
Hey Pal, 
  
I have a question for you.  
  
Recently in a discussion with an Evangelical I was informed that although the scriptures 
call Jesus the "Son of God", this is not a literal relationship. For example, Jesus is not the 
son of God as Seth is the son of Adam.  
 
This makes sense according to my knowledge of the Trinity. While the persons are 
individual and unique, they are linked via an essence that binds them together into one 
single entity. This is not the case with Seth and Adam.  
 
Do most Evangelicals feel similarly? Is Jesus really the Son of God or is that a slightly 
inaccurate attempt to describe his real relationship with God? Do we have to redefine the 
word "son" in order to accommodate the Trinity doctrine?  
 
Thanks. 
 
James  
 
 
Hey James,  
 
There's only need to redefine "son" if we are using it in the restricted English sense. 
Biblically, I wouldn't take "son of" so literally; the Pharisees are sons of hell (Mt 23:15) 
and sons of the evil one (Mt 13:38) [their father is the devil (Jn 8:44)]. One the other 
hand, we become sons of God through promise (Eph 1:5, Gal 4:5, Rom 9:4). Galatians 3-
4 for details on attaining sonship). Logically, of course, this requires that we are not sons 
of God prior. 
 
 
Thanks Blake. I think you gave a great reply. "Son" does not need describe a literal 
sonship as you have pointed out.  
  
Are you suggesting that Christ's title as the "Son of God" is comparable to the Pharisees 
title as the "sons of hell"? According to your theology, is Christ then not literally the Son 
of God, but only figuratively?  
  
Calling Pharisees "sons of hell" or "sons of the evil one", and calling believers "sons of 
God" all imply correctly that the "son" is ultimately not the same being or entity as that 
which it is the "son" of. This isn't the case with the Trinity.  
  
James 
 
 



Thanks Blake. I think you gave a great reply. "Son" does not need describe a literal 
sonship as you have pointed out.  
Are you suggesting that Christ's title as the "Son of God" is comparable to the Pharisees 
title as the "sons of hell"? According to your theology, is Christ then not literally the Son 
of God, but only figuratively?  
  
Yes. 
 
 
Calling Pharisees "sons of hell" or "sons of the evil one", and calling believers "sons of 
God" all imply correctly that the "son" is ultimately not the same being or entity as that 
which it is the "son" of. This isn't the case with the Trinity.  
 
Again, this is only the case if you're using "son" in the restricted sense (which we've 
already falsified). In most instances, Jesus can be the "son of God" even insofar as He is 
God's chosen messiah (I don't think that's what it means, but the text allows it). "Son of 
God" can also be an expression of Jesus' incarnation [He is not all three persons (God), 
but He is still a very real manifestation of God - "part of God" misses the personhood of 
Christ, "person of God" doesn't differentiate Himself from the other 2 persons]. 
Generally, however, the title "Son of God" denotes Jesus' equality and nearness of 
relation to God (God's love for Him). The phrase doesn't necessitate that they are the 
same being, but as established above, it certainly doesn't preclude it either. 
 
 
The phrase doesn't necessitate that they are the same being, but as established above, it 
certainly doesn't preclude it either.   
 
 
Well, I would say that it demands they be separate beings, and it absolutely does preclude 
them being the same being. What you established is that the bible uses the phrase "son of 
____" both as a reference to literal sonship, and as a reference to figurative sonship. 
However, each of the "figurative sonships" that have been demonstrated in the bible ALL 
imply, demand, that the "son" be a separate entity from the "father". For example, "sons 
of hell" implies that the Pharisees are not the same entity as hell, they are separate.   
 
 
You could simply state that you believe that "Son of God" in reference to Jesus is a 
unique use of the phrase that finds no biblical precedent, and I think that would be more 
accurate. I certainly would respect your right to interpret it that way, however much I 
disagree.  
 
 
By the way, I appreciate you responding to my inquiries. Hope all is well for you.  
 
 
James 



Well, on one hand I read: 
 
    "Well, I would say that it demands they be separate beings, and it absolutely does 
preclude them being the same being."  
 
And on the other hand I read: 
 
    "You could simply state that you believe that "Son of God" in reference to Jesus is a 
unique use of the phrase that finds no biblical precedent, and I think that would be more 
accurate." 
 
 
1. Your two statements appear to contradict each other, don't they? Naturally, if I had to 
pick, I'd go with the latter. This, of course, wouldn't even remotely be a problem for my 
position and we shouldn't expect to find "biblical precedent" since Jesus is the first (and I 
believe, the only) Son of God.  
2. Conveniently, however, we do have an easy example of the term being used in a 
relational sense that would falsify your first statement (as well as your prior statement 
that "that the "son" is ultimately not the same being or entity as that which it is the "son" 
of "). Are you familiar with the phrase "the sons of Israel"? According to your logic, this 
statement would seem to prevent the sons of Israel from being Israelites! I'm not saying 
that this is a precise analogy to the Trinity, of course, but (a) it certainly is close and (b) it 
cleanly challenges any idea that "son" is limited to the English understanding or that it 
wouldn't fit easily and comfortably under a Trinitarian understanding.  
Hope that helps! 
 
 
Blake, 
  
Thanks for the response. I have been busy, and I'm sure you understand that.  
  
In regards to my two "contradicting" statements, the first was my own opinion, and the 
second was my attempt to summarize what I believe your position is. As you pointed out, 
it would be suggesting that you disagree with my view, which is obvious.  
  
I agree that "son" is used in the bible in certain ways that need not refer specifically to 
biological or literal offspring. You have cited "sons of hell", "sons of god", and "sons of 
Israel" as examples. Each of these clearly demonstrates that "son" can be used in 
reference to someone who is affiliated with a certain organization, order, person or 
position. However, I still maintain that each of them clearly are meant to designate very 
separate and different things, things which are not the same entity.  
  
Even in the case of "sons of Israel", Israel firstly refers to Jacob, the grandson of 
Abraham, an ancestor of the "sons of Israel". Secondly, it is also equivalent to saying 
"sons of America", which designation clearly does not describe the Trinity. The most 



obvious reasons being that God is not a nation, and that it would designate Christ as a 
part of the whole, something abhorrent to Trinitarians.  
  
The Evangelical interpretation of "son of God" when referencing Christ demands that the 
phrase "son of" be applied in a manner different than any other known use. This 
interpretation demands a unique redefinition, which is fine with me so long as this fact is 
identified. In fact, the uniqueness of it might even be appealing to many Evangelicals.  
  
Latter-Day Saints take literally the passage in Luke which reads: 
  
Luke 1:35  And the angel answered and said unto her, The Holy Ghost shall come upon 
thee, and the power of the Highest shall overshadow thee: therefore also that holy thing 
which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God.  
  
The angel says that the power of the Highest shall overshadow Mary, and therefore he 
shall be called the Son of God. It seems pretty straightforward. I am curious to know why 
this seemingly simple declaration of Christ's literal and biological sonship to the Father is 
overlooked in Evangelical understanding of Christ's relationship to the Father.  
  
Thanks for holding this discussion with me. If you aren't interested, just let me know and 
I will stop. Take your time, we both live lives outside of internet apologetics. Hope all is 
well. 
  
James 
 
 
Hey James,  
 
All is indeed well -- and don't worry about time, I have a lot of it (my life almost is 
internet apologetics, at least it feels like it sometimes [lol]). Anyways, the way I see it, 
the "sons of Israel" are Israel (that's what Israel is; it's all the people that make up the 
kingdom). When Isaiah addresses Israel, he's speaking to the "sons of Israel" (so they are 
not separate entities). Similarly, when I am speaking to the "Son of God" (Jesus), that 
doesn't mean I'm not speaking to God. "Son of" is a loose term, and the normal-
evangelical usage does not seem at all exotic.  
 
Regarding Luke 1:35, you ask why evangelicals overlook this "seemingly simple 
declaration of Christ's literal and biological sonship". If anything, your interpretation 
would sooner demand that the Holy Spirit is Jesus' biological father:  
If the "Most High" refers only to the Father, then the only credit the Father gets is his 
"overshadowing power". But, unlike the Father, do you know who is directly involved? 
We read just prior: " The Holy Spirit will come upon you" (Lk 1:35). -- "Come upon 
you?" If there is any biological credit to be had, it unquestionably goes to the Holy Spirit. 
This interpretation is additionally strengthened by two more facts:  
1. The fact that the "power of the Most High" probably IS the Holy Spirit. 



2. Related Scripture: Now the birth of Jesus Christ was as follows: when His mother 
Mary had been betrothed to Joseph, before they came together she was found to be with 
child by the Holy Spirit... for the Child who has been conceived in her is of the Holy 
Spirit. (Mt 1:18, 20)  
 
The Father is left completely out of the equation! So, while you say "It seems pretty 
straightforward. I am curious to know why this seemingly simple declaration of Christ's 
literal and biological sonship to the Father is overlooked ", I'd turn the question around 
and ask you that same in reference to the Holy Spirit. :) 
 
 
Blake, 
  
I don't think I explained clearly enough my question regarding Luke 1:35. Instead of 
answering the question I posed, you asked another one. I would be glad to answer yours, 
after you answer mine. All in the name of organization.  
  
In our debate about what the meaning of "Son of God" is in reference to Christ, I think it 
is important to point out that Christ is not the only being who is called by that title. As 
you know, men and women are also called "sons of God", "offspring" of God, and 
"children" of God. There must be something different in the meaning of Christ's identical 
title.  
  
 35And the angel answered and said unto her, The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, 
and the power of the Highest shall overshadow thee: therefore also that holy thing 
which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God.  
  
I think that Luke 1:35 specifically identifies the difference. Unlike the rest of mankind, 
Christ's was born to a woman who "knew" no man. Christ is the only man with a mortal 
mother, and a divine father. While "sons of God" could potentially be interpreted 
figuratively in regards to you and I, Luke seems to explain that with Christ this is not the 
case. Christ is the "Son of God" precisely because he shares a literal father/son 
relationship with God that none other shares(keep in mind that in the LDS paradigm, I am 
speaking strictly in terms of mortal life, not preexistent spirit formation).  
  
This is my question to you. This passage explains that Christ's title "Son of God" is in 
reference to his unique birth, an unprecedented birth and one that will never happen 
again.  
  
James 
 
 
Hey James, thanks for the response. As discussed in my second e-mail, I find the phrase 
"Son of God" to be a very loose term for which there can be numerous justifications (e.g. 
being God's chosen one [or messiah], being an incarnation/manifestation of God, and 
being of special nearness in relation to God).  



(a) You provide another possible justification for Jesus' title in Luke 1:35 (I say 
"possible" because of the Greek; my translation, for instance, reads "Therefore the child 
to be born will be holy; he will be called the Son of God."). See NET translator notes 
(online) for details. 
(b) There are other justifications still; take for instance Romans 1:4 and Acts 13:33 ("who 
was declared the Son of God with power by the resurrection from the dead,"... "He raised 
up Jesus, as it is also written in the second Psalm, 'YOU ARE MY SON; TODAY I 
HAVE BEGOTTEN YOU.").  
 
My 'James, Faussett, and Brown Commentary' offer the following: "Christ has a fourfold 
right to the title "Son of God"; (1) By generation, as begotten of God; (2) By commission, 
as sent by God; (3) By resurrection, as "the first-begotten of the dead" (compare 
Luk_20:36; Rom_1:4; Rev_1:5); (4) By actual possession, as heir of all [BISHOP 
PEARSON]." 
 
(c) Further, we know that the Holy Spirit is not the father of Jesus. I cited the Holy Spirits 
superior physical involvement, therefore, to show that if anyone is responsible, then He 
is. Since He is not, then the Father certainly is not. I'm still looking forward to seeing 
how you'll address this. 
 
Hope that helps! 
 
 
Blake, 
  
I agree that it is appropriate to refer to Christ as the "Son of God" in a figurative sense, 
but I also believe that the scriptures make it clear that the title is not only figurative, but 
literal.  
  
You quoted the NET bible translation of Luke 1:35, which attempts to distance itself 
from the usual translation, but still leaves very little wiggle room for an alternate 
interpretation. The stubborn fact is that the angel tells Mary she will be "overshadowed" 
by God, and the resulting baby will be the Son of God. The reason for this title seems 
quite obvious. The NASB, which I know you are fond of, reads like this:  
  
The angel answered and said to her, "The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the power 
of the Most High will overshadow you; and for that reason the holy Child shall be called 
the Son of God.  
  
From my perspective it just seems like a stretch to interpret this passage, no matter what 
translation, as NOT suggesting that Christ is the Son of God partially because of the 
nature of his conception.   
  
According to our mutual belief, Christ was fully man and fully God. Being fully man, he 
must have possessed 46 chromosomes, a double strand of 23 each. If he was truly human, 
he recieved one strand from his mother, and one from his father. Any other way would 



not be "fully man". We LDS believe that by some miraculous means that other strand was 
provided by God, hence Jesus is literally the Son of God. We interpret "fully man" very 
very literally. I assume you do as well.  
  
I recognize that you cannot accept that the second strand of 23 chromosomes were 
provided by God, since in your belief God has no chromosomes, and Jesus is not the 
literal Son of God. I would then challenge you to explain how Christ is "fully man" if he 
lacks those chromosomes or if they came from any other source. Trying to guess at your 
answer, you might say that they were specially created for the situation, and came from 
no human father. I would respect that belief, but would insist that it describes a baby boy 
who is not as "fully human" as the LDS understanding allows for.  
  
Once we exhaust this question, and agree to disagree, I will be happy to explain why we 
do not interpret the passage as saying that Christ is the Son of the Holy Spirit. For now 
though, no matter who the father is, the passage unambiguously teaches that Jesus is the 
Son of God precisely because of the nature of his conception.  
  
James 
 
 
(a) You say that the NET translation "attempts to distance itself from the usual 
translation", but provide no justification for this alleged secret motive of theirs. It's a 
serious charge, and I'd like to see the evidence that they had something other than a good 
translation in mind when articulating this verse [especially when you've been given in 
depth translators notes]. Until then, there's a real possibility that the "therefore" is not 
connected to the "He shall be called the Son of God" but rather connected to the "He will 
be holy" (after all, Jesus was known as "the Son of God" prior to this event). 
 
(b) More relevantly, I specifically said (and indirectly said) multiple times that "I find the 
phrase "Son of God" to be a very loose term for which there can be numerous 
justifications". The obvious implication is that I am assuming that the one you brought up 
is in the count. Allow me to repost my e-mail points and bold the areas which you seem 
to have missed this point: 
 

(a) You provide another possible justification for Jesus' title in 
Luke 1:35 (I say "possible" because of the Greek; my translation, for 
instance, reads "Therefore the child to be born will be holy; he will be 
called the Son of God."). See NET translator notes (online) for details. 

(b) There are other justifications still; take for instance Romans 1:4 
and Acts 13:33 ("who was declared the Son of God with power by the 
resurrection from the dead,"... "He raised up Jesus, as it is also written in 
the second Psalm, 'YOU ARE MY SON; TODAY I HAVE BEGOTTEN 
YOU.").  

My 'James, Faussett, and Brown Commentary' offers the 
following: "Christ has a fourfold right to the title "Son of God"; (1) By 
generation, as begotten of God; (2) By commission, as sent by God; (3) 



By resurrection, as "the first-begotten of the dead" (compare Luk_20:36; 
Rom_1:4; Rev_1:5); (4) By actual possession, as heir of all [BISHOP 
PEARSON]." 

 
Therefore, my carefully articulated position rather takes on the assumption that Lk 1:35 
[AND Mt 1:18, 20] IS a reason Jesus is called the Son of God (although, Son of "God, 
the Holy Spirit" as well). If God provides all the paternal chromosomes (while Mary 
provides the maternal), than the paternal provider has every right to call Jesus His Son no 
matter the method in which he provided them. I do believe, however, that this is a 
secondary right to Jesus' title, where the foremost right to being called the Son of God is 
still as described in prior e-mails. 
 
If you'd like to respond to the above, feel free, although regardless don't hesitate to 
respond to the apparently superior role of the Holy Spirit in the conception of Jesus. The 
beauty of e-mail is that you can literally carry on multiple conversations at once (we 
could do it in separate e-mails, but I think that's unnecessary). Looking forward to it! 
 
 
Hi Blake. 
  
A) Regarding the NET bible translation, I did not charge the translators of  a "secret 
motive". I only pointed out the obvious fact that their translation differs from the usual 
translation, and the result is that their translation offers a more vague understanding than 
the traditional one. They do have plenty of footnotes, and I'm sure they feel very 
comfortable with their translation. But they are not the only group to provide a scholarly 
translation.  
Even using the NET translation, the passage still strongly implies that "Son of God" is 
directly related to the nature of the conception. God overshadows Mary, and therefore 
Christ is holy and is the Son of God. The "therefore" applies both to the "holy" and to the 
"son of God".  It seems a bit silly to divorce the "son of God" description in the very 
same verse that explains Christ's unique conception, a conception performed by God 
himself.  
  
B) You said: 
Allow me to repost my e-mail points and bold the areas which you seem to have missed 
this point: 
  
I did not miss the point, and I even acknowledged your points. Recall that I said: 
  
I agree that it is appropriate to refer to Christ as the "Son of God" in a figurative sense, 
but I also believe that the scriptures make it clear that the title is not only figurative, but 
literal.  
  
 I recognized your points as at least appropriate, and quickly moved from them into what 
my real question is. Your Faussett and Brown Commentary suggests that Christ is the 



Son of God because of "generation, as begotten of God". You and I both know that this 
'generation' is not understood equally by us.  
  
 I am trying to point out that the passage clearly indicates that Jesus is literally, in a 
physical way, the son of God. You denied that relationship in an earlier email(the second 
one from you to me in this exchange), when you confirmed that you do not believe that 
Christ is literally the Son of God, but only figuratively. Now it seems you are agreeing 
with my contention when you say:  
  
If God provides all the paternal chromosomes (while Mary provides the maternal), than 
the paternal provider has every right to call Jesus His Son no matter the method in which 
he provided them. I do believe, however, that this is a secondary right to Jesus' title, 
where the foremost right to being called the Son of God is still as described in prior e-
mails.  
  
I respect your right to consider certain reasons more important then others when 
determining the reasons for calling Jesus the Son of God. I think I have at least finally 
persuaded you to agree that Jesus is not only figuratively the Son of God, but in a very 
literal way also.  
  
Even if you accept that Jesus is literally the Son of God, it would not be demanding that 
you understand the Trinity as I do. You could possibly suggest that only the "human" 
nature of Christ is literally the "Son of God", while the spirit of Christ, or the divine 
nature of Christ, is not literally the son of God.  
  
C) Concerning your inquiry about our interpretation of Luke 1:25 and related passages 
which indicate that the Holy Ghost was involved in the conception, we have no qualms 
with them. You said: 
  
If the "Most High" refers only to the Father, then the only credit the Father gets is his 
"overshadowing power". But, unlike the Father, do you know who is directly involved? 
We read just prior: " The Holy Spirit will come upon you" (Lk 1:35). -- "Come upon 
you?" If there is any biological credit to be had, it unquestionably goes to the Holy Spirit. 
This interpretation is additionally strengthened by two more facts:  
 
1. The fact that the "power of the Most High" probably IS the Holy Spirit. 
2. Related Scripture: Now the birth of Jesus Christ was as follows: when His mother  
 
Mary had been betrothed to Joseph, before they came together she was found to be with 
child by the Holy Spirit... for the Child who has been conceived in her is of the Holy 
Spirit. (Mt 1:18, 20)  
  
Somehow you conclude that "unquestionably" the Holy Spirit is the true literal father of 
Jesus if anyone is. At the very least that conclusion is very far from "unquestionable". 
Your two points of evidence include one that is based on a "probably", and the other on a 



verse that tells us nothing that Luke does not, namely that the Holy Spirit is involved. The 
role of the H.S. is at the very worst unspecified.  
  
I quote Stephen Gibson: http://www.lightplanet.com/response/answers/begotten.htm 
  
While one New Testament passage seems to imply that Jesus was begotten of the Holy Ghost (Matt. 1:18-20), 
dozens of other passages clearly indicate that Jesus is the Son of God the Father, rather than the son of the Holy 
Ghost. Luke 1:35 clarifies that the Holy Ghost's role was to prepare Mary to receive the power of the "Highest"-
-God the Father. Note carefully the entire verse: "The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the power of the 
Highest, shall overshadow thee: therefore also that Holy thing which shall he born of thee shall he called the Son 
of God."  
.... 
The Bible abounds with scriptures attesting to the fact that Jesus was the Son of God the Father; he was not the 
son of the Holy Ghost. Thus it was God the Father, not the Holy Spirit, who spoke to Jesus at the time of his 
baptism, saying, "thou art my beloved Son; in thee I am well pleased" (Lk 3:21-23, Matt. 3:16-17). It was to his 
Father, God the Father, rather than to the Holy Ghost, that Jesus taught his disciples to pray (Matt. 6:6-18). 
"We beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the Father" (John 1:14); "For God so loved the world, 
that he gave his only begotten Son" (John 3:16; see also John 3:18, 1 John 4:9).  
...... 
It appears that the Holy Spirit in some miraculous way unknown to mortals, prepared Mary for the conception 
of God's Son. 
 
I would add to Stephen's words that we also have the blessing of modern revelation 
which makes the issue much more clear. That is a blessing available to you if you want 
it!! 
 
Take care Blake. I may not have a chance to respond back to you all weekend, so have a 
great weekend. 
 
James 
 
 
Hey James, 
 
 
      I'm still under the impression that you had missed my points in the last e-mail, but 
there's really no reason to draw it out. You imply in this e-mail that I have changed my 
mind in regards to God's paternal involvement… but to my knowledge, I haven't budged 
from the initial idea that, in your words, "they [the chromosomes] were specially created 
for the situation, and came from no human father" (ironically, at that time, you seemed 
critical of the idea). So if you're no longer critical of this position, then where does this 
leave us? Well, we have established one of the loose ways (or justifications) I keep 
mentioning for which Christ is described as the Son of God – but then, since this isn't 
something new to my position, we can hardly say it was "established". It's not new to me, 
nor is it new to evangelical Christianity in general (as cited). 
 
But no matter, the discussion prompted an interesting tangent: The Holy Spirit's paternal 
role compared to that of the Father's (in light of LDS understanding). Your primary (and 
only) argument for the Father's superior involvement in the conception is the fact that 
Jesus (The Son) is called "The Son", and the Father is called "The Father"… but to argue 
that this conclusion is due to the divine-conception begs the entire question which you 



were attempting to establish. Am I wrong to suppose that "this is a secondary right to 
Jesus' title, where the foremost right to being called the Son of God is still as described in 
prior e-mails"? In order to avoid circular reasoning, we have to step back and look at both 
complete paradigms. Which would an outsider prefer to adopt should he be forced to pick 
one knowing he would soon enter into a debate: 
 
The LDS paradigm: 
 

Benefits:  
 

(a)    The direct scriptural connection between divine-conception and Son-
hood. 
 
(b)    The literal rendering of "Son of" and "Father of" 
 

Detriments: 
 

(a)    Rejection (or disinterest) with other scriptural reasons for the title 
"Son of God" [see prior e-mail]. 
 
(b)    A very philosophically difficult position (Who designed and formed  
God's DNA/Chromosomes? Legs for walking/Eyes for seeing/Hands for 
grabbing?). 
 
(c)     An exceedingly difficult, and ad hoc, rendering of the Father's  
involvement (in the conception) compared to that of the Holy Spirit. 
 

(a)  Nothing in scripture suggests the Holy Spirits role was just to 
"prepare" for the superior role of the Father. If the LDS 
interpretation were wrong, this is precisely the kind of special 
pleading and farfetched desperation we should expect to find (you 
wouldn't' expect it to say "oops, we're wrong" would you?). Is this 
forced explanation possible? What forced explanation isn't? Is it 
probable from what we're given in the text? Does it flow from the 
scripture? No. Every instance (even in Luke) attributes the primary 
role (or the ONLY role) to the Holy Spirit. Remember not to 
defend your position with circular reasoning here; it's accounted 
for above. 

 
The Evangelical paradigm 
 

Benefits: 
 

(a)    A more accommodating paradigm for various alternative 
justifications (for the title "Son of God" or xyz) as presented in scripture. 

 



(b)    A more traditional (Jewish and Early Christian) understanding of 
God's nature. 

 
(c)     A much more philosophically sensible position. 

 
Detriments: 

 
(a)    A non-literal rendering of "Son of" and "Father of" (but in keeping 
with common and natural usage). 

 
I feel confident that the objective observer would choose the latter position (but not that 
of the latter-day saints). You're welcome to adjust/correct those paradigm outlines as you 
see fit (in fact, I encourage it). If you'd like me to review the final product, I'd be more 
than happy. Like you, I'll be busy most of Saturday and Sunday. But, in case you get this 
in time, enjoy the weekend! 
 
 
Blake, 
  
I am not ready to move on from our initial discussion. I reject as innacurate the LDS 
paradigm that you have described, and perhaps in the future I will address it. You seem 
all too eager to move away from our discussion about your understanding of Christ's 
relationship to God, and to address something that you incorrectly view as problematic 
for LDS. It seems to me that we have misunderstood each other, somehow we have 
spoken past each other.  
  
Initially I asked you if you believe that Christ is literally, in a physical way, the Son of 
God. You replied that NO you do not, but you argued that the scriptures allow for a 
figurative interpretation of "son of God" instead. You argued for the 4 points suggested in 
the Faussett and Brown Commentary, and you have suggested that the figurative reasons 
for calling Jesus the "son of God" are more important than any potential literal reasons.  
  
I acknowledged that Jesus certainly can be the "Son of God" in very figurative ways, in 
ways that do not represent a literal father/son relationship. I recognize and accept that, in 
fact, I believe that. However, while I recognized the validity of that view I still insisted 
upon demonstrating that Jesus is the "Son of God" not ONLY figuratively, but also 
literally. You have rejected that possibility (in your second email to me). This is how it 
went:  
  
  
ME:  Thanks Blake. I think you gave a great reply. "Son" does not need describe a 
literal sonship as you have pointed out. Are you suggesting that Christ's title as the 
"Son of God" is comparable to the Pharisees title as the "sons of hell"? According 
to your theology, is Christ then not literally the Son of God, but only figuratively?  
  
 



You:  Yes. 
 
  
Even after recognizing that Jesus is figuratively the "son of God", I attempted to persuade 
you that Jesus is also literally the "son of God". I argued that if Jesus is "fully man" then 
he must have received chromosomes from a biological father. I offered a suggestion for 
how YOU (not me) might make that work within your paradigm, by suggesting that 
perhaps the chromosomes were created specially for the occasion. I do not believe that, 
but was guessing at your belief.  
  
And since you accepted the fact that literal paternal chromosomes were introduced and 
mingled with Mary's chromosomes to form the infant Jesus, you effectively accepted that 
Jesus is in a very literal way, not only in a figurative way, the "son of God". Jesus is both 
figuratively and literally the "Son of God". While you at first rejected the literal 
interpretation for the figurative one, you now seem to accept both like me.  
  
Is this an accurate representation of how you understood the discussion to be flowing? I 
am not interested just yet in discussing any other tangent, because I fear a tangent will 
distract us from nailing down the loose ends of this first discussion. But have no fear, 
tangents are appropriate and fun, and I look forward to it.  
  
In summary, my understanding is that at the beginning of the discussion you rejected a 
literal father/son relationship between the Father and Jesus, but then later you accepted it 
as valid. I see no crime in this, it certainly isn't a weakness, perhaps you didn't understand 
my questioning at first. I am only interested in understanding exactly what you believe on 
this matter.  
  
Thanks, and have a great weekend. 
  
James 
 
 
First, when a Mormon asks an evangelical if "Son of God" is literal, the correct answer is 
"no". Why? Because the Mormons definition of "literal" is "Gods biology + Mary's 
biology = Jesus" Second, you even said directly, in your original e-mail: "For example, 
Jesus is not the son of God as Seth is the son of Adam."]. That was your definition of 
literal, and in that context you asked me: "According to your theology, is Christ then not 
literally the Son of God, but only figuratively?" My response stands, precisely as it did 
from the get-go: Jesus is not the Son of God in the same sense Seth is the son of Adam. 
 
You write: I offered a suggestion for how YOU (not me) might make that work within 
your paradigm, by suggesting that perhaps the chromosomes were created specially for 
the occasion. I do not believe that, but was guessing at your belief. 
And you guessed correctly. 
 



But then you write: And since you accepted the fact that literal paternal chromosomes 
were introduced and mingled with Mary's chromosomes to form the infant Jesus, you 
effectively accepted that Jesus is in a very literal way, not only in a figurative way, the 
"son of God". 
Absolutely, but that's far from saying that Jesus is the literal "Son of God" as YOU 
defined above. You're changing your definitions to catch me in a semantics trap 
(although, I doubt you're doing it on purpose – at least I hope you're not). 
   

• Jesus is NOT "Literal A" [God's biology + Mary's biology = Jesus]. 
• Jesus IS "Literal B" [God provides male chromosomes + Mary provides female 

chromosomes = Jesus] 
 

You conclude: Jesus is both figuratively and literally the "Son of God". While you at first 
rejected the literal interpretation for the figurative one, you now seem to accept both like 
me…  … In summary, my understanding is that at the beginning of the discussion you 
rejected a literal father/son relationship between the Father and Jesus, but then later you 
accepted it as valid. 
Wrong, I've rejected "Literal A", you've subsequently pointed out that I believe "Literal 
B" (which I always have), and then you are pretending like this amounts to me conceding 
"Literal A". This is a logically fallacy, you are equivocating "literal". 
 
 This appears to be the "misunderstanding" that was holding us back. Hope that helps.  :) 
 
 
 
Blake 
 
Blake, 
  
Thanks for the response. I hope you understand why I am not eager to hold multiple 
discussions at once, because just one is sticky enough. As wonderful as email is, it still 
isn't a perfect medium of communication.  
  
You have drawn a distinction between what you percieve as two competing literals 
(namely A and B). I assure you I have not changed any definitions and have no desire to 
lay semantic traps for you. These are the two definitions that you have outlined:  
  

• Jesus is NOT "Literal A" [God's biology + Mary's biology = Jesus]. 
• Jesus IS "Literal B" [God provides male chromosomes + Mary provides female 

chromosomes = Jesus] 
 
I assume you very carefully worded "literal B" so as to not imply that while God provides 
chromosomes, those chromosomes are not God's in the same way that Mary's 
chromosomes are Mary's. Is this correct?  
  



From my perspective, both of the "literals" you have outlined are restatements of the 
other. They each describe a biological relationship to Jesus. If providing chromosomes is 
not biological, then I don't know what is. I am hoping you can elaborate for me why you 
believe they are different.  
  
Thanks. 
  
James 
 
"If providing chromosomes is not biological, then I don't know what is." 
 
God provided first non-human mammal with paternal chromosomes (and all subsequent 
first mammals). Is God is the biological father (and mother) of those animals? If you 
answer "yes", then my answer is that He is the biological Father of Jesus. If you answer 
no, then my answer is "no" Jesus is not the biological Son of God. Jesus does not have 
God's DNA (since God has no DNA) -- there is no "blood relation". I believe God 
provided those chromosomes the same way he did all physical creation, but in common 
terminology, that does not make Jesus a Son of God " as Seth is the son of Adam." (who, 
again, was biologically related via DNA) . As I've said, I agree with this: "Trying to guess 
at your answer, you might say that they were specially created for the situation, and came 
from no human father." Again, this is correct - this is the position I take. 
 
 
Blake, 
  
Thanks for the friendly exchange. It has been very interesting for me, and I hope for you 
too. It took a little bit of sorting out, but I think we understand each other's position more 
clearly now. 
  
I look forward to future debates. If you feel the desire to pursue any of the tangents we 
began, go ahead and I will be more than happy. If not, have a great week!! 
  
James 
 
 
Blake, 
  
I wanted to check with you to see if  you were ok with me uploading a transcript of this 
discussion to my website. It wasn't my intention when the discussion started, and without 
knowing that from the beginning you are welcome to object. I can remove your name if 
you want, or not put it up at all. Either way I do plan on writing about some of my 
reflections on the discussion anyway.  
  
James 
 
 



Hey James, feel free to use this discussion how ever you'd like (just please don't cut 
anything out). 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
END OF EMAIL EXCHANGE 


