetrated on Philo and Justin Martyr, but unlike the debate format, I will take the liberty of interrupting Chuck as needed. To better assist separating my reactions from Chuck’s commentary, I decided to put
Chuck’s words in blue typeface.
Before getting to Chuck’s debate commentary, I might also draw your attention to the fact that Chuck exhibits a penchant for using the title “God” when quoting both Philo and Justin Martyr, even though he knows
neither of those men ever referred to the Almighty with that name/title. Trust me, he knows this. I know, I
know, the average student would expect to find the name/title “God” when reading English translations of
these men’s writings and they would most likely think nothing of it. However, if you’re not an average student, then you might know that neither Philo nor Justin Martyr ever referred to the Almighty as “God” and,
moreover, they would have been insulted if they would have known that’s how men would translate their
writings in the future. The title “God” only began appearing in English Bibles after it was “borrowed” from
the Teutonic people after their conversion to Christianity around the year 1000 CE.43
43

According to such references as Encyclopedia International, Vol. 8, Grolier Incorporated, New York, NY, 1972,
article “God,” p. 52, “The word ‘God’ and its cognates existed in the Germanic family of languages (German Gott,
Did Yeshua the Messiah Have a Pre-Carnal Existence? Part II – The Enhanced Debate Presentation

Chapter 8

97

Further, it can be demonstrated that the Teutonic people in turn borrowed “God” from heathens who worshipped an idol by that name.44 Moreover, according to the Hebrew text of Isaiah 65:11, an idol named God
is worshipped by those who have forsaken Yahweh. (It doesn’t sound like Yahweh likes God). When the
Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint into Greek came to Isaiah 65:11, they translated “God” as
“demon.” While I am persuaded that they should have transliterated “God” instead of translating it, their
translation choice should help you to understand how the Greek-speaking world regarded “God.” They considered “God” to be a demon. The first-century Greek-speaking world, including Philo and Justin Martyr,
understood this to be true and 21st century author Chuck Henry knows it as well. Few others do.
As for me, since it can be demonstrated that neither Philo nor Justin Martyr ever referred to Yahweh as
“God,” I do my best to supply a much more suitable English translation of the Greek title they used. Isn’t that
basic respect? When quoting from others’ writings, I only support using the name/title “God” when those
whom I quote actually used that name or title. The title used by both Philo and Justin Martyr is Θεὸς, pronounced Theos in English. Theos is simply a generic Greek term for deity. Its Hebrew equivalent is Elohim
and in English terms such as “The
Almighty” or “Mighty One” are
universally accepted translations
that have no connection to pagan
worship. Therefore, in my own
quotations from the writings of
Philo and Justin Martyr, I often use
the Almighty, Mighty One or the
Hebrew Elohim. While I am disappointed that Chuck does not
follow this same principle when
citing translations of ancient writings, in retrospect I understand that
one of his debate tactics was to
“pull all the stops” he could to disparage those believers who are at
odds with his understanding of the
Logos. Painting Philo and Justin Martyr as “god worshippers” is one way to subliminally turn his audience
against them. Was it fair? Well, no, it wasn’t. Ad hominem attacks are never fair, but I’ve learned that in a
debate situation, tactics can take precedence over ethics. When it comes to treating the writings of others
fairly, we’re about to see that Chuck doesn’t draw the line at the name/title that others used in reference to our
Heavenly Father. Think of it like this:

Danish Gud) in pre-Christian times, and referred to that which is worshipped or invoked in sacrificial offerings.
With the conversion of the Teutonic peoples to Christianity, its pre-Christian meanings were largely reshaped and
absorbed into the Judeo-Christian tradition.”
44
For further information about the origin of the word “God,” please read our study titled “Tracing the Origin of the
Word God.”
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Try asking Chuck how he would like it if, 500 years from now, some translators, while translating his
writings into some futuristic language, produce the following: “… the only true HaSatan” in place of Chuck’s
“… the only true Elohim.” The way this world is going, by that time the majority of the world may very well
worship “HaSatan,” and the translators may think nothing of producing such a “fine” translation. In the same
way, to those Greeks who understood that “God” is a demon or “devil,” that’s essentially the dignity with
which Chuck treats the writings of ancient believers who spoke Greek. I highly doubt that either Philo or
Justin Martyr would have appreciated knowing that translators in later years would render their references to
Theos as “God,” especially in view of the fact that the Hebrew scholars who translated Isaiah 65:11 into
Greek rendered the name “God” [ ]גדas “devil” (Gr. δαιμονιω, #1140 in Strong’s Greek Dictionary).
Chuck thus purposely gives his nod of approval to rendering the Greek title Theos as “God” in English, at
least when it comes to quoting those writers who are at odds with his position. I say “purposely,” not only
because I know Chuck understands that neither Philo nor Justin Martyr ever referred to the Almighty as
“God,” but also because if you listen to his entire debate commentary, he never once uses this title in any
Bible references to Yahweh, the only exception being when he quotes specifically from a certain translation
for emphasis purposes and says “God, quote, unquote.”45 Chuck understands that just because a translator
chooses to translate Theos as “God,” this doesn’t mean he needs to go along with their translation choice any
more than he needs to go along with the King James Version translators’ decision to render either Theos or
Elohim as “God.”46 Let’s just say that Chuck’s decision to retain the translators’ use of “God” when citing
Philo and Justin Martyr was a clever debate stratagem in terms of swaying his audience, but he knows it was
disrespectful to those whom he quoted and attempted to malign. I guess, using modern terminology, I am
“calling out” Chuck for this decision on his part. I maintain he knew what he was doing, he knows where I
stand regarding the name/title “God,” and he knew it would present scholars who aren’t alive to defend themselves in a negative light. That’s why I am persuaded that his method of quoting these ancient scholars was
no “accident”; it was on purpose, it was subtle and it was wrong of him to do.
For the record, I uphold quoting any source as accurately as possible, using translations when necessary,
but applying the same principle we use when quoting Scripture: Transliterate names from the original language the best you can, especially the names of our Heavenly Father and His Son. They deserve that. When
For example, at the 1:16:24 mark of the debate, Chuck states, “Let's look at Revelation 4:8-11: ‘The four living
creatures, each having six wings, were full of eyes around and within. And they do not rest day or night, saying,
‘Holy, holy, holy, Yahweh El Shaddai,’ – or the New King James Version says, quote, ‘Lord God Almighty,’
unquote, … ‘Who was and is to come.’”
46
I will here concede the possibility that Chuck may have no problem with English translators translating either the
Hebrew Elohim or its Greek equivalent, Theos, as “God.” Although he has privately told me that there are certainly
better translation choices to use for Elohim or Theos than “God,” nevertheless, he has never expressed agreement
with my contention that referring to Yahweh as “God” is a dishonor to Him. In his book, Chuck frequently
employs “Elohim” when citing various Scripture texts, but when doing so he also puts “God” in brackets, a
potential indicator that he may approve of also referring to Yahweh as “God.” I would be glad to be corrected on
this aspect of the discussion if Chuck would be so inclined to contact me. My point here is this: In all Bible
references to Yahweh during Chuck’s debate commentary, he never once accommodates the King James Version
translators’ choice of rendering Elohim or Theos as “God.” However, when citing translated quotations from
ancient writers with whom he disagrees, Chuck translates Theos as “God,” a subtle attempt to present writers such
as Philo and Justin Martyr in the most negative light possible.
45
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referring to either Yahweh or Yeshua, choose titles that honor Them. When Philo referred to Yahweh as
“Theos,” he did not choose a “pagan title” and he would not have dared use “God.” The title he chose for our
Heavenly Father, Theos, is simply a generic Greek term for deity in the same way that we use “The Almighty”
as a generic term. It’s not borrowed from the name of a pagan idol. Sadly, “God” is and I’m always glad to
share “how and why” for those who are not satisfied with the information found in our studies on this topic.
I’m certainly not about to imitate those who refer to our Heavenly Father as their “God.” If my debate opponent had not been aware of this principle, I would have looked the other way as I composed this study. I
will let it go at that.

Chuck’s Ad Hominem Attack on Philo
Chuck took me by surprise when, during our public debate, instead of agreeing that Philo, like the
Apostle John, regarded the Logos as the Creator, he chose to employ a debate stratagem known as ad
hominem. Ad hominem is where you attempt to discredit an individual so as to shift the audience’s focus
away from the actual issue. In this instance, my opponent presented Philo as a confused pagan philosopher,
who mixed heathen philosophies with his Jewish beliefs. Those heathen philosophies included the worship of
multiple deities, not the One creator, Yahweh. Certainly, then, any attempt to use Philo as an historical reference must be negated and rejected because of the pagan philosophies he “mingled” into his Jewish faith. Or
so Chuck would have us to believe. With the above background information in mind, here’s the full text of
Chuck Henry’s debate commentary pertaining to Philo and Justin Martyr47:
Now let’s look at Philo. Larry mentioned Philo and talked quite a bit about him.
Philo, who lived from about 20 BCE to 50 CE, also known as Philo Judaeus and Philo
of Alexandria, was a Hellenistic Jew, philosopher, and historian who lived in
Alexandria, Egypt. Besides Philo’s writings, he is known for leading a delegation of
the Jewish community of Alexandria to Rome. And we find that documented in the
Encyclopedia Judaica and there’s other places where it’s documented.
As Larry mentioned, he believes that Philo’s statements represent the ancient Jewish
understanding of Scripture. Let’s look at some statements by Philo and I quote:
For it was impossible that anything mortal should be made in the
likeness of the Most High God the Father of the universe; but it
could only be made in the likeness of the second God, who is the
Word of the other. — Philo, “On Providence, Fragment I”
Next excerpt, and I quote:
No mortal thing could have been formed on the similitude of the
Supreme Father of the universe, but only after the pattern of the

47

Chuck’s commentary on Philo begins at the 1 hour, 20 minute, 30 second mark of the debate video.
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second deity, who is the Word of the Supreme Being. —“Questions
and Answers on Genesis, II,” p. 1134
Please notice that according to Philo’s own words, he identifies the Word as the “second God” and the “second deity.” Remember that Philo was a Hellenistic Jew living
in Alexandria, Egypt.
Larry’s interruption: I need to interrupt Chuck here, something I wasn’t able to do during the debate,
nor would the following have likely popped into my head on such short notice: Philo stated that the “second
deity” is the Word and Chuck chooses this quote to ridicule him? But didn’t the Apostle John essentially say
the same thing in John 1:1? John stated that in the beginning was the Word, the Word was with Elohim and
the Word was Elohim. Or, as the King James Version translators rendered it, “In the beginning was the Word,
and the Word was with God, and the Word was God” (quote, unquote). Now if the Word was with God, how
can the Word be God – unless there’s a “second deity”? Please keep in mind I’m only using “God” here so as
to come down to Chuck’s playing level. If there’s a “second deity,” the phrase makes sense, especially since
we know from verse 14 that “the Word became flesh.” Did both Father and Son “become flesh”? Of course
not, so it appears there must be a “second deity.” By the way, the literal translation of Greek text of John 1:1
reads, “In (the) beginning was the Word, and the Word was with Theon, and Theos was the Word.” We have
already established and proven that there is more than one Elohim, despite Chuck’s attempt to reduce the Angel of Elohim to “representative of Elohim” status, i.e., “not really Elohim.” As you may recall, the Angel of
Elohim plainly identified Himself as Elohim. In summary, Philo did nothing wrong, but that won’t stop
Chuck from attempting to malign him.
Chuck continues the verbal assault on Philo:
The following excerpts document the influences of foreign thought on Philo:
The Werner Encyclopædia states:
Beyond the limits of Palestine thought took a wider range. In adopting the Greek
language the Hellenistic Jews had also become open to the influences of foreign
speculation, and the schools of Alexandria, whose greatest teacher, Philo, was contemporary with the foundation of Christianity, had in great measure exchanged the
faith of the Old Testament for a complicated system of metaphysico-theological speculations upon the Absolute Being, the Divine Wisdom, the Logos, and the like, which
by the aid of allegorical interpretation were made to appear as the true teaching of
Hebrew antiquity.48
From the article “Bible” in the Werner Encyclopædia.
Larry’s interruption: Exchanging the faith of the Old Testament for a complicated system of
metaphysico-theological speculations is a serious charge that warrants a display of evidence proving Philo’s
48

This same article is also available for reading online at the following link:
https://www.1902encyclopedia.com/B/BIB/bible-08.html
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guilt. Just what exactly did he teach that brought on such a scathing assault by the encyclopedia author?
Chuck offers nothing, just the words of an accuser. Shouldn’t he have presented evidence to back up such a
serious charge instead of taking the accuser’s word for it? Chuck, like so many others who have already made
up their minds, would likely say, “Philo is obviously guilty of idolatry! What further need do we have of
witnesses?”
But he continues:
The Encyclopædia Britannica states:
By far the greatest figure in Alexandrian Jewish literature is Philo, who has come to
be recognized as the first Jewish theologian. His use of Greek philosophy, particularly
that of Plato, to explicate the ideas of the Torah and his formulation of the Logos
(Word, or Divine Reason) as an intermediary between God and the world helped lay
the foundations of Neoplatonism, gnosticism, and the philosophical outlook of the
early Church Fathers.49
This is the background of Philo from the article, “Judaism” in the Britannica Online
Encyclopedia.
Larry’s interruption: Prior to
my debate with Chuck, I’m not even
sure I had ever heard of “Neoplatonism.” I wonder if anyone in the
audience had? I wonder if Chuck
had? Afterwards, I took the time to at
least look up the word to see what it
means. Our dictionary defines it as
“A philosophical and religious system
originated in the 3rd century, composed chiefly of elements of
Platonism and Oriental mysticism,
later influenced by Christianity.”50
This, for me, is too vague, so I tried an
online search for “Neoplatonism.”
The first “definition” I found consisted of an extensive article that I
From Encyclopædia Britannica (online), article “Judaism.” The entire article is currently available at the
following link:
https://www.britannica.com/topic/Judaism/Religious-rites-and-customs-in-Palestine-the-Temple-and-thesynagogues
50
New Webster’s Dictionary of the English Language, “Neoplatonism,” the Delair Publishing Company, Inc., 1971,
p. 638.
49
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estimate would have taken me an hour to read and even longer to absorb it all. It’s from the Standard Encyclopedia of Philosophy. I skimmed some of the article and pretty much concluded that Neoplatonism essentially
boils down to man’s attempt to determine what the essence of Elohim is. So it’s not like these men worshipped the sun or the moon, they were just trying to figure out what constitutes “Elohim,” or as they would
have put it, “Theos.” The Bible obviously doesn’t tell us what makes up the physical attributes of “Elohim,”
we’re just told that He’s Spirit, whereas we are flesh and blood. On that basis, I don’t see the need to probe
any further. Others with inquiring minds want to know more. I think that would be a brief summary of “Neoplatonism.” Or you can just read the full, complete article and tell me where I’m mistaken. All I know is,
when I finished skimming the article, in the author’s concluding remarks he wrote the following:
The history of Neoplatonism until the present day is much too diverse and complex to
be done justice to in an introductory article such as this. 51
So after such a lengthy exposé, all we’ve read in that online encyclopedia is an “introductory article”?
Of course, as Chuck works at laying a heathen, “god worshipping” foundation for Philo, the audience by this
time doesn’t really care what “Neoplatonism” means. To them it’s another nail in Philo’s scholarly, yet
heathen, coffin. Keep in mind that Philo never espoused Neoplatonism because Neoplatonism didn’t exist
until the 3rd century CE and Philo died around the year 50 CE. This won’t stop men from giving Philo credit
for “laying its foundation.”
One more thing about the Greek Philosopher Plato before we continue with Chuck’s commentary: Plato
never had access to Torah writings in his lifetime because he spoke Greek, not Hebrew, and the Greek
Septuagint wasn’t translated until the 3rd century BCE. Plato died in the 4th century BCE, some 100 years
earlier. Plato had some rather unorthodox views, many of which Philo did not agree with, including reincarnation. Nevertheless, as it turns out, Plato believed there is an omniscient and benevolent creator, which is a
unifying factor in a world dominated by idol-worshippers. Philo, instead of distancing himself from Plato’s
devotees, most likely attempted to reconcile the Creator of the Bible with Plato’s perceptions of the Creator
and it is this conciliatory attempt that, in my opinion, is at the heart of Chuck Henry’s attack. Consider the
following from Plato’s Symposium. In this writing, Plato quotes from a female philosopher and priestess
named Diotima and addresses an Athenian aristocrat named Phaedrus:
(Plato, addressing Phaedrus, but quoting Diotima): “But what if man had eyes to see
the true Beauty—the divine Beauty, I mean, pure and clear and unalloyed, not
clogged with the pollutions of mortality and all the colours and vanities of human
life—thither looking, and holding converse with the true beauty simple and divine?
Remember how in that communion only, beholding beauty with the eye of the mind,
he will be enabled to bring forth, not images of beauty, but realities (for he has hold
not of an image but of a reality), and bringing forth and nourishing true virtue to
become the friend of the Almighty [Theos] and be immortal, if mortal man may.
Would that be an ignoble life?’
Standard Encyclopedia of Philosophy, article “Neoplatonism,” can be read online at
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/neoplatonism/.
51

Did Yeshua the Messiah Have a Pre-Carnal Existence? Part II – The Enhanced Debate Presentation

Chapter 8

103

(Plato, addressing Phaedrus): Such, Phaedrus—and I speak not only to you, but to all
of you—were the words of Diotima; and I am persuaded of their truth. And being persuaded of them, I try to persuade others, that in the attainment of this end human
nature will not easily find a helper better than love. And therefore, also, I say that
every man ought to honour Him as I myself honour Him, and walk in His ways, and
exhort others to do the same, and praise the power and spirit of love according to the
measure of my ability now and ever.52
I’m not about to claim that I agree with everything that Plato believed, yet when reading those ancient
words exhorting others to honor the Almighty, praising the power and spirit of love, I can’t help but think of
such Bible verses as 1 John 4:8, where we read, “He that loveth not knoweth not the Almighty; for the
Almighty (Greek Theos) is love.” Or how about Psalms 128:1 – “Blessed is every one that feareth Yahweh;
that walketh in his ways”? Maybe I have some serious differences with Plato’s overall theology, but I try to
get along with others and I can at least respect someone whose desire is to become a “friend of the Almighty”
and who wants to honor Him and walk in His ways. If Philo made the attempt to reconcile Plato’s desire to
honor the Almighty with his own understanding of Elohim’s love for His children, I can at least respect that,
especially when Philo writes such things as how we exhibit our love for the Almighty by obeying Him. For
example:
The one most powerful relaxation of the soul leads to the sacred love of the one living
Mighty One [Theos], teaching mankind to take the Almighty as its guide in all their
plans, and words, and actions.53
Philo understood and taught that the most powerful “relaxation of the soul” leads to the sacred love of
that Almighty, which in turn leads to accepting Him as our guide in everything we
think, do and say. Will Biblical Unitarians focus in any way on how Philo understood that
loving the Almighty includes obeying Him?
Not likely – an ad hominem attack focuses
solely on throwing any “dirt” they can find,
even if it means taking comments out of context and even if it means quoting accusers
before determining whether or not the accused
is guilty. However, as the saying goes,
“When you throw dirt, you’re losing ground.”
I think Chuck’s attack on Philo and Justin
Martyr gained some ground with his

Plato, Symposium 211–212. The entire text of Plato’s speech can be read online at the following link:
http://www.john-uebersax.com/plato/myths/diotima.htm
53
Philo, excerpt from the last book of the Questions arising in Exodus, found in The Works of Philo, translated by
C. D. Yonge, Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1993, p. 891.
52
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supportive audience, but I’m more interested in whether or not it gained ground with Yahweh. My personal
conclusion is that it did not.
I have expended considerable space towards defending Philo in the interest of offering a more balanced
view than the one presented by Chuck Henry during the debate. I could offer considerably more commentary
and insights from unbiased authors, and indeed I will do so later. For now, we will resume with Chuck’s
presentation. Of course, Chuck wasn’t quite finished with his attack on Philo, so let’s see what else he had to
say:
The Encyclopedia Judaica states:
Most famous and influential are Philo’s interpretations of the story of creation and the
Patriarchs. In both areas he enriched Scripture with motifs from Greek literature.
Philo rewrote the story of creation by inserting a distinctly Platonic perspective.54
“Platonic” refers to the philosophies of the Greek philosopher Plato. — “Philo
Judaeus,” Encyclopædia Judaica.
Larry’s interruption: I would like to interrupt Chuck’s commentary here to ask, “How exactly did
Philo ‘rewrite the story of
creation’?” If Chuck had
chosen to read the next few
sentences from the above reference, he would have
answered my question and
let’s just say I have no problem with what Philo wrote
about the creation story. In
fact, I do not feel he “rewrote” it at all. We’re all free
to speculate and I have no
problem with Philo’s speculation. I do not see how he
“rewrote” anything because
“rewriting the story” would
require contradicting the original and Philo did no such
thing. Let’s read an expanded quote from the encyclopedia article with the additional quote highlighted for
easy reference:

This article is available at encyclopedia.com, article “Philo Judaeus.” Here’s a link:
https://www.encyclopedia.com/people/philosophy-and-religion/philosophy-biographies/philo-judaeus
54
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Most famous and influential are Philo’s interpretations of the story of creation and the
Patriarchs. In both areas he enriched Scripture with motifs from Greek literature.
Philo rewrote the story of creation by inserting a distinctly Platonic perspective.
Relying on Plato's Timaeus, he argued that such a beautiful world could only have
been created as a copy of an ideal model. Distinguishing between an active cause and
the passive material, which is shaped into ever new forms, Philo describes the activity
of God as initially creating the ideal cosmos in His own mind and then modeling the
material cosmos in its image (Opif. 1–25).55
Please understand that Chuck Henry omitted sharing with his audience exactly “how” Philo rewrote the
creation account. I would say there’s a reason for that and it’s not because he was concerned about time constraints. Chuck, as Philo’s accuser, would accuse Philo of agreeing with Plato that such a beautiful world as
the one we live in could only have been created as a copy of an ideal model. Oh, my goodness! What a
pagan concept! I’m being cynical here to emphasize that there is absolutely nothing wrong with Philo’s way
of thinking on how this world is the copy of an ideal model. When the Apostle John, in Revelation 21:2-3
describes the new Jerusalem coming down from heaven and a great voice from heaven declaring that the
tabernacle of Elohim is now with mankind, is this not a glimpse at the heavenly tabernacle in comparison with
the earthly copy? There is a pattern – a pattern that Philo understood and even if he didn’t understand it perfectly, do any of us? I would hardly use Philo’s “Platonic perspective,” at least in this particular instance, as
an opportunity to malign him – unless I were desperate for any “sleaze material” I can get my hands on.
Chuck can call me a pagan if he wishes, but I would like to say that I’m on both Philo’s and Plato’s side, at
least on this one. Again, to be clear, I don’t agree with everything Philo wrote, nor have I ever claimed such a
thing. My only point all along has been that Philo agreed with the Apostle John regarding the identity of the
Logos. Chuck draws his audience away from this fact, painting an image of a pagan philosopher who was out
of touch with Biblical truth. Never mind that he wrote essentially the same thing that John wrote! Chuck
continues:
The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia states:
Minor phenomena aside, three principle movements characterized the time: the
Pagan reaction, or reversion to forms of religion that had sufficed the peoples of the
Roman empire hitherto--this manifested itself strongly with Augustus, and entered its
decline with perhaps the death of Plutarch, circa 120 AD; the appearance of
Christianity; and what is known as Syncretism, or interfusion between the
conceptions of different races, especially in religion, philosophy and morals--a
circumstance which affected the fortunes of Christianity deeply, found its chief
exponent in Philo, and maintained itself for several centuries in theosophical systems
of the Gnostics and neo-Platonists.
Another excerpt from the same article:

55

You can read the entire article on Philo Judaeus at the following link:
https://www.encyclopedia.com/people/philosophy-and-religion/philosophy-biographies/philo-judaeus.
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Philo’s doctrine of God, like that of the neo-Platonic school, which
he heralded, is thoroughly dualistic.56
“Dualistic” meaning more than one El; more than one Mighty One.
Larry’s interruption: Please pardon this brief interruption, but please notice that Chuck here hones in
on “more than one El; more than one Mighty One,” as though such a thought or belief is the epitome of sacrilege. Of course, the question of whether or not there is more than one El is what this entire discussion is all
about: Is there more than one Elohim? The mere notion of such a thing is an abomination to Chuck, even
though we have already proven that, in addition to the “one true Elohim,” there’s an Elohim who serves as the
physical manifestation of Elohim – a second Elohim. In short, I support Philo’s “dualistic” understanding of
Elohim in spite of Chuck’s attempt to portray him as a heathen “god worshipper.”
Chuck now moves on to address the Logos:
Let’s talk about a little bit about Philo’s logos. Regarding Philo’s use of logos, The
Encyclopædia Judaica reports, “Logos as an independent entity appeared in Jewish
literature suddenly in the writings of Philo.” Recall that Philo lived about 20 BCE to
50 CE. Consequently, the sudden appearance in Jewish literature of logos as an independent entity — that is, as an independent being or existence — in Philo’s
writings indicates that this does not reflect ancient Jewish understanding of the
Scriptures.
Larry’s interruption: I must
once again interrupt Chuck’s commentary, this time to point out that his
reference, The Encyclopædia Judaica,
is mistaken with its assertion that
Logos, as an independent entity, appeared “suddenly” in the writings of
Philo. Greek-speaking Jews who lived
before Philo also used Logos as an independent entity in their writings as
well. These include Aristobulus of
Alexandria (181–124 BCE). Within the
writings of Aristobulus we find an allusion to the Logos as the Creator. The
following is an excerpt from Celia M.
Deutsch’s book From Hidden Wisdom
and the Easy Yoke: Wisdom, Torah and Discipleship in Matthew 11.25-30:
From International Standard Bible Encyclopedia Online, article “Philo Judaeus,” published in 1939 by Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Co. The entire article on “Philo Judaeus” is accessible online at the following link:
https://www.internationalstandardbible.com/P/philo-judaeus.html
56
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We find a teacher’s invitation in a fragment of Aristobulus in which Aristobulus
has ‘corrected’ an Orphic text in such a way as to demonstrate through Orphaeus’
own words that all pagan philosophy is derived from the Law of Moses. Two statements in the corrected text are particularly significant here. First, Orphaeus bids
Museaeus, his addressee, to listen to him, for he has truths to tell. Second, Orphaeus
concludes with the words: ‘Draw near in thought, my son; but guard thy tongue with
care, and store his doctrine in thy heart.’
Orphaeus exhorts Museaeus to look to the divine Logos, who is alone One, who is
the Creator and who brings all things to perfection--the beginning, middle and end of
all. While the text focuses on knowledge through the Logos of God as Creator, it alludes briefly to the question of theodicy.57
We thus see that, regardless of how one feels about the identity of the Logos, contrary to The
Encyclopædia Judaica article cited by Chuck, its appearance in Jewish literature pre-dates Philo.
Chuck concludes his exposé on Philo as follows:
Philo versus Bible history: Remember, according to Philo’s own words, he identifies
the “Word” as the second God and the second deity. If Philo’s statements on the
Logos represent the way Yahweh’s people believed from ancient times, where are
similar historical comments from Moses, Isaiah, Malachi and Job? Not only are such
statements lacking, but instead, we find the opposite stated and I’ve already read
some of those scriptures today.
Larry’s interruption: Chuck asks, “Where are similar historical comments from Moses, Isaiah, Malachi
and Job?” He then answers his own question, but his answer is incorrect. He states that such statements are
lacking, but all he needs to do is read the text of the Septuagint to see that Logos is woven throughout the Old
Testament. For example, King David wrote, “For with thee is forgiveness: for thy name’s sake have I waited
for thee, O Yahweh, my soul has waited for thy Word (Logos).”58 I counted 49 times in the first five books of
the Bible where Logos is used. Although the likes of Moses, Isaiah, Malachi and Job did not speak Greek,
they were certainly familiar with its Hebrew equivalent: The Dabar of Yahweh.
Chuck’s ends his scathing rebuke of Philo with the following question:
So my question is, “Who shall we believe? Philo or the Bible?”
This is where Chuck officially, albeit unfairly, proclaims a dichotomy between Philo and the Bible. Let’s
answer Chuck’s question: Philo upheld the sanctity and inspiration of Scripture above that of men, including
himself. As such, I’m persuaded that Philo would answer, “The Bible. Only believe me as I am supported by
57

From Hidden Wisdom and the Easy Yoke: Wisdom, Torah and Discipleship in Matthew 11.25-30, by Celia M.
Deutsch, Sheffield Academic Press, 1987, p. 113.
58
Psalms 129:4-5 in the LXX; Psalms 130:5 in Hebrew text. Note: Due to the fact that the name “Yahweh”
appeared in the most ancient fragments of the LXX instead of Kurios, I restored that name in the text I cited.
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the Bible.” The fact that Philo devoted his life to studying Scripture demonstrates that creating a dichotomy
between him and the Bible is something that only those who are not well-acquainted with his works would
think to do. I have demonstrated that Philo is not mistaken in stating that there is a “second Elohim” – the
physical manifestation of Yahweh (Gen. 32:28, Ex. 3:2, 13-16). Thus, as authoritative as Chuck attempted to
appear with his question above, he proved nothing.
An ad hominem attack wouldn’t be an ad hominem attack if it were balanced. Chuck’s sole focus on
Philo was that of disparaging pretty much everything about him. During our March 2019 debate in our home,
when I initially gave Chuck my information on how Philo regarded the Logos, I mistakenly assumed that
Chuck would either (a) be persuaded that Philo’s understanding of the Logos matches my interpretation of the
New Testament writers, which would in turn end the debate, or (b) produce contradictory historical evidence
validating that some “heavy hitter” scholars of the first century (or earlier), like Chuck, regarded the Logos or
Dabar as an insentient “thought, plan or reasoning process.” Unable to produce either, Chuck devoted the
ensuing three months to digging up whatever “dirt” he could find on Philo, regardless of how unbiased his
sources would be. Frankly, I did not believe Chuck was capable of perpetrating an ad hominem attack. It
never occurred to me that he would stoop to such a level.

The Logos and High Priest
I was able to delve much more deeply into Philo’s use of Logos with additional commentary during our
private March 2019 debate. During the interim time between that debate and the follow-up debate held in
Rising Star, TX three months later, I put together some additional slides with the intention of weaving at least
a few of them into that debate. Regrettably, I soon discovered that there was simply not room for all of them.
In March, I strongly felt that once Chuck saw the historical understanding of “who” the Logos is, i.e., it’s not
a “Plan,” he would realize the folly of teaching that Yeshua did not have a pre-carnal existence. Once the
March debate was over, I realized that Chuck had already made up his mind, so it became clear that nothing
Philo wrote will dissuade him from his position. Regardless of how Chuck views the historical testimony, my
focus must remain on presenting truth, not on what might contribute towards changing Chuck’s mind. For
those who would like to know more about how Philo regarded the Logos, including the fact that he regarded
the Logos as the high priest, the following “unused” slides may be of interest.
My first slide in this section addresses the fact that Philo regarded the Logos as a “suppliant.” What is a
“suppliant”? Not being familiar with that word, I had to look up its definition. Our dictionary defines it as “A
humble petitioner.” That is precisely the role that Yeshua performs as our High Priest, petitioning the Father
on our behalf. Did Philo know more about the role of Logos than Biblical Unitarians are willing to admit?
Here’s a slide from our March 2019 debate:
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Philo wrote that the Logos is “continually a suppliant [“humble petitioner”] to the immortal Elohim on
behalf of the human race.” Does this remind you of anyone? If not, please re-read such verses as Hebrews
2:14-18 or Hebrews 7:23-27, which is displayed below:
23 And they truly were many priests, because they were not suffered to continue by
reason of death:
24 But this man, because he continueth ever, hath an unchangeable priesthood.
25 Wherefore he is able also to save them to the uttermost that come unto Elohim by
him, seeing he ever liveth to make intercession for them.
26 For such an high priest became us, who is holy, harmless, undefiled, separate from
sinners, and made higher than the heavens;
27 Who needeth not daily, as those high priests, to offer up sacrifice, first for his own
sins, and then for the people’s: for this he did once, when he offered up himself.
The author of Hebrews understood that Yeshua ever lives to make intercession for those the turn to
Elohim through Him. “Intercession,” by definition, is “The act of interceding; mediation; entreaty, prayer, or
petition in behalf of another.”59 Yeshua is the Mediator between us and the Father.
Here’s another slide I put together to highlight a striking parallel between how Philo describes the Logos
and how the author of the book of Hebrews describes Yeshua the Messiah:

New Webster’s Dictionary of the English Language, “Intercession,” the Delair Publishing Company, Inc., 1971,
p. 501.
59
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Let’s think about the above slide for a moment before we move on. The Word, the Logos, is a “humble
petitioner to the immortal Elohim”? How did Philo come up with such a notion as this? Was this some sort
of pagan ideology that he borrowed from the Greeks? And what’s this about Yeshua “ever living to make
intercession” for us (Heb. 7:25)? Just what is “intercession”? Our dictionary defines it as, “The act of interceding; mediation; entreaty, prayer, or petition in behalf of another.” This is the role of a mediator; as Philo
put it, “a suppliant [“humble petitioner”] to the immortal Elohim.” This is Yeshua. This is the Logos.
The author of the book of Hebrews unabashedly refers to Yeshua as our high priest who makes intercession for us before Elohim. Philo, who never even knew who Yeshua was, referred to this same Logos as
high priest. Here are two samples from Philo’s writings:
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Chuck Henry’s Reaction to Philo Identifying the Logos as “Mediator”
As I mentioned in my introduction to this section, I displayed the above slides during the private debate I
had here in our home with Chuck Henry in March 2019. I was surprised at Chuck’s reaction to Philo identifying the Logos as a Mediator between Elohim and mankind. I guess I should have regarded his reaction as
a prelude to the ad hominem attack he perpetrated on Philo three months later, but I did not. In his response,
Chuck presented the view that in Old Testament there was no mediator between man and Yahweh. Since
our March debate was recorded, here’s a transcript of what Chuck had to say in response to the above
PowerPoint slides:60
Larry would have us believe that Philo believed that there was a Mediator waaaay
back there, who was the firstborn Word, by which all the world was made. I find in
the book of Job, which is a Scriptural reference, this is what Job said, chapter 9,
verses 32 through 33, “For He is not a man” [speaking of Yahweh Elohim], “He is
not a man as I am, that I may answer Him, And that we should go to court together,

60

Just for the record, Chuck’s commentary begins at the 4:52:29 mark of the recorded debate.
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Nor is there any mediator between us, Who may lay his hand on us both.” So Job, we
find back in his days, there was no mediator between him and Yahweh.
Again, I was surprised by the above commentary, even shocked; but I was not given an opportunity that
day to rebut Chuck’s words, especially given that it would take some time to adequately research what Job
meant when he said there was no mediator between him and the three “friends,” who were apparently there to
pour salt on Job’s already painful sores, not to mention his broken spirit. Now that I’ve had some time to look
into Chuck’s argument a little more carefully, I am hopeful that someday he will retract the above as an argument – because it utterly fails.
First, hopefully we all recognize Yeshua as our High Priest, who is also our Mediator; we should give
thanks every day that He is our Mediator. Isn’t mediating what a high priest does? Doesn’t the high priest
mediate between the people and the Almighty? So when Yeshua became our High Priest, does this mean all
those other high priests were not mediators between mankind and Yahweh? Were they mere figureheads
without a purpose for their time period? Apparently, that is Chuck’s view, at least based on the above commentary. Certainly, Chuck should recognize that Moses was a mediator, as Paul establishes in Galatians 3:19:
19 Why the law then? It was added because of transgressions, till the seed should
come to whom the promise was made, and it was ordained by angels in the hand of a
mediator.
Who was the mediator described in the above verse? Of course, it was Moses. Moses not only mediated
on behalf of the Israelites in terms of receiving the law from the Angel and passing it along to the people, but
he also mediated between the Israelites and Yahweh when Yahweh was about to annihilate the Israelites due
to their rebellion during what is known as the “Golden Calf Incident.” Displayed below is Exodus 32:9-14:
9 And Yahweh said unto Moses, I have seen this people, and behold, it is a stiffnecked people.
10 Now therefore let me alone, that my wrath may grow hot against them, and that I
may consume them: and I will make of thee a great nation.
11 And Moses besought [Heb. chalah, #2470] Yahweh his Elohim, and said,
Yahweh, why doth thy wrath grow hot against thy people, which thou hast brought
forth out of the land of Egypt with great power, and with a mighty hand?
12 Wherefore should the Egyptians speak, and say, For mischief did he bring them
out, to slay them in the mountains, and to consume them from the face of the earth?
Turn from thy fierce wrath, and repent of this evil against thy people.
13 Remember Abraham, Isaac, and Israel, thy servants, to whom thou swarest by
thine own self, and saidst unto them, I will multiply your seed as the stars of heaven,
and all this land that I have spoken of will I give unto your seed, and they shall inherit
it for ever.
14 And Yahweh repented of the evil which he thought to do unto his people.
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Thanks to Moses’ successful mediation, thousands of Israelites’ lives were spared; they certainly deserved to die, but thanks to a mediator they were saved. In the many discussions I have had over the years
with fellow believers, most, if not all, of us consider ourselves to very likely be descendants of the nowdispersed and scattered Israelites. If our hunches are correct, just think for a moment where we might be
today if Moses had not assumed the role of mediator between our ancestors and Yahweh that day. Would any
of us have even been born? Please think about that for a few minutes! I would ask Chuck, “Do you still
believe there was no mediator ‘waaaay back there’?”
Please take note of the Hebrew word chalah, as used in verse 11 above. It’s translated “besought” in the
King James Version. This verb is translated by different versions in a variety of ways, such as “entreated,”
“sought the favor of,” “begged,” “implored,” “pleaded,” and Jay P. Green, Sr., in his The Interlinear Bible,
renders it “prayed.” When Moses expressed chalah to Yahweh, he did all those things because he loved his
people and did not want them wiped off the face of the earth in spite of their rebellious nature. In doing what
he did, Moses interceded on behalf of his people, the Israelites. Is not intercession something performed by a
mediator? In fact, here’s how the Holman Christian Standard Bible translates Exodus 32:11:
11 But Moses interceded with the LORD his God: LORD, why does Your anger
burn against Your people You brought out of the land of Egypt with great power and
a strong hand?
Was Moses the only mediator in what is known as the Old Testament? What about Abraham pleading
with Yahweh concerning what was about to happen to Sodom and Gomorrah (Gen 18:17-33)? Were there
other mediators as well? As we’re about
to see, the answer is yes. But let’s go
back to Chuck’s commentary from the
book of Job for a moment. Let’s just say
that Job needed a mediator between him
and Yahweh because he wanted to know
why he was being punished in such a
tragic way. It didn’t help matters any
that his three “friends,” Eliphaz, Bildad
and Zophar, were there to pour salt on
his wounds! But think about why Job
wasn’t granted a mediator: Yahweh had
already agreed with Satan that he (Satan)
could do to Job as he wished, just not
take his life. Was Yahweh supposed to
send a mediator to Job under these circumstances and say, “Job, you’re on the
right track here – it’s just that you’re
being tested to see how strong your faith is! Take courage, keep on enduring the pain, as well as the accusations from your friends a little longer and things will turn out fine!” Is that what Chuck thinks should have
happened? Does Chuck truly think that Job’s not having a mediator means there were simply no mediators in
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the days of Job? I maintain that this was an isolated incident in the life of one man, not the status quo for
mankind; in fact, in a fascinating turn of events, it turns out that Yahweh Himself ended up being Job’s
Mediator.
As we know from the story of Job, in spite of his protests to the contrary, the three accusers relentlessly
persisted in letting Job know that his own sins had brought this horrible calamity upon himself. Nothing Job
said in his defense swayed them. It was them
against him, three against one. As Job rightly lamented, there was no one available to mediate on
his behalf. Not between him and Yahweh and
certainly not between him and his accusers. He
was literally on his own. No mediator to defend
his cause. Or was there? Job had to endure
nearly 20 more chapters of scathing reproof from
Eliphaz, Bildad and Zophar with no “apparent”
mediator in sight. Then, suddenly, abruptly,
things changed in chapter 38. A Mediator intervened! And who was this Mediator? None
other than Yahweh Himself! I think Chuck
would agree that Job couldn’t have found a better
Mediator than Yahweh Himself!
Try looking at it like this: Although Job lamented not having a mediator between him and
Yahweh, in the end Yahweh was Job’s Mediator
– providing the ultimate defense of Job’s character in deference to his accusers.
A few days after the “warm-up” debate had
ended, as Chuck’s words from that particular
commentary slowly jelled in my brain, I remember thinking, “Hey, wait a minute! Weren’t the priests mediators as well?” At least isn’t that what they were supposed to do? Of course, the answer is yes, but I’m not
the only one who has this understanding. Scholars of all ages have reached the same conclusion as me.
Here’s what we find in the 1915 edition of The International Standard Bible Encyclopaedia:
Mediation is in a peculiar sense the function of the priest. In the main he stands for
the principle in its God-ward aspect. Yet in the early period it was the man-ward
aspect that was most apparent; i.e. the priest was at first regarded as the medium
through which Jeh [Yahweh] delivered His oracles to men, the human mouthpiece of
supernatural revelation, giving advice in difficult emergencies by casting the sacred
lot. Before the time of the first literary prophets, the association of the priests with the
ephod and the lot had receded into the background (though the high priest
theoretically retained the gift of interpreting the Divine will through the Urim and
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Thummim, Ex 28 30; Lev 8 8); but the power they lost with the oracle they gained at
the altar. First they acquired a preferential status at the local sanctuaries; then, in the
Deuteronomic legislation, where sacrifice is limited to the Jerus sanctuary, it is
assumed that only Levite priests can officiate. Finally, in the Levitical system as set
forth in the PC [Priestly Code] (which regulated Jewish worship in the post-exilic
times), the Aaronic priests, now clearly distinguished from the Levites, have the sole
privilege of immediate access to God in His sanctuary (Nu 4 19.20; 16 3-5). God's
transcendence and holiness are now so emphasized that between Him and the sinstained people there is almost an infinite chasm. Hence, the people can only enjoy its
ideal right of drawing nigh unto God and offering sacrifice to Him through the mediation of the official priesthood. The mediatorship of priests derived its authority, not
from their moral purity or personal worth, but from the ceremonial purity which
attached to their office. All priests are not on the same level. A process of graduated
sanctity narrows down their number as the approach is made to the Most Holy Place,
which symbolizes the presence chamber of Jeh [Yahweh].61
Although the information supplied by this reference from over 100 years ago is still sound today, my primary reason for offering it here
is to validate the fact that, contrary to Biblical Unitarian Chuck
Henry, there have always been
mediators. It was apparent from
Abraham’s mediation in the attempt to save Sodom and
Gomorrah; it was apparent when
Moses interceded on behalf of
the Israelites during the “Golden
Calf Incident,” but it was never
more apparent, at least during
OT times, than through the office
of the priesthood. I can appreciate the following commentary as
found in The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible:
On the Day of Atonement (Lev 16) is found the climax of the whole OT approach to
God. It is here that in the clearest fashion is depicted the mediatorial office of the
priest toward God. As the prophet mediates God’s Word to His people, the priest
mediates man’s word to God. On the Day of Atonement the whole nation drew near
and the priest sought forgiveness for the sins of the whole people. It is easy to see
typified here what the NT means when Christ dies for all men. The Day of
61

The International Standard Bible Encyclopaedia, Vol. III, James Orr, M.A., D.D., General Editor, article
“Mediation; Mediator” by David Miall Edwards, The Howard-Severance Company, 1915, p. 2,019. This volume
may be accessed online here.
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Atonement was a community action and when the priest went into the Holy of Holies,
he met God as a representative of God’s people and carried out in action what God
had set forth as acceptable worship.62
Chuck Henry, in his attempt to refute Philo’s statement that the Logos continually serves as a “suppliant,”
or humble petitioner, to the mortal race, sought a supportive Scriptural validation. He thought he found it in
the book of Job. Did Chuck realize he chose the one specific instance in the Old Testament in which a
righteous man was purposely abandoned by Yahweh and left without any hope for mediation? I see a
striking parallel between how Yahweh abandoned the righteous Job in the OT and how Yahweh abandoned
His sinless Son as He was mercilessly beaten and left to die on His own, forsaken by His Father. In both
cases, the ever-merciful Yahweh Himself later intervened.

Philo Believed That Elohim is ONE
The most difficult aspect of this controversy involves how to reconcile the fact that there is a “second
Elohim” with the fact that
“Elohim is ONE.” If reconciling
these two facts were easy, we
wouldn’t be having this discussion and there wouldn’t have
been a debate. Nevertheless, the
fact re-mains that a Man who was
also an Angel wrestled with Jacob
in Genesis 32 and that same Man
identified Himself as Elohim.
This poses a core problem for
Biblical Unitarians.
Was He
Elohim or wasn’t He? Their
answer, as we have seen, is no, he
wasn’t – the angel was merely a
“representative”
of
Elohim.
They’re wrong about that and
their defense of their error is non-existent. They then reinforce their view that non-Biblical Unitarians worship a second Elohim, which is idolatry. So believing what the Word says makes me an idolater?
I am persuaded that 1st and 2nd century believers, Jewish and Christian alike, had a significantly greater
handle on the truth of the matter than we do and it turns out they understood a second Elohim. Justin Martyr
understood that this second Elohim was none other than the pre-incarnate Yeshua. Other scholars agreed, but
that’s when things began to get a bit more complicated. That’s when the first seeds of the Trinity Doctrine
The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Vol. 4, Merrill C. Tenney, General Editor, article “Mediator,
Mediation,” by A. H. Leitch, Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, MI, 1978, p. 154.
62
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were about to be sown. However, more than a century before the ratification of the Trinity Doctrine, one thing
nearly all believers agreed on was this: The Logos is the Firstborn Son of the Supreme Elohim; He is the
physical manifestation of Elohim and it is this same Logos who created the worlds; He is an Elohim with
whom mankind can converse face to face and when He did so, He identified Himself as Yahweh. It is for this
belief that those of my persuasion are rejected as idolaters, not only by Biblical Unitarians, but by Trinitarians
as well, because we worship a “second Elohim.”
The burning question, then, is, “Is Yahweh ONE or not?” How do we interpret such verses as Deuteronomy 6:4, which is often referred to as the Shema? Well, if I might borrow from the reasoning I presented
in Part 1 of this study, if we can understand that it was an Angel who gave
Moses His commandments, then we
know this same Angel identified Himself
as Yahweh.
When Moses told the
Israelites, “Hear, O Israel: Yahweh our
Elohim is one,” this validates worshipping the One who gave Moses the
commandments – the Angel. If we can
understand that Yeshua did indeed appear
to mankind in the form of an Angel, then
He is the One to whom we are to direct
our worship. When we worship the Son
– the physical manifestation of His Father
– we simultaneously worship the Father
as well. If the pre-incarnate Yeshua told Moses that we are to have “no other elohim before Me” (Yeshua),
then this in turn would mean that if there is an Elohim greater than Yeshua, mankind has to go through
Yeshua to worship Him. This understanding gives enhanced meaning to Yeshua’s words in John 14:6:
6 Yeshua saith unto him [Thomas], I am the way, the truth, and the life: no man
cometh unto the Father but by me.
That’s the way it is and that’s the way it’s always been. When Yeshua states that no man comes to
the Father but by Him, this means Yeshua comes first. He alone is the means to the Supreme Father. If
we can understand that this same Yeshua, in His pre-incarnate state, gave orders that we are to have no
other elohim before HIM, then we can simultaneously understand that “before HIM” meant “before” that
very Angel – the pre-incarnate Yeshua. We are to have no Elohim before Yeshua, Who is our only
means of gaining access to His (and our) Father, Yahweh the Supreme Most High.
If we can somehow grasp the above understanding, then hopefully we can better appreciate Philo
when he simultaneously recognizes the Shema and the fact that there’s a “second Elohim.” Here’s what
Philo wrote:
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Why does (Scripture) say, as if (speaking) of another Elohim [Theos], ‘in the image
of Elohim [Theos] He made man’ and not ‘in His own image?’ Most excellently and
veraciously this oracle was given by Elohim [Theos]. For nothing mortal can be
made in the likeness of the most high One and Father of the universe but (only) in
that of the second Elohim [deuteron Theon], who is His Logos (ekeinou logos). For
it was right that the rational (part) of the human soul should be formed as an
impression by the divine Logos, since the pre-Logos Elohim (Theos) is superior to
every rational nature. But He who is above the Logos exists in the best and in a
special form – what thing that comes into being can rightfully bear His likeness?63
Essentially, the question posed to Philo is, “Since there’s only one Elohim, why doesn’t Scripture
simply state that Elohim made man ‘in His own image’ instead of phrasing it that ‘Elohim made man in
the image of Elohim,’ as if there’s another Elohim?” For many readers, this question may seem confusing because Scripture does say “… in His own image”! At least that’s what it says in most Bibles
because most Bible translations are translated from what is known as the Hebrew Masoretic Text. In the
Masoretic text of Genesis 1:27, it truly does say, “So Elohim created man in His image,” but it includes
the phrase, “… in the image of Elohim created he him; male and female created he them,” which merely
comes across as redundant phrasing. So it does say, “Elohim created man in the image of Elohim,” but it
also has “in His image,” effectively removing any impressions that there may have been a “second
Elohim” involved. Here’s the literal reading from the Hebrew text:

Since most of us only have access to translations from the Hebrew Masoretic text, Philo’s answer to
the question, “Why doesn’t Scripture say Elohim made man in His image?” may seem nonsensical.
However, Philo used the Septuagint translation, which, as I presented in chapter four, can actually be
shown to be more reliable than the Masoretic Text. If you read the actual text of Genesis 1:27 in the
Septuagint version, it does not say “in His image.” Here’s what it says:
27 And Theos [Elohim] made man, according to the image of Theou [Elohim] he
made him, male and female he made them.
Displayed below is a screen capture of the Septuagint’s translation of Genesis 1:27:

63

Philo, Questions and Answers on Genesis II (62), translated by Ralph Marcus, Harvard University Press,
Cambridge, MA, 1953).
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As displayed above, the critical phrase “in His image” is not found in the Septuagint version of
Genesis 1:27. Essentially, here is how Philo interpreted Genesis 1:27: It is the Supreme Most High
Elohim/Theos who made man, but He made him in the image of the “second” Elohim/Theou because, as
Philo put it, nothing mortal can be made in the likeness of the Supreme Most High Elohim. I’m not
interested in discussing whether or not I agree with Philo’s interpretation of Genesis 1:27. It’s an interpretation, after all. The point is, Philo understood a “second Elohim.” Rabbinical Judaism of today
would likely have supported stoning Philo for daring to write such a thing, as would Biblical Unitarians.
The Jews of his day, however, had great respect for Philo, as did first century Jewish historian, Josephus.
Josephus, who was only in his early teens when Philo passed away, was well aware of Philo’s legacy
within the ranks of Judaism and how he risked his life to save his fellow Jews from the terrors being
inflicted on them by their heathen counterparts. Philo earned the respect of Josephus. Here’s what
Josephus had to say:
There was now a tumult arisen at Alexandria, between the Jewish inhabitants and the
Greeks; and three ambassadors were chosen out of each party that were at variance,
who came to Gaius.64 Now one of these ambassadors from the people of Alexandria
was Apion, who uttered many blasphemies against the Jews; and, among other things
that he said, he charged them with neglecting the honors that belonged to Caesar; for
that while all who were subject to the Roman empire built altars and temples to
Gaius, and in other regards universally received him as they received the gods, these
Jews alone thought it a dishonorable thing for them to erect statues in honor of him,
as well as to swear by his name. Many of these severe things were said by Apion, by
which he hoped to provoke Gaius to anger at the Jews, as he was likely to be. But
Philo, the principal of the Jewish embassage, a man eminent on all accounts, brother
to Alexander the Alabarch, and one not unskillful in philosophy, was ready to betake
himself to make his defense against those accusations; but Gaius prohibited him, and
bid him begone; he was also in such a rage, that it openly appeared he was about to
64

It should be noted that the number of delegates for each party in this dispute, as described by Philo, was five (c.f.,
Philo, On the Embassy to Gaius, ch. XLVI [370]). The fact that Josephus only specifies three furnishes evidence
that Josephus obtained his information about Philo and his Jewish delegation from somewhere other than Philo’s
writing.
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do them some very great mischief. So Philo being thus affronted, went out, and said
to those Jews who were about him, that they should be of good courage, since
Gaius’s words indeed showed anger at them, but in reality had already set God
against himself.65
Shall we now expect an ad hominem attack on Josephus for composing such an admirable tribute to
Philo? I recommend reading Philo’s full account of his visit to Rome in his essay On the Embassy to
Gaius. Once you finish reading, please ask yourself, “Would I, like Biblical Unitarians, think to charge
Philo with idolatry?”
Recapping Philo’s interpretation of Genesis 1:27, Philo answers that the reason Elohim made man
according to the image of
Elohim instead of “in His
image” is because there’s a
second Elohim and this
“second Elohim” is the
Logos, the Elohim with
whom man can converse
face to face without fear of
death and it is in the image
of this “second Elohim”
that we were fashioned because nothing mortal can
be made in the image of the
Supreme
Most
High
Elohim. If Philo’s interpretation is correct, then if
the Logos created the
heavens and the earth, it
was His Father, Yahweh the Supreme Most High Elohim, who formed man out of the dust of the earth.
So when it comes to the Shema, the famous verse in Deuteronomy 6:4 wherein we are told that
Yahweh is ONE, did Philo deny the veracity of that verse? Did he reject the notion that Yahweh is One?
Before I answer that question, let’s read Deuteronomy 6:4-5:
4 Hear, O Israel: Yahweh our Elohim is one:
5 And thou shalt love Yahweh thy Elohim with all thine heart, and with all thy soul,
and with all thy might.

65

Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews , Book XVIII, ch. 8. § 1.
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The clear testimony from Moses is, “Yahweh is one,” not two, not three. Yet Philo stated that
there’s a “second Elohim.”
Shouldn’t his fellow Jews
have cast him out as an
idolater for writing such a
thing? Some would say he
should have been stoned.
However, as we just read
from Josephus, his Jewish
counterparts instead selected him to represent
them before the Roman
emperor.
Philo understood that
the “second Elohim” is the
Logos, the manifestation
of the Supreme Most High
with whom mankind can
converse face to face. It is
Yahweh in a form that we can see and touch. It is not an “extra Yahweh,” as Biblical Unitarians try to
make out that it is. Philo even understood that the Logos is Yahweh’s firstborn Son – a perfect description of who Yeshua is. For someone who stands accused of idolatry in this, the 21st century, Philo
did a decent job of defending himself in the first century, i.e., he doesn’t really need any help from me.
Here’s what he wrote in The Decalogue:
Let us, then, engrave deep in our hearts this as the first and most sacred of commandments, to acknowledge and honor one Almighty Who is above all, and let the idea
that mighty ones are many never even reach the ears of the man whose rule of life is
to seek for truth in purity and guilelessness.66
It would hardly make any sense for Philo to express the notion that there’s a “second Elohim” while
simultaneously upholding the Shema — unless there’s a contingency that we’ve been overlooking. We
can either conclude that he was a confused man or we can agree that the Almighty does indeed has a
physical manifestation of Himself, a manifestation described by Philo and the Apostle John as the Logos.
If you read Philo’s On the Embassy to Gaius, you can almost place yourself there in Rome alongside
Philo as he and his fellow ambassadors risk their lives in a failed attempt to sway Emperor Gaius
Caligula to command an end to the hostilities being inflicted upon the Jews. If you can imagine being in
a place where you are surrounded by opponents who would love to watch your execution, where you are
taunted and berated, not only by your accusers, but by “Judge Gaius” himself for not recognizing him as
deity – if you can imagine finding yourself in such a setting, not knowing if you will escape with your
66

Philo, The Decalogue, ch. XIV (65). See also Philo, On the Creation, ch. XXXIII (100).
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life, yet you are willing to die rather than worship any but the One and only Elohim, that is where Philo
found himself. Parts of Philo’s essay, especially the introduction, are difficult to wade through; other
parts are fascinating – the Jews’ alarming reaction to the news that Gaius was to have a statue of himself
erected in the Holy of Holies, the intriguing story of how Gaius’s plan came to naught, the chauvinism
exhibited by King Agrippa, and even Philo’s apt description of the first century’s equivalent to
Hollywood. I challenge Biblical Unitarians to read On the Embassy to Gaius, and assuming they’re able
to put themselves in Philo’s shoes as he attempted to mediate a resolution to the horrors being perpetrated on his fellow Jews, let me know that they still consider him an idolater.
Ironically, Philo had all but given up hope that he and his fellow Jews would survive their visit to
Rome, and if they had been executed, it would have been for refusing to recognize Gaius Caligula as
deity, i.e., refusing to be idolaters. That was in the first century. Here in the 21st century, Biblical Unitarian Chuck Henry presents Philo in the opposite light – from Chuck’s perspective, in his “court,” Philo
should be judged guilty of idolatry for recognizing a “second Elohim.” Chuck’s fellow Biblical Unitarians echo the resounding charge of “Guilty!”
We will shortly see that Chuck renders the same judgment of 2nd century believer, Justin Martyr.

The Jewish Scribe and the Shema
During the debate, although I presented Philo as upholding the Shema, Chuck went to no small
effort to present Philo in the opposite light. As part of his presentation, Chuck quoted from Scripture
texts supportive of the Shema, as though they clashed with what I believe. He made a point of bringing
up the discussion Yeshua had with a Jewish scribe about “Which is the first commandment of all?”
Hopefully, we all know the Greek word translated first in that verse (prote) could also have been translated chief, as in “greatest.” So the question was, “What’s the greatest commandment of all?” Yeshua
answered that the greatest commandment is, “Hear O, Israel, Yahweh our Elohim, Yahweh is one.”
Chuck used that answer as a validation of his doctrinal belief, as though Yeshua’s answer was diametrically opposed to what I believe. Here’s a transcription of Chuck’s commentary:
And then, Deuteronomy 6:4, which has already been mentioned, how that it’s the
“Great Shema” verse, or “Hear, O Israel: Yahweh our Elohim, Yahweh is one.” Very
interestingly, we have commentary on that verse in Mark 12:28 through 34. I won’t
read all the verses, but Yeshua and a Jewish scribe had a conversation about this
matter, and Yeshua was asked, “Which is the first commandment of all?” and when
Yeshua answered, He started with the Shema: “The first of all the commandments
is, ‘Hear, O Israel, Yahweh our Elohim, Yahweh is one.’” At the end of this conversation, the scribe, towards the end of it, the scribe said, “You have spoken the
truth, for there is one Elohim, and there is no other but He” – singular. In Verse 34,
Yeshua saw that the scribe answered wisely. So the Messiah and the scribe agreed!
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They agreed! There is one Elohim and there is no other but He, thus confirming
what is meant by “one” in Deuteronomy 6:4.67
Listening to Chuck’s commentary is painful for me because it was a clear, unfair attempt to pit
Yeshua against my belief, as though what Yeshua and the scribe agreed upon is contrary to what I
believe. Chuck knew this wasn’t true when he issued his commentary, yet he nevertheless attempted to
portray me as not agreeing that Yahweh is one. I know this strategy worked for those who had not
listened carefully enough to my earlier presentation. Chuck’s approach here reminds me of the famous
manipulation strategy used by unethical lawyers when they ask the defendant, “When did you stop
beating your wife?” Even though the defendant may be innocent, the lawyer successfully creates an
impression in the jurors’ minds that the man is an abusive husband and since most people take on a
guilty appearance as they vehemently deny the charge, the precise effect the lawyer was hoping to
achieve is produced. Chuck worked this same approach with his “Yeshua came as a Man” spiel. 68
I have never claimed to understand the essence of Yahweh, so although it’s a Scriptural fact that an
Angel can be and is Elohim – as well as the physical manifestation of the Supreme Most High Elohim –
this does not mean I should be expected to explain or even understand how that process works. Nevertheless, what I have stated above – that an Angel is Elohim – is a fact that Biblical Unitarians cannot
seem to handle, so I suppose that may be why their best defense is to simply cite the Shema as though
I’m opposed to the Shema. The fact that an Angel is Elohim presents a quandary that Biblical Unitarians
are unable to satisfactorily resolve and their attempt to do so (relegating the Angel to a subordinate “representative of Elohim” instead of “very Elohim”) is feeble beyond measure. They evade addressing the
fact that an Angel literally identified Himself as Elohim to Jacob and as Yahweh Elohim to Moses. He’s
the Angel who has His own temple, another fact for which Biblical Unitarians have no answer, but when
Yeshua states that Yahweh is one, this serves as Chuck’s apparent “springboard” to refuting Yeshua’s
pre-carnal existence. After all, as Chuck would reason, Yeshua recognized that Yahweh is one, which
means there can be no one else, not even a physical manifestation of the Almighty that can appear to
man.
This is where I stand with Philo in my determination that Yahweh is one, while at the same time recognizing that the Logos is Yahweh’s firstborn Son, the instrument through whom the world was created
and the instrument through whom Yahweh reveals Himself to mankind. Through all this, Yahweh is still
one.

67
68

This commentary by Chuck Henry begins at the 1:08:03 mark of the recorded debate.
See “Preaching to the Choir: He Came as a Man,” chapter VI.
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I Who Made Them
One of the points that Chuck makes in his book is that if Yeshua created mankind, He missed a
golden opportunity to call that “fact” to the Jews’ attention in Matthew 19:4 and Mark 10:6. These
parallel passages consist of Yeshua’s response to the Pharisees’ question about whether or not it’s lawful
for a man to put away his wife. Here’s what we read in Matthew 19:3-5:
3¶ The Pharisees also came unto him, tempting him, and saying unto him, Is it lawful
for a man to put away his wife for every cause?
4 And he answered and said unto them, Have ye not read, that he which made them
at the beginning made them male and female,
5 And said, For this cause shall a man leave father and mother, and shall cleave to
his wife: and they twain shall be one flesh?
Chuck is persuaded that if Yeshua is the creator, then He should have revealed as much in His
answer to the Jews’ question. In other words, He should have replied, “Have ye not read, that I which
made them ….” Displayed below is a screen capture from page 46 of Trinity, Oneness, Duality, and
Pre-Existence:
[Grab your reader’s attention with a great quote from the document or use this space to
emphasize a key point. To place this text box anywhere on the page, just drag it.]
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Here’s a summary of Chuck’s reasoning above: In citing the Scriptural record, Yeshua pointed out
that when Elohim made mankind, HE made them male and female. Since “HE” made them, this points
away from Yeshua, proving that Yeshua could not have been the “HE who made them.” This, Chuck
reasons, establishes that Yeshua could not have been the “HE” because if it truly was Yeshua who made
them, He would have said, “I who made them” instead of “He who made them” during his discourse
with the Pharisees.
So, in other words, if I understand Chuck’s reasoning correctly, when the Pharisees asked Yeshua if
it’s lawful for a man to put away his
wife for every cause, was Yeshua
supposed to have responded, “Have
you not read, that I which made them
at the beginning made them male and
female?” There are several problems
with the above potential answer, the
first of which is the fact that no one in
his right (Scriptural) mind would have
read “… I which made them” in any
Scripture text.
Such a quotation
would have been a misrepresentation
of the text. In other words, if Yeshua
is the Creator of Adam and Eve,
here’s how Chuck believes the text of
Genesis 1:27 should read:
27 So I, Elohim, created man, in My own image, in My image I created I him, male
and female created I them.
Assuming for the sake of argument that the word “I” would have been in the original text, should
those Pharisees of Yeshua’s day been expected to recognize that Yeshua was the “I” of Genesis 1:27?
Next, let’s assume for now that Yeshua is indeed the “He” (3rd person singular pronoun) of Genesis
1:27. Should we assume that Yeshua could not and would not have spoken of Himself in the third
person? Consider the author of the very book from which Chuck quotes, i.e., Matthew. Matthew has unquestionably been considered the author of the book of Matthew, but notice what he wrote about himself
in Matthew 9:9:
9 And as Yeshua passed forth from thence, he saw a man, named Matthew, sitting at
the receipt of custom: and he saith unto him, Follow me. And he arose, and followed
him.
So did Matthew write that Yeshua saw Matthew, i.e., in reference to himself? Yes, that’s the understanding. Sure, he could have written, “I, Matthew, was seated at the receipt of custom when Yeshua
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approached and said, Follow me.” But he didn’t. There are other examples of Bible characters speaking
in the third person, such as Paul writing about Paul in Philemon 9. Thus, if we can for the moment
assume that Yeshua, in a pre-carnal
state, created mankind, then He could
very well have been expected to speak
clandestinely of Himself as creator,
unbeknownst to the Pharisees. There
would have been little point in Him, in
His flesh and blood form, to have explained to the Pharisees that He’s the
one who created mankind from the
dust of the earth! What might such an
enlightenment have accomplished in
that setting?
I am reminded of a late 1990’s
commercial for Wendy’s restaurant.
Dave Thomas, the founder, often appeared in Wendy’s commercials and was well known for his folksy, sometimes self-effacing humor. In
this particular commercial, a gruff cowboy approaches the counter to let the counter attendant know how
much he loves Dave Thomas’s new Monterey Ranch Crispy Chicken sandwich. Little does he know that
the counter attendant just happens to be Dave Thomas himself. As the cowboy finishes raving about the
delicious sandwich, he says, “If Dave were here, I’d give him a hug!”
With his folksy smile, Thomas replies, “I’m sure he’ll be sorry he missed you!”
This is just a humorous modern-day example of how people sometimes speak of themselves in the
third person. In the situation just described, the viewer is expected to understand that Dave Thomas
didn’t really want a hug from the cowboy, so he cleverly
avoided revealing his true identity. In that particular setting,
Dave Thomas didn’t want to reveal his true identity to the
cowboy. By the same token, if Yeshua is the one who
created mankind, that particular setting was not the place for
Him to make such a thing known to the Pharisees.
Finally, if I properly understand Philo’s interpretation of
Genesis 1:27, he doesn’t attribute the creation of mankind to
the Logos, i.e. the “second Elohim.” You may recall from
Philo’s testimony above that by his interpretation of Genesis
1:27, Elohim (i.e., the Supreme Most High Elohim) could not
have made man in His image because, as Philo put it, what
mortal can bear His likeness? So, according to Philo, the Most High Elohim made man in the image of
Elohim, i.e., the “second Elohim.”
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Philo in Perspective
For those who are interested in balance with regard to whether or not we should consider Philo’s testimony, I would like to reiterate that I have never
stated that I agree with everything Philo wrote, nor
have I even read everything he wrote. The scope of
this chapter is not about that. Nevertheless, in view
of Chuck Henry’s ad hominem attack, I will defend
Philo against the charge of idolatry (that’s what this
entire issue is all about, by the way). An important
point I made earlier, which bears repeating, is that
out of some 100,000-plus Jews living in Alexandria,
Egypt, Philo’s fellow Jews selected him to lead the
delegation to Rome for the purpose of negotiating a
peaceful solution to the pogroms being perpetrated
on Jews in Alexandria. A “pogrom,” by the way, is
not some trivial matter. “Pogroms” have been
described as “legalized massacres,” wherein local governments more or less look the other way when citizens’
property is confiscated and the property owners killed if they protest. 69 In this “life-and-death” situation,
Judaism turned to Philo for help and that should tell any reasonable critic something about his reputation
among his fellow Jews.
The question is, “Would those Jews have chosen Philo to plead their cause before the emperor of Rome if
he didn’t represent their overall
beliefs?” Let me just say that
when I vote for a political candidate, I vote for the one who
best represents my religious
values. So let me just also say
that those 100,000-plus Jews
didn’t cast their votes for just
“any” candidate. They selected
the guy they felt was in the best
position to persuasively present
their case and defend their cause
based on their values. Naturally, those who are biased
against Philo will either scoff at or dismiss the reasoning I’ve just presented; I do not consider such individuals to be reasonable. I am addressing this study, not to unreasonable individuals, but to those who are
reasonable and willing to examine things from a balanced, unbiased perspective.
Our dictionary defines “pogrom” as follows: “Any organized massacre or attack on a minority people, esp. one
directed against the Jews.” (New Webster’s Dictionary of the English Language, “pogrom,” the Delair Publishing
Company, Inc., 1971, p. 734). It is actually a Russian word meaning, “To wreak havoc, destroy violently.”
69
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I can understand that it is easy for those of us living in a country where we are for the most part free to
worship as we please to take our religious
freedoms for granted. I’m not aware of any
believers having their property confiscated due
to their “fanatical” religious beliefs, nor have I
heard about religious groups being targeted for
attack with government approval. Indeed,
when a lone gunman recently targeted Jews in
a synagogue while they worshipped, the police
were on the scene within minutes after being
called and officers were wounded in their
efforts to defend and protect the worshippers.70 That is a far cry from what Philo
and his fellow Jews experienced in firstcentury Alexandria, Egypt! I’m asking you to
try to imagine yourself living under those conditions and once you grasp the danger in being
identified as one who daily practices Torah observance, consider how harsh you would be in your treatment of
Philo.
Under the circumstances described above, would you, oh brave and faithful soul, speak out against and
even denounce those who do not share your beliefs, pointing out how vain their idol worship is? And is that
what you would teach your children to do,
knowing the price they would most likely
pay? Might you instead try a gentler,
more diplomatic approach, maybe attempting to point out some similarities
between the two differing faiths in an
effort to find some common ground? I am
reminded of the Apostle Paul’s diplomatic
reaction to the heathens’ worshipping the
“unknown theos” (translated “unknown
god” in most Bibles).71 Instead of ridiculing their “unknown” deity, Paul
eloquently pointed out “Who” that
unknown Mighty One is! I’m thinking
those allegedly brave souls out there who
Reference made to “Pittsburgh synagogue shooting” of 10/27/2018, Wikipedia contributors, Wikipedia, The Free
Encyclopedia,
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Pittsburgh_synagogue_shooting&oldid=956238530 (accessed May 14,
2020).
71
Cf., Acts 17:16-31.
70
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are so “bold” in their faith would sing a different tune if they knew their accusatory words would endanger not
only their lives, but the lives of their families as well. One modern-day “brave” soul who comes to mind is
the owner/webmaster of www.scripturenews2use.org. This individual has openly mocked those who believe
Yeshua had a pre-carnal
existence, boldly affirming
his (or her) belief that this is a
salvational issue, yet no one
seems to know who he or she
is because he or she is
apparently too timid to reveal
his or her identity. I have personally found that those who
are the most accusatory
towards others are those who
safely hide behind anonymous screen name masks (and
yes, even web site masks).
Not that I’m much into
quoting pagan philosophers,
but in this situation I find myself in agreement with Aesop’s Fables’ related ob-servation: “It is easy to be bold from a safe distance.”72
Aesop’s remark certainly rings true in this (and any) situation.
On the other hand, those who seek to pursue peaceable, conciliatory dialogue tend to be more transparent
and accessible. Philo, for his part, wasn’t out to ridicule or condemn; rather, much of his work seems aimed
at explaining Jewish practice and belief while incorporating a philosophical air, something that for the culture
and time period in which he lived, apparently seemed fitting … and safe. To give us some perspective, in the
current modern-day United States of America culture, it is considered “safe” to criticize our nation’s government; it is even considered “safe” to broadcast on YouTube your religious beliefs while simultaneously
criticizing opposing ones. However, it is not safe to do this in the workplace, at least not if you want to keep
your job.73 That might explain why some of the most outspoken religious zealots I’ve run into over the years
are self-employed. So it’s easy to play the modern-day USA equivalent of “armchair quarterback” and criticize Philo from across the millennia, but what would you have done if you found yourself living in the city of
Alexandria, Egypt during that time period – a time during which it wasn’t safe to even identify yourself as
Jewish, let alone speak out against the prevailing culture? How safe would you have felt then? The online
Jewish Virtual Library offers some insight into how Judaism of Philo’s day attempted to cope with the pagan
environment that surrounded them on all sides:
Taken from Aesop’s Fables, “The Wolf and the Kid,” https://www.bartleby.com/17/1/16.html.
73
A famous example of this involves former major-league baseball pitcher Curt Schilling, who was fired as a Major
League Baseball analyst from ESPN after posting anti-transgender comments on Facebook:
https://money.cnn.com/2016/04/20/media/espn-dismisses-curt-schilling/index.html. His comments have also kept
him from being voted into the Hall of Fame despite his repeated World Series heroics. His stats include over 3,000
career strikeouts and an 11-2 postseason record while contributing to three World Series championships.
72
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Jewish Culture
The Greek-speaking Jews of Alexandria were familiar with the works of the
ancient Greek poets and philosophers and acknowledged their universal
appeal. They would not, however, give up their own religion, nor could they
accept the prevailing Hellenistic culture with its polytheistic foundations and
pagan practice. Thus they came to create their own version of Hellenistic
culture. They contended that Greek philosophy had derived its concepts from
Jewish sources and that there was no contradiction between the two systems
of thought. On the other hand, they also gave Judaism an interpretation of their
own, turning the Jewish concept of God into an abstraction and His relationship
to the world into a subject of metaphysical speculation. Alexandrine Jewish
philosophers stressed the universal aspects of Jewish law and the prophets, deemphasized the national Jewish aspects of Jewish religion, and sought to
provide rational motives for Jewish religious practice. In this manner they
sought not only to defend themselves against the onslaught of the prevailing
pagan culture, but also to spread monotheism and respect for the high moral
and ethical values of Judaism.74
I am certain that Philo knew and respected
the dangers of either ridiculing or condemning
the heathen beliefs of the society in which he
lived. Somehow, he found a way to defend
and even promote a lifestyle of Torah obedience while not distancing himself from those
with whom he interacted on a daily basis.
Under the auspices of a totalitarian government, you can either “play it safe” by sharply
ridiculing and condemning those who don’t
share your beliefs — while safely tucked away
behind a cloaked identity, or you can “play it
safe” by creatively finding ways to respectfully
present and explain differing viewpoints —
while simultaneously highlighting the views
that unite us. Philo chose the latter option.

Jewish Virtual Library, © 1998 - 2020 American-Israeli Cooperative Enterprise, article “Alexandria, Egypt,”
https://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/alexandria.
74
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Once Chuck finished passing sentence on Philo and his understanding of the Logos, he turned his attention to the other guy I had in my historical evidence arsenal: Justin Martyr. I had initially intended to combine Chuck’s attacks on both men into a single chapter; however, due to the already-excessive length of this
chapter, I decided to split Chuck’s commentary – and my response – into two chapters.
In the meantime, what follows are screen shots from a separate PowerPoint presentation that I brought
with me to the August 2019 Unity Conference held in rural Sterling, Illinois. One of my reasons for attending
that conference was out of consideration that Chuck Henry might potentially use the conference as an opportunity to plug his book, while potentially incorporating some of his debate material. Such being the
possibility, I decided to attend, bringing along a follow-up presentation incorporating material that I wasn’t
able to include with my June debate, in addition to a separate rebuttal of Chuck’s ad hominem attack on Philo,
just in case the opportunity presented itself. As it turns out, Chuck didn’t attend the conference, so I didn’t
use my “Philo Attack Rebuttal” there, but I’m incorporating some of those slides below.
For some background information about the following slide, I admit I didn’t even know what an ad
hominem attack was until my daughter pointed out that this is the strategy Chuck used in response to my
having cited both Philo and Justin Martyr as historical evidence supporting my position. Essentially, an ad
hominem attack boils down to a presenter who, not being able to refute an opposing individual, does the only
thing he can to “save face”: he digs up dirt or anything negative about the person while ignoring the actual
points that person brings to the table. In this case, Chuck couldn’t refute what Philo wrote, especially since
Philo went right along with what the New Testament writers wrote, so he did his best to make Philo look like
a pagan philosopher. With this in mind, I incorporated a slide into this study to help the audience recognize
what an ad hominem attack is:

Did Yeshua the Messiah Have a Pre-Carnal Existence? Part II – The Enhanced Debate Presentation

132

Ad Hominem Attacks: Maligning Philo and Justin Martyr

Ad hominem attacks are nothing new. I’d say the second century Roman historian Tacitus presented a
classic case of an ad hominem attack in The Histories. Here’s a slide displaying Tacitus’ example of an ad
hominem attack:

Ad hominem attacks, like Tacitus’ unfair commentary about Judaism posted above, are typically unbalanced. In other words, the original focus is drawn away from the actual topic of discussion and is instead
shifted onto what the attacker has to say about a person or group of people, and the reader (or listener) is expected to believe it without question, overlooking whatever rational points those targeted individuals may
otherwise have, unaware of the fact they have been sidetracked from the actual issue. As I listened to Chuck’s
unbalanced attack on Philo and Justin Martyr, I knew something was horribly wrong with his approach, but I
didn’t know his stratagem had a name, ad hominem, until my daughter pointed it out to me. I remain extremely disappointed that the otherwise noble Chuck Henry would resort to such a tactic. On the one hand, I
do understand the concern raised by the scholarly references that Chuck cited, so I do support making allowance for their observations and testimony, while carefully examining them with the following question in
mind: Is their testimony balanced? Or is it, like Tacitus’ observation of Judaism, unfairly biased? I believe I
presented a balanced approach in my “Philo in Perspective” section above. Chuck’s was not.
Carlos Lévy is Professor Emeritus of Roman Philosophy and Literature at Université Paris-Sorbonne, and
he has written extensive papers on such topics as Cicero, Philo of Alexandria, Ancient Skepticism, and
Rhetoric. His overall summary sketch of Philo does not line up with Chuck’s narrative:
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I appreciate Dr. Lévy’s balanced approach to Philo’s writings in contradistinction to that of Biblical Unitarian Chuck Henry. Some may question why I don’t criticize Dr. Lévy for referring to the Almighty as
“God.” In response to such criticism, please note, first of all, that Dr. Lévy did not quote from Philo’s works,
at least not in the above commentary. Chuck, on the other hand, translates Theos as either the very noble
“Elohim” or “Mighty One” when quoting from the New Testament, but translates this same word as “God”
when quoting an author he’s out to malign. Next, even if Dr. Lévy had used “God” in translating anything
authored by Philo, I would not have expected him to have rendered Theos as either “Yahweh” or “Elohim”
because, frankly, I’ve come to understand that most scholars out there see absolutely nothing wrong with the
name/title “God.” That’s just what they do because that’s how they believe. It would have been an unexpected blessing if a scholar of Dr. Lévy’s standing had referred to the Almighty as “Yahweh Elohim.” In
short, with all due respect to Dr. Lévy’s scholarship, he doesn’t know any better than to refer to the Almighty
as either “God” or the French version, “Dieu.” Chuck, on the other hand, does know better. I definitely recognize the veracity and value of Lévy’s remark, i.e., his assessment that Philo gathers concepts and themes of
philosophy and frees them, i.e., to bring them into the light of the Mighty One of the Torah. He, unlike Biblical Unitarians, does not see Philo as a “pagan philosopher.”
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I’m afraid Chuck, in his attack on Philo, throws the proverbial baby out with the bathwater because Philo
serves as an excellent ancient witness validating the ancient Jewish understanding of several controversial
Scriptural topics, on many of which Chuck and I agree. One such topic is that of a continuously-repeating
weekly Sabbath. Contrary to claims made by lunar sabbatarians, the historical evidence supplied by the likes
of Philo supports the understanding that the weekly Sabbath is determined by a continuously-repeating sevenday cycle. If we’re going to throw out Philo’s testimony about the identity of the Logos while branding him a
pagan, god-worshipping philosopher, then we may as well throw also out his commentary on how to reckon
the weekly Sabbath. This method of determining credibility, after all, seems to be the “Biblical Unitarian
way,” i.e., “Our interpretation of the Bible doesn’t need to take into consideration how the ancients
understood it.”

Biblical Unitarians, modern-day Rabbinical Judaism and Lunar Sabbatarians are not the only ones who
despise Philo. There are many “Scriptural New Moon is the Conjunction” believers out there who would
likely launch their own ad hominem attacks on Philo after reading the following:
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Those who believe the Scriptural new month begins at the conjunction of the moon, when the moon is
not visible to the outward senses, prefer to reject Philo’s historical testimony of how the Jews of his day
understood the beginning of a new month, going instead with their interpretation of the Bible. That’s why
you won’t likely see any “conjunction” proponents citing anything from Philo’s writings.
Finally, for those who truly seek a balanced view of Philo, I suggest reading a rather extensive article on
Philo of Alexandria in The Anchor Bible Dictionary. It consists of eight pages of details, some positive, some
negative. That’s okay – I’ve never said I agreed with Philo on everything. Nevertheless, I have already
pointed out that Philo was well-enough respected by his fellow Jews in Alexandria, Egypt that out of the hundreds of thousands of Jews residing there, he was the one selected to lead a delegation representing his peers
before the Roman emperor. Philo clearly had the respect of his fellow Jews in Alexandria, but did his practice
and belief reflect that of all of normative Judaism? Time and space doesn’t permit me to quote The Anchor
Bible Dictionary’s entire article on Philo, but the author’s concluding summary sets a more balanced tone than
the one offered by Biblical Unitarians:
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IX. Twice Martyred:
Chuck’s Ad Hominem Attack on Justin Martyr

J

ustin Martyr professed his faith in Yeshua the Messiah as His Saviour, but insofar as Biblical Unitarians are concerned, he was
no better than a pagan idol
worshipper, all because he taught
that Yeshua had a pre-carnal existence. Ironically, Justin Martyr was
executed for refusing to worship
idols. In other words, if Justin
Martyr had believed and taught that
which Biblical Unitarians portray
him as teaching, he would not have
been beheaded by the Romans.
However, Biblical Unitarians living
during that time period would have
stoned Justin Martyr, not for refusing to worship idols, but for the
exact opposite reason listed on the
official 2nd century Roman court
record. Either way, he would have
been executed – in essence twice
martyred.
Justin Martyr was born and raised a pagan, but circumstances led him to begin a quest for truth and he
found it in Scripture. He eventually founded his own school in Rome. After a dispute with a philosopher, the
latter denounced Justin to the authorities. Justin and six companions were subsequently arrested. All they had
to do to secure their release was offer sacrifices to the Roman idols. They refused, knowing that the penalty
was to be scourged and beheaded. According to the court record, all the martyrs said: “Do as you wish; for
we are Christians, and we do not sacrifice to idols.”75 They were all executed.
With this backdrop, let’s redirect our attention to Chuck’s debate commentary. Once Chuck handed
down his official judgment of Philo’s faith, he proceeded to malign Justin Martyr, as follows: 76
Also, Justin Martyr — Larry mentioned him. He’s considered one of the “Church
Fathers,” quote, unquote. He lived about 100 to 165 CE. He’s a Christian apologist;
let’s look at a couple of statements by him, and I quote:

C.f., The Catholic Encyclopedia , Vol. 8, article “St. Justin Martyr,” by Jules Lebreton, Robert Appleton
Company, New York, NY, 1910. The full article may be read online at the following link:
https://www.catholic.org/encyclopedia/view.php?id=6554
76
Chuck’s commentary on Justin Martyr begins at the 1 hour, 26 minute, 58 second mark of the debate video.
75
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“...the Father of the universe has a Son; who also, being the firstbegotten Word of God, is even God.”77
“… is even God,” Justin Martyr said.78
Larry’s interruption: That’s not quite what Justin Martyr said. Remember, Chuck is quoting from a
translation of Justin Martyr’s
writing and the translator didn’t
get it quite right. Aside from the
translation error, I find it truly
puzzling that Chuck chose the
above quote from Justin Martyr
because Justin Martyr essentially
wrote the same thing that the
Apostle John wrote in John 1:1,
the only difference being that
neither John nor Philo ever referred to the Almighty as “God.” I
addressed Chuck’s use of “God”
when quoting those opposed to his
point of view in my previous chapter, but it’s something worth at
least a small reminder in this one.
But to address my point, since both
the Apostle John and Philo wrote
that the Logos is Elohim, would
Chuck likewise malign the Apostle John for writing the same thing as Philo?
It is also interesting that Chuck chose such a small snippet from Justin Martyr’s commentary found in
“First Apology of Justin,” which he clearly read aloud to his audience without any regard to context, nor did
77

This partial quote is taken from the First Apology of Justin, chapter LXIII. As previously mentioned, we need to
keep in mind that neither Justin Martyr nor the Apostle John ever referred to the Almighty as “God.” Instead, they
employed the generic Greek term for the Almighty, which is Theos. I prefer the universally accepted English
translation “the Almighty.” I am persuaded that Chuck intentionally preserved the translator’s choice of translating
Theos as “God” for added effect during the debate, as though Justin Martyr was a “god worshipper.” The title
“God” can be traced to the idol named God, who was worshipped by those who had forsaken Yahweh (cf., the
Hebrew text of Isaiah 65:11). For more information, we invite you to read our study Tracing the Origin of the
Word “God” or God’s Identity According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars.
78
In case you didn’t listen to Chuck’s presentation during the debate, this comment was made in a disparaging tone,
mocking Justin Martyr’s words. However, please note that Justin Martyr essentially wrote the same thing that the
Apostle John wrote in John 1:1 – “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with Elohim, and the Word
was Elohim.” Does Chuck wish to likewise malign the Apostle John in the same way that he attempts to malign
Justin Martyr? Again, keep in mind that neither Justin Martyr nor the Apostle John ever referred to the Almighty as
“God.” Instead of using “God,” they employed the generic Greek term for the Almighty, which is Theos.
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Chuck reveal the source of the quote. Thanks to Google, I was able to locate it.
expanded excerpt of what Justin Martyr wrote:

Let’s take a look at an

And if you wish to learn what follows, you can do so from the same writings; for it is
impossible to relate the whole here. But so much is written for the sake of proving
that Yeshua the Messiah is the Son of the Almighty and His Apostle, being of old the
Word [Logos], and appearing sometimes in the form of fire, and sometimes in the
likeness of angels; but now, by the will of the Almighty, having become man for the
human race, He endured all the sufferings which the devils instigated the senseless
Jews to inflict upon Him; who though they have it expressly affirmed in the writings
of Moses, “And the angel of Elohim spake to Moses in a flame of fire in a bush and
said, I am that I am, the Almighty of Abraham, and the Almighty of Isaac, and the Almighty of Jacob,” yet maintain that He who said this was the Father and Creator of
the universe. Whence also the Spirit of prophecy rebukes them, and says, “Israel doth
not know Me, my people have not understood Me.” And again, Yeshua, as we have
already shown, while He was with them, said, “No one knoweth the Father, but the
Son; nor the Son but the Father, and those to whom the Son will reveal Him.” The
Jews, accordingly, being throughout of opinion that it was the Father of the universe
who spake to Moses, though He who spake to him was indeed the Son of Elohim,
who is called both Angel and Apostle, are justly charged, both by the Spirit of
prophecy and by Messiah Himself, with knowing neither the Father nor the Son. For
they who affirm that the Son is the Father, are proved neither to have become
acquainted with the Father, nor to know that the Father of the universe has a Son;
who also, being the first-begotten Word of Elohim, is even Elohim. And of old He
appeared in the shape of fire and in the likeness of an angel to Moses and to the other
prophets; but now in the times of your reign79, having, as we before said, become a
Man by a virgin, according to the counsel of the Father, for the salvation of those who
believe on Him, He endured both to be set at nought and to suffer, that by dying and
rising again He might conquer death. And that which was said out of the bush to
Moses, I am that I am, the Almighty of Abraham, and the Almighty of Isaac, and the
Almighty of Jacob, and the Almighty of your fathers, this signified that they, even
though dead, are let in existence, and are men belonging to Messiah Himself. For
they were the first of all men to occupy themselves in the search after the Almighty;
Abraham being the father of Isaac, and Isaac of Jacob, as Moses wrote.80
No one likes being quoted out of context, but if you compare Chuck’s partial quote of a single sentence
of Justin Martyr’s writing with the full quote above, you should notice a vast difference with the added con“Your reign” is a reference to Roman Emperor Antoninus Pius.
From The First Apology of Justin, Chapter LXIII – “How the Almighty Appeared to Moses.” Note: Since it is
known that Justin Martyr did not refer to the Almighty as “God,” I rendered Theos as “the Almighty” in my
citation. I also refer to the Messiah as “Yeshua the Messiah” instead of “Jesus Christ.” Justin’s work is available
online at such locations as the following link:
https://books.google.com/books/about/The_Sacred_Writings_of_Justin_Martyr_Ann.html?id=0wZJvQqqrSsC
79
80
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text. Chuck might say he only offered a clause from a single sentence out of his concern for time. I would
answer that if you cannot at least supply the context, then don’t bother offering the quote. As it is, the intent
is all too obvious: Find whatever looks like “dirt” and throw it. Chuck offered such a tiny sound byte from
Justin Martyr, a snippet designed to malign and paganize a man whose writing, in full context, eloquently expresses what I myself hold to be true in my own study of the Word: The Angel who appeared to Moses in the
flame of fire from the burning bush is the same Angel who identified Himself as the Almighty of Abraham,
and the Almighty of Isaac, and the Almighty of Jacob, then became a Man by a virgin and willingly suffered
the agony of death for the sake of saving humanity from itself and the punishment of sin that we all deserve.
He conquered death and is now at the right hand of the Most High Supreme Elohim and Father of all. But the
greatest mystery surrounding Chuck’s attack strategy is that the very quote he attempts to demonize is nearly
verbatim what the Apostle John wrote in John 1:1. Let’s compare:

The Apostle John literally states, “The Word was Theos [Elohim]” and Justin Martyr writes, “The
firstborn Word of Theos [Elohim] is even Elohim.” Since the Apostle John so clearly identifies Yeshua as the
Word (Logos) who became flesh (Jn 1:14), everything Justin Martyr writes is in harmony with what John
wrote: The Word is Yeshua, not the “Plan.” In consequence to Justin Martyr’s identifying Yeshua as the
Logos, Biblical Unitarian Chuck Henry publicly presents him as one who subverted Yahweh’s Word. Let’s
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face it: Chuck fingers Justin Martyr as an idol worshipper. If Chuck’s words aren’t sufficient to validate this
remark, I suggest listening once more to the tone he uses in his debate commentary.
Chuck continues:
Second quote [from Justin Martyr]:
“Since if ye had understood what has been spoken by the prophets,
you would not deny that He is God, Son of the only and Unbegotten
and Ineffable God.”81
Justin Martyr’s statement.
Larry’s interruption: The above is more of the same from Chuck – this time it’s a clever sound byte
taken from Justin Martyr’s Dialogue with Trypho, adversely punctuated with the title “God,” a title that Justin
Martyr would never have used in reference to the Almighty. I accessed the actual chapter from which Chuck
quoted and once again, if you read what Justin Martyr wrote in full context and with amended titles, I agree
with virtually everything he wrote. Here’s an excerpt from chapter 126 with the portion that Chuck cited
highlighted for easy reference:
1. Now, Trypho, I said, if you had known who this is, who sometimes is called Angel
of Great Counsel, and Man by Ezekiel, and as Son of Man by Daniel, and Child by
Isaiah, and Messiah and Theos to be adored by David, and Messiah and Stone by
many, and Wisdom by Solomon, and Joseph and Judah and Star by Moses, and DaySpring by Zechariah, and liable to suffering and Jacob and Israel again by Isaiah, and
Rod and Flower and Cornerstone and Son of Theou, you would not utter blasphemies
against Him, when He has already come, and been born, and has suffered, and has ascended into heaven. Who shall also come again, and then shall your twelve tribes
wail. 2. Since if ye had understood what has been spoken by the prophets, you would
not deny that He is Theos, Son of the only and Unbegotten and Ineffable Theou. For
thus it is said somewhere even by Moses in Exodus: Now YHWH spake unto Moses,
and said unto him: I am YHWH, and I appeared unto Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, I
their Theos, and my Name I did not make known to them, and I established my covenant with them. 3. And thus does he say again: A man was wrestling with Jacob, and
He affirms that he is Theos. For he states that Jacob said, I saw Theos face to face,
and my life was saved. And he wrote down that he also called the place where He
wrestled with him, and appeared to him, and blessed him, The Vision [Form] of
Theos.82

This excerpt is taken from Justin Martyr’s The Dialogue with Trypho, Chapter CXXVI:2.
Justin Martyr, The Dialogue with Trypho, Chapter CXXVI:1-2, translated by A. Lukyn Williams, D.D., The
MacMillan Co., New York, NY, 1930, pp. 260-261. This writing may be accessed online at the following link:
https://earlychurch.org.uk/pdf/e-books/williams_a-lukyn/dialogue-with-trypho_williams.pdf
81
82
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As with the previous quote from Justin Martyr’s First Apology, Justin Martyr once again emphasizes that
Yeshua is the Angel with Whom Jacob wrestled and the Angel who spoke to Moses from the burning bush.
In other words, Yeshua is Elohim. And for that, Chuck castigates him. I’ll let Yeshua be the judge of who’s
right and who’s wrong in this matter.

Gnostic, Agnostic, Legalist, Heretic — Labels We Like to Pin on “Those People”
Chuck concludes his ad hominem attack by giving it a name: Gnosticism. Frankly, although I had heard
of Gnosticism, I didn’t really know what it meant, nor was it was ever on my radar because my concern is not
so much about the different
belief structures that have
come and gone or the labels
people tend to apply to individuals or groups who don’t
see things their way. I’ve
been called things like
“church-hopper,” “legalist,”
“cultist” and, of course, “heretic.” Yes, I know all about
name-calling. I try to not focus on the names or labels
others pin on me because my
focus has been on cultivating and deepening my relationship with Yahweh and His Son, learning more about
Them, determining what Yahweh wants His children to do and then acting accordingly. Were Philo and
Justin Martyr Gnostics? If so, what about such a belief structure would separate us? Chuck associates Philo
and Justin Martyr with Gnosticism, but first he offers his audience a definition of “Gnosticism.” With that, I
will now turn things over to Chuck:
By the way, in the Second Century, Gnosticism was invading the early Assemblies.
Under “Gnosticism,” The Oxford Dictionary states,
A prominent heretical movement of the 2nd-century Christian
Church, partly of pre-Christian origin. Gnostic doctrine taught that
the world was created and ruled by a lesser divinity, the demiurge,
and that Christ was an emissary of the remote Supreme divine
being, esoteric knowledge (gnosis) of whom enabled the redemption of the human spirit.
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That’s under the article “Gnosticism,” from The Oxford Dictionary.83
Stephan A. Hoeller, a Gnostic Bishop, writes: “The True God of transcendence is unknown in this world; in fact, He is often called the Unknown Father.” Unquote.
Thus, Gnostic doctrine includes the following assertions: The Supreme Being is remote and unknown in this world; a spokesman was thus necessary to communicate
with man and the world was created by a lesser divinity. Do these statements sound
familiar? All are ingredients of pre-existence doctrine.84
Thus furnished with the above definition of “Gnosticism,” I have very little problem with identifying myself as a “Gnostic,” at least based on
the above definition from The Oxford
Dictionary. With regard to the “heretical movement” clause, I’m sure
Chuck understands that both he and I
are considered “heretics” by nominal
Christianity due to our mutual rejection of the Trinity Doctrine, and
we wouldn’t we fare any better in the
minds of Judaism. Justin Martyr,
though revered as a saint by the
Catholic Church, would be branded a
heretic if he were alive today because
Gnosticism, by definition, rejects the
doctrine of the Trinity. You might
say that, in the scheme of things,
we’re in “no man’s land” – theologically rejected by normative
Christianity, Judaism, Islam and, of course, secular society. We can all at least rejoice together that we
currently live in a nation where we are free to practice our faith.
The above definition cited by Chuck from The Oxford Dictionary posits that Gnostic doctrine taught that
the world was created and ruled by a lesser divinity. In principle, I agree with that premise, as does the
Apostle John who, in reference to the Logos, wrote “All things were made by Him” (Jn 1:3, 10). The Apostle
Paul likewise agrees with our premise. Ho wrote, “For by Him were all things created” (Col 1:16). The
author of Hebrews also stands with us. He wrote that it was by the Almighty’s Son that the worlds were made
(Heb 1:2). So yes, we regard Yeshua as being in subjection to His Father, which is another way of ex83

The Oxford English Dictionary, originally published by Oxford University Press. In his book, Chuck supplies the
following link to access the definition of Gnosticism: https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/us/gnosticism.
When I try accessing this link, it redirects me to the following web site:
https://www.lexico.com/en/definition/gnosticism
84
This concludes Chuck’s commentary on Justin Martyr.
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pressing that He’s a “lesser divinity.” That’s not quite how I would word it, but I get the point and I agree
with its premise. The definition goes on to describe Yeshua as an Emissary of the remote Supreme divine
Being. An Emissary is in many ways functions as a Mediator, and as such, that’s an accurate description of
“Who” Yeshua is. He’s the Mediator between us and His Father. In summary, Chuck attempts to lampoon
the definition of Gnosticism, but in the end, he’s only fighting against truth. In the end, truth wins.
When Bible authors such as John and Paul wrote that all things were made by Him in reference to
Yeshua, Biblical Unitarians answer, “Well, those verses could have been translated, ‘all things were made for
Him.’” But then along comes Philo, who wrote, “Now the image of the Almighty is the Logos, by which all
the world was made.” Philo, to the disdain of Biblical Unitarians, thus validates our interpretation of such
verses as John 1:3, John 1:10, Hebrews 1:2 and Colossians 1:16. Do you now see why Chuck wants to remove
Philo from the discussion?
Much of the foregoing commentary, especially beginning with chapter six, considerably expounds upon
and expands my commentary from the debate. That’s because not only do I intend to present what I would
have presented in May 2019 before needing to whittle things down to the agreed-upon 45-minute time frame,
but I also feel the need to incorporate my reactions to Chuck’s reactions as I go along. There is no way I ever
thought I would be defending the likes of Philo and Justin Martyr against Chuck’s ad hominem attacks, so it
becomes more of a challenge for me to bring Philo into the discussion when I know Biblical Unitarians have
already made up their minds that he was a confused pagan philosopher. For those unbiased souls out there, I
have defended Philo and Justin Martyr against the attacks. Although I brought them up here at this juncture
of my presentation, they will both come up again as I wind things down.

Did Yeshua the Messiah Have a Pre-Carnal Existence? Part II – The Enhanced Debate Presentation

146

Chapter 9

Up next:
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X. Where He Was Before

T

his portion of my study, like the preceding chapters about Philo and Justin Martyr, was not a part of
my actual debate presentation. A month before the debate, I was compelled to cut out my section
titled “Where He Was Before” because I realized it would put me too far over my time limit. As it
turns out, in the last minute of my presentation, since I had a little over a minute left on the clock, I actually
tried squeezing it in. That wasn’t a sound approach on my part because I shouldn’t have started something
knowing I wouldn’t be able to finish. With that in mind, what follows is an expanded version of what I would
have included if I would have had the time.

Apart from Biblical Unitarians making this topic a salvational issue, my chief concern lies with their
manipulation of Scripture texts, essentially force-fitting them into their pre-determined doctrinal mold.
Having already seen what they do to John 6:42 is disturbing enough (i.e., “All good things come down from
heaven”), but regrettably, we don’t have to look far to see another example of how Chuck Henry distorts the
context of Biblical accounts in his effort to justify his doctrinal view. In fact, we don’t need to look any further than this same chapter of John, John chapter six. To ensure you don’t miss any context, I recommend
reading the entire chapter before proceeding with the following commentary. I say this because Chuck is adamant that those who believe Yeshua had a pre-carnal existence miss the context of Yeshua’s words in this
chapter.
Yeshua’s disciples knew that what He had just told the Jews was difficult to handle and they began murmuring. I can almost hear them questioning, “What does He mean, ‘He that eateth Me, even he shall live by
Me’?” (John 6:57).
When Yeshua perceived their confusion, He asked them, “Does this offend you? What and if you shall
see the Son of Man ascend up where He was before?” (John 6:62).
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And just where was He before? Well, just in case you overlooked it during your initial reading of this
chapter, He had just finished telling the Jews that He had descended from heaven. So where was He before?
Heaven! If He was in heaven before, then He ascends up to where He was before, where is He going? Let’s
read it:
60 Many therefore of His disciples, when they had heard this, said, This is a hard
saying; who can hear it?
61 When Yeshua knew in Himself that His disciples murmured at it, He said unto
then, Does this offend you?
62 What and if you shall see the Son of man ASCEND UP [Greek anabaino, #305 in
Strong’s] where He was before?
I’m all about “easy,” so this one is super easy. Or at least it should be. Yeshua had just told the Jews, “I
am the bread that came down from heaven,” which means before He came down, He was in heaven. So if He
ascends up to where He was before, that means
He’s going back to heaven, which in turn means
He had a pre-carnal existence. That’s context.
Gleaning this understanding should be pretty
simple, but Biblical Unitarians complicate matters by saying He didn’t really mean He came
down from heaven and what He really meant is,
“All good things come from above.” We addressed the folly of this argument in chapter five.
Of course, if Yeshua really came down from
heaven, then this means He had a pre-carnal
existence, which in turn destroys Biblical Unitarian doctrine. Biblical Unitarians need to
either reject the testimony as recorded by the
Apostle John (as some do) or they need to come
up with an explanation. They choose the latter and their explanation is, “Yeshua didn’t mean what He said.”
We’ve seen that they use this device with their explanation about what Yeshua meant when He said He came
down from heaven. We’re about to see they use this same device with their explanation of Yeshua’s asking
His disciples what they would think if they saw Him ascend up to where He was before. Since Biblical Unitarians are adamant that Yeshua didn’t really mean what He said in either instance, it’s entirely up to you what
you choose to believe. Just remember that however you lean, the truth will still be the truth.
So what did Yeshua mean when He asked, “What and if you shall see the Son of Man ascend up to where
He was before?” If Biblical Unitarians thought they had a difficult time spinning the “true meaning” of
Yeshua’s words when He said He’s the bread that came down from heaven, think of their consternation in
trying to figure out what He “really meant” when He asked His disciples what they would think if they saw
Him ascend up to where He was before! The problem is, those words from Yeshua, in and of themselves, disprove Biblical Unitarian doctrine, so the discussion should be over. However, unlike the Biblical Unitarian
Ebionites who simply rejected the book of John, 21st century Biblical Unitarians spin the book of John and if
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we aren’t careful, we’ll fall into the same trap they’ve chosen to enter. It is now time to examine, once again,
how and why Biblical Unitarians teach Yeshua didn’t really mean what He said. That’s why this chapter of
our study is here.
I’m trying to think of how Yeshua could have been clearer about FROM WHERE He descended and TO
WHERE He was going to ASCEND. In spite of His clarity, Chuck Henry says that’s not what Yeshua meant.
According to Chuck (paraphrasing), what Yeshua meant is, “What would y’all think if I came up from the
grave and [then] you see Me alive as I was before?” Again, according to Chuck, I misunderstand Yeshua’s
words because when He said, “What and if you shall see the Son of man ASCEND UP where He was
before?” what He MEANT was, “What and if you shall see the Son of man AFTER He’s risen from the grave
and is alive as He was before?”85 As shocking as all this is, Chuck goes on to say his understanding of what
Yeshua meant “fits the context” of John chapter six. No other understanding, at least in Chuck’s book, is
even worthy of discussion. Here’s a screen capture from the pertinent page of Trinity, Oneness, Duality, and
Pre-Existence:86 I admit I somewhat “tainted” the screen capture with my red underlining and comment,
which I composed out of utter disbelief over what I was reading:

I am again paraphrasing Chuck’s words here, but for emphasis purposes it must be noted that, indeed, Chuck can
only mean that, in his scenario, the disciples could not have seen Yeshua in the act of rising from the grave, but
only afterwards. In contradistinction, Yeshua asked the disciples what they would think if they saw Him in the act
of “going up” (ascending), not before and not after!
86
Chuck Henry, Trinity, Oneness, Duality & Pre-Existence, H.V. Chapman & Sons Bookbinders, Abilene, TX,
2018, p. 402.
85
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I’m not quite sure where to begin with my analysis of the above page from Chuck Henry’s book. First, I
consider his comment that “ascending from the
grave” better fits the context than “ascending to
where He was before” to be an insult to the intelligence of any unbiased believer who is capable
of reading and thinking for himself or herself.
Actually, if you review what Chuck wrote in this
particular section of his book, he offers his
“context” as the only option worthy of consideration. I here reinforce the fact that Yeshua had just
told the Jews that He had come down from heaven
and in the same setting He asks His disciples what
they would think if they saw Him ascending to
where He was before. Since where He was before
is heaven, that’s a “surefire” clue He was referring
to His ascension to heaven. That is context.

Confusing the Words “Rise and Ascend”
Next, Chuck assumes the role of a “wordsmith,” but he fails, mismatching the words “rise” and “ascend”
in a misguided effort to make them
appear synonymous. While both
words are similar in meaning in the
sense of “getting up,” that’s where
the similitude ends. They are two
different words with two different
applications, both in Greek and in
English. To illustrate this point,
please consider that “Rising from
bed” and “Ascending a staircase”
are simply not the same kind of
“going up”! Would you say that
you “ascended from bed” this
morning?
Not only does Chuck mismatch
the applications of the words “rise”
and “ascend,” but he also alters
Yeshua’s description of what the
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disciples were to “see.” Yeshua asked the disciples what they would think if they saw Him ascend to where
He was before. To clarify, in Yeshua’s scenario, the disciples would SEE Him doing something, i.e., ascending. In Chuck’s scenario, the disciples see Him AFTER something has been accomplished, i.e., rising
from the dead. There’s a big difference between seeing someone in the act of doing something versus seeing
them afterwards. I’m not sure if Chuck doesn’t understand this principle or if he is deliberately manipulating
the context in order to suit his doctrinal view. Either way, with Chuck’s scenario, Yeshua’s narrative is
altered. This is such an important matter that I’m going to present Chuck’s approach from a different angle:
According to Yeshua, the disciples would see Him in the process of ascending. He said, “What and if you
shall seed the Son of man ASCEND UP ….?” What Chuck says Yeshua meant has nothing to do with seeing
him in the act of ascending because NO ONE saw Yeshua ascending from the grave! So Chuck strikes out
right away, but he’s not finished. He then has Yeshua expecting His disciples to think He meant ascending
from the grave. But the Greek word for “ascend” is the word anabaino and this word is never used in the context of rising from the dead and emerging from the grave. When Lazarus came forth from the grave, the
Greek word used for his departure is exerchomai, word #1831 in Strong’s. This same Greek word is used to
describe Yeshua’s departure from the grave. The Bible never describes an “ascension from the grave.” It’s a
departure, and a completely different Greek word than what Yeshua used to describe His ascension. But
that’s not all. Chuck inserts the word “from” into the text. Again, Chuck writes, “Yeshua simply asked His
disciples if they would be offended if He came up from the grave and they saw Him alive as He was before.”87
This is a complete spin of what the text actually says. Here’s a screen capture taken from the pertinent page
of Chuck’s book:

In reading Chuck’s quote, please note that the word “from” in Greek is the word pronounced “ek” and
this Greek word does not appear in John 6:62. Notice that Chuck is careful to not add the word “from” to the
87

Ibid, p. 403.
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actual text, but he freely uses it in his interpretation of the verse. I’m sure Chuck feels his approach helps to
clarify the author’s intent. I call it “adding to the Word interpretationally,” but it’s probably more accurate to
just call it what it is – twisting Scripture. Chuck’s radical approach reminds me of the child who was told her
grandmother quit smoking “cold turkey.” Not being aware of the significance of this idiomatic expression,
she came away with the impression that her grandmother quit smoking by eating cold turkey. Soon
afterwards, when she heard of a friend’s relative who was trying to quit smoking, she suggested that he try
eating cold turkey. She thought she understood the potential solution to the smoking problem, but she
innocently got it wrong, much to her embarrassment. Eating cold turkey will not help anyone kick the
smoking habit. I’m hoping Chuck’s “potential solution” is as innocent as the child’s, but we need to be ultra
careful when the “potential solution” involves an interpretation of the Bible, and especially when rejecting the
interpretation results in a charge of “potential idolatry.”
In the above example, the child didn’t hear anyone say the words “by eating” within the phrase “stop
smoking cold turkey.” No one said, “He quit smoking by eating cold turkey,” but that’s what her brain told
her the speaker must have meant. She was mistaken. In the same way, Yeshua didn’t ask His disciples what
they would think if they saw Him after He rose from the grave, yet that’s what Chuck’s brain tells him
Yeshua must have meant. I’m afraid Chuck is just as mistaken with his attempt to “fill in the blanks” as was
the child who thought “quitting cold turkey” requires eating cold turkey. Chuck can either be embarrassed
about his misperception now or later.
Moreover, please consider the complete overhaul of context perpetrated by Chuck. In context, Yeshua
had just stated that He descended from heaven, which created quite a stir among His fellow Jews. Even His
disciples were perplexed when He proceeded to speak of “eating His body,” so if that’s all it took to offend
them, He asked what they would think if they saw Him ASCEND to where He was before. In context, where
He was saying He was before is HEAVEN, and if He ASCENDS to where He was before, that means He
would be ascending to heaven.
We know from Acts chapter 1 that the disciples did indeed physically see Him ascending to heaven. It
all fits! But out of context, Chuck has Yeshua telling the Jews that all good things come from above, and oh,
by the way, what will you think if you see me AFTER I’ve ascended from the grave? I couldn’t believe my
eyes when I read this commentary from Chuck on page 403 of his book, but it sounded all the more bizarre
hearing it in person when we had our preliminary debate back in March. This is truly what Chuck believes.
Displayed on the following page is a PowerPoint slide that I prepared in hopes that I could include it with
my debate presentation. As with all slides in this “Where He Was Before” section, it wasn’t used. It shows
how Chuck confuses the word “raise” with “ascend,” then attempts to transfer the application of “raise” to
John 6:62:
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As displayed above, the Greek word translated “ascend” in our Bibles is the word pronounced anabaino.
It’s word #305 in Strong’s Greek Dictionary and is only used in the sense of ascending, not “rising from the
grave.”88
Please notice that Chuck doesn’t share the Greek word from which “raise” is translated in his chart. All
four Greek words translated “raise” are translated from the Greek word anistemi, which literally means
“arise” or “raise,” not “ascend.”
Displayed below is another excerpt from page 403 of Chuck Henry’s book. In the first paragraph, Chuck
bemoans the fact that the translators didn’t translate anabaino as “come up” in John 6:62. If they had done so,
here’s how that verse would read:
62 What and if ye shall see the Son of Man come up where he was before?
Frankly, even with such a phrasing as the above, I would still understand the “where He was before” reference to be heaven, not earth. But if the intended meaning was that of His rising from the grave, this begs
the question of why the disciples didn’t “see” it? After all, isn’t that what Yeshua foretold would happen?
Not only does Chuck put a spin on Yeshua’s words, but he also alters the prophecy, another “no-no.” So the
disciples didn’t “see” Yeshua rising from the grave, but they did see Him “come up” to heaven, which is

We’ll see later that Chuck doesn’t catch a mistake made by Strong’s Concordance in which Strong’s mistakenly
lists anabaino as the Greek word from which “arise” is translated. When you look up the actual Greek text,
anabaino isn’t there. Nevertheless, Chuck points out that anabaino is, in that one verse, understood as meaning
“rise,” as in “rise from the dead.”
88
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where Yeshua had already told them “He was before.” Displayed below is the excerpt from Chuck’s book,
again somewhat tainted by my bewildered reactions:

I once again call your attention to the fact that Chuck very subtly shifts the disciples’ astonishment from
seeing Yeshua “come up” to where He was before to hearing about it in a report of the resurrection. This,
along with Chuck’s adding the word “from” to help guide us into thinking Yeshua was referring to “coming
up from the grave,” vividly illustrates Chuck’s prowess for “shifting and adding.”

Did Yeshua the Messiah Have a Pre-Carnal Existence? Part II – The Enhanced Debate Presentation

Where He Was Before

155

Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible’s “Anabaino” Error
During the private debate I had with Chuck in March 2019, there was some discussion about anabaino
being used to refer to “rising from the dead” in Mark 9:10. Although the debate was recorded, I am unable to
locate Chuck’s precise comments, which at the time seemed to justify believing that anabaino can be used to
refer to either “rising from the dead” or “rising from the grave.” Chuck cited this “fact” while pointing to
Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, which lists Greek word #305 as the word from which “rising”
is translated in Mark 9:10. It turns out this is one of the rare instances in which Strong’s Exhaustive
Concordance of the Bible made a mistake. Let’s take a look at the verse in question so as to get a clear
picture of the error perpetrated by James Strong when he compiled his famous concordance. Displayed below
is Mark 9:9-10:
9 And as they came down from the mountain, he charged them that they should tell
no man what things they had seen, till the Son of man were risen from the dead.
10 And they kept that saying with themselves, questioning with one another what the
rising from the dead should mean.
Both highlighted words above are translated from the Greek word anistemi, which literally means “arise”
or “raise.” This word is word #450 in Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible and Strong’s correctly
identifies the word “risen” in verse 9 as being anistemi. However, when you look up the word “rising” in
Strong’s, it is listed as being word #305 (anabaino), which as we know by now, means “ascend.” This error
gave Chuck the “window of opportunity” that he needed to present an “irrefutable” argument. At the time, I
had no answer because surely the concordance couldn’t be wrong! Yet it is wrong. I put together the
following slides as part of an unused PowerPoint presentation to demonstrate Strong’s error. Here’s my
introductory slide:

My second slide (see the next page) shows that Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible lists the
word “rising” as found in Mark 9:10 to be translated from Greek word #305. We have already explained that
Greek word #305 is the word anabaino, which is generally translated “go up” or “ascend.” However, when
you look up the actual Greek text in such references as The Interlinear Bible, the translator corrects Strong’s
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error and correctly identifies this word as being translated, not from the Greek word anabaino, but from
anistemi, which is word #450 in Strong’s. Thus, James Strong incorrectly lists the word “rising” as found in
Mark 9:10 as being translated from the Greek word anabaino. Chuck used this error to his advantage during
our private debate and I feel this is a great opportunity to squelch this blunder. As the saying goes, “Two
wrongs don’t make a right,” and two errors certainly do not produce truth.

Again, as displayed above, Strong’s Concordance presents the English word “rising” as having been
translated from Greek word #305 (anabaino), whereas the actual Greek word is #450 (anistemi).
As I conclude this section, please notice that Chuck needed an error in Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible to help bolster his argument about the correct application of the word translated “ascend” in
our Bibles. Moreover, he makes an intense effort to associate “rising from the grave” with “ascending to
where He was before.” The similarity in meaning of the two words does not merit attributing to them the
same meaning, which is what Chuck attempts to do. Finally, Chuck literally needs Yeshua to say “come up
FROM …,” but since the word “from” is nowhere to be found in John 6:62, he is compelled to add it by interpretation, while expecting unquestioning readers to accept his interpretation. I view the fact that people
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actually accept Chuck’s interpretation to be a frightening reminder of the combined power of brainwashing
and wanting to believe something so strongly that you just can’t or won’t see any other possibilities. Indeed,
Chuck does not so much as acknowledge that our literal understanding of the text (and context of the passage)
merits any consideration.

Some additional slides from the (intended) presentation:
Once again, I understand that incorporating all the slides from my PowerPoint presentation within my
commentary would likely prove too much of a distraction for some folks, plus I do not mean to have my slides
competing with the text. To that end, I’m furnishing some slides from the intended presentation, not only as
visual aids, but for emphasis purposes:
1. Even when reading a literal English translation of the Greek text, it is “reaching” to believe Yeshua was
trying to find out what His disciples would think if they were to see Him AFTER He had risen from the grave.
What follows is (a) a copy of the Greek text of John 6:62 as taken from The Interlinear Bible, J. P. Green, Sr.,
General Editor and Translator and (b) a photocopy of Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible’s partial
listing of Greek words translated “ascend.” They’re all word #305, which is the Greek word anabaino:
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2. This is another partial listing of words translated “ascend” as found on page 80 of Strong’s Exhaustive
Concordance of the Bible. Please take note that anabaino can be translated “arise,” but the only place where
it is so translated is Luke 24:38, where Yeshua asked His disciples, “Why are ye troubled? and why do
thoughts arise in your hearts?’” This “arise” has nothing to do with rising from the grave or even rising from
bed. That’s another Greek word.

I can imagine that a Biblical Unitarian, upon examining the above list of possible translations of
anabaino, might point to the word “rise” and proclaim, “See? Anabaino can mean ‘rise’!”
I would reply, “True, but the only place where it’s translated that way is Revelation 13:1, where a beast
rises up out of (from, Greek ek) the sea.” The word “from” is critical because, as you may recall, that’s the
word Chuck really needs when Yeshua asked His disciples what they would think if they saw Him “ascend to
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where He was before.” Chuck says what He meant was, “Would ye be offended if you see me AFTER I have
ascended FROM the grave?” The critical word “from,” which is a translation of the Greek word ek, is not
found in John 6:62. It is, however, in Revelation 13:1. This is a significant difference, proving that Yeshua
was most definitely not querying His disciples if they would be offended if they saw Him after He had risen
from the grave.
3. This is a PowerPoint slide I put together to reinforce the proper context of “Where He was before.” You
may recall that when Yeshua said He’s the living bread that came down from heaven, Chuck says what He
meant is, “all good things come from above.” And now, when Yeshua asks His disciples what they would
think if they SEE Him ascend up where He was before, Chuck says what He meant is, “What would you think
if the Son of man comes up from the grave and you see Him alive as He was before?” To say I am stunned
by such an interpretation is a gross understatement.
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4. I put together the following slide to reinforce in elementary school fashion the context that Yeshua’s
“came down from heaven” statement means He came down from heaven and “ascend up to where He
was before” refers back to where He was before, i.e., heaven:
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5. This slide is an illustrative response to the following comment in Chuck Henry’s book: “Yeshua simply
asked His disciples if they would be offended if He came up from the grave and they saw Him alive as He
was before.” I primarily emphasize Chuck’s adding the word “from” to Yeshua’s remark by interpretation,
but I should also point out that Yeshua never mentions anything to His disciples in that verse about “seeing
Him alive as He was before.” The very context of Yeshua’s remark is shifted from seeing Him ascend to
seeing Him alive after the “ascension from the grave.” I find the combination of Chuck’s “adding & shifting”
to be disturbing:
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6. You can read the first edition of Chuck’s book from “cover to cover” and you won’t find him using the
phrase “ascend from the grave.” I sense it’s because he knows how unusual and even odd such a word construction is. Phrasing it “come up from the grave” suits the word sense much better, even though the Greek
word in question, anabaino, is never used in the sense of “coming up from the grave.” Although Chuck
doesn’t use the phrase “ascend from the grave” in his book, he did use it during the private debate held in our
home in March 2019. Our debate presentations were included with the video as per my special request, which
was honored on that particular occasion, and here’s a screen capture from Chuck’s presentation on anabaino:

For reinforcement purposes, I ask you to please notice that Chuck has the disciples seeing Yeshua after
the “ascension,” whereas Yeshua’s question was what they would think if they physically saw Him ascend to
where He was before, i.e., during the ascension. I would come (slightly) closer to accepting Chuck’s interpretation if there were a record of the disciples witnessing Yeshua as He rose from the dead. Since they did
not, I can only regard Chuck’s interpretation as a classic example of “wresting the Word.” There’s a big
difference between seeing Yeshua ascend versus seeing Him after He ascended.

Did Yeshua the Messiah Have a Pre-Carnal Existence? Part II – The Enhanced Debate Presentation

Where He Was Before

163

7. When it comes to the Greek word anabaino being a reference to Yeshua’s ascension to heaven, a point that
Chuck repeatedly makes is that it can only be understood that way when there’s a “clear context” of it being
an ascension to heaven. I think the context is quite clear already – Yeshua told the Jews He came down from
heaven, then He asks His disciples what they would think if they saw Him ascending to where He was before.
I don’t think it should be take a rocket scientist or a master of Greek linguistics to figure out where He was
ascending to. Sounds clear to me, but of course if you’re a Biblical Unitarian, such a “clear context” doesn’t
fit your religious paradigm, so in your mind there must be an alternate explanation. Chuck thinks translating
anabaino as “come up” fits the context much better. He’s entitled to his opinion, of course, but I’m likewise
entitled to disagree. A major issue I have with Chuck’s “context” is the fact that to make it work, he needs to
add the word “from.” He knows he would be called out by even a novice Bible student for adding such a
word to the Bible, so he thinks he can get away with adding “from” by interpretation. I’m pretty sure this is
what Peter meant by “wresting” words in 2 Peter 3:16. The following slide builds on my already-established
premise that what Chuck does to the text – and context – is wrong:
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Of course, adding the word “from” to the interpretation is only one of the major issues I have with what
Chuck does to the context. Another is his promoting the view that Yeshua didn’t really expect His disciples
to physically see Him during His ascension; no, according to Chuck, the “seeing” took place afterwards. This
goes beyond being an innocent misunderstanding of Yeshua’s words; it can only be viewed as deliberate manipulation.
8. The following slide is another visual aid designed to further drive home my point that Chuck is guilty of
subverting Yeshua’s words. Some may argue that this topic is now heading into “overkill,” and I get their
point; at the same time, there may be one person out there who needs to see things from a slightly different
angle before things start to “click.” If you’re that person, then the following slides are for you:
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9. This was another PowerPoint slide I created to further reinforce the dangers of “changing up” what people
say. Many have shared my own experiences of how sometimes our words are either misconstrued or distorted. Sometimes it is done in all innocence of heart, in which case we overlook the mistake and move on.
Sometimes, however, it is done with ulterior motives. At first, assumed that Chuck’s misconstruing Yeshua’s
words and the context of “where He was before” was done in innocence. However, when he adamantly defended his understanding over and above mine to the point that he’s fine with his “added” words for “clarification,” I realized this is more than a case of misconstruing words.

As I mentioned previously, there’s a big difference between seeing Yeshua ascend versus seeing Him
after He ascended. A little subversion truly makes a big difference.
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10. The following slide asks a major question that I don’t think Chuck can answer: “If ‘come up’ fits the
context better than ‘ascend’ (as stated by Chuck), then why does Chuck need to add the word ‘from’ in his
attempt to clarify the context?” Here, once more, are Chuck’s exact words as found on page 403 of his book:
“Yeshua simply asked His disciples if they would be offended if He came up from the
grave and they saw Him alive as He was before.”
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11. Let me be clear: I completely reject Chuck’s teaching that the context of John 6:62 has to do with Yeshua
“ascending from the grave.” Chuck’s scenario is “OUT OF CONTEXT” and I further reinforce this
understanding with my next PowerPoint slide:
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12. Some may say that my continuing to harp on Chuck’s subversion of John 6:62 is madness. If so, let me
answer that there’s a “method to the madness.” How many ways can I tell Chuck that what he does to this
and other texts is wrongful subversion? In this situation, I simply ask, “Where does Chuck’s added word
‘from’ come from???” Is it supposed to help make his ill-advised “better context” work?

For those of you who may still be “on the fence” about this issue, try looking at it this way: If we
remove Chuck’s added word “from,” what do we have?
With the added word “from”: “Yeshua simply asked His disciples if they would be
offended if He came up from the grave and they saw Him alive as He was before.”
Without the added word “from”: “Yeshua simply asked His disciples if they would be
offended if He came up the grave and they saw Him alive as He was before.”
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13. I’m slipping this PowerPoint slide into this study because I think my point is valid and worthy of consideration: “Indeed, if Yeshua was trying to find out what His disciples would think if He came up FROM the
grave, He would have used the word ‘FROM” – but He did not!” He likewise didn’t use the word “grave,”
the topic is more about living than dying, especially since He says, “I am the LIVING BREAD which came
down from heaven” in John 6:51. Yes, Yeshua told them, “He that eateth Me, even he shall LIVE by Me,”
but the overall context is that all who truly hunger and thirst after righteousness can come to Him and He will
give them everlasting LIFE. This chapter is about LIFE, not about “coming up from the grave”:
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14. As if adding the word “from” to the interpretational meaning of John 6:62 isn’t odd enough, consider the
fact that in those verses wherein Yeshua is actually described as rising from the dead, the Greek word ek,
which means “from,” is there. That’s the primary driving force behind the following PowerPoint slide:
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15. The Greek word anabaino, which Chuck wants and needs to mean “rise from the grave,” is never used in
that context in the Bible. Instead, we see forms of the Greek word anistemi being used for “rise from the
dead” in such verses as John 20:9. In terms of “coming forth” from the grave or tomb, we see the Greek word
exerchomai. If this word comes close to sounding like our English word exit, it’s more than a coincidence.
Exerchomai means such things as “depart,” “come out of,” “get out,” “proceed forth,” etc. The point I bring
out in the following PowerPoint slide is the fact that anabaino is simply not a Greek word used to express
either “rising from the dead” or “rising from the grave”:
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16. So when the Bible speaks of Yeshua “ascending to His Father,” which Greek word is used? It’s a form of
the word anabaino. And when did Yeshua “ascend”? Was it at His resurrection from the dead? Or was it
when He “ascended to the Father” – well after His resurrection? That’s the point of the following PowerPoint
slide:
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17. For those of you who want a quick summary of the problems I have with Chuck’s treatment of John 6:62,
the following slide pretty much sums it up. I tweaked this slide before incorporating it into this study. First,
it’s “Part X” in this study, whereas it was “Part V” in my originally-planned debate presentation. Second, in
view of Chuck Henry’s “Philo commentary” in which he concluded by asking, “Who shall we believe – Philo
or the Bible?” I think this chapter is an appropriate place to turn that question back on Chuck:
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18. Finally, for those attempting to keep track of the words that Biblical Unitarians need to add in order to
manipulate Bible texts to mean what they want them to mean, here’s a slide I saved from our March 2019
debate:
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XI. “Character Witness”

A

s I previously mentioned, there are many verses in the Bible besides Micah 5:2 that, in my opinion,
validate believing Yeshua
had a pre-carnal existence. I
can only touch on a few. For example,
in John 6:46, Yeshua tells the Jews that
He alone has seen the Father.
According to Chuck, what He meant
was, He had seen the Father’s
character. Let’s take a look at this
pivotal verse; for context, we’ll start
with verse 44:
44 No man can come to me,
except the Father which hath
sent me draw him: and I will
raise him up at the last day.
45 It is written in the
prophets, And they shall be
all taught of Yahweh. Every
man therefore that hath
heard, and hath learned of the Father, cometh unto me.
46 Not that any man hath seen the Father, save he which is of Elohim, he hath seen
the Father.
47 Verily, verily, I
say unto you, He
that believeth on me
hath everlasting life.
48 I am that bread of
life.
It shouldn’t take much in the
way of exegesis to determine that
when Yeshua said, “Not that any
man hath seen the Father, save he
which is of Elohim,” He was
referring to Himself. He told the
Jews that He had seen the Father
and if we go a step beyond this
understanding, we should be able
to grasp that this means He was
saying He had a pre-carnal
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existence. Otherwise, when did He see the Father?
John 6:46 is not the only place
in which Yeshua claimed to have seen
the Father. Displayed below is John
5:19:
19 Then answered Yeshua
and said unto them,
Verily, verily, I say unto
you, The Son can do
nothing of himself, but
what he seeth the Father
do: for what things soever
he doeth, these also doeth
the Son likewise.
You might wonder how Yeshua
“saw” Father do anything. Did He
literally “see” the Father doing
things? Or was Yeshua speaking metaphorically? I think it should be fairly obvious that this is not one of
those places where Yeshua was speaking metaphorically. Just how exactly do you “metaphorically” see
someone do things?
Nevertheless,
that’s
how
Biblical Unitarian Chuck Henry
believes we should regard those
verses wherein Yeshua says He has
seen the Father. Displayed on the
following page is a screen capture
from page 401 of Chuck’s book. I
should mention that I couldn’t resist
inserting a brief commentary in red
onto the screen capture. You’ll
notice that Chuck makes the odd
claim that if we believe Yeshua is
Elohim, then why didn’t all those
who “saw” Him die, since no can
see the Father and live (Ex. 33:20).
Perhaps this comment was directed
at Trinitarians. Either way, I have
maintained all along that the Angel
with whom Jacob wrestled was Elohim, so was the Angel who appeared to Moses in the Burning Bush, etc.
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The Angel was Elohim – the physical manifestation of the Most High Supreme Elohim, with whom
mankind can visit face to face without suffering death. Was Yeshua that Angel? I believe He was and when
He later came as a flesh and blood human, He was likewise the physical manifestation of the Most High
Supreme Elohim – a form with whom mankind can visit face to face. Such being the way I believe, Chuck’s
following comment is nonsensical: “The Messiah was clearly seen by many who continued to live. Since the
Messiah’s face was clearly seen, He clearly is not deity.” The reason He came as a flesh and blood human
was for the express purpose of coming in a form that we can see, touch and with whom we can visit face to
face. I think Chuck may be missing the purpose of Yeshua’s flesh and blood, carnal existence.
As nonsensical as Chuck’s comment about people not dying when they saw Yeshua is, it pales in comparison to what comes next. Here’s the screen capture: 89

As a general rule, I do not like interrupting others, but it’s difficult to not want to interrupt the above
commentary. As for Yeshua’s face having been “clearly seen,” which in turn serves as Chuck’s evidence that
89

Chuck Henry, Trinity, Oneness, Duality & Pre-Existence, H.V. Chapman & Sons Bookbinders, Abilene, TX,
2018, p. 401.
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He is not Elohim, Chuck ignores the fact that Yeshua “emptied Himself” of His pre-incarnate form in order to
come in the form of a man (Philippians 2:5-8). We covered this in chapter six. Of course, Chuck disagrees
with our interpretation of Philippians 2:5-8, yet his book doesn’t answer our nagging question: “If Yeshua
didn’t ‘empty Himself’ of the form He shared with His Father, then exactly what did He empty Himself
of? And if being ‘in the form of Elohim’ truly means being in His image, just like all men, then why
would He need to empty Himself of that form to be born in human likeness?” Coming in human likeness
as a flesh and blood human not only made Yeshua susceptible to death, but it also meant He was in a form
that we can look upon without suffering the pain of death.
As troubling as Chuck’s expressed criterion for regarding Yeshua as Elohim is, that particular concern
quickly faded into oblivion when I read his interpretation of what Yeshua “really meant” when He said He
had seen the Father.
Yeshua saw the Father in the sense that He saw His character.90
For his proof text validating the above interpretation, Chuck cites Yeshua’s comment in John 14:9 that if
you’ve
seen
Him
(Yeshua), then you’ve
seen the Father. Were the
Jews supposed to “just
know” that’s what Yeshua
meant or should we regard
this as a metaphorical
riddle? Chuck’s argument
might work for those who
physically saw Yeshua,
but who or what did
Yeshua see? And is He
the only human who could
lay claim to having seen
the Father’s character?
I would think that
Chuck understands that
Yahweh’s character is no
mystery; it’s not hidden
from anyone. Yahweh reveals His character to ALL
in His TORAH, the first five books of the Bible. That’s what Torah is all about: Revealing Yahweh’s
character to His children – for all to see – and emulate!

90

Ibid.
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Chuck Henry posits that when Yeshua stated He alone had seen the Father, what He meant was He alone
had seen the Father's character. In doing this, Chuck presents his readers with what is known as a “Logical
Fallacy.” According to Chuck Henry’s understanding of John 6:46, only Yeshua and no one else, including
the great men of old listed below, ever saw Yahweh’s “character.” Does this really make sense? Or could the
greater possibility be that Yeshua actually meant what He said, i.e., He literally saw the Father? After all,
He had just told the Jews that He had come down from heaven (John 6:38)! Who were they supposed to think
He may have seen up there?
If no one but Yeshua had seen the Father’s character, please consider who we are eliminating as possible
“character witnesses”: Adam, Enoch, Methuselah, Noah, Seth, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Moses,
Joshua, Deborah, Samuel, David, Nathan, Elijah, Elisha, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Ezra, Malachi, Elizabeth
& Zechariah, Simeon, Anna and John the Baptist. I could supply additional names of some Scriptural “heavyweights” in terms of dedication and service to Yahweh, but hopefully you get the idea: None of these men (or
women), according to Chuck Henry, saw Yahweh’s character. Only Yeshua did.
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King David does a superb job of describing Yahweh’s character in Psalms 103. In verse 8, he included
the following:
8 Yahweh is merciful and gracious, slow to anger, and plenteous in mercy.
The above is only a partial description of Yahweh’s character. If you read the entire chapter, you’ll read
even more about it with words such as “lovingkindness” and “righteousness.” I think King David had a pretty
decent handle on Yahweh’s character, but if we can believe Chuck, he would argue that King David never
saw it because only Yeshua has seen Yahweh’s character.

This Sums it up …
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Here are some extra slides that form a part of some late additions I’m making after having inadvertently
left them out of my first edition. The following slides are taken from my March 2019 presentation:
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Up next:
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O

kay, I must move on. John chapter 8. You really need to read the entire chapter and then read
Chuck’s interpretation of what Yeshua meant when He said, “Before Abraham was, I am!”

Chuck Henry and I agree that Trinitarians (mistakenly) turn to John chapter 8 to prove that Yeshua is
eternal, but that’s not what it says. In verse 56, Yeshua told the Jews, “Your father Abraham rejoiced to see
My day: and he saw and was glad!” The Jews mocked Yeshua at this point. Let’s read the remaining portion
of their discussion:
57 Then said the Jews unto Him, Thou art not yet fifty years old, and hast Thou seen
Abraham?
58 Yeshua said unto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, Before Abraham WAS, I
am.
59 Then took they up stones to cast at him: but Yeshua hid himself, and went out of
the temple, going through the midst of them, and so passed by.
Note that Yeshua wasn’t claiming to be the Supreme Most High Yahweh, nor was He claiming to have
existed from eternity. He was only stating that before Abraham was, He IS. When Yeshua stated, “Before
Abraham WAS, the Greek word translated “was” is the Greek word “ginomai,” which means “to come into
being.” It’s the same Greek
word from which we get the
word “Genesis.” So Yeshua
stated, “Before Abraham came
into being, I am.”91 The Jews
understood precisely what He
meant. Chuck, I’m sorry to
say, does not. You can read
Chuck’s conclusion of what
Yeshua meant on page 419 of
his book. He writes, “In John
8:58, Yeshua did not identify
Himself as the Almighty, but as
the prophesied-of Messiah,
who existed in Yahweh’s plan
from the beginning, before
Abraham.” This interpretation
is nothing short of an incredible, outlandish claim – a
91

In fact, this is precisely how John 8:58 is translated in The Interlinear Bible, A Literal Translation of the Bible, J.
P. Green, Sr., General Editor and Translator, Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1985. It reads, “Jesus said to
them, Truly, truly, I say to you, Before Abraham came into being, I AM.”
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claim so bizarre that I couldn’t believe my eyes when I read it. But it’s there in his book and the above is a
screen capture to prove it. As I’m sure you’ll notice, I couldn’t resist throwing in some commentary of my
own.
It’s a mighty huge leap to claim that although Yeshua said, “Before Abraham was, I am,” what He meant
was, “I’m the prophesied-of Messiah who existed in Yahweh’s plan from the beginning,” but it’s a leap that
Chuck is willing to take. I’m not willing to join him. Please note that Chuck does not address Yeshua's specific answer to the Jews’ question. Their question was, “You are not yet 50 years old and you have seen
Abraham?” What kind of an answer is, “Before Abraham was, I am the prophesied-of Messiah who existed
in Yahweh’s plan from the beginning”?
I propose that we stick with what Yeshua actually said. What Chuck offers is a gross interpretational addition of words or as
they say, “Putting words in
Yeshua's mouth.”
The Jews’
question had NOTHING to do with
whether or not Yeshua was claiming
to be the ‘prophesied Messiah.’ The
question had to do with whether or
not Yeshua had seen Abraham.
What was Yeshua's answer?
Was it, “Before Abraham was,
I was ordained to be the Messiah”?
Or was it, “Before Abraham was, I
am”?
If you read Chuck’s book, you
cannot help but notice that every
time there is an obvious reference to
Yeshua having existed prior to His
miraculous conception in Miriam’s womb, Chuck redirects the reader to 1 Peter 1:20, where we read that
Yeshua was foreordained before the foundation of the world, but was manifest in these last times. And that’s
what Chuck does with Yeshua’s answer to the Jews here in John chapter eight. In applying his interpretation
of 1 Peter 1:20, Chuck reasons that Yeshua couldn’t have meant that He existed before Abraham because
Yeshua was foreordained in Yahweh’s Plan before the foundation of the world. The Jews were supposed to
“just know” that’s what He meant, even though they didn’t have access to Peter’s writing; in fact, Peter didn’t
compose his writing until long after Yeshua’s resurrection.92 As I pointed out in chapter three, Chuck
“redirects” readers to 1 Peter 1:20 at least seven times in his book. My ongoing response to this redirect is,
“Are you saying Yeshua could not have possibly been present when He was ‘fore-ordained’?” As I pointed
out in that same chapter, King David was foreordained to be king over Israel by the prophet Samuel, and he
was alive for the foreordaining! He didn’t actually become king until at least 15 years later. So could Yeshua
92

According to the New Bible Dictionary, J. D. Douglas, Organizing Editor, Tyndale House Publishers, Wheaton,
IL, 1982, p. 920, the book of 1 Peter most likely wasn’t composed until around the years 63 or 64 CE.
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have been present when He was foreordained before the foundation of the world? Yes, absolutely! Chuck’s
redirect, then, is nothing more than a red herring argument designed to take our focus off of Yeshua’s answer
to the Jews’ question.
The bottom line is, when the Jews asked Yeshua if He had seen Abraham, it became incumbent on
Yeshua to either indicate one way or the other. A straight, “Yes” or “No” would have been obvious, but He
didn’t give them a straight answer. The Jews’ reaction tells the reader whether or not Yeshua indicated to
them that He had seen Abraham. If He had indicated that He was the promised Messiah foreordained in the
Almighty’s Plan, He would have been dismissed as another of the many quacks presuming to declare themselves the Messiah. Replying, “Before Abraham was, I AM!” goes beyond stating that He existed before
Abraham. He identifies Himself as the very Angel who appeared to Moses at the burning bush, the Angel
who identified Himself to Moses as the Elohim of Abraham, the Elohim of Isaac and the Elohim of Jacob.
And THAT is why the Jews took up stones with the intent of killing Yeshua right there ON THE SPOT – He
had identified Himself as Elohim!
Displayed below are some slides that I included with my debate presentation (I actually modified the last
one in order to further drive home the point of John 8:57-59):
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Playing the Telephone Game with John 8:58
What Chuck does to John 8:58 reminds me of The Telephone Game. Have you ever played The
Telephone Game? The first person
in line whispers a message to the
next person, then that person tells the
next person. The message goes on
down the line until the last person
finally gets the message. By that
time, the message has changed –
often dramatically!
The “final”
message is usually hilarious and
sounding something fairly close the
original, but different enough in
meaning that everyone is laughing
when they find out what the original
message was.
I would compare what Chuck
does to Scripture with The Telephone Game, except for one huge difference: The “final” message Chuck
comes up with is not hilarious or funny at all. In this particular situation, Yeshua throws a hint to the parties
involved that He had seen Abraham. His fellow Jews are stunned. When they ask for clarification, Yeshua
states,
“Before
Abraham
was—before Abraham came
into being—I AM.” That’s
what Yeshua said. But by the
time Yeshua’s message makes
it to Chuck, he says we misunderstand what Yeshua said and
what He meant. What Yeshua
meant, according to Chuck, is
“Before Abraham was, I am
the prophesied-of Messiah,
who existed in Yahweh’s plan
from the beginning of time,
before Abraham.” So according to Chuck, Yeshua didn’t
mean for the Jews to understand that He literally existed
before Abraham did; no, His
existence was in a “Plan.”
Let's just suffice it to say I don't recommend playing The Telephone Game with Biblical Unitarians.
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Apart from the word “Uh” in the preceding illustration, here’s the only direct answer that Biblical
Unitarians could possibly have Yeshua give to the Jews’ question: “No.”
If the Jews came away with Chuck Henry’s understanding of Yeshua’s answer, they would not have
picked up stones to stone Him because He would have been just like them – having had an existence that
didn’t begin until their physical births as flesh and blood human beings.

Before Abraham Was, I’m in Yahweh’s Plan! So Are You!
If there’s one thing all Bible believers have in common, it’s the fact that the Almighty has a Plan for all
of us. We’re all in His Plan and we’ve been in that Plan since before the dawning of time as we know it. As
such, any of us can boldly make the claim, “Before Abraham was, I am in the Plan!”
I will close out this
chapter with an extra slide
that I nixed from my debate presentation due to
time constraints. I primarily put it together for
reinforcement purposes –
one last look at how
Chuck expects his readers
to understand John 8:58.
When I first came across
the commentary on page
419 of his book, I was
totally thunderstruck – not
simply because of the interpretation, because after all these years I’ve
seen some odd ones – but
because this came from
the mind of an individual
who I knew as a friend for
several years and I previously felt his Scriptural foundation was rock solid.
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Some additional slides from my originally-planned presentation:
What follows are slides that were a part of my originally-planned presentation that took place with the
“warm-up” debate I had with Chuck Henry on March 9, 2019 here in our home. As I have previously mentioned, most of my spare time prior to that debate was spent researching and compiling evidence. Very little
time was devoted to assimilating and condensing my material into a 30-minute presentation. For some
reason, right up to the final week I thought I would be able to accomplish that “minor” task – a huge
miscalculation on my part. I even thought I would be able to do condense things in the hours prior to our
scheduled start. However, shortly before Chuck’s arrival, I realized I had a time constraint dilemma that I was
unable to resolve in time for the start of our debate. I knew I would only be getting warmed up by the time
my 30 minutes expired. I didn’t want to leave anything out of my presentation, and Chuck graciously agreed
to my last-minute request to change our opening presentations from 30 minutes to two hours – a total of four
hours! As it turns out, two hours was still not enough time for me to present everything I had and this very
topic – “Before Abraham Was, I Wasn’t” was left completely unaddressed.
For some reason, I completely forgot I had the following slides after our “warm-up” debate. I even
forgot them when I originally composed this study in June 2020. It wasn’t until a couple of months later that I
stumbled across them while reviewing my original PowerPoint presentation. Most of them speak for
themselves:
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Well, I’m glad I found my “forgotten slides.” Would they have persuaded a “dyed-in-the-wool” Biblical
Unitarian? No, of course not. I know that now. But for everyone else, let’s face it: When the Jews queried
Yeshua as to how He, a man who’s not even fifty years old, could have PHYSICALLY SEEN Abraham,
Yeshua’s answer cannot be reasonably construed so as to mean He was telling them that He was already in
Yahweh’s Plan before Abraham was born. That interpretation is best summarized with the word
“gobbledygook.” By telling them, “Before Abraham was, I am,” He not only told them that He existed before
Abraham was born, but He identified Himself as the One who instructed Moses to tell the Israelites, “I AM
has sent me to you”!
There is actually much more to cover in this study. I haven’t even addressed John 17:5, the one verse
that, in and of itself, proves that Yeshua had a pre-carnal existence. That’s the verse where Yeshua said, “And
now, Father, glorify Me with Yourself, with the glory I had with You before the existence of the world.”93
How do Biblical Unitarians interpret that verse? In John 1:15, John the Baptist stated, “He who comes after
me ranks ahead of me because he was before me!” Sounds like it means John the Baptist’s successor outranks
him because He was before him in time, but that’s not what Biblical Unitarians say John meant. These and
other important passages validating Yeshua’s pre-carnal existence are reinterpreted in Chuck’s book Trinity,
Oneness, Duality, and Pre-Existence, but time did not permit me to expound upon them in my debate pres93

Taken from The Interlinear Bible, A Literal Translation of the Bible, J. P. Green, Sr., General Editor and
Translator, Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1985.
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entation. I did manage to address them in my follow-up presentation, which I delivered a month later at the
2019 Unity Conference. I will cover those passages in Part III of this study. For now, it’s time to bring
everything presented in this study together. Here’s what forms the conclusion of my debate presentation:

Up next:
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XIII. The Historical Perspective
he historical perspective is a necessary part of this discussion because it’s important for us to know
how the early believers
regarded Yeshua. Historically, before the Trinity Doctrine was
ever conceived, the understanding
was that the Logos is the firstborn of
all creation, and it was through this
same Logos that the world was created. Earlier, I touched on only ONE
of Philo’s comments in which he recognized that the Logos is the physical manifestation of the Father, but
Philo also wrote that this same logos
is not only the firstborn son of the
Almighty, but he is also the high
priest. This comes from a first century Jew who never even knew who
Yeshua was. Chuck doesn’t really go
into the historical aspect of his belief
and I surmise it’s because history is
not on his side and he knows it. As I mentioned during the Question & Answer session of the debate, “Notice
that Chuck was unable to
present any historical evidence
of his own that any early believers shared his belief that
Yeshua did not pre-exist, but
rather was left to try to discredit the sources I presented.”

T

I also touched on The
Book of Enoch. This historical
text makes reference to a Son
of man who will come with ten
thousands of his saints to execute judgment on the earth.
The Book of Enoch is quoted
by Yeshua’s brother, Jude, in
the Bible and in chapter 48 of
this same book we learn that
this Son of man existed before
the creation of the world.
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Although Chuck Henry ignores The Book of Enoch, both in his book and during the debate, you can be
certain, based on how it presents the pre-carnal existence of the “Son of man,” that he would like nothing
better than to see this ancient
writing discredited. In Part
Three of this study, I mentioned
the fact that according to 3rd
century theologian named
Tertullian, one of the primary
reasons that Judaism rejects the
Book of Enoch is because of its
many obvious references to
Yeshua.94 Biblical Unitarians
would reject it based on how it
presents Yeshua.
Of course, I also presented
excerpts from the writings of
Justin Martyr, including my reaction to Chuck’s ad hominem
attack on this 2nd century theologian. I’m not about to claim
to agree with everything Justin
Martyr believed or wrote, but I
do find myself in agreement with His claim that the Logos, who he recognized as being the pre-incarnate
Yeshua, is Elohim. Here’s a statement from Justin Martyr that Chuck selected for criticism:
Since if ye had understood what has been spoken by the prophets,
you would not deny that He is Theos [Elohim], Son of the only and
Unbegotten and Ineffable Theos [Elohim].95
This statement seems to go right along with Thomas’ open declaration that Yeshua is Elohim, which
he made upon thrusting his hand into the resurrected Yeshua’s side. As we know, a soldier’s spear
pierced Yeshua’s side when He was crucified. Displayed below is John 20:27-28:
27 Then saith he to Thomas, Reach here thy finger, and behold my hands; and reach
here thy hand, and thrust it into my side: and be not faithless, but believing.
28 And Thomas answered and said unto him, My Sovereign and my Elohim.
Justin Martyr referred to Yeshua as Elohim and was attacked for doing so by Chuck. Thomas
referred to Yeshua as His Elohim and Chuck essentially says, “That’s not what Thomas meant.”
94

Tertullian, in De cultu foeminarum (On the Apparel of Women), Book I, ch. 3. An English translation of this
work, authored circa 200 C.E., may be read online at the following link: www.newadvent.org/fathers/0402.htm.
95
This excerpt is taken from Justin Martyr’s The Dialogue with Trypho, Chapter CXXVI:2.
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Actually, Chuck’s exact words are, “… in this context, [Thomas is] referring to a person in a position of
authority, such as a judge.”96 Displayed below is a screen capture of the pertinent page from Chuck’s
book from which this quote is taken:

It would seem, based on what I get from Chuck’s writings, he agrees that Yahweh the Supreme
Most High Elohim is the only true Elohim, but if any true believers in the Bible refer to anyone else,
including Yeshua, as “Elohim,” it must be “in the context” of some meaning other than deity. In the
case of Thomas, according to Biblical Unitarian reasoning, his referring to Yeshua as Elohim must
surely, at least in this instance, be a reference to a person in a position of authority. Conversely, if
someone outside the Bible refers to Yeshua as Elohim, they become subjects of Chuck’s ad hominem
attacks.

96

Chuck Henry, Trinity, Oneness, Duality and Pre-Existence, H.V. Chapman & Sons Bookbinders, Abilene, TX,
2018, p. 433.
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In Part I of this study, I made reference to a third century theologian named Origen. Origen is
credited with devising the “origin” of the Trinity Doctrine (pardon the pun). If the following excerpt
from his writings reflects Trinitarian reasoning, then I guess I’m a Trinitarian. According to current
Trinitarian doctrine, Father, Son and Holy Spirit are One in essence and are co-eternal. According to
Origen, however, Yeshua “was born of the Father before all creatures,” i.e., He hasn’t always existed.
This remark from Origen comes very close to what we read above from the writings of Justin Martyr:
Secondly, that Iesus Christos Himself, who came (into the world), was born of the
Father before all creatures; that, after He had been the servant of the Father in the
creation of all things—“For by Him were all things made”—He in the last times, divesting Himself (of His glory), became a man, and was incarnate although Theos
[Elohim], and while made a man remained the Theos [Elohim] which He was; that
He assumed a body like to our own, differing in this respect only, that it was born of
a virgin and of the Holy Spirit: that this Iesus Christos was truly born, and did truly
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suffer, and did not endure this death common (to man) in appearance only, but did
truly die; that He did truly rise from the dead; and that after His resurrection He
conversed with His disciples, and was taken up (into heaven).97
Frankly, before composing this study, I had never read Origen’s commentary on the nature of Yeshua the
Messiah. In fact, since Origen is credited with the development of the Trinity doctrine, I really wasn’t all that
interested in what he had to say on the subject. As it turns out, Origen regarded the Trinity as a “hierarchy,”
not that Father, Son and Holy Spirit were “co-equal.” I find myself in full agreement with the above commentary by Origen, at least in principle.
Insofar as the belief that Yeshua had a pre-carnal existence, we have seen that Philo, a first-century Jew
who most likely never knew who Yeshua was, Justin Martyr, and Origen all agreed that the Logos is the firstborn Son of the Almighty by whom all things were made. This historical understanding spans two centuries.
During that time frame, the only Messianic believers who sided with today’s Biblical Unitarians were those
who rejected most of the New Testament. These are the Ebionites, a group of believers that I referenced in
chapter 8 of this study.
Before I move on to the next piece of historical information, I would like to present another quote from
Justin Martyr. The following slide is one that I used during our “warm-up” debate of March 2019. I felt that
the entire quote was worthy of being read, but even during our warm-up debate I had to by-pass the slide due
to time constraints. I’m making it available here for those who would like to take the time to read it in its
entirety:

97

Origen (c. 185–c. 253), De Principiis, Preface, 4. This work is available online at
www.newadvent.org/fathers/04120.htm.
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Due to the time constraints of the debate, I was compelled to shelve my historical information covering
the intervening years between Justin Martyr and the ratification of the Trinity Doctrine, when the belief
system I uphold was declared “anathema.”98 The one upheld by Chuck wasn’t even on anyone’s radar.
During the fourth century, the prevailing consensus was that Yeshua had a pre-carnal existence. The only
question to be decided was whether He was of the same substance as the Supreme Most High Elohim – or not.
The chief proponent of Yeshua not being of the same substance, which in turn means He had a “beginning,”
was a man named Arius, who lived from 256 – 336 CE. Here’s an excerpt from one of Arius’s writings:
Some of them say that the Son is an eructation, others that He is a production, others
that He is also unbegotten. These are impieties to which we cannot listen, even
though the heretics threaten us with a thousand deaths. But we say and believe and
“Anathema” is defined as “A curse, denunciation or condemnation pronounced with religious solemnity by
ecclesiastical authority, and accompanied by excommunication; execration generally; curse; the person or object
denounced or detested.” (New Webster’s Dictionary of the English Language, “anathema,” the Delair Publishing
Company, Inc., 1971, p. 38.)
98
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have taught, and do teach, that the Son is not unbegotten, nor in any way part of the
unbegotten; and that He does not derive his subsistence from any matter; but that by
His own will and counsel He has subsisted before time and before ages as perfect as
Theos [Elohim], only begotten and unchangeable, and that before He was begotten,
or created, or purposed, or established, He was not. For He was not unbegotten. We
are persecuted because we say that the Son has a beginning but that Theos [Elohim]
is without beginning.99
As with Philo, Justin Martyr, Origen and now Arius, I do not necessarily agree with everything these
scholars believed and taught. Nevertheless, the common thread binding us all is the belief that Yeshua had a
pre-carnal existence and that
He had a beginning.
Although Chuck never
addresses the historical perspective of the Biblical Unitarian belief system in either
his book or during the debate, his book does offer a
semi-historical timeline for
when the Trinity Doctrine
was officially adopted by
Christianity. That was in the
year 325 CE, but Chuck
omits the fact that the opposing faction, which agreed
with my position, eventually
overturned the Church’s position and adopted the belief
that Yeshua had a beginning. Only later did the politico-religious powers that were in place again rise up to
champion the Trinity Doctrine.
As previously mentioned (but it bears repeating), the only record that anyone ever supported Chuck’s position is the record of believers known as the Ebionites, but as I mentioned earlier in this study, these same
Ebionites rejected all of the New Testament except the Hebrew Book of Matthew starting at chapter three,
which means they certainly rejected the Apostle John’s record, and they considered the Apostle Paul to be an
apostate. Curiously, Chuck never mentions the Ebionites in either his book or during the debate. I think he
understands the negative implications of offering the Ebionites as his “historical support.” Since Chuck’s historical timeline doesn’t include historical evidence that anyone who upheld the inspiration of the New
Theodoret: “Arius’s Letter to Eusebius of Nicomedia,” translated in Heresy and Authority in Medieval
Europe, by Edward Peters, p. 41.
99
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Testament writings simultaneously supported the Biblical Unitarian position, it should be regarded as having
no value. Chuck is essentially left to believe that while his view is the correct one, no credible believers in the
record of history ever agreed with him. Displayed below is the timeline offered by Chuck in his book:

Displayed below is an alternate timeline that I propose is more complete and more balanced than the one
offered by Chuck. It not only includes the historical data of those who shared my belief that Yeshua had a
pre-carnal existence, but it includes the sketchy data concerning the Ebionites, as well as the first true Biblical
Unitarians who, in spite of accepting the inspiration of the New Testament, nevertheless concluded that
Yeshua did not exist prior to His conception in Miriam’s womb. Please note, however, when this belief began
to be circulated. It began with a man named Miguel Serveto in the 16th century, i.e., over a millennium and a
half after Yeshua’s resurrection. I would ask, “Why didn’t anyone think of that before Miguel Serveto did?”
Could it be because it’s a misinterpretation of the Bible that wasn’t contrived until the 16th century?
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I will here note that Miguel Serveto was burned at the stake for promoting his unorthodox Biblical view,
a horrendous act that I vehemently oppose. I remain persuaded that Yeshua is the appointed judge for these
matters, not man.
Here is my alternate timeline:
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Some of you may wonder why I dwell so heavily on the record of history. Well, if we didn't have an historical record, we would have a difficult time
understanding how to apply much of Scripture
to our lives. For some perspective, please
consider the following information: Thanks to
the record of history, we know that the early
believers were not lunar Sabbatarians; rather,
they recognized a continuously-repeating
weekly cycle with the 7th day falling on the
day now known as Saturday. In fact, if it
weren't for the record of history, we would
have no way of knowing that the day we call
“Saturday” just happens to coincide with the
day that, according to Jewish record, is traced
to the seventh day of creation. Unless all of
Judaism collectively woke up one day and
forgot what day of the week it was, we can be
sure that the day our society calls “Saturday”
is the day the ancient believers called
“Shabbat.”
Not only that, but thanks to the record of
such ancient historians as Josephus, we can
agree that our interpretation of Scripture,
which has each day beginning at sunset, is
validated.
There are some who reject
Josephus’ testimony and they begin the
weekly Sabbath in the morning at dawn.
That’s how they interpret the Bible.
Thanks to the record of history, we know that Judaism acknowledges that in their history they promoted
the free and open use of the Tetragrammaton. Anyone reading most translations of the Bible today would
likely fall into the trap of believing that the Creator’s name is “too sacred to pronounce.” In fact, that’s the
reason most Bibles replace the Tetragrammaton with “the LORD” – to accommodate modern-day Jewish
practice and belief. Judaism also admits to changing the calendar from one of going by the visible sighting of
the new moon crescent for determining when a month begins to a calculated calendar that begins each month
in accordance with the conjunction of the moon, which is most certainly not visible to the naked eye. Thanks
to the record of history, we can know that the ancient practice of looking for the new moon crescent after
sunset is the way the ancients began a new month, even though Scripture doesn’t specifically give us
instructions for how to begin a new month.
I think it was in the year 2000 when I attended a debate between a man who agrees with our position that
the Scriptural new month begins with the visible sighting of the new moon crescent after sunset and the other
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guy who believes the Scriptural new month begins with the conjunction of the moon, at which time the moon
is not visible. As I just mentioned, Scripture doesn't actually come out and clearly state either way, so indeed
it’s a matter of interpretation and therefore a matter of controversy, which is why there was a debate. At the
conclusion of the debate, during the “Question & Answer” session, I asked the “conjunction supporter” if he
had any historical evidence to validate his position.

His response was to hold his Bible high above his head, much like the guy in this slide. He had no
words, just his Bible to proudly display before all. Now I'm sure some
folks watching the debate thought
that was a terrific answer and on
the surface it may seem like a
debate-clincher.
However, let's
face it, the other guy had also defended his reasoning with Scripture, but he also furnished historical
testimony to back it up. So anyone
truly pondering the con-junction
supporter's silent claim that the
Bible is his “historical evidence”
surely understands that he was
going, not by Scripture and
Scripture alone, but by his INTERPRETATION of Scripture and his
INTERPRETATION of Scripture
alone. The other guy not only went
by his interpretation of Scripture, but also by the corroborating record of history.
When you ignore the record of history and instead go only with your interpretation of Scripture, you simultaneously open the door for lunar sabbatarians to bring in their doctrinal beliefs, all the while insisting
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that they go by Scripture and Scripture alone; when you ignore the historical record, you open the door for
folks who believe the conjunction is the new moon to bring in their doctrine, the same with folks who believe the Sabbath begins at dawn, and yes, you also come up with folks who believe Yeshua did NOT have a
pre-carnal existence. Let’s go with the perfect blend of careful Scripture study complemented with historical precedence that this is what those who came before us likewise understood as being TRUE. Thank
you.

I will close out this, Part II of my study, with the ONLY slide the hosting assembly chose to display
during the video they made of my debate presentation. The following slide is a one-page summary listing of
the points I established during my presentation, none of which were refuted by Chuck. For this study, I
decided to squeeze in an extra “point”:
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Thank you for taking the time to consider my perspective of the discussion “Did Yeshua Have a PreCarnal Existence?” For my concluding part of the discussion, Part III, I will offer the information presented
at the 2019 Unity Conference that was held in Sterling, Illinois.
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