
INTRODUCTION
By Al bert James Dager

Few Chris tians to day have not
heard of the Al pha Course, of fered 
to churches as an op por tu nity to

ex plain the Christian faith to those
who do not know Christ or to Chris -
tians who want to re view their faith.
The fol low ing in tro duc tion to Al pha is
found on the course’s Web site: 

Al pha is a ten-week op por tu nity
to ex plore the va lid ity and rel e vance
of the Chris tian faith for our lives to -
day. It is a prac ti cal in tro duc tion to
the ba sics of Chris tian ity with loads
of op por tu nity for de bate and dis cus -
sion. The style of Al pha is in for mal,
friendly and non-pressured.

Al pha is en joyed and ap pre ciated
as much by those who have never set 
foot in a church as it is by those who
once at tended and by the reg u lar
church goer. No mat ter what their
back ground, whether in ves ti gat ing
Chris tian ity for the first time or re -
vis it ing their faith, par tic ipants get
a lot out of an Al pha Course.

Each week peo ple meet to gether
for a meal, a talk on top ics such as
“Who is Je sus?”, “Why Did Je sus
Die?”, “How Can I be Sure of My
Faith?”, and “Does God Still Heal
Today?”, fol lowed by small group in -
ter ac tion. There is a day or week end
re treat mid way through the course,
which fo cuses on the per son and
work of the Holy Spirit.

There are over 5,000 Alpha
courses run ning in the U.S. and
about 1,000,000 peo ple in Amer ica
and Can ada have al ready par tic i -
pated. Most Amer i cans live within
easy ac cess of an Al pha course.

Churches of ev ery dif ferent type
and back ground, in clud ing An gli -
can, Bap tist, Pres by te rian, Ro man
Cath o lic, Meth od ist, Pen te cos tal,
Sal va tion Army, Free Church and
House Churches are run ning Al pha.

Because Al pha cov ers the ba sics of
Chris tianity all churches pro vide
the same ma te rial, mak ing al ter -
ations only to suit the lo cal culture.
Alpha orig i nated at Holy Trin ity
Bromp ton—an An gli can church in
Lon don, Eng land over twenty years
ago. The syl la bus of the course is
con tained in the Book “Ques tions of
Life” by Revd. Nicky Gumbel. Thou -
sands of Al pha courses are now run -
ning in many coun tries and it has
been trans lated into many dif fer ent
lan guages.

Holy Trin ity Bromp ton is the birth -
place in Eng land of the “holy laugh ter”
move ment in her ited from To ronto
Vine yard, and its sub se quent, more bi -
zarre as pects that spread through out
the United States by way of Browns-
ville As sem bly of God. (See our spe cial
re ports, Holy Laugh ter, and Pensacola: 
Re vival or Reveling?)

Ac cord ing to Al pha, “Over 1,000,000
peo ple have now at tended an Al pha
course in North Amer ica alone.” Fol -
low ing are some en dorse ments by
prom i nent Chris tian lead ers:

Bill Hybels, Senior Pas tor, Wil low
Creek Com munity Church:

We stand alongside others who
have a sim i lar pas sion for lead ing
peo ple into vi tal re la tion ships with
Jesus Christ. We ap plaud the vi sion
and work of Al pha Min is try to con -
nect the un con nected to the life of
the lo cal church and to re la tion ship
with Je sus Christ.

Bill Bright, Pres i dent, Cam pus Cru -
sade for Christ:

Alpha is def i nitely a pow er ful tool
for reach ing the lost for Christ and
help ing them ma ture in their faith.

J.I. Packer, Pro fes sor of The ology,
Re gent Col lege, Van cou ver, B.C.:

The Alpha course is a most en gag -
ing way of pass ing on the ba sics of
Chris tianity. It is a tool for evan ge -

lism and nur ture that I highly
rec om mend.

Charles W. Colson, Founder, Prison
Fellow ship Min is tries:

I know of many peo ple whose lives 
have been trans formed through the
Al pha Course. I re joice at how God is 
us ing it so pow er fully to re new many 
churches both in side and out side
prison walls.

The “Rt. Rev.” Her bert Thomp son,
Jr., Bishop, Epis co pal Dio cese of
South ern Ohio:

The Al pha course is a su perb ve hi -
cle for seek ing and evan ge liz ing non- 
Chris tians, the un churched and the
nom i nally churched. Would that ev -
ery Epis co pal Church had an Al pha
course for we would be truly embrac -
ing the Great Com mis sion of Je sus
our Lord.

Luis Palau, Evan ge list:

Al pha seems es pecially blessed in
that the Lord is us ing it to reach all
sorts of peo ple in all sorts of spir i tual 
con di tions.

Jack W. Hayford, Pres i dent, King’s
Sem i nary:

I see Alpha as a stra te gic tool, sen -
sitively crafted to address today’s
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sec u lar ized seek ers with sat is fy ing
an swers to their spir i tual hun ger.

Car dinal Wil liam H. Keeler, Cath o -
lic Arch bishop of Bal ti more:

Sev eral par ishes in the Arch di o cese
of Bal ti more are cur rently us ing the
Al pha course and are find ing it quite 
effec tive at evan ge liz ing peo ple to a
per sonal re la tion ship with Je sus
Christ and to the [Ro man Cath o lic]
Church.

Tes ti mo nials abound to the ef fect Al -
pha is hav ing upon the faith of many.
Its ec u men i cal na ture is largely re -
garded as a non-issue. Yet, even as the
Al pha Course con tin ues to sweep
churches in America and world wide,
several min is tries have writ ten about
as pects of it, voicing le git i mate con -
cerns. How ever, not all such treat -
ments prove their points with ad e quate 
num bers of di rect quotes and ref er -
ences to pri mary sources. The fol low ing
was written by a min is try that has for
several years spe cial ized al most exclu -
sively in re search ing Al pha. It was com -
piled by re search ers who have spent
many man-years study ing the sub ject.
Chris tians today need hard facts, and
this ar ti cle sup plies them.

I be lieve the fol low ing ar ti cle will
greatly en able true be liev ers in Je sus
to as sess the Al pha Course and, in the
process, hone their abil i ties to dis cern
truth from er ror when sim i lar move -
ments rise up in these last days. ajd

--oOo--

PART 1: THE
CHARACTER OF
ALPHA’S JESUS

INTRODUCTION

Ac cord ing to re nowned poll ster
George Gal lup, the Al pha Course
has now been run in over 150

coun tries.1 Al pha ma te ri als have been
trans lated into scores of lan guages,
and a mil lion peo ple took the course in
2001 alone. It is clearly some thing
about which ev ery be liever should be
well-versed.

A num ber of as sess ments have been
pub lished about Al pha since the early
nine ties when Nicky Gumbel took over 
re spon si bil ity for the Course, and
many of these cri tiques claim that Al -
pha’s teach ings about the Lord Je sus
are wor ri some. Je sus is ob viously the
very cen ter of the Gos pel and we have
felt led to in ves ti gate these claims
care fully from of fi cial sources. In this
ar ti cle we will fo cus on Al pha’s treat -
ment of  the Lord’s char ac ter.

Bib li cally, the “name” of some one is
a ref er ence to their char acter. In fact,
Al pha is cor rect in say ing, “the name is
used for every thing which the name
cov ers.”2 This includes the commands,
deeds, qual i ties, etc. of the per son. So
where the Bi ble re fers to “the name of
Je sus” or “the name of Christ” (1 Pe ter 
4:14), or “the name of the Lord” (Acts
2:21), it en com passes the Lord’s whole
char ac ter. When Paul writes “[W]e
pray…that the name of our Lord Je sus
Christ may be glo ri fied in you…” (2
Thess. 1:11-12), and when the Lord
teaches that our prayers must be in
line with His char ac ter if they are go -
ing to be heard (John 15:16), it be -
comes ev i dent that we must obtain a
good idea of the Lord’s char acter.

Be lievers should have the “mind of
Christ” (1 Co rin thi ans 2:16; Philippians
2:5). This is nat u rally go ing to be
harder if we have an in ac cu rate idea of
His mind! Be yond this, God’s Word
even says that a cor rect grasp of the
Lord’s char acter is fun da men tal to sal -
va tion (Romans 10:13). The Body of
Christ plainly needs to be fas tid i ous in
this re gard.3

As we check the pros and cons of Al -
pha’s treat ment in de tail, there will in -
ev i ta bly be mo ments where we have to
be quite ex act ing, and some in di vid ual
points may seem not to carry much
weight on their own. The ques tion we
need to ask is: what is their ef fect when 
taken to gether? If we really love and
care about our won der ful Sav ior then
we will want the world to be taught
only the truth re gard ing Him.

WAS HE SINLESS?

The Bi ble openly states that the
Lord Je sus was “with out sin”
(He brews 4:15; cf. Deu ter onomy

32:4). This is sue is foun da tional to the
Gospel, for if the Lord was not a spot -
less Lamb (1 Pe ter 1:19) then His sac ri -
fice on the cross can not have paid the
price for us. Such a be lief might lead
some peo ple to try to “make up the dif -
fer ence” through “good works.” With -
out a clear, con cise state ment to the
ef fect that Je sus is the in car nate Word
of God who was born and lived without
sin, the question of His di vin ity re -
mains ob scured. Ob servers feel that
Al pha could be clearer over this.

In the Al pha video talks4 the ac tual
word “sin less” in re la tion to the Lord
Jesus does not oc cur. And when Nicky
quotes He brews 4:15 that “Je sus was
tempted in ev ery way,” the suf fix, “yet
with out sin,” is strangely omit ted
[Talk 11]. What Nicky then says makes 
this ab sence par ticu larly un for tu nate:

“Je sus was tempted in ev ery way,
just as we are. Je sus had evil
thoughts.”

Ear lier in the talks Nicky ex plains
where “evil thoughts” come from:
“…from within, out of your hearts,
come evil thoughts…they make you
un clean” [Talk 3]. It would be rea son -
able for hear ers to as sume that the
Lord’s “evil thoughts” came out of His
heart, and that the Lord harbored evil
thoughts. Je sus was offered temp ta -
tions, He was of fered evil thoughts by
the en emy, but He re jected them all in -
stantly. Sadly Nicky chooses not to
men tion this point.

Nicky teaches that the Lord’s
“friends said about him, ‘He’s with -
out sin’” [Talk 2], but unsaved hear ers
may feel that friends say ing some thing 
about you does not nec es sar ily make it
true. Hav ing said that, Nicky does re -
fer to 2 Co rinthi ans 5:21… “There St.
Paul wrote, ‘God made him who knew
no sin to be sin for us…’” [Talk 4].
Oddly though, Nicky uses the phrase
“knew no sin” even though the Bi ble

2

1 Alpha News (UK Edition), Jul – Oct 2002, p. 17.
2 Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance, 3686.
3 For yet more reasons to be precise about the Lord’s character see Matthew 18:5, 20; Mark 9:41; 16:17; John 14:13-15; 26.
4 In this article, phrases like ‘the talks’ or ‘the video talks’ always refer to the official Alpha video transcripts released in the

Summer of 2000. Apart from Bible quotes taken from Alpha talks, all Bible quotes (and all statements about the Bible’s
contents) relate to the King James Version. All emphases in quotes (whether from the Bible or not) are our own unless
otherwise stated.



ver sion he uses (NIV) ac tually says
here that Je sus “had no sin.”5 Some
ex pla na tion of the He bra ism “knew no
sin” would have been a help, we feel,
for “knew no sin” could be in ter preted
to mean “was ig no rant of or un aware of
His sin” or “was not in timate with His
sin.”

On an other vital oc ca sion, Nicky
again ne glects to clar ify Je sus’ sin less -
ness. He says that Je sus on the cross
was “God for saken…not be cause of his
own sin but be cause of our sin” [Talk
3]. Some de trac tors point out the po -
tential am bigu ity here and that it
would only have taken a mo ment for
Nicky to con firm that Jesus had no sin. 
He ap par ently de cides against clear -
ing up any doubt here.

Nicky pre fers to say that “Je sus
never did any thing wrong” [Talks 3 &
4], and to re fer to “Je sus Christ, who
never did any thing wrong” [Talk 4].
On the face of it, this seems to set tle
the is sue, but Nicky else where re -
minds us that it is not just a mat ter of
what we “do”, but also what we say
(“‘…good deeds,’ that’s ev ery thing we
do and say” [Talk 12]) and also what
we think (“it’s not just our ac tions it’s
our words and also our thoughts”
[Talk 3]). Logically, this leaves the
door open again for Je sus to have
sinned in thought or word.

Ad di tionally, there is more to be ing
sin less than avoiding sin ful be hav ior.
God’s Son also needed to be free of the
sin ful na ture that Adam passed down
to all his gen er a tions (1 Corin thi ans
15:22). Je sus needed to have been born
of a vir gin6 in order to avoid be ing
tainted by “orig i nal sin.” Nicky does not 
men tion the vir gin birth in the talks
and in stead lik ens Je sus to a build ing
that is “to tally the work of hu man be -
ings” [Talk 5]. But if Je sus’ con ception
was “to tally the work of hu man be -
ings” then He in her ited man’s sin ful
na ture and, thus, was not sin less.

Nicky also says: “There is a big dif -
fer ence be tween the things that we do

wrong and the mis takes that we
make” [Talk 1]. This al lows for the
Lord to have erred, which brings us to
our next ques tion.

WAS HE INFALLIBLE?

The Bi ble says of Je sus, “the Word
was made flesh, …full of…truth” 
(John 1:14) and that the Lord

“faileth not” (Zepheniah 3:5; cf. Deu -
ter on omy 31:8). But does Al pha leave
par tic i pants be liev ing for cer tain that
Je sus was in fal li ble? (Again, and just
for the re cord, nei ther of the ac tual
words “fal li ble” or “in fal li ble” ap pears
in the talks them selves.)

From John 1:3 we know that “All
things were made by” Je sus, yet Al pha 
some times sug gests that the Cre ator
did not do a per fect job. For example,
Nicky talks about “the cre ated or der
that had gone wrong” [Talk 11]. To
some ob serv ers this word ing sug gests
an er ror on the Cre ator’s part. But
nothing “went wrong” with the Lord’s
per fect hand i work. Satan fell through
the sin of pride and thus ad versely af -
fected the creation. Sub se quently, he
caused man to sin and this af fected
man’s en vi ron ment on the earth. But
this is not what Nicky says. Like wise,
it was ap par ently left to the Holy
Spirit, in the early days of the Uni -
verse, to bring “or der out of chaos.”7

Since “God is not the au thor of con fu -
sion,” the word “chaos” here im plies
un for tu nate things about our Lord.

An other con cern for some folks is
that to wards the start of Talk 6, Nicky
says “Je sus prom ises that our
prayers will be an swered,” but later in
this talk he teaches that “[S]ome of our
prayers may not be an swered” and
that “[S]ome of our prayers don’t get
an swered.” If Je sus was n’t a liar, then
the mes sage ap pears to be that he was
def i nitely mistaken.

Did Je sus have in fal li ble faith? Con -
sider this quote from Nicky Gumbel:

Je sus never said to any body, ‘It
was your lack of faith that stopped
you be ing healed.’ He sometimes

said to the dis ci ples, ‘You lacked
faith,’ but not to the per son who was 
sick” [Talk 13]. Yet just mo ments
ear lier Nicky had said: “even with
Je sus , on one oc ca sion, he laid
hands on a blind man and he said,
after he had laid hands on them [the
man’s eyes], ‘Do you see anything?’
and the man said, ‘I see peo ple but
they look like trees walk ing around’.
So Je sus laid hands on him again.8

The un avoid able con clu sion from
Nicky’s com bined state ments is that it
was Je sus’ lack of faith that required
Him to pray for a second time. (In
truth, if there is a “lack of faith” on the
part of the per son who is sick, it most
certainly does get in the way of prayers 
for heal ing, as Mark 6:5-6 makesclear.9)

In both Talks 1 and 7 Nicky says,
“We all make mis takes,” but he does n’t 
ex clude Je sus on ei ther oc casion. In -
deed, Jesus is the last per son to be
men tioned in both of these dis cus sions
on “mis takes.” Take Talk 7: “In con -
clu sion…the whole is sue of guid -
ance was not easy for Abraham. It
was n’t easy for Je sus.… Sec ondly, we
all make mis takes.” A Chris tian may
not pick up the wrong mes sage from
this, but what about some one who has
never heard about Je sus be fore?

While we are on the sub ject of un be -
liev ers and how they in ter pret things,
consider this com ment: “Je sus…was
the most fully hu man per son who’s
ever lived, the most nor mal per son”
[Talk 15]. With out proper clari fi ca tion, 
this is sure to be mis un der stood by
some hear ers sim ply because of the
defi ni tions they at tach to the high -
lighted words. Phrases like “we’re only
hu man” and “it’s only nor mal” are com -
mon sec u lar ways of ex press ing fail -
ings and im per fec tions. Even so, Nicky
still does n’t say the Lord was “fully
normal”—just that He was the most
normal per son to ever live. These two
are not the same.

In his de fense, Nicky does write the
fol low ing in one of his books: “Only in
Je sus Christ do we find infal li ble

3

5 Nicky’s Bible version DOES however infer that Jesus may well have lied! In John 7:8 the Lord said He was ‘not yet going up’
to a particular Feast, but a footnote in the NIV says “Some early manuscripts do not have ‘yet.’” Because the NIV constantly extols
manuscripts based purely on how ‘early’ they are, the inference is clear: since Jesus did go up, this would have been a lie. 

6 As per Isaiah 7:14 & Matthew 1:23.
7 Green Alpha Manual, (HTB Publications, 1995), p. 30.
8 Without clarification, these words also suggest that Jesus did not actually know whether His prayer had been completely

successful or not. (His question was surely just asked to encourage more faith in the blind man.)
9 We are not supporting the (excessive) ‘Word-Faith’ line in saying this!



truth.”10 But some of the more de -
mand ing de trac tors point out that this
is not say ing Christ’s be hav ior was al -
ways in fal li ble. Nicky’s phrase ology
could also be read as fo cus ing on us. In
other words it is like say ing “only in Je -
sus Christ do we find true happi ness.”

On the same page, Nicky writes,
“God’s reve la tion in Jesus Christ is
in fal li ble.” But crit ics un der stand ably
ask why he must add the embold ened
words. They be lieve the ex tra words
just serve to make some peo ple won der 
if only a part of Je sus con tained “God’s
reve la tion,” and thus only this part is
in fal li ble. Why not sim ply say “Je sus
Christ is in fal li ble”?

What in deed could be the prob lem
with stat ing cat e gor i cally and re peat -
edly that Je sus was to tally sin less and
to tally in fal li ble at all times? In fif teen
long talks and many as so ci ated pub li -
ca tions there does n’t seem to be any
good rea son why not.11

WAS HE ‘GENTLE, GRACEFUL,
MEEK AND LOWLY’?

Paul de scribed the Lord as “gen -
tle” (2 Co rin thi ans 10:1) and, in
Mat thew 11:29, the Lord Him -

self said “I am meek and lowly in
heart.” His meek ness and low li ness
was also proph e sied be fore His Incar -
na tion (Zecheriah 9:9; Mat thew 21:5).
John 1:14 calls Him “full of grace.”

These ref er ences to Je sus’ meek ness
address His hu mil ity, ev i dent in His
sub mis sion to His Fa ther’s will. This
did not mean He was a spineless
Milquetoast, but that He was gen tle
to ward those to whom He min is tered.

Jesus is never called “gen tle” or
“grace ful” in the Alpha talks. Nei ther
is He de scribed as “lowly” in the talks,
al though Nicky uses the term of him -
self [Talk 1]. The word “meek” (of ten
trans lated “gen tle” in Nicky’s Bi ble)
does n’t oc cur in the talks…12

Else where in Alpha, our in car nated
Lord is ac tu ally por trayed as very
ungen tle and unmeek. For ex am ple, at
the top of Nicky’s list of emo tions that
Je sus had is “an ger,”13 and Nicky
some times uses mil i ta ris tic lan guage
to de scribe the Lord’s man ner, even
when it seems quite out of place: “Jesus
fought against suf fer ing wherever he
came across it.”14 And what led Nicky
to say the fol low ing?

Ev ery where that Jesus went he
re moved evil [He ex pelled dev ils, but
Nicky wid ens the scope dramat i -
cally]. He de stroyed evil wher ever
he found it [He ex posed it, but that is
not the same thing at all]. And that’s 
what we are called to be. That’s the
ex cit ing thing. [Talk 11].

Is it not “ex cit ing” just to walk
with our glo ri ous Bride groom and
Cre ator and to learn of Him?

Some read ers may feel we are be ing
ex ces sively “picky” in these sec tions,
but it should be re mem bered that
Nicky has had more than a de cade to
get his ma te rial cor rect, and that it is
vi tal to re flect the true char ac ter of
Jesus consis tently and pre cisely. The
words Nicky uses de ter mine exactly
what is com mu ni cated to hear ers,
many of whom to day know vir tu ally
noth ing of the Lord.

So while some is sues we deal with in
this ar ti cle are in ev i ta bly go ing to be
mi nor on their own, we must look for
the re sult ing tap es try as a whole. Is it
a clear and ac cu rate repre sen ta tion of
the Sav ior? As a Cam bridge-educated
law yer, Nicky is a mas ter with words
and with pub lic speak ing so he should
be well able to get his state ments cor -
rect. Yet as we con sider fur ther his
teach ings about Je sus, we find that he
con sis tently convolutes the Lord’s hu -
man ity as well as His de ity. At best,
his state ments are am big u ous.

WAS HE A “MAN OF SORROWS”?

Ac cord ing to Scrip ture, the Lord
was “re jected of men; a man of
sor rows, and ac quainted with

grief: and we hid as it were our faces
from him; he was de spised, and we es -
teemed him not” (Isa iah 53:3).

Through out His min is try the Lord
was mocked, ac cused, cursed and re -
jected—all with out cause. Most of His
fol low ers left Him (John 6:66); even
His clos est friends de serted Him af ter
Geth sema ne; ul ti mately He was tor -
tured and cru ci fied with out any jus ti fi -
ca tion. But is this the pic ture of the
Lord’s life painted by Al pha?

On the con trary, Al pha as sumes the
popu lar mod ern con cept of Je sus as a
fun-loving guy—some one to whom we
can “re late.”

“[I]magine be ing with Je sus! What
fun it would have been!” says Nicky in
Talk 2.15

The Lord’s life in this un wor thy world 
was ac tually char ac ter ized by sac ri fice
and suf fer ing. It was not a lot of “fun” to
watch it if you loved Him. Ad ditionally,
it could not have been “fun” for His dis -
ci ples to re ceive His in sight ful crit i -
cisms or hear His heart-pierc ing words
that drove peo ple away rather than
coddle their re li gious er rors.

In the pre vi ous video edi tion, Nicky
in sisted that Je sus “laughed,” [Talk 2]
but the Bi ble does not say this, and
there was certainly not much for Him
to laugh about as He saw the dread ful
apos tasy into which the de ceit ful shep -
herds of His people had brought them.
In deed, the Lord cried “Woe unto you
that laugh now!” (Luke 6:25) and He
blessed those that mourn over this
fallen world (Mat thew 5:4).

Nicky has re placed these biblical
state ments with the words, “He was
the su preme ex ample of…joy, but
never at an other’s ex pense” [Talk 2].

4

10 Nicky Gumbel, Searching Issues, (Kingsway, 2001), p. 30. But does not the Bible offer infallible truth too?
11 Immature Course participants are far more likely to come away believing that Rome is infallible than that Jesus was. (See our

book for the reasons why.)
12 Gumbel does say at one point that Jesus “was the supreme example of…humility, [and]…kindness” [Talk 2], but in more

than eleven hours of talks supposedly centered on Jesus, this is just about all that participants get. Note, too, that, although the 
Lord certainly humbled Himself by becoming a man, there is a subtle (but significant) difference between Him always
behaving ‘humbly’ on earth and being ‘meek and lowly.’ Since He claimed to be God, some hearers may get the wrong idea
about what being humble involves!

13 Green Alpha Manual, p. 5.
14 Searching Issues, p. 23.
15 Nicky encourages Alpha churches to go to great lengths to keep the Course as ‘fun’ and relaxed as possible, and he always

talks in an informal way. Hence our decision to refer to him as ‘Nicky’ on several occasions in this article.



Con sidering the con text of his
remark, un re gen er ate lis ten ers will
not un der stand that joy in the Spirit
does not equate to laugh ter. The Lord
wept over Jeru sa lem (Mat thew 23:37)
and over other things (John 11:35),
and He did not ex ude merriment in
Mat thew 17:17; Mat thew 8:20-22, etc. 

An other prob lem with Al pha, which
makes it even harder for par tic i pants
rightly to in ter pret Nicky’s teachings
about the Lord, has been iden ti fied by
a young the ol ogy stu dent who notes:
“When dis cuss ing Je sus’ char ac ter,
Bib li cal ref er ences are con spic u ous
by their ab sence.”16

All in all, we must re al ize that Je sus
had God’s char ac ter, since He is God in 
the flesh.

WAS HE RIGHTEOUS AND HOLY?

To be “righteous” means to be up -
right, vir tu ous, just, and obe di ent 
to God’s commands. The Bi ble

calls our Sav ior “Je sus Christ the
righ teous” (1 John 2:1). Al though Al -
pha does em ploy the word “righ teous”
in sev eral places, amaz ingly it is never
cat e gor i cally ap plied to the Lord Je sus
ex cept to say that he shared the “hu -
man” emo tion of “righ teous an ger”
[Talk 2]. Strangely, the term “righ -
teous ness” is re defined by Al pha as
merely mean ing “right re la tion ships.”
So it would not tell hear ers much even
if Nicky did call the Lord “righ teous.”

The word “holy” does not just mean
righ teous; it means sa cred, sep a rate,
set-apart. It has the con nota tion of
per fec tion that is char ac ter is tic of God
Him self. While true righ teous ness is
found only in God, the word is of ten
used in other con texts as well.

The Lord is called the “Holy One of
Is rael” over 30 times in the Bi ble (e.g.,

Isa iah 43:14-15; 47:4), and is de scribed
as “holy” on very many other oc ca sions
too (e.g. Jer e miah 51:5; Rev e la tion 4:8;
and through out Acts). The words “holy” 
or “ho li ness” oc cur a full 586 times in
Scrip ture and can be said to be the pri -
mary char ac ter is tic of the Lord, and of
those who are truly fol low ing Him.17

Amaz ingly, while the Spirit of God is
called “holy” on well over 100 oc ca sions
in the Al pha talks, and the church of
God is fre quently called “holy” there
also, Nicky man ages to call the Son of
God “holy” only twice in the en tire video 
set.18 And ap par ently only be cause the
term is part of a Bi ble verse that Nicky
is quot ing for other rea sons.19

The Lord is not called “holy” dur ing
ei ther of the two Al pha talks that are
de voted to Him. Per haps as bad, the
word “holy” is never explained in Al -
pha. This is all very in con gru ous, com -
ing as it does from a church called Holy
Trin ity Bromp ton.

WAS HE PERFECT?

Nicky writes that “Je sus him self
set us a great ex am ple.”20 But
surely Je sus set us the per fect ex -

am ple. Great ex am ples may be set for
us by mere men, but those set by Je sus
must be above all oth ers. 

As we have seen, Nicky also reg u -
larly says that Je sus was “the su -
preme ex am ple,”21 but it could be
ar gued that “su preme” still does not
mean per fect or pure; it sim ply means
the best avail able.

There is a fun da men tal dif ference
be tween “great” and “per fect,” and no
less a fun da men tal dif fer ence be tween
“su preme” and “per fect.” Note that
Nicky does not have a men tal block
about us ing the word “per fect” to de -
scribe other things. At one point he

tells us of a man called Earl, say ing
that “Earl was thrilled be cause the pa -
per in this Bible was very thin and it
was perfect for roll ing joints!” [Talk
5]. He also says that Christians are
“per fectly righ teous in God’s sight”
[Talk 4]. Ironically, Holy Trin ity’s
head man, Sandy Millar, has re peat -
edly said of Al pha, “I think the course
is now about as perfect as it can be.”22)

Why could Nicky Gumbel not use the 
same appro bation for the Lord Je sus?
Whether an over sight or de lib erate,
this can have a se ri ous ef fect upon
one’s un der stand ing of Je sus’ na ture.

DID HE FEAR HIS FATHER?

Ev ery re corded prayer that Je sus
ut tered dis played godly fear to -
wards the Fa ther, and every time

He spoke of His Fa ther it was with
deep rever ence.

This fear is not the same as ter ror. It
is not fear of judg ment, but fear based
in hu mil ity that ren ders one aware of
the awe some ness of the one feared. It
is the same fear cou pled with love that
any wor thy child would have of a righ -
teous fa ther. Je sus had this noble fear
of His Fa ther for good rea son.

Indeed, the Bi ble says that Jesus’
prayers were heard by the Fa ther be -
cause Jesus “feared” Him:

As He also says in an other place:
"You are a priest for ever according to
the order of Melchizedek";

Who, in the days of His flesh, when 
He had of fered up prayers and sup -
pli ca tions, with ve he ment cries and
tears to Him who was able to save
Him from death, and was heard be -
cause of His godly fear,

Though He was a Son, yet He
learned obe di ence by the things which 
He suf fered. (He brews 5:7, NKJ).
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16 David R. Coaker, A Critical Evaluation of the Use and Influence of the Bible in the Alpha Course, (Draft for Comment, 20
Aug 2002), unpublished BTH paper 9T15, Mansfield College, Oxford University, p. 19. This statement was specifically in
reference to Nicky Gumbel’s book of the talks, Questions of Life, (Kingsway, 2001), p. 34. This book is tighter in some ways
than the video talks themselves, but is not appreciably better overall. For example, Jesus is still called ‘the Lord of laughter’
there (p. 34). Besides, the videos are the primary tools used by many churches.

17 Alpha claims that the Lord is all about love, but the Bible puts the emphasis squarely on His holiness. Only 22 verses in the
whole Bible speak of “God” alongside His “love” for us.

18 See Talks 8 & 12.
19 Interestingly, both of these verses (Luke 1:35 in Talk 8, and Acts 4:30 in Talk 12) relate to Bible corruptions.
20 Nicky Gumbel, 30 Days, (Alpha Publications, 2001), p. 8.
21 Talk 2; see also Green Alpha Manual, p. 25.
22 Introduction to video Talk 1. Sandy Millar said these words about the Alpha talks three full years before the release of the

problematic transcripts used in the article you are currently reading. Nicky does quote a famous name who said: ‘I believe
there is no one … more perfect than Jesus’ (Why Jesus?, [HTB Publications, 1997], p. 7), but critics counter that this still
does not mean Jesus was perfect, just that no one has bettered Him.



Al pha does not say this at all.23 In -
stead it ig nores this as pect of Jesus’
re la tion to the Fa ther and stresses
only one more “pal at able” as pect. Says
Nicky Gumbel: “Abba is an Ar a maic
word which means, well, the near est
trans la tion is ‘Daddy’” [Talk 6]; “It
was distinc tive of Je sus. Je sus had
this in ti macy with the Fa ther … and
he made it pos si ble for us to ad dress
God as Abba … Prince Charles is the
Heir Ap par ent to the Throne … But to
Wil liam and Harry, he’s ‘Daddy.’”24

While it is true that Je sus opened
the way for us to have an in timate re -
la tion ship with our heav enly Fa ther
as adopted sons of God, we be lieve
that Al pha dan ger ously mis repre -
sents the cor rect at ti tude to wards
God the Fa ther that Je sus ex em pli -
fied. Even though our earthly fa thers
may love us and we may ap proach
them as “Daddy,” it does not mean we 
are not to fear them for the power
they have over us as chil dren. Love
and fear work hand-in-hand to pro -
duce the proper lov ing re la tion ship
founded upon the obe di ence of chil -
dren to ward their fa thers. It is no less 
so in our re la tion ship with our heav -
enly Father. Our fear must be based
upon love for Him. Fear with out love is 
noth ing short of ter ror.

But does n’t Scrip ture say, “Perfect
love casts out fear” (1 John 4:18)?

Yes, it does. But the fear spo ken of
here is fear of condem na tion, not the
fear of a lov ing per son to ward their lov -
ing au thor ity.

Does this mean that if we are dis -
obedi ent the Fa ther will cease lov ing
us? No. His love for us has pro vided a
way for us to re gain our re la tion ship
through re pen tance and obe di ence (1
John 2:1). But what lov ing fa ther will
continue to in dulge his chil dren while
they re main dis obe di ent? Dis obe di -
ence should cause fear of chas tise -
ment from one’s father. This is where
fear plays an im por tant part in driv -

ing us to ward the Fa ther in our de sire
to be obe di ent chil dren. To ig nore fear
in our re la tion ship in vites even more
dis obe di ence.

WHAT DOES HIS “NAME” MEAN?

Is there some thing mag i cal about
the word “Je sus”? In truth the word
“Je sus” it self is just that—a word. It 

is an an gli ci za tion of the Greek pro -
nun ci a tion of the Lord’s name.25 The
Hebrew is Y’shua, or in Eng lish, Joshua. 
There have been many peo ple named
Joshua or Je sus, so the word it self is
not what car ries the power. It is the
per son of Je sus Christ, the Son of the
Liv ing God that has power. It is the ut -
ter ance of His name un der the anoint -
ing of the Holy Spirit (sent to glo rify
Je sus Christ and no one else) which
has any power.

Of importance is the Lord’s char ac -
ter and per son. This is what Scrip ture
al ludes to in the man i fold ref er ences to 
“the name of Je sus.”

Un for tu nately, this is not what is
com mu ni cated by Al pha. Con sider, for
ex am ple, Nicky’s dis cus sion of the
“Lord’s Prayer”:

“Hal lowed be your name.” That
lit er ally means “May your name be
hon ored”.…Peo ple don’t re spect the
name of Je sus. So of ten it is used as
a swear word or it’s just a laugh ing
mat ter [Talk 6].26

The Lord’s name is merely equated
to the word “Je sus” here.

Nicky also teaches that “at the end of 
our prayers, we say, ‘In Je sus name’ ... 
It’s an ac knowl edg ment…” [Talk 6].
Yes, it is an ac knowl edg ment, but it is
through em u lat ing Je sus’ char ac ter
that we can abide in Him and can thus
ap proach the Fa ther in prayer. But if
Al pha is not de scrib ing the Lord’s
char ac ter cor rectly, how can hear ers
prop erly em u late Him?

So while what Nicky says is tech ni -
cally true, it is Alpha’s over all mis use

of Scrip ture that nul li fies the truths he 
speaks. 

In light of the fact that the “name” of
the Lord is never ex plained in the
talks, one can eas ily guess the un for tu -
nate (i.e. su per sti tious) in ter pre tation
that many hear ers will place on state -
ments like the fol low ing:

“Jesus is the only name that can
save”;27 “Origen in the third cen tury,
[wrote] that ‘the name of Je sus can
take away dis eases’” [Talk 13];
“[T]here is such power in the name of
Je sus. That’s why the apos tles used to
ex pel evil [again, not just dev ils] in the
name of Jesus” [Talk 11]; “…Sa tan
and his de mons are so fright ened of the 
name of Je sus”.28

The heart-stopping peril of think ing
you are serv ing God just be cause you
use the ac tual word “Je sus” is made
horrifyingly plain in Mat thew 7:22-23:

Many will say to Me in that day,
Lord, Lord, have we not prophe sied
in Thy name? and in Thy name
have cast out dev ils? and in Thy
name done many won der ful works?
And then will I pro fess unto them, I
never knew you: de part from Me, ye
that work in iq uity.

Our heav enly Fa ther in sists upon to -
tal ad her ence to His truth. Those who
pick and choose or misrep resent His
Word are not hon or ing His name.

CONCLUSION TO PART 1

Con fused about Al pha’s po si tion
re gard ing the Lord’s char acter?
So, also, are par tic i pants be ing

mud dled! 
The col lec tive ef fect of these points is

that hear ers are com ing away from Al -
pha with an in ac cu rate im pres sion of
the Lord’s char ac ter. And since the Bi -
ble places such huge em pha sis on the
“name”—the char acter—of Je sus, Al -
pha’s fail ure to de scribe His char acter
rightly is of real concern and obliges us 
to ask what other prob lems may be
pres ent.
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23 The Bible says God is “greatly to be feared” (Psalms 89:7) but Alpha does not portray a God that is remotely to be feared.
Nicky even insinuates that fear of the Lord is of Satanic origin: Adam was “‘afraid’ [of God]. That was the aim of the devil
… And that’s not how it is meant to be” [Talk 11], despite many dozens of verses saying the opposite (e.g., Psalms 111:10;
147:11; Luke 12:5; Isaiah 8:13; Acts 9:31). See our book for more.

24 Talk 9. (Underlined emphasis in original HTB transcript.)
25 The Lord’s earthly name was Y’shua—Hebrew for ‘salvation’.
26 Nicky must mean the name ‘Jesus’ is treated as a laughing matter. (While we are on the subject of the ‘name’ of the Lord, for 

some reason Nicky gives Jesus the New Age’s preferred title, ‘the Teacher,’ three times in Talk 12.)
27 Searching Issues, p. 26.
28 Questions of Life, p. 166.



Part 2: The Na ture of 
Al pha’s Jesus

True evan gelists love Christ Je sus
above all else. They will not compro -
mise Him for any reason. Any such who 
are planning to run Al pha should read
this ar ticle.

In a ra dio in ter view we were asked
what Al pha taught about the na ture
of the Lord Je sus. (The in ter viewer

had heard that Al pha’s view was out of
line with Scrip ture.) We were aware of
some prob lems, but the ques tion
prompted us to look in de tail at the
mat ter. First, though, we should estab -
lish whether or not ac cu racy on this
topic is im por tant.

Many peo ple to day be lieve that, pro -
vided “Christ” is preached, it does n’t
mat ter what is preached about Him.
This no tion is based on an er ro ne ous un -
der stand ing of Philippians 1:15-18, which
talks about two groups of peo ple:

Some indeed preach Christ even
from envy and strife, and some also
from good will:

The former preach Christ from
self ish ambi tion, not sin cerely, sup -
pos ing to add af flic tion to my chains;

but the lat ter out of love, know ing
that I am ap pointed for the de fense of 
the gos pel.

What then? Only that in ev ery
way, whether in pre tense or in truth,
Christ is preached; and in this I re -
joice, yes, and will re joice. (NKJ)

Does this mean that God the Fa ther
is happy for us to preach what ever we
want about His Son, pro vided we use
the words “Je sus” or “Christ” when
speak ing? Mor mons preach a “Christ,”
as do New Agers and other false re li -
gions.

As the ref erences to preach ing “in -
sin cerely” or “out of love” dem on strate
—and as a check of the Greek proves—
the phrases “in pre tense” and “in

truth” in the above pas sage re late to
the mo tive be hind the preaching, not
to the ac cu racy of it. Both groups were
preach ing the same things but for dif -
fer ent rea sons. Paul does else where
warn very gravely against lis ten ing to
any one who preaches dif fer ent things
about the Lord than those things he
him self preached (2 Co rin thi ans 11:3-4 
or Galatians 1:6-9), but this Scrip ture
is not one of those places.

Ev ery Scrip ture needs to be held in
ten sion with all other Scrip tures, else we
will lose our bal ance and fall. Since the
Lord warned of “false Christs” (Mat thew
24:24; Mark 13:22), we need to be care ful
that we are al ways preach ing the true
Christ. Acts 9:20 states that “preach ing
Christ” must en tail preach ing “that He is 
the Son of God.” Getting the na ture of Je -
sus Christ cor rect is foun da tional to the
Gos pel and is there fore some thing about
which we have to be pre cise.

WAS HE PRE-EXISTENT?

The Bi ble tells us that Mes siah
Jesus has always ex isted. Mi cah
5:2 teaches that His “goings

forth” have been from “ev er last ing.”1

Just like the Fa ther and the Holy
Spirit, the Lord Je sus lives be yond the
lim its of time. Hence, He said in John
8:58, “be fore Abra ham was, I Am,”
rather than “be fore Abra ham was, I al -
ready ex isted.” He has al ways ex isted
as the Word of God. Thus time is ir rel e -
vant on this mat ter.

In con trast, some in the New Age
move ment be lieve that a messiah (one
who will come to save the world sys tem 
through the preach ing of peace and
broth er hood, rather than through the
ap pear ing of the Mes siah of Is rael and
the judge of the world) is a cre ated be -
ing. Plainly this has a bear ing on the
trust wor thi ness of Scrip ture as well as
on the true na ture of our Lord.

Con sidering all these truths, how
does Al pha fare over this im por tant
ques tion?

Nicky Gumbel does not ac tu ally call
Jesus “pre-existent” or “ev er last ing” or
“eter nal” in the Al pha talks. And when
he dis cusses Je sus’ love for us he says
only that it is now and fu ture, ne glect ing 
to state that it ex isted in the past as
well.2 Yet, from a spir i tual per spec tive,
the Lord sac rificed Him self for us before
the foun da tion of the world (2 Tim o thy
1:8-10; Rev e lation 13:8). Re gard ing the
Lord’s pre-existence, it would also be
valu able if Al pha men tioned at least one 
of His ap pearances as re corded in the
writ ings of the proph ets (e.g., Dan iel
3:25; Joshua 5:13-15) but Nicky cur -
rently chooses not to do so.

We have to go to the fi nal chap ter of
his book, Searching Is sues, to locate
his best com ments re gard ing the pre-
ex is tence of the Lord. Here Gumbel
usefully says:

God the Son … [was] there at the
very be gin ning.”3

We say he “use fully says” this with
the pro vi sion that his read ers are con -
fi dent that Je sus is indeed God the
Son. In such a case, this state ment is
very signif i cant. The only fly in the
oint ment is that Gumbel never ex -
plains that God the Son existed be fore
the very be gin ning. Some New Agers
(and Je ho vah’s Wit nesses, among oth -
ers,) be lieve that the Son was the first
created thing. They would there fore
readily agree that He was there “at the 
very be gin ning.” Gumbel should teach
clearly that Je sus Christ was not cre -
ated at all. It would surely not take
much time or ef fort to do so.

Nicky Gumbel’s sec ond best state -
ment about Je sus’ pre-existence is this:

The three Per sons of the Trin ity
existed be fore the cre ation of the
Uni verse…The Three Per sons of the
Trin ity loved each other…be fore the
Uni verse was made.”4

Again, this would not ac tually pre -
clude the Son hav ing been cre ated be -
fore the cre ation of the Uni verse.
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1 Any honest translation of the Masoretic Hebrew, such as the KJV, will say this. Gumbel does refer to ‘Micah 5:2’ on page 35 
of Questions of Life, but only in relation to “the place of his [i.e. the Lord’s] birth.” If his readers look up this verse in
Gumbel’s unfortunate choice of Bible versions (NIV), they will see that it teaches the Lord Jesus had an “origin.”

2 “The love of Christ … It’s so long: all the way through our lives … from the moment we accept Christ to the moment we
die, and then beyond that into eternity” [Talk 10]. (See the first part in this series for version details [e.g., for Alpha talks and 
books] and for other administrative points regarding this second part.)

3 Searching Issues, p. 101.
4 Searching Issues, p. 110.  (Few, if any, people doubt that the Father and the Holy Spirit were not created, so it would have been

ideal if Gumbel had unambiguously mentioned the ‘Lord Jesus’ here. Note also that the relevant paragraph in Gumbel’s book
never denies the idea that the Father and the Spirit could have been in communion with each other before creating Jesus.)



Since New Agers draw a dis tinc tion
be tween Je sus and the “sec ond Per son
of the Trin ity,” let us now turn to Al -
pha’s spe cific ref er ences to “Je sus.”5 In
one of his books, Gumbel use fully
writes that “Je sus is the only man who
has ever cho sen to be born,”6 although
of course this is still quite a long way
from teach ing that He has al ways ex -
isted. (Some of the more de mand ing
ob serv ers might also in sist that this
state ment does not nec es sar ily mean
Je sus existed as a sepa rate per son be -
fore His First Coming.7)

Un for tu nately Al pha ma teri als get
progres sively more worri some on this
is sue, and we need to con sider what is
the to tal im pres sion being given to
partic i pants. This is es pe cially im por -
tant in view of the in creas ing num -
bers of them to day that have been
taught lit tle or no truth about Je sus
(and prob a bly some er ror) be fore -
hand. For ex am ple, a sen tence on
page 213 of Ques tions of Life be gins:
“Un der the Old Cov e nant (be fore Je -
sus).…” Now, if the Lord Je sus has al -
ways ex isted then the con cept of
“be fore Je sus” is mean ingless. Note
that Nicky does not write “be fore Je -
sus’ Incar na tion” or some other un -
equiv o cal phrase.8 The infer ence is
that the Lord did not prop erly ex ist be -
fore Mary gave birth to Him as a man.

Al pha’s books are im por tant, but we
should pay par tic ular at ten tion to the
Al pha talks because these are what ev -
ery par tic i pant is sup posed to be pre -
sented with. We can find no hint in the
talks that the Lord was pre-existent.

In contrast, Holy Trin ity Brompton
says:

How can some thing…[made] by
hu man be ings also be 100% in spired
by God? It is sim i lar to the way in
which we say that Jesus is fully
human.…Let me use an anal ogy.
Per haps the greatest Eng lish ar chi -
tect of his time was Sir Chris to pher
Wren. He built St. Paul’s’ Ca the -
dral.… There was only one ar chi -
tect involved. He fin ished build ing
it in 1711.… He used agents to do it,
but he was the one who was be hind
it all [Talk 5].

God the Fa ther is lik ened here to an
ar chi tect, and the Lord Je sus is lik -
ened to a build ing. But ev ery building
has an orig i na tor, and hence an or i gin.
A build ing is a cre ated entity. The most 
rea son able assump tion for hear ers is
that the Lord Je sus Christ was not pre- 
ex is tent, but was de signed and “built.”

IS HE THE WORD MADE FLESH?

Rev e la tion 19:11-15 makes clear
that Christ Je sus is the Word of
God. This is di rectly re lated to

His pre-existence, for the fa mous clause 
in John 1:1 says, “In the be gin ning was
the Word,” rather than “At the be gin -
ning was cre ated the Word.” Like wise, 
verse 2 says, “the Word was God.” Verse 
3 says, “All things were made by Him.”
Since He can not have cre ated Him self
He can not log i cally be a cre ated be ing.
Verse 14 then tells us “the Word was
made flesh, and dwelt among us,”
thus con firm ing that Je sus is the Word
and, there fore, the Cre ator of “all

things.” Hence He ex isted prior to cre -
ation.

Je sus is never called “the Word” in
the Al pha talks. (We pos sess a copy of
the video transcripts in elec tronic form,
as re leased by Holy Trinity Bromp ton,
which enables us to per form word-pat -
tern checks with great ac cu racy.) Al -
though the word “rein car nated” is used
at one point, there is no men tion of “in -
car na tion” re gard ing Je sus, nor of Him
coming “in the flesh,” nor of any of the
crucial verses from John 1 cited above.
These omis sions can make peo ple ques -
tion that Je sus ex isted be fore His birth
as a man. On this piv otal is sue we find
clar i fi ca tion miss ing time and again in
Al pha. Al pha re fers to things like:
l “the birth of Je sus Christ”;9

l “When Je sus was born”;10

l “the place of his birth”;11 and
l “hun dreds of years be fore the

birth of Je sus.”12

Would it be so dif fi cult to add the
three little words “in the flesh” or “as a
man” onto the end of at least one or two 
such state ments? In Talk 8, Gumbel
man ages four ref er ences to the Lord’s
“birth,” yet in none of them is it ex -
plained that He pre-existed His birth.13

In the pleth ora of “Al pha Resources,”
we can only find one ref er ence to the
phrase “the word made flesh,”14 and
even here Al pha:

(a) Doesn’t ex plain that “the
word” is a refer ence to Je sus’ na ture;

(b) Doesn’t cap i tal ize “Word”—
which would at least have helped indi -
cate that it sig ni fies a per son;
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5 Using indirect phrases like “God the Son,” rather than “Jesus,” when referring to doctrines about Him, is fine on occasion,
but obviously introduces an extra layer of complication and can lead to misinterpretation if done often.

6 30 Days, p. 9.
7 It is interesting, for instance, that Gumbel chooses ‘born’ instead of ‘conceived’ here.
8 The word ‘incarnate’ can be defined as ‘to come in the flesh.’
9 Alpha News, #20, p. 9.
10 Why Christmas?, (HTB Publications, 1997), p. 3. See also p. 7.
11 Talk 2. See also 30 Days, p. 16.
12 Talk 3. Likewise, Gumbel refers to “Mary the mother of Jesus” (e.g., in Talks 7 & 8) without mentioning that she was only

His mother in terms of His incarnation.
13 As a brief digression, it is very odd to consider that Satan is almost presented as pre-existent on Alpha! In talking about the

Temptation in Eden, Gumbel says “This was a path that led to destruction, that Satan had planned from the beginning” [Talk 
11]. But Satan was surely not fallen at the beginning, even assuming he was created that early. Alpha participants would not
know this however. Indeed, Talk 11 in the 1997 videos taught that we “don’t know” Satan’s origins. (Gumbel needs to read
Ezekiel 28:14-19!) Gumbel’s amazing statement has been replaced with one that is arguably worse, viz., “[I]t’s not clear
where the devil came from [as opposed to ‘how he originated’]”. Although Gumbel, in the same talk, also says “[T]he devil
… is part of the created order,” this is not necessarily teaching that Satan himself was created. It really only says that he
possesses his assigned part/role in the order of things. But that could be said of the Lord Jesus too! The Lord has a (saving)
part/role in the created order of things.

14 30 Days, p. 15. (Note that Gumbel is happy to employ the word ‘flesh’ in other contexts, e.g., in Talks 13 & 15.)



(c) Does n’t quote Scrip ture—the
phrase ap pears as part of a quote by
Wil liam Tem ple (a man who was
happy to en dorse churches al most re -
gard less of what they taught about our
Sav ior)15;

(d) Does n’t pro vide the rel e vant
Bi ble ref er ence, or in deed ANY Bi ble
ref er ence that would help ex plain
what “the Word” truly means. In deed,
the con text of the quote would lead
most unbe liev ers to sup pose that the
phrase merely means Je sus “fleshed
out” the Fa ther’s in struc tions, or “put
flesh on” the Fa ther’s ideas.

(In ci dentally, al though the phrases
“the Word of God” or “God’s Word” ap -
pear four teen times in the Al pha talks,
and are rightly ap plied to the Bi ble on
some of those oc ca sions, they are never
ap plied to the Per son of the Lord
Jesus. This is ex tremely un for tu nate.
Just as the Bi ble is God’s rev e la tion of
His Word in writ ten form, Je sus is
God’s rev e la tion of His Word in human
form. With this pro found re lation ship
be tween the “written Word” and the
“Word made flesh” bro ken, Al pha par -
tic i pants are likely to take a signif i -
cantly lower view of Scrip ture than
they ought to. Peo ple would re spect the 
written Word far more if they un der -
stood that it is as per fect as Je sus and
repre sents Him in His en tirety. For
more on Al pha’s treatment of Holy
Writ, see our book Al pha – the Un of fi -
cial Guide: Over view.16)

DID HE HAVE THE HOLY SPIRIT
BEFORE HIS BAPTISM?

Je sus (in His In car na tion) was con -
ceived by the Holy Spirit (Mat thew 
1:18-20) and, as a “child…[He]

waxed strong in spirit…” (Luke
2:40).17 This is an other im por tant doc -
trine about the Lord Je sus, as we shall
see shortly. So where does Al pha stand?

Gumbel’s first ref er ence to Christ
Je sus hav ing the Spirit of God is in
Talk 8, but not in re la tion to the Lord’s 
concep tion. There Gumbel says, “John
the Bap tist is the first per son who

makes the link be tween the Spirit and
Je sus.” Surely Sim eon and Anna both
rec og nized, or made “the link,” be tween
the Holy Spirit and Je sus (Luke
2:25-38). Surely the an gel that spoke to
Mary be fore she con ceived made “the
link,” too (Luke 1:35). Surely John the
Bap tist’s fa ther, Zach a rias, made “the
link” while his son was still a baby (Luke 
1:67-79). Surely Isa iah made “the link”
be tween “the Spirit and Je sus” hun -
dreds of years pre viously (Isa iah 61:1-3).
Un less of course Gumbel means some -
thing else by the word “link.”

Gumbel uses this term again when

he writes, “John the Bap tist links him
[the Holy Spirit] with Je sus.”18 But both
of his state ments are am big u ous and
could eas ily be taken to mean that John 
cre ated the “link” be tween the Lord Je -
sus and the Spirit. It is im portant for
par tic i pants to be lieve that Je sus was
al ways filled with the Spirit rather
than be ing filled at His bap tism, oth er -
wise they will de mote Him. (They will
also be en cour aged to promote the idea
that peo ple are in dwelt by the Holy
Spirit [i.e., saved] through bap tism
rather than through faith alone.)

Cer tainly “the Holy Ghost de -
scended in a bodily shape like a dove
upon Him [Je sus], and a voice came
from heaven, which said, Thou art My
be loved Son; in Thee I am well
pleased” (Luke 3:22), but we have al -
ready seen that Jesus was indwelt by
the Holy Ghost even as a child. This
epi sode pub licly sig ni fied the begin -
ning of His full min is try, but the pas -
sage nowhere says the Spirit was
poured into Him at His bap tism
(which would have meant He was not
full of the Spirit before hand).

Con sider the fol low ing text from
Gumbel and see whether, taken as a
whole, it sug gests that Je sus Christ
was filled by the Holy Spirit as a re sult
of His bap tism.

Je sus was a man com pletely filled
with the Spirit of God. The Spirit of
God de scended on him in bodily form 
at his bap tism (Luke 3:22). He re -
turned to [sic19] the Jor dan “full of
the Holy Spirit” and was “led by the
Spirit in the desert” (Luke 4:1). He
returned to Gal i lee “in the power of
the Spirit” (v. 14). In a syna gogue in
Naz a reth he read the lesson from
Isa iah 61:1, “The Spirit of the
Lord is on me…” and said, “Today
this scrip ture is ful filled in your
hear ing” (v. 21).20

Note that Gumbel moves very swiftly
from the Lord’s bap tism to the word
“To day,” giv ing the dis tinct im pression
that His bap tism oc curred ear lier that
same day, and there fore im ply ing that
the Spirit was on Je sus be cause He had
been bap tized. But it was not that same
day. The small mat ter of the forty days
the Lord spent in the wilder ness in be -
tween these two events has been swept
un der the car pet! Else where we are told
by Al pha that “Jesus re ceived power
through the anoint ing of the Holy Spirit
at his bap tism,”21 as if He did not have
the power of the Holy Spirit be fore this
(and as if the forty days of prayer and
fast ing were ir rel e vant to His min is try).
Re mem ber the wedding at Cana where
Jesus changed wa ter to wine (John 2).
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Theo lo gian Dr. J.I. Packer (cen ter) with Sandy
Millar, Nicky Gumbel, Pippa Gumbel (Al pha

News, Nov. 2000 - Feb. 2001 #23, 94)

15 William Temple was, among other things, a founder of the World Council of Churches. He allowed all manner of groups
with heretical notions about Jesus to join. See Dr. Cathy Burns, Billy Graham and his Friends, (Sharing, 2001), p. 207.

16 U.S. outlets for our book are supplied in the ‘Better Than Rubies’ section of our Web site (www.bayith.org).
17 Gumbel’s preferred Bible version hides this fact in its rendering by deleting the words “in spirit”.
18 Questions of Life, p. 132. The identical wording is used in the Green Alpha Manual, p. 32.
19 Luke 4:1 reads “from the Jordan.”
20 Questions of Life, pp.123-4. (The ellipsis is Gumbel’s.)
21 Green Alpha Manual, p. 32.



IS HE “CHRIST, THE SON OF THE
LIVING GOD”?

Christ is the Greek word for
“Messiah.” The Bi ble makes
plain that the Lord Je sus is Is -

rael’s promised Mes siah (John
1:41-45; 4:25-26; Dan iel 9:25-26). The 
Bi ble calls Him “Je sus Christ” on 189
oc ca sions. But is Al pha straight down 
the line on this is sue? (We will come
to Je sus’ Son ship in a mo ment.)

Gumbel cer tainly re fers to “Je sus
Christ” a good num ber of times, al -
though the po si tion of Je sus as Israel’s
“Mes siah,” (or “Christ”) is not ac tu ally
ex plained in the talks. A mod est con -
cern for some, how ever, is the num ber
of times “Jesus” is sep a rated from
“Christ” on Al pha.22 These words are
sepa rated a to tal of 571 times in the
talks.23

The phrase “Christ Je sus” makes
par tic u larly clear that Je sus is not just 
some one with “the Christ prin ciple”
op er at ing in Him—which is pre sum -
ably why it ap pears 58 times in the
New Tes ta ment. Strangely, this valu -
able phrase ap pears only eight times
in all the Al pha talks—only about one
fifth as of ten as it should in or der to be
in bal ance with Scrip ture.24

Of greater con cern is that Gumbel
teaches we are Christ: “[A]ctually, the
Church is Christ.”25

The dis ci ples of Je sus be long to Him,
so we are His body (the Body of Christ)
in the same sense that a hus band owns 
the body of his wife, but we are not
Him!

Gumbel also teaches that “The
church completes Christ in the same
way as a body com pletes the head.”26

But this is sim ply wrong. Je sus Christ
is al ready com plete; He has His own
head AND His own body. He is our
“head” in the sense of be ing our leader,
but the Body of Christ is com plete,
with its own eyes and ears—and hence
its own “head” parts, as 1 Co rin thi ans
12:12-21 shows. If we imag ine that we
“com plete Christ” in the way Gumbel
says, then we are well on the road to
be liev ing that we are also di vine, in -
stead of be ing a group of sin ning, “un -
prof it able ser vants” who are only
saved by God’s grace through faith in
His only Son.

On, then, to Je sus’ Son ship. Af ter al -
most all of His fol low ers had left Him
(John 6:66), the Lord asked the rem -
nant if they were go ing to de part as
well: “Then Si mon Pe ter an swered
Him, Lord, to whom shall we go?…

[W]e be lieve and are sure that Thou
art that Christ, the Son of the liv ing
God.” The Lord is in deed “the only be -
got ten Son” of God, i.e. the only nat u -
ral Son, (John 3:16,18; 1 John 4:9). But 
is this the way Al pha sees it?

Gumbel does in di cate sev eral times
in the talks that Je sus is the Son of
God, al though de trac tors might com -
plain that this is al most al ways done
indirectly (e.g., by not ing that Jesus
claimed to be the Son of God,27 or by
point ing out that His fol low ers be -
lieved it,28 or by ob serv ing that Sa tan
ques tioned it).29 How ever, Gumbel
never ac tu ally calls Je sus “the only be -
got ten Son.” Readers may feel that
“begot ten” is an un com mon word, even
though many mod ern dic tio nar ies in -
clude it. But Gumbel is happy to use
other un com mon words like “im ma -
nent,”30 “theopneustos”31 or “syncre tis -
tic”32 and he could eas ily ex plain the
mean ing of “be got ten” if he chose
to—but he never does.

It is help ful that Gumbel (al beit very 
oc ca sion ally) calls Christ Je sus the
“unique Son of God,” but this is un -
likely to im press many hear ers be -
cause ev ery one is “unique”—and
Gumbel tells Al pha par tic i pants that
ev ery Chris tian is a son of God, too33
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22 The Greek Scriptures do likewise, but they (unlike Alpha) are given in the context of the Hebrew Scriptures, so there is little
scope for misinterpretation! (See the last seven paragraphs of Searching Issues for another vivid example of Alpha
‘separating’ Jesus from Christ.)

23 Gumbel, like the New Age movement, also shows an inordinate affection for the tiny number of Bible verses that call Jesus
“the Christ.” Gumbel calls Him this four times in Talk 2 alone. Sadly, Gumbel’s Bible version reads “the Christ” numerous
times when it should not. It does this twice in Acts 17:3, a fact which Gumbel takes advantage of in Talk 12. It does so again
in Acts 3:20 which Gumbel exploits on page 27 of Searching Issues. He doesn’t stop there though. Even when his Bible
version doesn’t add “the” to “Christ,” Gumbel adds it all the same (see 30 Days, p. 45). The Jewish historian Josephus said of 
Jesus “He was Christ,” as opposed to “He was the Christ,” thus showing that the “the” was not Hebraically necessary in this
context. However, when Gumbel quotes Josephus, he inserts “the,” as if to suggest Josephus was wrong [Questions of Life, p. 
24].

24 In other words, to have the same ratio of references to “Jesus” and “Christ Jesus” as appears in the Greek Scriptures.
25 Talk 14. In the same talk Gumbel says, “If you ask the question where is God? The answer is, ‘He is in the midst of his

people.’” Gumbel thus implies that this is the main place God is! Gumbel writes “God … has come to live in us” [30 Days,
p. 51], but he does nothing to avoid the confusion these words could engender. What makes Jesus different from a
Spirit-filled Christian in this case?

26 30 Days, p. 52.
27 Talk 2 uses phrases like “He claimed to be the Christ, the son of God.”
28 See the references to “Simon Peter,” “St. Paul” and “St. John” in Talks 2, 3 and 4 respectively. Likewise Gumbel seems to

prefer for unbelievers to rely on the words of an angel [Talk 8] or on the weak logic of C.S. Lewis [Talk 2] rather than
Gumbel stating it as his own belief and proving it. On the few occasions when he does indicate it himself, he invariably
remains unable to say “Jesus is the only Son of God,” but instead splits the statement into separate sentences—as if to come
as close as he can without actually having to state this truth [e.g., see 30 Days, p. 16].

29 Talk 11.
30 Talk 6.
31 Green Alpha Manual, p. 17.
32 Searching Issues, p. 59.
33 Talk 9. In the booklet Why Christmas?, the fact that we are only adopted is obscured altogether! We simply “become

children of God. He is our heavenly Father” [p. 21], we “become his sons and daughters” [p. 14].



(with out ever clari fy ing that Je sus’
Son ship did not come through adop -
tion, like ours does). There are a tiny
num ber of oc ca sions when Gumbel
calls Je sus “the one and only son of
God,” but the phrase “one-and-only” is
also a eu phe mism for “unique.” Any -
way, Gumbel un der mines the fact that
the Lord Je sus is the only Son of God
with state ments like the one be low:

“I love a char ac ter…called Billy
Bray.… At the age of 29 he came to
Christ.… He be came this mag netic
per son…he said, “I’m a young prince.
Be cause I’m the adopted son of God.
I’m the son of a King!” [rather than “a
son of the King”]. That was his fa vor -
ite ex pres sion: “I am the son of a
King.” You can’t get higher than
that.34 And that’s what it means to
be a child of God.…”35

Finally for this sec tion, we need to
re turn briefly to our Sav ior’s concep -
tion as a man. As we saw in the first ar -
ti cle, Nicky does n’t men tion the vir gin
birth in any talk, and he teaches things 
like “Scrip ture…is 100 per cent the
work of hu man be ings…just as Je sus
is fully hu man.…”36 This will sug gest
to many in Al pha that, while the Lord
may have been adopted as a son by
God, nev er the less He had a hu man fa -
ther. Gumbel re inforces this be lief
when he quotes Philip call ing Je sus
“the son of Jo seph”.37 Gumbel of fers
zero clar i fi ca tion. Many in Is rael “sup -
posed” Je sus to be the son of Jo seph
(Luke 3:22), but He was n’t, and none of 
the writ ers of the NT books called Him
that.

We close this section with some more 
sur pris ing facts on this topic:
lEven in the chapter sup pos edly de -

voted to “the Trin ity” in Gumbel’s

book, Searching Is sues, there is not a
sol i tary men tion of the vir gin birth.38

lRe gard ing Je sus’ claims, in clud ing
His claim to be the Son of God, Gumbel
says “What ev i dence is there, then, to 
sup port what he said? The first area
we should look at ob vi ously, [is] his
life” [Talk 2]. But Gumbel does n’t look
at this cru cial as pect of His life, while
sug gest ing to hear ers that they are be -
ing pre sented with the ev i dence!39

lCoaker ob serves that, in the whole
of the book, Ques tions of Life, there are
“no ref er ences to the birth nar ra -
tives.”40 Could this be be cause such ref -
er ences would teach the vir gin birth of
the Lord?41 Cer tainly the nat u ral as -
sump tion by most of the “un churched”
in Al pha will be that Je sus’ con cep tion
was like that of any other man.

CONCLUSION TO PART 2

There are more con cerns we could
men tion, but this ar ti cle is
already long enough and the pat -

tern is obvi ous. On each of these ques -
tions Gumbel seems not just un will ing
to state the whole truth in a cat e gori cal 
man ner, but re peat edly dam ages these 
truths about our won derful Sav ior who 
gave His life as a ran som for us.

The min is try of the Holy Spirit is to
testify ac cu rately of Je sus (John 15:26) 
and to glo rify Him (John 16:14). No true
be liever will hedge on, let alone com -
promise on, His nature. So what does
this tell us about Al pha? Is the same
pattern ev i dent when we ex am ine the
Lord ship and De ity of Al pha’s Je sus?
The next part will seek to find out.
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An Al pha Sup per at Holy Trin ity Bromp ton, Lon don.
(Scanned from The Al pha Course Di rec tory, July - Oc to ber 2002, p. 27.)

34 Note the ambiguity in this sentence. Hearers may well assume that they will be at the same height as Jesus!The truth is, Jesus
is higher than all. 

35 Talk 9. Note that all of Gumbel’s references to us being ‘sons of God’ through adoption occur in Talk 9, even though this is
six talks on from the Gospel presentation!

36 Questions of Life, p. 171.
37 Talk 12. (See chapter 10 of our book for other examples of how Nicky Gumbel’s Bible version undermines the Christhood

and Sonship of Jesus.)
38 The only place we can find a proper reference to His “virgin birth” is in Gumbel’s book 30 Days, (p. 16), yet even here it is

called “the virgin birth” rather than “His virgin birth.”
39 Indeed Gumbel goes on to recommend participants start by reading John’s Gospel, rather than one of the synoptic Gospels

that would teach the Lord’s virgin birth, etc.
40 Coaker, op. cit., p. 22.
41 Gumbel does say, “The angel said [to Mary], ‘The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the power of the Most High will

overshadow you. So the holy one to be born will be called the Son of God’” [Talk 8]. But the context in which Gumbel
quotes this is Mary being filled with the Holy Spirit, not the Holy Spirit causing the conception of Jesus. Plus, on its own, this 
verse still doesn’t tell unsaved hearers that Jesus’ conception did not involve Joseph.



Part 3: The Di vin ity of
Al pha’s Jesus

A fa mous and beau ti ful hymn opens
with this con tem pla tion:

When I sur vey the won drous cross
Onwhich the prince of glory died,
My richest gain I count but loss ,
And pour con tempt on all my pride.

When He gave so much for us, the
least we can do is to teach rightly about
Him.  There is a big ques tion mark over 
whether the Al pha Course does so in re -
gard to the De ity of the Lord Je sus
Christ.  Readers will fre quently be in -
trigued by the fol lowing su perb arti cle
sup ply ing the re sults of a very care ful
and thor ough check.

Nicky Gumbel writes, “the most
impor tant ques tion we can
ever ask is, ‘Who is Je sus?’”.1

In the same book, he states “This is the 
heart of the Chris tian faith: know ing
Je sus Christ”.2 The Lord Je sus
Christ is in deed the very cen tre of true
biblical faith, and it is vi tal there fore to 
know who He truly is.  Since Scripture
warns be liev ers to take se rious care
over ev ery thing we teach re gard ing the 
Faith (1 Timothy 4:13-16; James 3:1),
we should be par tic u larly con sci en -
tious in our teach ing about the Per son
who is at the core of our Faith.

Whatever a fel low ship may be lieve
on sub jects like the ‘end-times’, or the
gifts of the Spirit, or church or di -
nances, or family-related mat ters, or
any of the large num ber of other top ics
that Al pha touches on, the divinity of
Je sus Christ is an ab so lutely cru cial is -
sue to sal va tion—as we shall see in a
moment. It is there fore a mat ter about
which par tic ipants must be left in no
doubt.

Clearly, each one of the teach ings
about the Lord Je sus that we ex am ined
in Part 2 on His nature is in ti mately re -
lated to His divinity.  But so are sev eral
of the top ics we discussed in Part 1 on
His char ac ter. For when Al pha’s mate -
rial is prob lem atic over His sin less ness, 
in fal li bil ity, ho li ness and per fec tion,
then the God hood of the Lord is al ready
dam aged. How ever, for com plete ness
we need to see what Al pha is like re -
gard ing its more di rect state ments on
the divinity of the Lord Je sus.

DOES THE BIBLE TEACH THAT HE 
IS GOD?

There is only one true God (John
17:3), but He is “tri une,” mean ing
He is one God com pris ing three

dis tinct yet in di vis i ble Per sons. At
first this idea ap pears alien, but man is 
tri une too in a very real sense.  We
each have a body, soul and spirit,3 each 
of which is “us.”  Hence we are said to
have been made “in God’s im age” (Gen -
e sis 1:27; 9:6).  But is Je sus one of the
three Per sons that con sti tute God, and 
is thus God Him self?

As anyone who has lis tened to Han -
del’s fa mous or a to rio Mes siah will
know, Isa iah 9:6 is quite un am big u ous
about this ques tion:  “For unto us a
child is born, unto us a Son is given:
and the gov ern ment shall be upon His
shoul der: and His name shall be called
Won der ful, Coun sel lor, the Mighty
God.” Mat thew quotes an other por -
tion of Isa iah when he writes, “Be hold,
a vir gin shall be with child, … and they 
shall call His name Im manuel, which
be ing in ter preted is, God with us.”
(Matthew 1:23).

We have al ready de ter mined that
Je sus is the only be got ten Son of God. 
Many peo ple as sume, how ever, that
this means He is not truly God but that 
He just en joys a de rived di vin ity.4

Holy Scrip ture set tles that de bate:

God was man i fest in the flesh, …
believed on in the world, re ceived up
into glory. (1 Tim o thy 3:16)

Hereby per ceive we the love of
God, be cause He laid down his life 
for us. (1 John 3:16)

(See also Romans 14:10b-12; Acts
4:24; Colossians 2:9; Acts 17:59;
Hebrews 1:3; 1 John 4:19; Philippians
2:6, etc—all in the KJV.)

This sub ject mat ters greatly, for if
Je sus was not God then He must have
been born of Adam and tainted by
Adam’s sin.  In that case He would
have inher ited a sin ful na ture and His
shed blood could not have paid the re -
quired price for our re demp tion.

God is so to tally holy that our sin re -
quires that only God Him self could pay 
the price to save us. If we do not be lieve 
that the full price has been paid then
we will nat u rally seek to “make up the
differ ence.” Any at tempt by a man to
pay any part of the price of re demption
for his sins is an abom i na tion to God
and will re sult in that man’s de struc -
tion (see Galatians). The God hood of
the Lord has such huge importance re -
garding other doc trines that we can not 
af ford to be even re motely com pla cent
about this.

IS HE JEHOVAH?

The four let ters ‘YHWH’ (of ten pro -
nounced ‘Yahweh’, and an gli -
cised5 to ‘Je ho vah’) make for a

special, and unique, name for the true
God:

God spake unto Mo ses, and said
unto him, I Am the LORD:…My
name [is] YHWH. (Ex o dus 6:2-3)

O my God…whose name alone is
YHWH. (Psalms 83:13,18)

This match less name was con sid -
ered to be so holy that it was usually
re placed by “LORD” out of fear and re -
spect.
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1 30 Days, p41.  We would argue that an even more important question is ‘What is the truth?’, because many people ask
‘Who is Jesus?’ but they then go to the wrong sources to find out.

2 30 Days, p42.  Since Satan ‘knows’ Jesus Christ, this is not as helpful a comment as it might appear.
3 That our soul is different from our spirit is proved in Heb. 4:12 and 1 Thess. 5:23.
4 This idea can be picked up from Alpha resources, e.g. when Gumbel writes things like, “the unique Son of God – [is] on an

equal footing with God” [Why Christmas?, p5], rather than saying “…is God Himself”.  Incidentally, Gumbel prefers the
phrase “God the Father, Jesus the Son” to “God the Father, God the Son” or perhaps “God the Father, Jesus - God the Son”
in Questions of Life, p116, and the equivalent video Talk (#8).

5 Many Hebrew names in the Bible have been transliterated into Greek, and/or Anglicized.  Thus the Jewish name Miriam has
been converted to Mary in English Bibles, and Jochanan has become John.  As long as the name is used aright, and the same
person is clearly in view, then the Anglicisation is surely valid. Thus the Anglicised version of Yahweh is Jehovah (see
Newberry’s introduction to his Bible for the reason).



Since the one true God alone is called 
“YHWH,” and since TWO YHWHs are
re ferred to si mul ta neously in Gen e sis
18-19’ (one of them ap pear ing as a
man), it be comes ev i dent that Je sus
Christ is in deed YHWH.  As we saw in
Part 1, the name Je sus means “salva -
tion.” Hence we get verses like Isa iah
12:2: “Be hold, God is my salva tion [or
‘Je sus’]; … the LORD YHWH is…my
sal va tion.”

The name YHWH means “I Am,”
which is why “God said unto Mo ses, I
AM THAT I AM: and He said, Thus
shalt thou say unto the chil dren of
Israel, I AM hath sent me” (Ex o dus
3:14).  The phrase “I Am” is a way of
saying “I have al ways existed,” which
is an at trib ute unique to God.  As we
saw in Part 2, it is an at trib ute of Je sus 
Christ.  Je sus is YHWH God.

But what does Al pha say on this
important is sue? Al though Nicky
Gumbel is cer tainly aware of “the di -
vine name,” as he terms it, one will not 
ac tu ally find the words “YHWH” or
“Yaweh” used in any Al pha talk.  What 
one will find stated on Al pha is, “Je sus
did not go around say ing the words, ‘I
am God’” [Talk 2]. But this is slightly
mis lead ing be cause, as we have seen,
“I Am” is God’s name and the Lord Je -
sus did in deed claim that name:

Je sus…said unto them [the chief
priests], Whom seek ye?

They answered him, Je sus of Naz -
a reth. Je sus saith unto them, I Am…

As soon then as He had said unto
them, I Am…, they went back ward, 
and fell to the ground.6

Then asked he them again, Whom
seek ye? And they said, Je sus of Naz -
a reth.

Je sus an swered, I have told you
that I Am… (John 18:4-8).7

Other ex am ples of the Lord call ing
Him self “I Am” oc cur in John 8:28 and
John 13:19. This is a crit i cal mat ter,
for the Lord Je sus said that any one
who did not believe He was YHWH (“I
Am”) would die in their sins (John

8:24; c.f., v 58).  Taught prop erly, this
doc trine should not be hard to grasp.
Hence Paul talked about “the sim plic -
ity that is in Christ” (2 Corinthians
11:3).  It is wrong to com pli cate it and
thus bring con fu sion.

DOES ALPHA SAY THAT HE IS GOD?

Some Course lead ers will be deeply 
of fended at any sug ges tion that
Al pha has the slight est flaw in

this re gard. They are con vinced that
chap ter 7 of Gumbel’s book Searching
Is sues, plus Talks 2 and 3 of the Course 
it self, leave no room for doubt that Je -
sus is God and that Al pha is there fore
to tally sound on the topic. There are,
how ever, many rea sons why we would
beg such folks to con tinue read ing this
ar ti cle. For a start, there ex ist a fur -
ther six chap ters of Searching Is sues,
not to men tion all the other Alpha pub -
li ca tions, so there is huge scope for
prob lems to oc cur else where. Like wise, 
it should be re mem bered that there
are twelve fur ther talks in the video
set be yond Talks 2 and 3, which means 
there is plenty of room for er rors to
creep in and un der mine any good
state ments in those two early talks.

In deed, we will shortly see that,
when checked very care fully, even the
best Al pha state ments are not as
clear-cut as they could be, and none of
the 21 Bi ble pas sages we cited above
sup port ing the deity of Je sus Christ
ap pears in any Al pha talk. Nei ther do
they ap pear any where in Questions of
Life, let alone in those chap ters as so ci -
ated with Talks 2 and 3, nor even in
the rel e vant part of Searching Is sues.

If any read ers are con vinced that Al -
pha is be yond re proach over the is sue
of the de ity of Je sus, and are there fore
not in ter ested in pe rus ing our ma te rial 
fur ther, we would en cour age them to
at least use the sec tion head ings of our
ar ti cles to cre ate a ques tion naire for
their Al pha grad u ates. Ac cord ing to
our re search, they will be dis mayed by
the feed back they get.

It may also sur prise some read ers to
learn that we can find no sen tence in
any Al pha publi ca tion which sim ply
says the words “Je sus Christ [or Christ 
Je sus] is God,” or even “Je sus is God,”
easy, and very valu able, though it
would be for Al pha to in clude one.  But
let us begin by ac knowl edg ing some of
the things Nicky Gumbel does say
about the deity of Je sus.

WAS HE, AND IS HE, THE ONE
TRUE GOD?

While words like “de ity” do not
cur rently appear in the talks,8
the word “di vine” does9—al beit

not in re la tion to Je sus. Looking at
Gumbel’s books however, he cer tainly
re fers to the Lord’s “di vin ity.” In Ques -
tions of Life Je sus is called “the di vine
fig ure”10 and the Study Guide at the
back asks, “What ev i dence is there
that he [Je sus] was di vine?” [p239]. 
The only prob lem is that, for many peo -
ple, there is a fun da mental dis tinction
be tween be ing “di vine” and be ing the
one true God. The New Age move ment
be lieves in the “di vin ity” of Je sus, but
not that He is the one true God.

Just about the only clear Bi ble ref er -
ence to the de ity of Je sus that Al pha
covers is John 1:1, which reads, “…the
Word was with God, and the Word was
God.” Un for tu nately, Gumbel imme -
di ately weak ens this cru cial verse by
giv ing the ex pla nation that, “The Word 
[un named] was a per son in fel low -
ship with God, and the Word was
…eter nally di vine.”11 Why replace the
perfectly good phrase “was God” with
“was…divine”?

Nicky Gumbel fa vor ably quotes
some one say ing: “‘I under stood Jesus 
is fully God’” [Talk 3].  This would be
ex cel lent, ex cept that Gumbel then
tells hear ers how they should in terpret 
the phrase “fully God”:

[W]e say that Je sus is…fully
God…let me use an anal ogy.…We
say Sir Chris to pher Wren built St.
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6 That the Lord’s enemies “went backwards and fell” on hearing “I Am” suggests these words had rather more significance
than merely acknowledging that these people had found their man.

7 We have removed the word “he” after each occurrence of “I Am” because the word “he” does not appear in the
Greek—which is why it is only displayed in italics in the KJV.

8 Neither do any of the words “Godhead,” “Triune,” or “Immanuel” occur in Talks 2 or 3 (or indeed in any Alpha talk).
9 Talks 9 & 11.
10 Page 76. Although the Bible uses the word “divine,” it is almost always in the context of divination—a detestable practice in

God’s eyes. While the Bible says Jesus had a “divine” power and nature, it never actually calls Him “divine.”
11 Searching Issues, p. 101.



Paul’s Ca the dral; in fact, he did n’t
lay a sin gle stone.12 Other peo ple
laid the stones. He used agents to
do it, but he …di rected the whole
oper a tion” [Talk 5].

Gumbel is say ing that Je sus is only
“fully God” in the de rived sense that
God fully di rected Him or fully in -
spired Him. Gumbel confirms this as
the right in ter pre ta tion when he
writes, “Scripture is…100 per cent in -
spired by God just as Je sus is fully
God.”13 No clar i fi cation is forth com ing
in ei ther case. (Note also that St.
Paul’s Ca the dral could never be said to 
be “Wren,” thus it would be com pletely
in ap pro pri ate to call Je sus ‘God’ from
this anal ogy.)

Nicky em ploys the argu ment by C.S.
Lewis that “Ei ther this man [Je sus]14

was and is the Son of God or else a
mad man, or some thing worse...” [Talk
2]. Since the ev i dence dis counts the
last two pos si bil i ties, Je sus must log i -
cally be the Son of God.  On the surface
this looks great, but as we have seen,
this does not quite set tle mat ters, for
hear ers need to be sure what sort of
God hood re sults from being the “Son of 
God.” Does it mean Je sus is the one
true God, or in stead that his “di vin ity”
was of a lesser, de rived na ture?

Some readers will feel that this is a
mi nor point.  But does the Bi ble say so?  
In fact the pre cise “type,” or def i ni tion,
of Je sus’ God hood is ex tremely signif i -
cant. New Agers be lieve Je sus Christ
is a “god,” hav ing God liv ing in Him. 
Unfor tu nately Lewis’ own ter mi nol -

ogy, also used by Gumbel, seems to
per mit this in ter pre ta tion also, for he
says, “God has landed on this en emy
oc cu pied world in hu man form,”15

rather than “as a man” or even “as a
hu man.” De spite ap pear ances, this is
not a triv ial is sue at all, as we shall see
in the next sec tion.

WAS GOD ‘IN’ HIM?

When we truly be lieve in Jesus,
the Holy Spirit in dwells our
spirit (John 14:17; 1 John 3:24

etc).16 Since the Holy Spirit is God,
there is a sense in which God is “in” ev -
ery Chris tian, but this does not make
us God.  If we give peo ple the impres -
sion that Je sus only had God “in” Him,
rather than be ing the one true God
Him self, then we are ef fec tively de ny -
ing His de ity and are de stroy ing the
Gos pel. This is why it is so wor ry ing to
see the ex ces sive num ber of times that
Nicky Gumbel uses ex pres sions like
the fol low ing:

“God has re vealed him self in a per -
son” 17 (Rather than “as a man”);
God…as we see him…in Je sus”18 God,
re vealed in the per son of Je sus
Christ”;19 “God…came to earth in the
per son of his son” [Talk 3]; “God’s rev e -
la tion in Je sus Christ.”20

The oc ca sional use of such phrase ol -
ogy, pref er a bly with some ex plan a tory
com ment close by, would be fine, but
Gumbel em ploys this sort of word ing
very fre quently, with no clar i fi ca tion,
in a sin gle chap ter of Ques tions of
Life.21 The clos ing com men tary in that

chap ter teaches the fol low ing: “Paul
says, ‘God was…in Christ.’ [el lip sis
Gumbel’s] He was…in the per son of
his Son.”22 This brings us neatly to a
re lated point.

The Bi ble tells us that “if any man
be in Christ, he is a new crea -
ture.…God was in Christ, rec on cil ing 
the world unto him self” (2 Co rinthi -
ans 5:18-19).  If one con sid ers the first
occur rence of “in Christ” here it be -
comes plain that this pas sage is not
saying that God was in Christ, but
that we, if we are “in Christ,” are rec -
on ciled to God. Cor rob o rating verses
are far too nu mer ous to list but in -
clude Romans 3:24; 8:1; 1 Co rin thi ans
1:2; 15:22; Ephe sians 2:13; and
Philippians. 2:1. Yet con sider how
Gumbel uses the pas sage:

Paul…says: “God was in Christ
rec oncil ing the world to him -
self.”…What Paul tells us is that
God was in Christ.23

Gumbel mis treats this pas sage
again in his book Searching Is sues [p.
20]. The con text there is the is sue of
suf fer ing, so the un mis tak able im pres -
sion is that God knows about suf fer ing
be cause he was “in” Christ dur ing the
Lord’s tri als.24 As Jesus is called “di -
vine,” Al pha par tic i pants are thereby
en cour aged to as sume that His di vin -
ity was only partial or imputed to Him.

A fi nal ob ser vation: Gumbel writes,
“Jesus stood up and pro claimed, ‘If
anyone thirst, let him come to me and
drink’…It is out of the in ner most be -
ing of Jesus that the river of life will

14

12 It seems a shame for Gumbel to use the word “stones” in this statement, when the Lord Jesus is our “corner stone” (Eph.
2:20).

13 Questions of Life, p. 71.
14 It is interesting that Lewis consistently avoids using the name “Jesus” when making his most unequivocal statements on

Godhood.  He instead uses phrases like “the man we are talking about” or “he”, when it would be much more helpful and
unambiguous to give His actual name.

15 Talk 2.  Also Why Christmas?, p. 6; the Green Alpha Manual, p. 9, and elsewhere. Note that Lewis’s choice of phrase
suggests that God is a being from another planet.  This is in line with Mormonism and the Word-Faith paradigm, but not the
Bible!

16 Gumbel almost always uses the phrase “comes to live within us” of the Holy Spirit (see, for instance, Talks 6, 7, 8 & 9). But
this is ambiguous and helps to encourage Toronto-esque manifestations in the body or soul.

17 Questions of Life, p. 71. Jesus was already “a Person,” so this statement is very unhelpful.
18 Searching Issues, p. 13.
19 Searching Issues, p. 110.
20 Searching Issues, p. 31.
21 See pages 45, 48-50.
22 Questions of Life, p. 50. Note that Gumbel does not say “the Father was in the person of His Son.”
23 Talk 3.  Note how Gumbel exploits the KJV rendering when it suits his purposes.  The NIV does not phrase the passage as

“God was in Christ.”
24 This notion is reinforced when Gumbel says only that “God…participated in the suffering of the cross” [Searching Issues,

p. 24], as if there was another participant on the cross—one who wasn’t truly God.



flow…Je sus was speaking about the
Holy Spirit…”25

There is a se ri ous con cern here.  The
Holy Spirit is an other Per son of the
Trin ity. He is not re stricted to the “in -
ner most be ing of Je sus,” and nei ther is
only part of Je sus holy. Gumbel’s
words suggest that only the “in ner -
most being” of Jesus (or the “being”
that lives in side Him?) is God.26 The
New Age move ment, like other coun -
terfeit ver sions of Chris tian ity, be -
lieves Je sus was just a hu man
re cep ta cle for “the Di vine,” or, as New
Age “Chris tians” would say, “the
Christ Prin ci ple,” or even “the god -
head.”  This is a grave er ror which pos -
its that Je sus was merely an
enlightened man who at tained divinity.

WAS HE DISTINCT FROM GOD?

Je sus is God.  As such, He can not be
“sep a rated” from God. There are
three Per sons in the God head, but

God is in di vis i ble (John 10:38; John
15:26; etc). God is not merely “one” in
the sense of be ing uni fied; There is
only one God.

Cer tainly there are some in di vid ual
verses in Scrip ture that ap pear to sep -
a rate God and Je sus,27 but Gumbel’s
job is to ex plain these verses, not to use 
an unrepresentatively large num ber of 
them and in vari ably fail to in form his
hear ers of the big ger picture.

For exam ple, Gumbel says in his
book, Ques tions of Life, “On the cross,
God trans ferred our wrong-doings
(‘our in iquity’) onto Je sus…That is
why Je sus cried out on the cross, ‘My
God, my God, why have you for saken
me?’…At that mo ment he was cut off
from God.”28 (In the equiva lent video

talk—Talk 3—Gumbel even calls
Je sus “God for saken.”)  There is a
sim ple ex pla na tion for the Lord’s
words here, as we will see in a mo ment, 
so Gumbel’s de ci sion not to sup ply it
obliges Al pha par tic i pants to be lieve
that Je sus can not truly have been God.  
How can He pos si bly have been “God -
for saken” if He was Him self God?

When we hit a “prob lem pas sage”
like the above it is im por tant to look
care fully at it and to view it in the light 
of the rest of Scrip ture. In this in stance 
Je sus was quot ing the pro phetic, Mes -
si anic Psalm 22, which re fers to “El,”
not to Elohim or Adonai or YHWH. 
This is very sig nif i cant, be cause “El”
means “mighty one”29 and would be an
en tirely ap pro pri ate thing for the Lord
Je sus Christ to call His Fa ther—the
mem ber of the God head who sent Je -
sus to us and gave Him His au thor ity. 
On the cross, Je sus was cer tainly for -
saken tem po rarily by His Fa ther in
some way, but He was not “cut off from
God.” Again the sug ges tion seems to
be that Je sus’ God hood was merely
par tial.

For the over whelm ing propor tion of
the time, Nicky Gumbel dis tin guishes
be tween Je sus and God in stead of Je -
sus and His Fa ther. This seems to be
true in ev ery pub li ca tion he has cre -
ated. Following are sam ples of what
we mean.

Why Christ mas?

Take the book let Why Christ mas?
writ ten by Gumbel.  Af ter a hand ful of
state ments (mainly the C.S. Lewis
ones) on pages 4-6 sup port ing the di -
vin ity of Je sus, ev ery thing changes on
page 7 and Je sus seems to be sep a rated

from God there and on ev ery one of the
pages from 9 through 22 in clusive (the
book let is only 22 pages long).
30 Days

Con sider, too, the fol low ing ex cerpt
taken from ad ja cent pages of Gumbel’s 
book 30 Days. Note that nei ther the
word “Father” nor the phrase “God the
Fa ther” oc curs any where on these two
pages. Does one get the over all im pres -
sion from it that Jesus is God?

“Jesus…Je sus…Je sus sets us free
to be our true selves as God intended
us to be. He sets us free to love God.…
Je sus says…Je sus is…re vealed by
God. Je sus is…God’s ul ti mate rev e -
la tion…Knowing God and Jesus
broad ens our minds.”30 (Gumbel gets
so en tan gled here that, fur ther down
the same page, he says “Thank God …
for set ting us free to love God.”)

This ex am ple is es pe cially strange
be cause the Bi ble chapter on which
Nicky is meant to be com ment ing here
re peat edly sup ports the God hood of Je -
sus and re fers as much to God “the Fa -
ther” as to “God” alone.
Ques tions of Life

Again, a smat ter ing of sen tences
which ap pear to dis tin guish be tween
“God” and “Je sus” are prob a bly inev i -
ta ble in any “in tro duc tion to the Chris -
tian faith,” but Gumbel em ploys them
in enor mous num bers—and in ev ery
re source. In deed, in Ques tions of Life
alone, phrases like “God through Je -
sus” sim ply oc cur too fre quently for us
to cite them all.31 On sev eral oc ca sions
this sep a ra tion ac tu ally hap pens two,
or even three, times on the same
page.32 A few ex am ples of sep a ra tion,
where the words “God the Fa ther”
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25 Questions of Life, p. 124.
26 Another erroneous idea propagated by this statement is that Jesus was only ‘God’ because He had the Holy Spirit inside Him

—in which case, Christians would be divine too.
27 We must be careful to interpret rightly all occasions when the Bible appears to distinguish between Jesus Christ and God. 

For instance, Scripture sometimes has expressions like “God and our Saviour Jesus Christ,” but grammatically these actually
serve to confirm the deity of Jesus. The expression “God and our Saviour Jesus Christ” in Titus 2:13 and 2 Peter 1:1 uses the
same grammatical construction as that in Gal. 1:4 to express the deity of the Father. (Also in 1 Thess. 1:3 and Phil.
4:20—“God and our Father.”) The verses 2 Thess 1:12, Titus 2:13 and 2 Peter 1:1 are called hendiadies, from the Greek hen 
dia dyoin, “one by two.” Grammatically it expresses an idea by using two nouns connected by and, instead of by a noun and
an adjunct. No sensible person would deny the deity of the Father in those places where the Bible reads “God and the Father” 
(Jas. 1:27; Eph. 5:20; Col. 1:3; Col. 3:17).

28 Questions of Life, p. 61.
29 Strongs, 0410.
30 30 Days, pp. 64-65. For some other examples in this book where Gumbel infers a separation of Jesus from God, see pp. 46,

52 & 60.
31 Pages 175, 185, 190, 207 & 221 only represent a handful of the total.
32 e.g., Pp. 70, 85, 122, 133 & 154.



would have been so much safer, will
hope fully suf fice.  (The sit u a tion in the
video talks is worse still.)

[L]iving in a re la tion ship with
God and Je sus Christ. [p. 21]

I had hurt God’s feel ings…He
loved me and…sent Jesus. [p. 51]

[W]e pray for God to heal in the
name of Jesus…I prayed in the
name of Je sus for God to heal him.
[pp. 200-201]

God…God…Spirit of God…God
…In these ways (the word of God,
the work of Jesus and the wit ness of 
the Spirit), those who be lieve in
Je sus can be sure that they are chil -
dren of God…It is based on what
God has prom ised, [and] on what
Je sus died to achieve.” [p. 64]

Again, it is not that any of these
state ments, taken in di vid u ally, are a
prob lem. There are suf fi cient ref er -
ences to Je sus as the Son of God in the
Al pha Course. But it is when we take
the en tire Course into con sid er ation
that we find in suf fi cient ev i dence of
strong af fir ma tions of Je sus Christ’s
de ity as God the Son. Hence the sep a -
rat ing of Je sus from God in con sis tent
language does lit tle to af firm that im -
por tant truth.

Holy Scrip ture
We have seen the way in which

Gumbel ap proaches his own books on
this is sue, but it is more re veal ing still
to ex am ine his ap proach to God’s book.  
As if Gumbel’s Bi ble ver sion was not
al ready prob lem atic enough in this
area, he reg u larly rewords Scrip ture in 
a way that sep a rates “God” from “Je -
sus” when the pas sage it self does not.
An ex am ple is his treatment of Ephe -
sians 2:18:

A verse we’ve looked at…is Ephe -
sians 2:18 which says, “we have ac -
cess…to the Fa ther by one Spirit.”

We have access to God through
Jesus by the Spirit. [Talk 9]

Gumbel’s para phrase here changes
the mean ing of the text, but it is no ac -
ci dent, for he re peats the al ter ation al -
most ver ba tim later in the same talk
when he says, “We have ac cess to God
through Je sus Christ by the Spirit.” 
He does ex actly the same thing in two
sepa rate chap ters of Ques tions of Life
[pp. 85, 132].

Sim i larly with Luke 11:13, Gumbel
re places “your heav enly Fa ther” with
“God” and thereby helps to ob scure
the de ity of Je sus.33 Gumbel re places
“Fa ther” with “God” in John 14:6 as
well, with the same harm to the Lord’s
stand ing.34 Like wise Gumbel al ters
John 17:3, this time with out even ad -
mit ting that he is para phras ing, to
sug gest that know ing God is not the
same thing as know ing Je sus Christ
[Talk 3].  Once again, this causes the
di vin ity (as op posed to “de ity”) of Je sus 
Christ to ap pear as no more than
partial and deriv a tive. Lit tle won der
“Je sus” and “God” are of ten sep a rated
in Al pha tes ti mo nies—on the rare oc -
ca sions that Je sus re ceives a men tion.35

HOW AMBIGUOUS IS ALPHA ON
THE MATTER OF HIS DEITY?

Many Course lead ers are ad a -
mant that, at least in two or
three places, Al pha ma teri als

un equiv o cally state that Je sus is God. 
How ever, given that the four books at
the cen ter of Al pha con tain a com bined 
to tal of well over 700 pages, this is re -
ally noth ing of which to boast. There
are some mo ments when Je sus’ God -
hood is im plied in Al pha ma te ri als, but 
in every sin gle case an am bi gu ity of one 
type or an other is pres ent—and of ten
mul ti ple types of am bi gu ity are in -
volved si mul ta neously. Here is a se lec -
tion of the things we are re fer ring to:

• It would be a to tal ir rel e vance if it
did not hap pen so very fre quently,
but Al pha’s state ments on this
whole mat ter are con sis tently, and
un nec es sar ily, spread over mul ti ple 
clauses or sen tences, which al most
al ways re sults in the piv otal phrase
on Jesus’ deity be ing less than
to tally direct be cause it reads “he”
or “him” rather than “Je sus” or
sim i lar. Ev ery exam ple in the
re main ing set of bul let points
ex hib its this in direct ness—along
with at least one other, much more
se ri ous, prob lem.

• Gumbel is some times pre pared to
in di cate that other peo ple (e.g., the
disci ples, or the early “Church”
gen er ally) believed in the deity of
Je sus Christ, but he reg u larly
avoids say ing that he per son ally
be lieves these peo ple were cor rect. 
Thus, instead of “I be lieve Je sus is
God, we are merely told “He is the
one whom the early church
wor shipped as God”.36 This is not
the same at all, because it gives
participants little reason to assume
the early Church was right to do so,
particularly in view of Gumbel’s
lack of testimony to the truth.

• The truth of Je sus’ God hood is of ten
need lessly con vo luted. In stead of
“Jesus was (or is) God,” we get “I
think there’s lit tle doubt that he
was con scious of be ing a man
whose iden tity was God” [Talk 2],
or, “Je sus said a num ber of things
which were not di rect claims but
show that he re garded himself as
be ing in the same po si tion as God” 
[Talk 2].37 This in tro duc tion of
su per fluous words sim ply con fuses
and ob scures the issue. 

The in fin i tes i mal num ber of Al pha
state ments that avoid the above prob -
lems still fail to state cate gor i cally that 
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33 Questions of Life, p. 154. Gumbel’s exact words are, “Jesus goes on to say that in comparison with God we are evil.” Would
hearers be likely to realize from this choice of words that Jesus Himself was not evil? Jesus said “you are evil,” not “we are evil.”

34 Questions of Life, p. 27.
35 See, for instance, Alpha News, #14, p. 3; Alpha News, Nov 2001 – Feb 2002, p. 11; or Telling Others, (Kingsway, 2001), p.

152.
36 Searching Issues, p. 27. See also page 100. Adding the suffix “as God” implies that Gumbel believes there are forms of

worship which can be legitimately offered to beings other than God.
37 All three of these problems are manifested in a quote by Lewis. Instead of Gumbel saying “I accept that Jesus was and is

God,” he quotes Lewis saying, “I have to accept the view that he was and is God” [Talk 2]. Gumbel does not say he agrees,
and the sentence nowhere mentions “Jesus,” but there is a third problem. Just accepting that people hold a certain “view” is
very different from believing the truth of that view.



Je sus is the one true God, in stead in -
tro duc ing a de gree of doubt (e.g. via
the use of a ju di ciously placed hy phen
or comma). These few state ments are
also al ways weak ened by sur round ing
com ments which re peat edly sep arate
Je sus and God.38 Again, given that
Gumbel was a prac tic ing court room
law yer be fore be ing or dained into the
Angli can Church there seems no ex -
cuse at all for be ing re motely un clear
about this fun da men tal topic.

The fol low ing is an other exam ple of
mul ti ple am bi gu ities. Gumbel writes
that, “The early Chris tians…came
to see that there was some thing spe -
cial about Je sus that could only be ex -
pressed as God.”39 Chris tians read ing 
such words are re assured that Gumbel 
is sound on the issue of Je sus being
God, yet the pas sage does not teach un -
be liev ers that Je sus is God. Firstly it is
pred i cated on them ac cept ing that the
“early Chris tians” were cor rect. Sec -
ondly, these Chris tians cannot have
“come to see” the de ity of Je sus af ter
they were Chris tians; they must have
rec og nized that Je sus was God in or der 
to be come Chris tians to be gin with.
Thirdly, the pas sage only says that
some thing “about” Je sus was God,
rather than Him be ing in trin si cally
God Him self.  Fourthly, the im pres sion 
is that this “thing” could only be ex -
pressed as God due to lan guage lim i ta -
tions.
The Biggest Am bi gu ity

There is one last group of state ments 
that needs to be cov ered.  The com -
ments in ques tion all uti lize the word
“iden tity”:

“Je sus claimed…that he really was a 
man whose iden tity was God” [Talk
2]; “claims made by Jesus about his
identity”;40 “Je sus [made]…an other
in di rect claim to have the iden tity of
Al mighty God”.41

Whilst these state ments are ob vi -
ously more con vo luted than they need
be, nev er the less be liev ers nat u rally

take them to be thor oughly in sup port
of the deity of Christ Jesus. Un for tu -
nately Nicky does not ap pear to mean
the same thing that you and I nor mally 
do by the word “iden tity.” In stan dard
par lance, if a man is said to have the
“iden tity” of John Wes ley, then ei ther
he has sto len Wes ley’s pass port or else
he is John Wes ley. But to Gumbel, hav -
ing the “iden tity” of God does not mean
the per son is God—a fact dem on -
strated by the fol low ing quote from the 
last chap ter of Searching Is sues: “They
[the early Chris tians] came to see him
[Je sus] as a man whose iden tity was
God and yet who was not iden ti cal to
God” [p100].

An al ter nate mean ing for the word
“iden tity” is “per son al ity.” Some one
who feels de per son al ized is said to
have “lost their iden tity.” But just hav -
ing the same per son al ity as some body
else does not make you that same be -
ing. Thus Gumbel is not call ing Je sus
“God” here. He has moved into the
realm of psy chol ogy and its false dis -
tinc tion be tween the con scious and the
sub con scious.42 Hence, “Je sus…was
con scious of be ing a per son whose
iden tity was God.”43

Even if the reader strongly dis agrees 
about these am bi gu ities, or per haps
finds a to tally un am big u ous sen tence
some where in the Course ma te ri als, he 
or she must surely still ac cept that any
such com ments are rare and are sub -
merged un der a flood of dam ag ing ones 
that nul lify their ef fect.  Other read ers
may be lieve they can safely run Al pha
by sim ply cor rect ing this par ticu lar
teach ing as the Course pro gresses. But 
that is to avoid a more im por tant ques -
tion. If Al pha is so un sound on this—
the most im por tant topic imag in able— 
can it re ally be trusted on the other
sub jects it cov ers? The un saved de -
serve that churches check the Course
thor oughly on the other ma jor top ics
too, which is pre cisely why we have
writ ten our book Al pha – the Un of fi cial 
Guide.

WHAT DO CHRISTIANS MEAN BY
‘THE TRINITY’?

Many peo ple feel that Nicky
Gumbel MUST be gen u inely
trin i tar ian, given that a chap -

ter of his book Searching Is sues is ti -
tled “Is the Trin ity Unbiblical,
Un be liev able, and Ir rel e vant?” Once
again, how ever, the prob lem re volves
around Gumbel’s def i ni tion of terms—
in this case the term “Trin ity.” Let us
quickly see the bib li cal mean ing of the
word.

The Bi ble makes plain through out
that there is only one God (Gal. 3:20;
Matt. 19:17 etc). How ever, there is a
plural ity to the God head, thus one of
the names of God is Elohim—a plu ral
word.  The plu ral ity of the God head is
also shown in verses like Gene sis 11:7
and Gen e sis 1:26. The lat ter reads
“And God said, Let us make man in
our im age, af ter our like ness,” which
is again why ev ery hu man also pos -
sesses a “three-ness” of sorts whilst re -
main ing one be ing.

Where Gumbel men tions the three
mem bers of the Trin ity one would ex -
pect him to talk about the Father, Son
and Spirit, or the Fa ther, Word and
Spirit, but usu ally he does not. As we
saw above, the word “Fa ther” is of ten
re placed by “God,” weaken ing the par -
tic i pant’s un der stand ing that Je sus is
God:

“[T]he main way we know about
God, about Je sus, about the Holy
Spirit…” [Talk 5];  “[T]he word of God,
the work of Je sus and the wit ness of
the Holy Spirit”;44 “We have God as
our Father, Je sus Christ as our Sav -
iour and the Holy Spirit as our
indweller.”45

For some one who hails from a
church called Holy Trinity Bromp ton,
Gumbel sel dom uses the word “Trin -
ity” in his teach ings. When he does, he
seems to make a point of sep a rat ing the
mem bers of the God head shortly be fore
or af ter wards and spe cif i cally draw ing
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38 See, for instance, Questions of Life, pp. 31, 129 & 233.
39 Searching Issues, p. 100.
40 Questions of Life, p. 239.
41 Questions of Life, p. 30.
42 Psychologists refer to the “inherited, instinctive impulses of the unconscious” as the “Id.” It seems that Gumbel is trying to

teach that only the “entity” occupying the Lord’s “Id” is God. This would help explain the repeated reference to “Id-entity”.
43 Questions of Life, p. 27.  See also page 39.
44 Questions of Life, p. 55.
45 Questions of Life, p. 207.  See also page 9.



a dis tinc tion be tween “God” and “Je -
sus.”46 Once more we are ap par ently
left with a Sav iour pos sess ing a di vin -
ity of a par tial and de rived na ture.
Gumbel’s Heroes

Nicky Gumbel reg u larly, and ap -
prov ingly, quotes men whose doc trines 
se ri ously un der mine the deity of Je sus
Christ (e.g., Tillich,47 Möltmann,48

Küng,49 Muggeridge50 and Hort51).  He
even seems happy to endorse, or even
cite as Chris tians, peo ple who have ef -
fec tively de nied the deity of Jesus al to -
gether (e.g., To lstoy,52 New ton,53

Fromm,54 Ruskin,55 Hammarskjold56).
It is a tell ing clue to the true re li gious

or philo soph i cal view of a per son when
he is fa vor ably disposed to ward those
who in es sence deny Je sus Christ. We
may quote such per sons to com pare
what they say against what Scripture
says, and to dis prove their fal lacious ar -
gu ments, but we can not be true to our
Sav ior while press ing for the ar gu -
ments of anti-Christ, even when those
ar gu ments con tain some truth. 
Searching Is sues, Chap ter 7

De spite all of the above, there will
still be a hard core of folks who imag -
ine that Gumbel must be trinitarian
since he de votes a chap ter of one book
to “the Trin ity.”  Let us there fore fo cus
purely on that chap ter and see just
how trinitarian it re ally is.

Very Con fused
This chap ter is the one place we

would expect clear teach ing on the

Trin ity, yet Gumbel spends much of it
en cour ag ing peo ple to be lieve that the
Trin ity is very hard, if not im pos si ble,
to un der stand.57 This can only serve to
de mote Christ. The Trin ity may be
hard to pic ture (men are not al lowed to
pic ture God any way) but hope fully our
ar ti cle has proved that it is not hard to
un der stand.

Gumbel uses a be wil der ing ar ray of
anal o gies for the Trin ity, most of
which are se riously in ap pro pri ate and
mu tu ally ex clu sive. Yet the sim plest
anal ogy—that of a hu man be ing’s
tri-part na ture—is ab sent. We are in -
stead in formed that “God can not be
put in a neat box…” [p105], and that
we can only “get a sort of faint no tion
of” the Trin ity [p109].

While it is im pos si ble for our fi nite
minds to fully un der stand the na ture
of the God head, it should not be dif fi -
cult to de rive from Scrip ture—and to
re late to oth ers—those truths that are
es sen tial to the Faith. This is es sen -
tial, par tic u larly in re gard to the many
ref er ences to Je sus’ de ity. A law yer
such as Nicky Gumbel should cer tainly 
have that abil ity.

One con fus ing anal ogy of fered by
Gumbel is that of a house pos sessed by
three peo ple, where God the Fa ther is
the “ar chi tect,” God the Son is the
“pur chaser” and God the Holy Spirit is
the “ten ant” [p106]. We would not
blame any Al pha par tic i pant for in ter -
pret ing this to mean that Je sus some -
how “pur chased” His God hood and

that He is only God in the (par tial)
sense that He has the Holy Spirit
dwell ing in Him.

Cru cially, Gumbel is un able, or un -
will ing, to ex plain why the Trin ity is, as 
he says, “fun da mental to the Christian
faith” [p. 105]. If Gumbel un equiv o cally
told read ers the truth, in such a
manner that they could clearly re al ize
the in fi nite holi ness of God and the fu -
til ity (not to men tion fa tal dan ger) of
try ing to work to wards their sal va tion,
then they would be much more keen to
un der stand—or at least to accept—the
fact that Je sus Christ is God.

The Deity of Je sus Christ Un der mined
In a chap ter which ought to be com -

pletely de voted to prov ing the de ity of
Je sus Christ we have al ready listed
several ways in which it does the op po -
site. In the whole chap ter there are no
more than a hand ful of sen tences
where the doc trine is even sug gested.
Fur ther more, each one in this hand ful
is ambig u ous, ei ther be cause (a) Je sus
is n’t ex plic itly men tioned [pp99,106],58

or (b) early Chris tians just “found
them selves” be liev ing it [pp100,101],
or (c) God is only pres ent “in” rather
than “as” the person of Je sus Christ
[p110]. This com pares with the pleth -
ora of times in the chap ter when a
clear dis tinc tion is drawn be tween
Je sus and “God” as op posed to Je sus
and “His Fa ther”:

“[A Chris tian lady] trained in psy -
chol ogy…re alized that God is our
point of ref er ence, Je sus is our role
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46 See, for instance, Questions of Life, p. 55, plus Talks 4 and 6.
47 Questions of Life, p21. We are indebted to Peter Burden-Teh for his excellent research on the theologies of some of the

heretics whom Gumbel quotes without any obvious problem. Regarding Tillich’s errors, see Burden-Teh’s article in the
journal Christianity and Society, Jan. 2001, p. 7.  See also Burns, op. cit., p. 123.

48 Talk 9. See Burden-Teh, op. cit., pp. 8-9. Gumbel must impress some hearers when he quotes Möltmann using the term “the
crucified God” [Questions of Life, p46], but again we must ask the questions “What sort of God is in view?” and “Does he
mean there are other Gods”?  Möltmann’s confusing theology included the belief that God is dead.

49 Talk 15. See Burden-Teh, op. cit., (April 2001), p. 17. 
50 Questions of Life, p135; 30 Days, p. 109. Gumbel quotes a lot of Catholics besides Muggeridge (e.g., Tom Forrest, Pope Paul 

VI, Chesterton) and claims he can find nothing wrong with Vatican II, in which case he is supporting another Jesus.
51 Talk 2. Hort admitted he was a “staunch sacerdotalist,” and he denied Christ in other ways too. See D.A. Waite, Heresies of

Westcott and Hort, for details.
52 Talk 1. See Burden-Teh, op. cit., (April, 2000), p. 10. Tolstoy wrote of Christ, “[T]o regard…[him] as God…I deem the

greatest sacrilege” [Tolstoy’s Letters, (Scribner and Sons, 1978), Vol 1, p. 298 as quoted in Burden-Teh, op. cit., (Jan.,
2001), p. 7].

53 Newton is called “a believer” in Talk 1, yet he was an alchemist and famously denied the deity of Christ.
54 30 Days, p. 137. See Burns, op. cit., p. 258.
55 Questions of Life, p. 56. See Burns, op. cit., p. 147.
56 30 Days, p. 72. Ruskin and Hammarskjold are just two of several Unitarians that Gumbel legitimizes.
57 That it is supposedly “so difficult” and “complex” is reiterated in the Study Guide. See page 124.
58 While Gumbel quotes portions of the Athanasian creed, he (a) implies it is incomprehensible [p. 99], (b) does not mention

Jesus by name there, or give any other clarification as to who is in view, and (c) never states that he agrees with this creed!



model and the Holy Spirit is our facil i -
ta tor” [p. 111];59 “the God who raised
Jesus Christ” [p. 110]; “the Holy Spirit 
was iden ti fied with God and Jesus
and yet was not iden ti cal to ei ther” [p.
101].60

Else where in the chap ter, Gumbel
sepa rates the Lord Je sus Christ from
“God” eight times in just two pages
[102-103]. Later on he closes the chap -
ter by fo cus ing on Ephe sians 3:19, a
verse which reads, “…know the love of
Christ, which passeth knowl edge, that
ye might be filled with all the fulness of 
God.” But in stead of us ing this valu -
able verse to teach that Christ Je sus is
God, Gumbel only uses it to dis tin -
guish be tween Christ and God. He does 
so three times in the space of the fi nal
page—twice in the very last para graph.
What are par tic i pants to think?

A False Def i ni tion of ‘Trin ity’
Gumbel cer tainly uses the word

Trin ity (and, much less of ten, “God -
head”) in this chap ter, but he fun da -
men tally changes its mean ing. The
word Trin ity, from the idea of tri-
unity, orig i nally meant three di vine
per sons hav ing one na ture. But to
Gumbel it means three di vine per sons
hav ing one pur pose. This is a world
away, yet time and again the chap ter
suggests that the Trinity merely in -
volves three su per nat u ral be ings (only
one of whom is truly God) who are
closely re lated and work in co-operation
with each other. This is re flected in

Gumbel’s use of phrases like “one God
…and three Per sons” [p. 104], or “Three
per sons, and one God” [p. 101],61 in -
stead of some thing like “three per sons
com pris ing one God.”

Gumbel smooths the way to this cru -
cial re def i ni tion by claim ing that the
New Tes ta ment con tains “no formal
credal state ment about the Trin ity” [p.
103]. But this is un true, for 1 John 5:7
plainly states, “there are three that
bear re cord in heaven, the Fa ther, the
Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these
three are one.” Surely Gumbel is
aware of this verse, even if his pre -
ferred Bi ble ver sion omits it. In deed,
he ap pears to para phrase the fi nal sec -
tion of this very verse when he writes
“the three are in one” [p. 112]—al -
though the ex tra word oblit er ates a
cen tral point about the Trin ity.

Gumbel goes on to in sist that, “it was 
only later that a co her ent and sys tem -
atic doc trine [of the Trin ity] was de -
fined…” [p. 103]. Does Gumbel re ally
be lieve that Paul did not have a “co her -
ent and sys tem atic” un der stand ing of
the Trin ity? Be sides, the Trin ity can
eas ily be dem on strated from the He -
brew Scrip tures alone (and in nu mer -
ous ways), yet Gumbel will only
con cede that “Some would say that
there are hints of this doc trine even in
the Old Tes ta ment” [p. 101]. (In ci -
dentally, Gumbel se ri ously mis rep re -
sents both of the other Persons of the
Trin ity, too!  See our book for de tails.62)

HOW WOULD YOU SUM UP
ALPHA’S VIEW OF HIS DIVINITY?

Readers have now seen Gumbel
sys tem at i cally teach that Je sus’
di vin ity was only par tial and de -

riv a tive. By his own ad mis sion, the com -
mon term for the great bulk of Gumbel’s
teach ing on the Trin ity is “Arian”, af ter
Arius (cir. AD250-336)— a man who pop -
u lar ized this false hood among the early
Chris tians and who was “ex com mu ni -
cated” as a re sult. But surely, some will
protest, Gumbel ex poses Arius as a her -
e tic on page 103 of Searching Is sues? 
This is easy to an swer:

• In the final anal y sis, if Gumbel’s
mate rial can be shown to be
over whelmingly Arian then what
Gumbel says about Arius himself is
largely ir rel evant. In deed, within
three pages of men tion ing Arius,
Gumbel is em ploy ing Arius-friendly 
anal o gies of the Trin ity.63

• If one checks the pre cise word ing of
what Gumbel says about Arius, one
soon notices that Gumbel never
cat e gor i cally states that Arianism
is a her esy. He does say that Arius
was “ex com mu ni cated from the
church for her esy,” but Gumbel does 
not say he agrees with the view of
the early church that Arius was
he ret i cal, and he does not make it
all clear as to whether it was Arius’
view of Je sus that was con sid ered
he ret i cal, or whether his other
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59 Quite apart from this statement separating Jesus from His Godhood, it also lessens His ministry from that of our Saviour and
Lord to being a mere example.

60 A few pages on, Gumbel again separates Christ from God when he writes: “When the Holy Spirit fills us, we experience the
Fatherhood of God, the love of Christ and the power of the Spirit” [p. 112]. Since the true Holy Spirit glorifies Christ Jesus
rather than demoting him, and since Gumbel demotes the Lord Jesus so much, it is no wonder that many discernment
ministries believe a counterfeit spirit is operating on Alpha Courses, producing counterfeit fruit. After all, it is a counterfeit
Christ being presented. EXACTLY the same fruit is produced by New Age therapies.  See our book for proof.

61 This problem is not confined to Searching Issues. On page 116 of Questions of Life we are told, “…the Holy Spirit is just
like Jesus.” This, too, leans significantly towards the idea of three divine beings that merely operate in harmony. Sadly, it
also encourages people to pray to the Holy Spirit—as Gumbel often does—even though there is not a single example of
anyone doing so in the whole of Scripture. We are only supposed to fellowship with the Father and the Son (1 John 1:3). See
our book for a much fuller treatment of this. In contrast, Gumbel says, “We need to…ask God’s forgiveness…turn to Jesus
Christ…and ask the Holy Spirit to come” [Searching Issues, p. 66]. To go from three supernatural persons with a unified
substance to three supernatural beings with a unified goal, allows the enemy to operate!

62 See our Web site (www.bayith.org) for outlets. Just as the enemy counterfeits every other aspect of Christianity, so there is a
counterfeit trinity (Rev. 20:10). Since Gumbel is preaching “another” Jesus, we believe he is also dispensing “another” Spirit
(2 Cor. 11:2-4)—a spirit that imitates elements of salvation but which does not result in the true Christian life described in 1
John.

63 Gumbel’s Arian-friendly analogies include the shamrock (three identical parts which are partially linked—this is a very
Eastern example); the union jack flag (three individual flags differing only in color and operating in concert); and the grossly
Arian analogy of “a family with a father, mother and child” [p. 107]. Gumbel will only admit that this last one “tends
towards” the idea of three gods, and he avoids any mention of Arius here (apparently preferring to make Arius look
reasonable by referring instead to Philoponus—as if his view of three gods was effectively different).



views were the cause of his
ex com mu ni cation.64

• Cru cially, Gumbel ap pears to dis tance
himself from Arius by mis rep re sent -
ing what Arius ac tu ally taught.  He
says of Arius “’The Three heen vis ages 
are en tirely differ ent be ings, not
shar ing in any way tspends sev eral
pages he same na ture or es sence’” [p. 
103]. This serves to ex agger ate
Arianism and en ables Gumbel to
ap pear both non-Arian and
rea son able! Also, Gumbel devotes
vastly more space to attack ing the
op po site er ror of Sabellianism65 (the
false idea that God is just one Per son 
who acts dif fer ently in dif fer ent
sit u a tions) than he de votes to Arius.66

CONCLUSION

The topic of this ar ticle mat ters
enormously for a reason not
stated up un til now.  One of the

main tests God has given His people
for iden ti fy ing some one as a true
brother is whether or not he will hap -
pily con fess that Je sus the Mes siah is
God in car nate (1 John 4:1-3;67 2 John
1:7). We be liev ers should ask each
other this ques tion regu larly. A true
brother will have no hes i ta tion or dif fi -
culty in con sis tently con fess ing that
Je sus Christ is God.

Those read ers who have pro moted
Al pha in the past should not be un duly
shocked if they missed many of Al pha’s 
fail ings in this area. Even high-profile
watch men un der tak ing ex tensive in -
ves ti ga tions into Al pha, have missed
some of these things.

“On the doc trine of the Trin ity, [and] 
the De ity of Christ, … Al pha is thor -
oughly sound” [Bayes68];  “I was en -
cour aged by his em phatic be lief in
the de ity of Christ” [N. Rich ard son69]; 
“Al pha’s defence of the De ity of Christ
is rea son ably good. It makes the case
quite well and suc cinctly” [Hand70].

Be lievers may “fill in the gaps” when 
study ing Al pha ma te ri als, and of ten
imagine that un be liev ers come to Al pha
al ready know ing a fair amount about
the Lord. The com bined ef fect is to be -
lieve Al pha is ad e quate when it is not.

Much of our fel low ship is among peo -
ple who are rel a tively re li able. We can
be come con di tioned to trust ing oth ers
who have not earned it. We may thus
end up ap proach ing such things as Al -
pha trustingly and not think to look par -
tic u larly closely at it.  How ever, it is far
better to err on the side of cau tion and be 
pleas antly sur prised, than to be duped
over such a vi tal thing—es pe cially in the 
last days be fore the Lord’s re turn, days
about which He warned us:

Take heed that no man de ceive
you. For many shall come in my
name…and shall de ceive many
…Then shall they de liver you up to
be af flicted, and shall kill you: and
ye shall be hated of all na tions for my 
name’s sake. And then shall many
be of fended, and shall be tray one an -
other…And many false proph ets
shall rise, and shall de ceive many.
And be cause in iquity shall abound,
the love of many shall wax cold. But
he that shall en dure unto the end, the 
same shall be saved…For there shall
arise false Christs, and false proph -

ets, and shall shew great signs and
won ders… (Matthew 24:3-24).

Gumbel does a good job in Talks 2 and
3 of giv ing be liev ers the im pres sion he is 
or tho dox on the de ity of the Lord. Many
do not no tice that the re main ing 12 talks 
whit tle away at this doc trine. Gumbel’s
mistreatment of the “Word made flesh”
is, along with his mis treat ment of the
writ ten Word, the sub tlest as pect of the
whole Al pha Course. Gumbel has used
his im mense tal ent for wordplay to the
full, so these things are not sim ple to
spot.  It is only God’s grace that has al -
lowed us to see most of them.

Peo ple who pri mar ily at tend Al pha
be cause of their tem po ral needs (e.g., a
de sire for friend ship or heal ing from
past hurts) eas ily ac cept Al pha be -
cause it gives them a form of “love” and 
brings a de gree of men tal re cuper ation 
of ten con fused with sal va tion. (Ob vi -
ously their “tes ti mo nies” never seem to 
suggest that Je sus is God.)  But think -
ing peo ple who are pri marily search ing 
for truth are re ject ing Al pha because it
is so il log i cal and in con sis tent. They
want answers, not therapy. As such,
they are un likely EVER to show an in -
terest in Chris tian ity again be cause
they will sup pose, af ter at tend ing 15
long talks, that they have checked out
the faith very thor oughly. Al pha is
jeop ar diz ing souls in the churches and
those out side them. This is an un -
speak ably impor tant truth. Please
consider prayer fully copy ing this ar ti -
cle and giv ing it to any one you know
who is ca pa ble of ben e fit ing from it.v
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64 Gumbel’s ambiguities continue, for his phrase “heretical beliefs” [p. 104] is only categorically attached to the diametrically
opposite position of Sabellius rather than to those of Arius.  (As an aside, JWs are Arian and appear to have no problem with
Gumbel’s position on the divinity of Christ.)

65 See pp. 105-106, plus pp. 103-104 & 107.
66 The New Age movement is a deception and a counterfeit version of Christianity, thus it comes as close as it possibly can to

saying Jesus is truly God without ever doing so. As stated previously, New Agers believe Jesus was “divine” but  we have
now seen that this is not the same as being the God of the Bible. We would expect Alpha to be absolutely rock-solid on this
matter if it was a Course inspired by God.  But what if it was from a New Age source?  Every genuine Trinitarian who
studies the Alpha material would want to check if the Course teaches the Deity of Christ.  If the Course is from the other
kingdom, then we would expect it to use every trick in the book to make it superficially appear to do so to most Christians
whilst actually injecting a huge amount of doubt about the Deity of Christ and causing unbelievers and younger Christians to
deny it.  In other words, if this scenario is correct and Gumbel is Arian then one would expect him to distance himself from
Arius in this way.

67 Even 1 John 4:3 has been corrupted in Gumbel’s Bible so that a false brother merely has to “confess Jesus”, rather than to
“confess Jesus Christ has come in the flesh,” in order to be acceptable.  Thankfully, 2 John 1:7 has been less molested by the
NIV in this regard.

68 Jonathan Bayes, A Look at the Alpha Course, (FIEC Video, 1999).  Towards very start of tape.
69 Neil Richardson, in his (otherwise very useful!) booklet A Tale of Two Cities: Nicky Gumbel and the Alpha Course, (CWM,

2000), p. 20.
70 Chris Hand, Falling Short?, (DayOne, 1998), p. 3.
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