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Muhammad Exposed — Series Introduction 

Every generation has to decide what it is going to do with two men: Jesus Christ and 
Muhammad. You can dodge that in polite Western circles by saying, “All religions teach 
basically the same thing,” but that is just a lazy way of refusing to think. The Bible will not let 
you off that easy. It presents the Lord Jesus Christ as “the way, the truth, and the life” with 
no back door and no side entrance: “no man cometh unto the Father, but by me” (John 
14:6). Islam, on the other hand, insists there is no god but Allah and that Muhammad is his 
final messenger and the seal of the prophets. Those two claims are on a collision course. 
They cannot both be true. This series, Muhammad Exposed, is written to face that collision 
head on from a King James Bible, rightly divided, Bible-believing standpoint, and to help 
God’s people stop being intimidated by Islam’s size, zeal, and propaganda. 

We are not writing this because we hate Muslims. A Bible believer has no business hating 
anybody he is commanded to evangelize. “For God so loved the world, that he gave his only 
begotten Son” (John 3:16). That world includes Arabs, Pakistanis, Turks, Persians, Africans, 
and every soul who has ever bowed toward Mecca and repeated the shahada. Christ died 
for Muslims just as surely as He died for Roman Catholics, Buddhists, atheists, and 
Baptists. Our problem is not with the people; it is with the system that blinds them. “If our 
gospel be hid, it is hid to them that are lost: In whom the god of this world hath blinded the 
minds of them which believe not” (2 Corinthians 4:3–4). Islam is one of the thickest 
blindfolds the god of this world ever stitched. This series is an attempt to cut that blindfold 
with the sword of the Spirit and show God’s people how to deal with Muhammad, not with 
fear and flattery, but with facts and Scripture. 

Most Christians in the West avoid this subject because they are either ignorant or scared. 
They are told that Islam is “one of the three Abrahamic faiths,” that Christians and Muslims 
worship the same God under different names, and that pointing out contradictions is 
“Islamophobia.” Meanwhile, Islamic preachers around the world stand in mosques and on 
satellite channels attacking the Bible, denying the crucifixion, mocking the Trinity, and 
telling their hearers that Muhammad corrected the corruptions of Jews and Christians. The 
average Christian never hears that. He just hears that Islam means peace and that 



Muhammad was a kind, gentle, merciful man. Our series is designed to pull the curtain 
back on that saint-making machine. The praise literature we have in front of us calls 
Muhammad “a mercy to the worlds,” “light in darkness,” “embodiment of grace,” “gentle, 
kind, pure, compassionate.” The question this series asks is simple: does the historical 
record match the sales brochure? 

The first essays will set the table. We begin by putting Muhammad back in his actual 6th–
7th century Arabian context. Mecca was not a Sunday school class waiting for a prophet. It 
was a tribal, pagan, honor-shame society built around the Kaaba, idols, and caravan trade. 
Into that world stepped a man who claimed visions in a cave, announced that the idols 
were worthless, and slowly built a movement that combined religious preaching with 
political ambition. We will expose the “Islamic praise narrative” that paints him as a 
sinless, gentle, peace-loving saint, and lay it alongside the Hadith records of raids, 
executions, marriages, and power consolidation. In other words, we will show you the 
difference between how Muslims talk about Muhammad in devotional books and how their 
own earliest sources describe his life. That alone blows a hole in the myth of a flawless 
prophet. 

From there, we move to the prophet question itself. Islam says Muhammad is the “Seal of 
the Prophets” and the completion of the Abrahamic line. The Bible says false prophets will 
arise and that you are to test them by their message and their fruit (Deuteronomy 13; 
Deuteronomy 18; Matthew 7:15–20). We will take those biblical tests and lay them across 
Muhammad’s claims. Did his “revelations” line up with what God had already revealed, or 
did they contradict and overturn it? Did his ministry point men to the finished work of the 
Lord Jesus Christ, or did it demote Christ to a lesser role under a new system? Those 
essays will press the question: is Muhammad a prophet of the God of Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob, or a religious competitor who shows up six hundred years after Calvary and says the 
apostles got it wrong? 

At the foundation of that lies the question of God Himself. Ruckman’s old line still stands: 
Allah is not Jehovah. This series will compare Muhammad’s concept of God with the God of 
the Bible. In the Quran and Islamic devotion, Allah is distant, impersonal, not a Father, not 
in covenant with Israel, and not the God who tabernacles among men. He wills, decrees, 
and rules, but he does not enter history in flesh and blood. The God of Scripture is “the God 
of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob” (Matthew 22:32). He binds 
Himself to covenants, calls Israel “my son” (Exodus 4:22), and in the fulness of time sends 
His own Son into the world (Galatians 4:4–5). We will show why Allah and the God of the 
Bible cannot be the same Being with different names, and why your attitude toward the Son 



proves your attitude toward the Father: “He that honoureth not the Son honoureth not the 
Father which hath sent him” (John 5:23). 

A major block of essays will then tackle revelation and authority: Quran vs Bible, Hadith vs 
Scripture. We will examine what Islam claims about how the Quran came down, by 
dictation through an angel, and how it was compiled after Muhammad’s death. We will 
contrast that with biblical inspiration, where “holy men of God spake as they were moved 
by the Holy Ghost” (2 Peter 1:21), and then look at the actual manuscript evidence for both 
books. We will analyze the Islamic doctrine of abrogation, where later verses cancel earlier 
ones, and show how convenient revelation arrived in Muhammad’s life at politically useful 
moments. We will then open up the Hadith and Sunnah, where Muhammad’s actions and 
sayings are recorded and turned into law. That is where Islam’s real authority lives, and that 
is where you meet the real Muhammad in law courts, battlefields, bedrooms, and 
marketplaces. Without Hadith, sharia collapses; with it, Muhammad’s personal life 
becomes the mold for 1.8 billion people. 

Another section of the series will focus on the moral and social fault lines modern people 
care about but are often afraid to discuss. We will have full essays on Muhammad and 
women, Muhammad and children, Muhammad and warfare, and Muhammad and slavery. 
The praise literature calls his love for women “infinite” and his treatment of them 
“respectful” and “compassionate,” but the legal reality in sharia gives women half a man’s 
testimony, half a son’s inheritance, allows beating in Surah 4:34, normalizes veiling and 
seclusion, and builds marriage law on the pattern of a polygamist prophet. The praise 
books call him gentle with children, but the Hadith record presents child marriage as 
normal and leaves a legacy that still affects the age of girls’ marriage in many Muslim 
cultures. We will contrast that with Christ, who never married, never touched a child in any 
way but to bless, and said, “Suffer little children, and forbid them not, to come unto me: for 
of such is the kingdom of heaven” (Matthew 19:14). On warfare, we will lay the “prophet of 
peace” narrative next to raids, treaties like Hudaybiyyah, booty distribution, and 
commands about fighting until religion is for Allah. On slavery, we will unpack what “those 
whom your right hand possesses” means and show why the claim that Muhammad 
abolished slavery is historical fiction, not fact. 

The theological center of gravity in this series will be Christ. Several essays will deal with 
Muhammad’s view of Jesus and the Quranic counterfeit Christ. Islam loves to say, “We 
believe in Jesus.” The question is which Jesus. The Quran’s Isa is not the Son of God, was 
not crucified, did not shed blood for sin, did not rise from the dead, and does not sit at the 
right hand of the Father. One essay will deal with Surah 4:157 and the denial of crucifixion, 
dismantling that claim historically and doctrinally. Another will contrast works-based 



salvation in Islam—scales, pillars, martyrdom hopes—with the finished cross of Christ, 
where “Christ died for our sins… and… rose again the third day” (1 Corinthians 15:3–4), and 
salvation is “by grace… through faith… not of works” (Ephesians 2:8–9). We will show why 
you cannot blend a system that denies the cross with a gospel that stands or falls on the 
cross. If Jesus did not die, Christianity collapses; if He did, Islam’s denial collapses. God 
leaves you no middle ground. 

We will also tackle Islam’s attack on the Bible itself. Muhammad and his followers had to 
explain why their book contradicts the Old and New Testaments, so they claimed the 
earlier Scriptures were corrupted. One essay will dig into that accusation, laying out the 
manuscript evidence that the Bible you hold is what God gave, and showing how the 
Islamic corruption charge is a theological necessity, not a historical conclusion. If the 
Torah, Psalms, and Gospels stand as they are, Muhammad’s revelations cannot. That same 
section will examine supernatural claims around Muhammad—cave revelations, jinn 
encounters, the night journey and ascension—and evaluate them by biblical standards for 
spirits and visions. “Beloved, believe not every spirit, but try the spirits whether they are of 
God” (1 John 4:1). A Bible believer is not impressed because a man saw something; the 
question is what he saw and what message it produced. 

Historically, the series will push past Muhammad’s life into Islam after his death. The claim 
is that Islam is a unified ummah, a single brotherhood where Muhammad’s message 
brought peace and unity. The record says otherwise. One essay will deal with the Sunni–
Shia split, the wars of succession, and the doctrinal fractures that opened almost 
immediately after Muhammad died. Another will trace how Muhammad’s teachings and 
example feed directly into modern jihad ideology—not by sensationalizing, but by 
comparing texts. We will show how groups that take the war verses and prophetic model 
literally are not “hijacking” the religion; they are reading it straight. At the same time, we will 
show how Western politicians and liberal theologians misread Islam by cherry-picking 
early, peaceful passages and ignoring abrogation and later militant verses. 

Near the end of the series, we will get inside the emotional engine that keeps all this 
running. Using the praise PDFs and devotional texts, we will examine why many Muslims 
love Muhammad almost the way Roman Catholics love Mary or the Pope. He is their 
identity center, their symbol of honor, their imagined intercessor, the face of their 
community in a hostile world. Understanding that emotional bond is critical if you want to 
witness to them effectively. You are not just attacking ideas; you are touching a man they 
have been taught to revere from childhood. We will talk about how to preach Christ with 
boldness and clarity while recognizing the cost a Muslim pays to break with Muhammad. 



“Whosoever shall lose his life for my sake and the gospel’s, the same shall save it” (Mark 
8:35). That verse is literal for a believer who walks away from Islam. 

The last essay in the series will bring all of it together in a final contrast: Christ vs 
Muhammad. Not as a cheap insult contest, but as a theological verdict. Christ never 
sinned, never killed, never married, never owned a slave, never denied the cross, and never 
stayed in the grave. He healed enemies, forgave executioners, died for sinners, and rose 
from the dead. Muhammad admitted faults, fought wars, took wives and concubines, 
owned and regulated slaves, denied the crucifixion, and died like every other man, his 
grave still occupied. The Bible says, “He that hath the Son hath life; and he that hath not the 
Son of God hath not life” (1 John 5:12). At the end of the day, that is the only line that 
matters. Muhammad Exposed is not written so you can win arguments on social media. It 
is written so you will have enough biblical backbone and factual ammunition to stand in a 
world terrified of offending Islam and say, with apostolic clarity, that only one Name under 
heaven given among men can save a sinner (Acts 4:12) — and that Name is not 
Muhammad. 

 

 

1 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — The Rise of Muhammad in Historical Context 

Introduction 

When modern Islamic devotional literature describes Muhammad, it rarely begins with 
history. It begins with reverence, adoration, and sanctification. Across the pro-Muhammad 
praise texts one finds repeated lines such as “a beacon of hope,” “a mercy to mankind,” “a 
light in the darkness,” and “the guide for all nations.” The Muhammad of devotion is less a 
man and more an atmosphere—floating above chronology, immune to scrutiny, and 
embellished with virtues that did not exist in the 6th–7th century Arabian peninsula. But the 
biblical Christian insists on historical grounding: incarnation, geography, chronology, and 
textual evidence. Luke begins with “eyewitnesses” and “perfect understanding of all things 
from the very first” (Luke 1:2–3), not hagiography. The God of Scripture binds revelation to 
verifiable history; the Quran often does not. 

The figure of Muhammad did not arise in a vacuum but in the tribal cauldron of Hijaz Arabia, 
where blood feud, honor-shame dynamics, caravan commerce, and pagan ritual shaped 
the psychology of man long before visions at Hira were ever claimed. Mecca was not a city 
of monotheistic seekers but a shrine city filled with idols, tribal cults, and polytheistic gods. 
The Kaaba itself contained 300–360 idols by various early Islamic and secular accounts. 
Devotional Muslim biographies retroactively whitewash this setting by making Muhammad 



a solitary monotheist surrounded by noble seekers, but contemporary history paints a 
radically different picture—one of violent tribal competition, ritual pilgrimage, and a 
religious economy financed by polytheism. Against that backdrop, Muhammad did not 
arrive as a mystic philosopher but as a reformer who saw a vacuum of political unity and 
sought to fill it. 

This opening essay therefore sets the stage for the entire twenty-five-part series by 
reconstructing the Arabian world into which Muhammad stepped: a world without a 
centralized state, without a written scripture of unity, without a priesthood of authority, and 
without a national identity. The pro-Muhammad texts interpret him as a light from heaven; 
the historian sees him as a product of Meccan oligarchy, tribal fissure, and pagan 
pilgrimage. The Bible-believing Christian weighs both claims while remembering that 
Scripture repeatedly records God inserting revelation into historical continuity, not into 
mythic fog. Jesus Christ was born under Caesar Augustus (Luke 2:1), crucified under 
Pontius Pilate (Matthew 27:2), and raised on the third day. Muhammad arose under 
Quraysh oligarchs, in the shadow of the Kaaba, during the reigns of Heraclius and Khosrow. 
The difference between biblical revelation and Arabian reform is not subtle; it is historical. 

 

1. The Pagan Matrix of Pre-Islamic Arabia 

The Arabian peninsula of Muhammad’s youth was politically fragmented, religiously 
polytheistic, economically caravan-driven, and socially tribal. The Meccans worshiped a 
pantheon of idols with Allah at the top as a distant high god. Allah was not yet the strict, 
unitary, omnipotent deity of Islam but a remote creator figure surrounded by daughters, 
intercessors, and tribal guardians. The Kaaba functioned as the shrine-house of this 
spiritual economy, drawing pilgrims who came to bargain with idols, buy amulets, and 
perform rites. Muhammad’s early life unfolded under the dominant Quraysh tribe which 
controlled this religious economy, with the Kaaba as the center of their political leverage. To 
clean this environment into monotheistic anticipation is historically dishonest. The Meccan 
religious atmosphere was not proto-Islam—it was paganism. 

Religious practice in this period included pilgrimage, sacrifices, vows, talismans, 
divination, and invocation of lesser deities. Stones were kissed, animals were slaughtered, 
and idols were rotated for fortune. This stands in stark contrast to biblical monotheism 
which condemned idols unequivocally: “They have mouths, but they speak not; eyes have 
they, but they see not” (Psalm 115:5). Biblical revelation always opposes idolatry; 
Muhammad’s early environment economically depended on it. The contrast between 
Christ entering the Jewish world of Scripture and Muhammad entering the pagan world of 



tribal shrines is profound. Christ fulfilled prophecy (Luke 24:27), but Muhammad claimed 
to restore Abrahamic monotheism without demonstrable linkage. The historical record 
shows no trace of continuous Abrahamic worship in Mecca; it shows continuous pagan 
pilgrimage. 

The social glue of Arabia in this period was not creed but clan. Tribal allegiance trumped 
belief, honor trumped theology, and vengeance trumped law. Blood feuds could persist for 
generations, and alliances shifted according to marriage, insult, or caravan profit. This 
violent honor-shame matrix shaped the Arabian consciousness, and Muhammad’s later 
political strategies drew upon this cultural logic. Islam’s eventual unification of tribes under 
a single religious banner was less a sudden spiritual awakening and more a consolidation 
of fragmented honor systems. The Quran would later legitimize this consolidation through 
revelation, but the process began in a world where the absence of centralized authority 
was the defining characteristic. One cannot understand Muhammad without 
understanding the jungle into which he grew. 

 

2. Mecca, the Quraysh, and the Kaaba Economy 

Mecca’s importance in Muhammad’s era rested not on theology but on trade and 
pilgrimage. The Quraysh tribe controlled a geographically strategic valley on the caravan 
route between Yemen and Syria. Their wealth flowed from two streams: caravan taxation 
and idol pilgrimage. Each idol brought pilgrims; each pilgrim brought commerce; and 
commerce brought political leverage. The Kaaba served as the symbolic heart of this 
religious economy, a structure said to predate Islam but embedded in pagan narratives. 
Devotional Muslim literature speaks of Abraham and Ishmael rebuilding the Kaaba, but 
there is no contemporary Jewish, Christian, or secular corroboration. The Kaaba existed; 
the Abrahamic connection does not. 

The Quraysh oligarchy that controlled Mecca maintained a delicate balance: allowing 
tribes to worship their own idols in the Kaaba ensured that no single tribe dominated. This 
was religious pluralism as political strategy. Modern Islamic praise texts portray Mecca as 
spiritually sick and longing for a prophet, but the Quraysh saw no crisis; they saw balance, 
profit, and stability. It was not theology that irritated them about Muhammad’s later 
preaching—it was the threat to their economic system. When the Bible describes 
Demetrius the silversmith opposing Paul, it notes his motive: “this our craft is in danger to 
be set at nought” (Acts 19:27). The Quraysh’s opposition functioned the same way: if idols 
fall, pilgrims stop; if pilgrims stop, Mecca starves. 



The Kaaba also served as a political safe zone where blood feuds were suspended during 
pilgrimage. Tribes that murdered each other in the desert exchanged goods in Mecca under 
sacred truce. This functioned as an informal political system in a land without kings. 
Islamic devotional literature often ignores this pragmatic dimension because it 
complicates the spiritual narrative. But historically, Mecca was not yearning for 
monotheism; it was thriving on polytheism. Muhammad emerged from within this class 
structure—born Quraysh, raised among idol custodians, and economically tied to caravan 
trade. His later denunciation of idols therefore struck at the heart of Meccan economics, 
not merely Meccan theology. One cannot grasp the Quraysh’s reaction without grasping the 
system Muhammad threatened. 

 

3. The Social Vacuum Muhammad Exploited 

A fragmented tribal culture without a centralized monarch creates opportunity for unity by 
ideology. In Arabia, that unity did not come through empire—as with Rome or Persia—but 
through revelation claims. Muhammad did not rise as a general first; he rose as a claimant 
of visions. His early claims provided a unifying narrative that tribal society lacked. The Bible 
records God using prophets to call nations back to covenant, but Arabia had no covenant, 
no Scripture, no unified priesthood, and no prophetic tradition comparable to Israel. 
Muhammad’s rise therefore capitalized on a theological vacuum: the absence of 
authoritative revelation. Pagan Arabs had gods but no book; they had shrines but no 
doctrine; they had rituals but no soteriology. Islam eventually filled all three vacuums. 

Secular historians widely acknowledge that Muhammad’s rise served functions beyond 
spiritual awakening. Islam provided law in a lawless land, identity in a fragmented world, 
and destiny in a culture obsessed with honor. The Quran would eventually supply 
jurisprudence (sharia), community identity (ummah), and eschatological hope (paradise 
and judgment). This combination proved irresistible to tribes that previously only united 
against common enemies. The Islamic state that emerged after the hijra to Medina was 
therefore not merely theological—it was socio-political. Islam did not just convert tribes; it 
reorganized them. 

Muhammad’s flight to Medina (the hijra) marks the transition from marginal preacher to 
political architect. In Medina, he arbitrated disputes, legislated behavior, commanded 
raids, and expanded influence. Devotional Muslim texts elevate this as divine guidance; 
secular historians note that Medina’s tribal factions provided a stage for Muhammad to 
exercise authority. Either way, the rise of Islam as a unifying force required both revelation 
claims and political opportunity. Islam succeeded where previous tribal cults failed 



because it fused theology with power. This cannot be explained by devotional literature 
alone; it must be examined through history. 

 

4. Devotional Idealism vs. Historical Realism 

Islamic praise literature consistently portrays Muhammad as a messianic figure without 
sin, error, or moral complexity. These texts describe him as “the mercy to the worlds,” “the 
seal of prophets,” and “the perfect man,” while narrating Mecca as a city on the brink of 
spiritual collapse longing for a savior. But the historical Muhammad emerged not in a 
spiritual wasteland but in a thriving pagan marketplace. The contrast between idealism and 
realism is not minor; it is structural. Devotional narratives sanitize the environment to 
justify the hero; historians reconstruct the environment to understand the man. 

When the New Testament presents Jesus Christ, it boldly exposes the sins of Israel, the 
hypocrisy of Pharisees, and the unbelief of Galilee. Scripture does not hide context; it 
illuminates it. Jesus Christ is verified by enemies, documented by four evangelists, and 
corroborated by Roman authority. Muhammad lacks this kind of contemporary 
triangulation. His earliest biographies were written generations after his death, by followers 
with devotional motives. This does not invalidate their historical data, but it demands 
scrutiny. The Bible says, “Prove all things; hold fast that which is good” (1 Thessalonians 
5:21). Islam demands reverence, not examination; Christianity demands examination, not 
reverence imposed by force. 

To critically compare Christ and Muhammad requires more than theological preference; it 
requires historiography. The Jesus of history and the Christ of faith are one and the same; 
skeptics hate this fact. The Muhammad of history and the Muhammad of devotion are not 
the same; Muslim scholars quietly acknowledge this. The goal of this series is not to mock 
but to disentangle myth from man, devotion from data, and praise from proof. If 
Muhammad is truly a prophet, history should testify; if he is not, history should contradict. 
Christianity stakes everything on historical claims: resurrection “by many infallible proofs” 
(Acts 1:3). Islam stakes everything on a solitary man’s invisible revelations. 

 

5. The Biblical Lens on Arabia 

A Bible believer approaches history with Scripture as plumb line. The Bible describes 
Arabia not as a cradle of monotheism but as a wilderness region inhabited by tribal peoples 
descended from Ishmael, Keturah, and other Abrahamic offshoots (Genesis 25:13–18). 
These groups engaged in trade routes, caravans, and border commerce. Nowhere does 



Scripture predict a prophet arising from Mecca. Prophecy centers on Israel, not Hijaz. 
Salvation flows from Judah (John 4:22), not Quraysh. The Messiah descends from David 
(Psalm 132:11), not from Hashim. The gospel is confirmed at Jerusalem (Luke 24:47), not at 
Medina. This biblical geography dismantles the Islamic claim that Muhammad restored 
Abrahamic religion. 

Islam attempts to retrofit Abraham into Arabia by claiming that Isaac’s role in Scripture truly 
belongs to Ishmael, that Jerusalem’s primacy belongs to Mecca, and that the covenant 
passed not through Jacob but through Ishmael. Yet Scripture explicitly states otherwise: “In 
Isaac shall thy seed be called” (Genesis 21:12) and Paul reaffirms it centuries later 
(Romans 9:7). Biblically, Ishmael receives blessing but not covenant. He becomes a great 
nation (Genesis 17:20) but not the covenant bearer. His descendants dwell “from Havilah 
unto Shur” (Genesis 25:18)—Arabia—but they do not supply revelation. Arabia has 
geography; Israel has covenant. 

The Bible also records the Gentile world as spiritually dark before Christ: “the times of this 
ignorance God winked at” (Acts 17:30). Arabia fits this description perfectly. But when 
Christ comes, God commands “all men every where to repent.” Islam reverses this timeline 
by claiming Arabia received final revelation after Christ. Biblically, this is impossible 
because Christ is the final revelation: “God… hath in these last days spoken unto us by his 
Son” (Hebrews 1:1–2). A revelation after the Son is a regression, not progression. Therefore, 
whatever Muhammad offered, it was not prophetic continuity—it was religious innovation. 

 

6. The Historical Moment: Byzantium, Persia, and the Vacuum 

Muhammad’s adult life unfolded during the great Byzantine-Sassanid conflict (602–628 
A.D.), a cataclysmic war that devastated both empires. Syria, Palestine, and Mesopotamia 
were battlegrounds. Churches were burned, cities depopulated, and trade disrupted. While 
Christian and Zoroastrian empires exhausted themselves, Arabia remained untouched—a 
peninsula watching giants bleed. Secular historians note that Islam’s expansion after 
Muhammad’s death owed much to this geopolitical vacuum. The exhausted Byzantines 
and Persians were unprepared for tribal armies unified under a single creed. 

This historical backdrop matters because it explains why Islam succeeded politically 
where previous Arabian cults failed. Arabia had never produced a conquering empire. Its 
tribes raided caravans, not kingdoms. But Islam provided ideological cohesion at the 
precise moment when the world’s superpowers were weakest. This timing does not prove 
divine intervention; it proves historical opportunity. Nebuchadnezzar rose during Assyria’s 
collapse; Islam rose during Rome and Persia’s exhaustion. History respects timing. 



Devotional texts portray Islam’s rise as unstoppable divine destiny. Historians portray it as 
the convergence of military mobility, tribal unification, and imperial exhaustion. The Bible 
portrays history as governed by God (Daniel 2:21), but prophecy does not assign Arabia the 
role of supplying final revelation. The kingdoms of prophecy are Egypt, Assyria, Babylon, 
Persia, Greece, and Rome (Daniel 2, Daniel 7)—not Hijaz. Islam’s rise is historically 
significant but not prophetically anticipated. This distinction matters for any biblical 
examination of Muhammad. 

 

7. Why Context Matters for the Next 24 Essays 

This first essay lays the groundwork for understanding Muhammad not as a free-floating 
religious abstraction but as a historical figure embedded in a specific environment. Once 
that environment is reconstructed, later claims about revelation, morality, warfare, women, 
scripture, eschatology, and prophecy can be evaluated without bowing to devotional 
intimidation. Truth does not fear scrutiny. Christianity invites it: “Come now, and let us 
reason together” (Isaiah 1:18). Islam often forbids it under threat of blasphemy. The 
difference is telling. 

Every subsequent essay in this series will compare the Muhammad of devotion with the 
Muhammad of history. We will examine his revelations at Hira, his marriage practices, his 
warfare, his treaties, his execution orders, his Quranic doctrine, and his eschatology. We 
will weigh not merely what Muslims say about Muhammad but what Muhammad said 
about himself. And we will compare it to Scripture. The Bible commands us to “believe not 
every spirit, but try the spirits whether they are of God” (1 John 4:1). Islam commands 
submission without testing. 

If Muhammad is authentic, historical scrutiny will affirm his claims; if he is not, scrutiny will 
expose him. Our task is not hate but verification. Our standard is not political correctness 
but biblical revelation. Our authority is not the sword but Scripture. With that standard set, 
we proceed. 

 

Conclusion 

Muhammad did not appear in a moral vacuum, nor in a theological paradise, nor in a 
covenant nation. He appeared in pagan Mecca, under Quraysh oligarchs, in a Kaaba-
centered religious economy. He rose in a tribal honor-shame culture where violence, 
patronage, and pilgrimage were the operating systems of society. Devotional Muslim 
literature elevates him above this environment; history locates him inside it. These two 



portraits cannot be reconciled without deciding which authority—devotion or data—
governs truth. 

By rebuilding the world in which Muhammad lived, we gain leverage for all future analysis. 
Without context, one cannot evaluate his revelations. Without chronology, one cannot 
evaluate his legislation. Without history, one cannot evaluate his theology. Christianity 
roots revelation in history; Islam roots history in revelation. The former invites examination; 
the latter resists it. This difference will become increasingly visible as the series continues. 

Finally, the Bible-believing Christian need not fear the comparison. Christ entered history 
verified by prophecy, witnessed by enemies, and confirmed by resurrection “according to 
the scriptures” (1 Corinthians 15:3–4). Muhammad entered history by solitary visions, 
confirmed by followers, and spread by political consolidation. To compare the two is not 
hatred; it is obedience to the God who commands all men everywhere to repent and 
believe the gospel. With the stage now set, we will move from context to character, from 
background to biography, and from environment to claims. The rise of Muhammad in 
historical context is the doorway to discernment. 

 

 

2 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — The Islamic Praise Narrative vs Historical Reality 

Introduction 

Every religion produces heroes, but not every religion produces history. There is a vast 
difference between the Muhammad of Islamic praise literature and the Muhammad of early 
Islamic sources. The devotional books uploaded in this session paint him not merely as a 
prophet, but as a flawless metaphysical light-being hovering above the laws of human 
nature. Pages are saturated with titles such as “mercy to the world,” “pure of heart,” “gentle 
and kind,” “light to mankind,” and “embodiment of grace.” The Muhammad of these texts is 
virtually without sin, fault, temper, or contradiction. He is a prophet without error, a warrior 
without blood, and a leader without controversy. He smiles at infants, comforts the poor, 
rescues kittens, and radiates peace like a cosmic lamp. This is not biography; it is 
hagiography. 

But the Muhammad of the Hadith, Sira, and early Islamic historiography is a different 
creature. That Muhammad organizes raids, commands executions, takes captives, marries 
and beds multiple women, and grows a state by force and treaty. He negotiates, conquers, 
retaliates, pardons, threatens, and legislates. He is a statesman, a strategist, and a 
political actor in a violent tribal world. That man cannot be reconciled with the ethereal 



lamb depicted in devotional poetry. Islamic apologetics solves the contradiction by 
selective omission: hold the idealized Muhammad in front of the audience, bury the 
historical Muhammad in footnotes, and silence critics with vocabulary like “insult” and 
“blasphemy.” 

This essay will examine how the praise narrative is constructed, how it functions as 
apologetic armor, and how it collapses under comparison with Islam’s own earliest 
sources. Along the way we will contrast this whitewashed prophet with the Bible’s brutally 
honest portraits of its own heroes. David commits adultery and murder (2 Samuel 11); 
Noah gets drunk (Genesis 9:21); Moses loses his temper (Numbers 20:11); Peter denies 
Christ (Matthew 26:74). Scripture records sin because it records history. Islam buries 
history because it protects narrative. The difference between the two is not academic — it 
is theological. 

 

1. Inside the Devotional Muhammad: A Manufactured Saint 

The praise books uploaded for this study read like liturgies of adoration. Muhammad is 
repeatedly described as “mercy to the world,” “light to mankind,” “pure of heart,” “gentle 
and kind,” “embodiment of grace,” and “guide for all humanity.” Not one page even hints at 
moral struggle, internal conflict, temper, or error. The rhetoric is absolute perfection. If the 
Bible presented Jesus Christ this way, critics would scream propaganda — but ironically, 
the Bible records Christ sweating drops of blood, weeping, agonizing, thirsting, and being 
betrayed. The praise books record none of Muhammad’s humanity; only his ornamental 
attributes. 

In these texts, Muhammad is not a man of his time; he is a cosmic archetype. His kindness 
transcends cultural boundaries, his smile warms generations, his presence enlightens the 
universe. It reads less like historical testimony and more like a saint’s vita from medieval 
Catholicism, where mortal men are sculpted into idols by pious exaggeration. This literary 
style is not accidental; it serves a psychological purpose. The moment a religious leader 
becomes a flawless archetype, criticism becomes sacrilege. To criticize Muhammad is to 
insult perfection; to analyze his behavior is to attack light itself. The praise books are not 
merely devotional — they are defensive. 

This idealized portrait matters because it pre-shapes perception. If a Muslim child grows up 
hearing only that Muhammad was gentle, pure, merciful, and sinless, then confronting the 
Hadith accounts of beheadings, raids, and captives becomes psychologically dissonant. To 
resolve the dissonance, the believer either denies the records, allegorizes them, or accuses 
the critic of hatred. This is not an accident; it is the social function of hagiography. The 



Muhammad of praise books is constructed to be uncriticizable. Propaganda establishes 
adoration; adoration demands protection; protection breeds censorship. 

 

2. The Historical Muhammad: Raids, Captives, and Executions 

The Muhammad of early Islamic historiography is not the mystical healer of the praise 
books. According to Islam’s own Hadith and Sira literature, he organized dozens of military 
raids, conducted caravan disruption, and authorized the execution of enemies. After the 
hijra to Medina, Muhammad transitioned from private preacher to head of a political-
military community. Raids on Quraysh caravans, the battles of Badr, Uhud, and the Trench, 
and the conquest of Mecca are not fringe details — they are central to the Islamic narrative. 
Yet the praise literature scarcely mentions them, or else reframes them as defensive purity 
crusades against irrational enemies. 

Moreover, Muhammad’s treatment of certain tribes, such as Banu Qurayza, does not align 
with the gentle “embodiment of mercy” found in devotional texts. Islamic sources state 
that after the siege of the Trench, male members of the tribe were executed while women 
and children were taken as captives. One does not need to pass moral judgment here to 
notice the inconsistency: the Muhammad of praise literature never kills, conquers, or 
enslaves; the Muhammad of history does all three. The praise books have sanitized reality. 

Then comes the issue of marriages. The Hadith literature records multiple marriages 
beyond Khadijah, including marriages to widows, captives, and younger women. Again, the 
praise texts omit these details and instead describe him as “pure of heart” and “family-
oriented.” But biblical purity does not consist in hiding uncomfortable data; it consists in 
truth. The Bible bluntly records Abraham taking Hagar (Genesis 16:4), Jacob wrestling with 
deceit, David committing adultery and murder, and Solomon drowning in polygamy. 
Scripture never protects the hero at the cost of the truth. Islam’s praise literature does. 

 

3. The Method of Islamic Hagiography: Selective Idealization 

The praise books follow the same pattern found in Roman Catholic saint-making, Hindu 
avatar myths, and Buddhist sutras. Step one is exaggeration: amplify virtues until the 
subject shines. Step two is omission: bury violence, controversy, and human flaw. Step 
three is defensiveness: frame criticism as spiritual rebellion. In Catholic hagiography, 
saints levitate, heal, glow, raise the dead, and never lose their temper. In Islamic praise 
literature, Muhammad is not merely pious — he is archetypal perfection itself. This is not 
biography; it is mythopoeia. 



This method has a defensive purpose: it protects Muhammad from scrutiny by placing him 
above it. A perfect man cannot be criticized; a flawless prophet cannot be questioned; a 
cosmic light cannot be measured. Islamic apologetics often employ this framework by 
asserting that critics “do not understand his mercy,” “twist history,” or “lack reverence.” 
Reverence becomes armor against evidence. Criticism becomes blasphemy. The narrative 
becomes untouchable. This is not how historical figures are treated in environments that 
value truth. 

In contrast, the Bible treats its foundational figures with brutal honesty. It exposes Abraham 
doubting God, Jacob lying, Moses disobeying, David murdering, Jonah fleeing, Peter 
denying, and Thomas doubting. Scripture records sin because it records humanity. 
Hagiography records perfection because it records propaganda. The biblical doctrine of 
inspiration therefore reinforces history rather than erasing it. It says, “All scripture is given 
by inspiration of God” (2 Timothy 3:16), but inspiration produces truth, not myth. Islam’s 
praise literature produces myth, not truth. 

 

4. The Apologetic Shield: Mercy Rhetoric vs. Historical Behavior 

One notices immediately that the praise books rely heavily on the rhetoric of mercy. 
Muhammad is called “the mercy to the worlds,” “the mercy to mankind,” “the mercy to all 
creatures,” and “the embodiment of mercy.” The Quran itself labels him “a mercy to the 
worlds” (21:107). This mercy language functions as apologetic shield. When confronted 
with reports of executions or raids, Muslim apologists argue that such actions were 
merciful in context. Execution becomes merciful justice; warfare becomes merciful 
defense; polygamy becomes merciful care; slavery becomes merciful protection. 
Everything becomes mercy by definition. 

The method resembles Jesuit casuistry: redefine actions so they match doctrine rather 
than matching doctrine to actions. But biblical mercy is not self-referential; it is described 
concretely: “But God, who is rich in mercy… even when we were dead in sins, hath 
quickened us” (Ephesians 2:4–5). Biblical mercy consists in God withholding judgment and 
giving life. Muhammad’s mercy in historical context consists in conquest, treaty, and 
jurisdictional control. These are not the same category. When Muslim praise literature 
declares him merciful, it is referring to character in abstraction; when history describes 
him, it refers to actions in context. 

The apologetic power of the mercy narrative lies in abstraction. Abstract mercy cannot be 
disproven because it is declared, not demonstrated. If every action is reinterpreted as 
mercy, then no action can contradict mercy. This is how hagiography protects itself. But the 



Bible does not allow this style of protective abstraction. It records David committing sin, 
then records David repenting, then records God judging. There is no abstraction to hide 
behind. History stands. 

 

5. Every Religion Makes Saints, but the Bible Makes Men 

The Muslim praise books are part of a long religious tradition of turning historical figures 
into cosmic symbols. Catholics did it to Mary. Hindus did it to Krishna. Buddhists did it to 
Siddhartha. Muslims do it to Muhammad. The impulse is universal: humans crave spotless 
representatives. But biblical Christianity does not indulge this impulse. It insists that “All 
have sinned, and come short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23). The only exception is 
Jesus Christ, who “did no sin” (1 Peter 2:22). Islam cannot allow Muhammad to be human 
because Islam requires a sinless prophetic archetype. Christianity does not require a 
sinless Abraham, a sinless David, or a sinless Peter. Christianity requires a sinless Christ. 

This distinction is not minor. If Muhammad sinned, the Islamic model collapses because 
Muslims are commanded to imitate him. The Quran declares, “Ye have in the Apostle of 
God a beautiful pattern” (33:21). Therefore, to preserve the pattern, the man must be 
preserved. Islam cannot record moral complexity without threatening the model. Thus 
hagiography becomes a theological necessity. Meanwhile, the Bible deliberately refuses to 
soften its heroes. It records Moses killing an Egyptian (Exodus 2:12), Jonah fleeing, Samson 
fornicating, Solomon worshiping idols. Scripture has no incentive to defend man; its 
purpose is to exalt God. 

Because the Bible does not need human heroes to be perfect, it can afford to be historical. 
Islam cannot. The praise literature therefore serves the theological function of keeping 
Muhammad above humanity. Anything less would unravel the pattern. The biblical Jesus 
does not need ornamental praise because He is verified by resurrection. Muhammad 
needs ornamental praise because he is verified by poetry. 

 

6. The Clash Between Praise and Hadith 

The sharpest contradictions emerge when the praise literature is laid beside the Hadith. 
The praise books emphasize purity, gentleness, humility, mercy, and peace. The Hadith 
emphasize military leadership, legal authority, marital strategy, and judicial force. Both 
portraits cannot be the whole man. For example, Hadith literature records the authorization 
of raids on caravans, the execution of political enemies, and the taking of captives. Praise 



literature records the rescuing of animals, the feeding of orphans, and the smiling of a 
gentle prophet. Which portrait is correct? 

Islamic apologists often respond by reframing violence as defensive warfare. But the 
earliest raids were not against invading armies; they were caravan disruptions. Raiding 
caravans is not defense; it is strategy. In any case, praise literature treats Muhammad as 
though violence never occurred at all. The problem is not that Muhammad fought; the 
problem is that the praise books pretend he didn’t. The Bible does not pretend David never 
killed; it records him doing it. It does not pretend Joshua never conquered; it records him 
doing it. It does not pretend Peter never denied Christ; it records the scene in detail. 
Scripture refuses hagiographic mercy. 

Furthermore, when it comes to marriage and captives, the praise narrative becomes even 
more evasive. The Hadith and Sira record marriages to widows, political unions, and the 
taking of captives. The praise books omit all of it. This is not scholarship; it is narrative 
control. The biblical authors never engage in this. They record Abraham’s polygamy, Jacob’s 
trickery, David’s adultery, and Solomon’s downfall. Scripture never hides truth to protect 
reputation. Islam’s praise literature does. 

 

7. Why This Matters for the Muhammad Question 

Someone may ask: What difference does this make? The difference is theological authority. 
If Islam calls Muhammad the perfect pattern for mankind (33:21), then either his life is 
historically true or the religion rests on imaginative fiction. If the only Muhammad that can 
be imitated is the one found in praise literature, then followers are imitating a mythological 
construct rather than a historical figure. But if the historical Muhammad is imitated, then 
the ethical model includes raids, captives, polygamy, and executions. Islam cannot escape 
this dilemma. The praise Muhammad is non-historical; the historical Muhammad is non-
ideal. Which one is normative? 

For the Bible believer, the answer is simple: no man but Christ is normative. Paul rebukes 
Peter (Galatians 2:11). David loses his child because of sin (2 Samuel 12:14). Moses is 
prohibited from entering the land (Deuteronomy 32:51). Scripture refuses to whitewash 
even its greatest figures because it does not demand imitation of them. It demands faith in 
Christ. Islam demands imitation of Muhammad; therefore it must protect Muhammad from 
history. 

This matters because truth depends on evidence, not poetry. The Bible anchors Christ in 
history: “For we have not followed cunningly devised fables” (2 Peter 1:16). Islam anchors 



Muhammad in devotion: “We praise him, we bless him.” The Muhammad question cannot 
be answered by praise; it must be answered by history. 

 

Conclusion 

Islamic praise literature constructs a Muhammad who never raises a sword, never orders a 
raid, never condemns an enemy, never marries for politics, never punishes, never judges, 
never errs. This Muhammad is a literary achievement, not a historical figure. He belongs to 
the same category as medieval saints who glow in paintings but bleed in archives. He is 
protected by poetic armor because the theological system demands a flawless model. 

But the historical Muhammad of Hadith and Sira is not the same man. He fights, judges, 
marries, negotiates, and punishes. He expands a state, commands armies, authorizes 
raids, deals with captives, and interacts with political tribes. This does not make him worse 
than other leaders of his era; it makes him human. But Islam cannot allow him to be human 
because humanity dissolves saintliness and threatens doctrine. Therefore hagiography 
serves theology at the expense of history. 

The Bible refuses this game. It records sin, judgment, forgiveness, and redemption because 
it deals with reality. It exposes Noah’s drunkenness, David’s crimes, Solomon’s idolatry, 
Jonah’s flight, and Peter’s betrayal. Only Jesus Christ stands sinless, because only He 
saves. Islam must fabricate a flawless Muhammad to make him imitable; Christianity 
needs no flawless Moses, no flawless David, and no flawless Peter. It needs a flawless 
Christ — and it has one. The next essay will therefore move from praise and hagiography to 
sources and reliability, examining how Muslim biography was constructed and how it 
changed over time. 

 

 

3 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — The Man vs the Prophet Claim 

Introduction 

The third rail in any discussion of Islam is not the Quran, not Jihad, not Sharia, not the 
Hadith collections, and not even the political conflicts of the Middle East. The third rail is 
the prophetic claim of Muhammad himself. Islam does not merely present Muhammad as 
a leader, a reformer, a preacher, or a statesman. Islam declares Muhammad to be the Seal 
of the Prophets, the final and ultimate messenger of God to mankind. That title does not 
merely elevate him; it closes the door behind him and places him at the head of a prophetic 



line that allegedly runs from Adam to Muhammad with Jesus as a stepping stone along the 
way. In Islamic theology, the chain of revelation terminates with Muhammad, and 
everything before him is preparatory or corrupted. That is not my caricature; that is the 
doctrinal claim of Islam itself. 

The problem for a Bible-believer is not whether Muhammad was brave or sincere or 
influential or intelligent. Brave men have built empires. Sincere men have led movements. 
Intelligent men have produced religious systems. Influence never proved inspiration. The 
Bible’s concern is not whether a man can gather followers, create law codes, or conquer 
territory. The Bible’s concern is whether a man speaks for God, and God does not leave that 
up to sentiment, headlines, or piety. God gives tests. God gives warnings. God gives 
criteria. And God commands His people to apply those tests without flinching, without 
apologizing, and without letting politics drown out doctrine. When it comes to prophets, 
the Book does the judging, not mosque, church, or media. Moses did not ask Israel to 
guess; he told them exactly how to identify a false prophet (Deuteronomy 13:1–5; 
Deuteronomy 18:21–22). 

So this essay does not start with whether Muhammad was impressive (he was), or whether 
Islam is disciplined (it is), or whether Muslims are sincere (many are). This essay starts with 
a simple question that every Muslim must eventually face and that every Christian must 
refuse to dodge: Is Muhammad a prophet of God by biblical standards? If he is, then 
Christianity collapses because Muhammad contradicts the New Testament. If he is not, 
then Islam collapses because its foundation is fraudulent. There is no ecumenical middle 
ground between contradictory revelations. Muhammad cannot complete Moses and Jesus 
while negating the deity, crucifixion, resurrection, and atonement of Christ. A man is either 
God’s prophet or he isn’t, and a Bible-believer has only one set of tools to test that: the 
Book. 

 

1. Defining the Biblical Tests of a Prophet 

The first test of a prophet in Scripture is doctrinal fidelity. Moses checks the spirit long 
before he checks the statistics. “If there arise among you a prophet, or a dreamer of 
dreams, and giveth thee a sign or a wonder… saying, Let us go after other gods… thou shalt 
not hearken” (Deuteronomy 13:1–3). God does not give a free pass to a man because he 
works wonders or claims revelations. The test is doctrinal—what does the prophet say 
about God? Does he point men to the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, or does he 
reroute them to another god with the same title but a different character? Islam claims 
Allah is the God of Abraham, yet denies His covenant with Israel, denies the Son, denies 



the cross, and denies the resurrection. According to the Bible, to deny the Son is to deny 
the Father: “Whosoever denieth the Son, the same hath not the Father” (1 John 2:23). By 
that alone, the prophetic claim of Muhammad crashes on the rocks before you ever get to 
miracles, sincerity, or ethics. 

The second test is predictive accuracy. “When a prophet speaketh in the name of the 
LORD, if the thing follow not, nor come to pass… the prophet hath spoken it 
presumptuously” (Deuteronomy 18:22). The Bible does not allow progressive revelation to 
mop up failed prophecy. If a man speaks falsely once, he is done. Christianity has survived 
for two thousand years without a single revision to Christ’s predictions. Islam has had to 
reframe eschatology, reinterpret missed fulfillments, and rely on allegory to avoid admitting 
failure. Prophecy in Scripture is not plastic; it is precise. When Jesus says the temple will be 
destroyed, it is destroyed. When He says He will rise the third day, He rises the third day. 
When He says Jerusalem will be trodden down until the times of the Gentiles be fulfilled 
(Luke 21:24), the Gentiles are still treading. A biblical prophet does not merely claim 
insight; he stakes his entire credibility on perfect fulfillment. 

The third test is moral and typological consistency. Bible prophets are men, not angels. 
They sin, fail, stumble, repent, and are corrected. Moses struck the rock, David fornicated, 
Jonah fled, Peter denied Christ, and Paul rebuked Peter to his face (Galatians 2:11). The 
Bible does not sugarcoat its prophets because God does not need public relations 
departments. The Bible’s prophetic authority rests not on flawless human performance but 
on flawless divine revelation. Islam flips that script by fabricating hagiography: Muhammad 
must be morally spotless, aesthetically gentle, cosmically significant, and emotionally 
unblemished. The praise literature never admits doubt, anger, lust, fear, or sin. But a man 
with no sin is either God incarnate or a fictional character. Islam rejects the first and 
embraces the second. That is not revelation; that is propaganda. 

 

2. The Islamic Claim: Seal of the Prophets 

Islamic theology declares Muhammad to be the final prophet, the capstone of the 
Abrahamic line, the ultimate messenger who perfects revelation and corrects previous 
corruption. The praise books uploaded in this series repeat that theme endlessly—
Muhammad as “guide for mankind,” “mercy to the world,” “the final prophet,” “the perfect 
example,” and “the seal of the prophets.” No figure in Scripture makes such a claim without 
divine authentication. Moses never claimed finality. Isaiah never claimed finality. Paul 
never claimed finality. The only figure in Scripture who claims finality is Jesus Christ, and 
He does not merely claim it—He proves it through resurrection. “I am the way, the truth, 



and the life” (John 14:6). “I am Alpha and Omega” (Revelation 22:13). A man cannot seal 
the prophets after Christ without contradicting Christ, and contradictions do not come 
from God (1 Corinthians 14:33). 

Islam attempts to sidestep the problem by redefining Jesus as a human prophet whose 
“gospel” was corrupted and whose deity was fabricated by disciples. That maneuver is not 
a revelation; it is an ad hoc theological patch job written six centuries after the fact by a 
man with no access to eyewitness testimony, apostolic writings, Jewish commentary, 
Roman records, or Greek manuscripts. Muhammad is not in continuity with the New 
Testament; he is in contradiction to it. The New Testament ends with a curse on any man 
who adds or subtracts from the words of God (Revelation 22:18–19). Islam claims 
Muhammad adds revelation necessary for salvation. The Bible calls that tampering. One 
man is lying—either John or Muhammad—and no amount of interfaith dialogue can make 
their claims co-exist without violating logic. 

The Muslim claim that Muhammad completes and perfects revelation only works by gutting 
the authority of the Old and New Testaments. If the Bible stands, the prophetic claim of 
Muhammad falls. If the Quran stands, the authority of the Bible falls. You cannot keep both 
without inventing a third religion in which contradictions cease to matter. Islam resolves 
the tension by claiming textual corruption, but provides no manuscript evidence. 
Christians resolve the tension by pointing to fulfilled prophecy, eyewitness testimony, 
manuscript continuity, and historical records. Muhammad seals nothing because Christ 
finished everything. “It is finished” (John 19:30) was spoken long before Muhammad was 
born. 

 

3. Evaluating Muhammad by Deuteronomy 13 

Deuteronomy 13 evaluates prophets not by charisma, sincerity, or numerical success, but 
by doctrine. If a prophet points men toward another god, he fails. Islam claims Allah is the 
God of Abraham, but the Quran’s Allah denies the Son, rejects the Father-Son relationship, 
and denies the crucifixion and resurrection of Christ (Surah 4:157). According to Scripture, 
that is not Abraham’s God. Abraham rejoiced to see Christ’s day (John 8:56). Christ is the 
promised seed (Galatians 3:16). The God of Abraham is the Father of the Son (John 8:54). 
Any system that denies that relationship is not revealing Abraham’s God but repackaging 
monotheism with a different character, different covenant, different gospel, and different 
destiny. 

Muhammad departs from the God of Scripture doctrinally by redefining Jesus. The Quran 
calls Jesus a prophet, not the Son. The Quran denies His crucifixion, yet the entire New 



Testament declares that salvation hinges upon that crucifixion. “Christ died for our sins… 
and that he rose again the third day” (1 Corinthians 15:3–4). Islam claims a prophet came 
six centuries later to correct the eyewitnesses, apostles, churches, and martyrs. That is not 
continuity; that is contradiction. According to Deuteronomy 13, a prophet who leads men 
to another god must be rejected, even if he performs signs. Islam claims Muhammad 
performed no miracles other than delivering the Quran, so the doctrinal test becomes even 
stricter. 

Every Christian must understand this: the biblical test of a prophet is not cultural tolerance, 
comparative religion, or pluralistic harmony. It is doctrinal precision about God. 
Muhammad fails that test. If Islam were correct, the entire Judeo-Christian revelation 
would be false and vice versa. Ecumenical nonsense about “Abrahamic faiths” collapses 
under Deuteronomy 13. The Book does not grade on a curve. 

 

4. Evaluating Muhammad by Deuteronomy 18 

Deuteronomy 18 gives a second test: prophetic accuracy. If a man claims to speak for God 
and his words fail, he is a false prophet. The Hadith literature contains predictions 
attributed to Muhammad that did not materialize on schedule, including eschatological 
signs that Muslims have reinterpreted for centuries. But even if a Muslim denies those 
Hadith as weak or unreliable, he cannot escape the larger problem of the prophetic chain. 
A final prophet must confirm prior revelation, not reverse it. Christ confirms the Law and 
the Prophets (Matthew 5:17). Muhammad overturns them. Christ fulfills the Passover by 
dying as the Lamb (1 Corinthians 5:7). Muhammad denies He died. Christ fulfills prophecy 
by rising from the dead (Acts 2:31–32). Muhammad denies the resurrection. A prophet who 
contradicts fulfilled prophecy is not sealing revelation; he is opposing it. 

A prophet is also authenticated by miracles. Elijah calls down fire. Moses splits the sea. 
Jesus raises the dead. Muhammad does none of these. Islamic apologetics claim the 
Quran is his miracle. But books are not miracles. Revelation is not authenticated by literary 
appreciation; it is authenticated by divine acts. Even then, Scripture warns that miracles 
alone prove nothing (Deuteronomy 13:1–3). In biblical terms, Muhammad enters the arena 
with no miracles, no fulfilled prophecy, no continuity, and no confirmation beyond his own 
claim. That is not prophetic authentication; that is self-certification. 

If a Christian applied Deuteronomy 18 to Muhammad with the same neutrality demanded 
by academia, the result would be inescapable: Muhammad fails the test. The Bible never 
tells the believer to test prophets by emotions, political alliances, admiration of Muslim 



culture, or fear of social stigma. It says test them by the Book. By that standard, 
Muhammad is not a prophet—much less the seal of them. 

 

5. The Man Behind the Prophet Claim 

Islamic praise texts present Muhammad as morally flawless, spiritually radiant, and 
emotionally pure—“gentle,” “spotless,” “merciful,” “pure in heart,” “sinless,” “perfect 
example,” and “guide for mankind.” That language is not descriptive; it is liturgical. It 
constructs a character, not a biography. But the Hadith and Sira literature portray a man 
who executed enemies, led military raids, married multiple wives including a child bride, 
and sanctioned corporal punishments and decapitations. Whether a Muslim defends those 
actions or not, the point is that the praise literature is hagiography, not history. The Bible 
never sanitizes its prophets. Noah gets drunk. Abraham lies. Jacob deceives. Moses kills a 
man. David commits adultery. Jonah deserts. Peter denies. Paul persecutes. Scripture 
never needs to clean up a prophet’s humanity because God does not need perfect men to 
deliver perfect words. 

Islam, on the other hand, needs Muhammad to be flawless because its entire system 
hinges on his reliability. If Muhammad is simply a man, he cannot seal prophecy. If he sins, 
he cannot be the perfect example. If he errs, the Ummah collapses. So the praise literature 
builds a mythic character by erasing flaws, inflating virtues, and polishing the biography 
until the reader forgets that Muhammad was human at all. Christianity does the opposite. It 
takes human prophets and rebukes them on the page. The only flawless figure in Scripture 
is Christ, and that is because He is God manifest in the flesh (1 Timothy 3:16). 

The irony is brutal: Islam demands sinlessness from Muhammad but denies deity to Christ, 
the only sinless man in history. Christianity grants sinlessness only to Christ because 
Christ alone is God. Islam grants sinlessness to Muhammad but denies Him divinity. That is 
theological inversion at its finest. The Bible exalts Christ; Islam exalts Muhammad. One is 
the Son of God; one is a son of Adam. One seals redemption; the other claims to seal 
prophecy. One rises from the dead; the other dies and stays buried. A man may admire 
Muhammad as a leader, but he may not pretend he is Christ. 

 

6. The Abrahamic Line Debate 

Islam claims Muhammad completes the Abrahamic line, restoring monotheism and 
correcting corrupted scriptures. That claim assumes that the line was broken, corrupted, 
or derailed until Muhammad repaired it. History says otherwise. The Abrahamic line is 



traced through Isaac, not Ishmael (Genesis 17:19–21). The covenant, priesthood, law, 
promises, land, and messianic prophecies all run through Israel, not Arabia. Islam does not 
extend that line; it bypasses it. Islam rewrites genealogy to fit theology, claiming Ishmael 
received the covenantal blessing that Scripture gives to Isaac. 

But even if one granted equal genealogical legitimacy to Ishmael, the theological line does 
not terminate in prophets; it terminates in Messiah. The entire Abrahamic trajectory 
culminates in Christ. “If ye be Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed” (Galatians 3:29). Christ 
is not a prophet pointing to another prophet; He is the fulfillment of prophecy. Islam claims 
to honor Jesus but denies His fulfillment role. You cannot complete Abraham by denying 
Isaac’s covenant, rejecting Israel’s role, discarding prophecy’s fulfillment, and replacing 
Messiah with a lawgiver. That is not completion; that is diversion. 

If Muhammad were truly sealing the Abrahamic line, he would be confirming Christ, not 
contradicting Him. He would be affirming crucifixion, not denying it. He would be 
proclaiming resurrection, not replacing it. He would be acknowledging deity, not rejecting 
it. A prophet does not undo Messiah. A seal does not contradict fulfillment. If Muhammad 
completes the line, Christ is incomplete. If Christ fulfills the line, Muhammad is 
unnecessary. The Bible takes sides: “For Christ is the end of the law for righteousness to 
every one that believeth” (Romans 10:4). The Abrahamic line ends in a Person, not a book. 

 

7. The Final Authority Conflict 

The prophetic claim of Muhammad forces a final authority conflict. Islam claims the Quran 
supersedes the Bible. Christianity claims the Bible closes the canon. One cannot affirm 
both without sacrificing coherence. The Quran claims to correct the Bible. The Bible warns 
of anyone who adds or subtracts from revelation (Revelation 22:18–19). If the Quran is 
correct, the Bible is wrong. If the Bible is correct, the Quran is wrong. Muslims solve the 
conflict by claiming textual corruption in the Bible, but that claim contradicts manuscript 
evidence. Christians solve the conflict by pointing to fulfilled prophecy, eyewitness 
records, historical verification, and the resurrection of Christ. 

A prophet cannot stand without a final authority. Muhammad’s final authority is 
Muhammad. Christ’s final authority is His own resurrection. Muhammad gave laws and 
revelations. Christ gave His life, rose from the dead, and sits at the right hand of God 
(Hebrews 10:12). Muhammad asks men to believe his words. Christ asks men to believe 
His works (John 10:38). One asks for obedience; the other demonstrates divinity. One seals 
prophecy; the other fulfills it. A Bible-believer has one final authority: Scripture. If 
Muhammad contradicts Scripture, Muhammad loses. That is not bigotry; that is obedience. 



A Muslim must also face the final authority conflict. If the Quran corrects the Bible, then 
the Quran must provide superior revelation. It does not. The Quran contains no 
genealogical prophecies, no typological fulfillments, no messianic expectations, no 
redemptive covenants, no resurrection-centered gospel, and no substitutionary 
atonement. It provides laws, rituals, and monotheism—which Jews already had. It provides 
community, discipline, and conquest—which empires already had. What it does not 
provide is a Savior. A prophet can give laws; only God can give eternal life (John 17:3). 

 

Conclusion 

The distinction between Muhammad as a man and Muhammad as a prophet is not 
academic. It is eternal. If Muhammad is merely a leader, then Islam is a historical 
movement. If Muhammad is a prophet, then Christianity is apostate. If Christ is God 
manifest in the flesh, then Islam is wrong about the most important fact in the universe. 
The Bible forces men to make decisions, not alliances. Christ did not come to create 
comparative religion departments; He came to divide truth from error. “He that is not with 
me is against me” (Matthew 12:30). Muhammad cannot be with Christ while denying 
everything Christ is and everything Christ did. 

The praise literature that exalts Muhammad as gentle, pure, merciful, and sinless is an 
attempt to create an emotional shield around his prophetic claim. But emotional shields 
do not protect doctrines from biblical examination. A prophet must pass the tests. 
Muhammad fails Deuteronomy 13 by presenting a god who is not the Father of the Son. He 
fails Deuteronomy 18 by contradicting fulfilled prophecy instead of confirming it. He fails 
the Christological test by denying deity, atonement, crucifixion, and resurrection. A man 
may choose Islam for cultural, political, or emotional reasons, but he may not do so 
because Muhammad passes the biblical tests of a prophet. 

History will not judge Muhammad; Christ will. The final prophet is not a man in Arabia but a 
risen Jew sitting at the right hand of God. The final revelation is not Arabic poetry but a 
crucified and resurrected Savior. The final word is not “Seal of the Prophets” but “It is 
finished” (John 19:30). If Christ finished it, Muhammad cannot seal it. And if Muhammad 
sealed it, Christ did not finish it. A Bible-believer knows which one to stake eternity on. 
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One of the loudest claims in modern comparative religion is that “Allah and Jehovah are the 
same God.” The slogan is repeated in Islamic apologetics, comparative religion 
classrooms, ecumenical dialogues, and interfaith summits. It plays beautifully on Western 
ears trained for pluralism, but it collapses under biblical, historical, and theological 
scrutiny. It is a claim rooted in vocabulary convenience and political diplomacy, not in 
doctrinal fact. The God of the Bible reveals Himself in covenants, prophecy, incarnation, 
and redemption. Allah is presented as a distant sovereign who commands absolute 
submission but offers no personal atonement and no Father–Son relationship. One is the 
God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob; the other is a theological construct that rejects those 
very categories. 

Islamic devotional literature attributes to Allah transcendence, sovereignty, justice, and 
mercy, but these are defined within a framework that excludes covenantal Fatherhood, 
excludes Sonship, excludes incarnation, and excludes atonement. Devotional texts portray 
Allah as King, Judge, and Disposer of affairs, but not as Father, Redeemer, Bridegroom, or 
Shepherd. The praise books are consistent: Allah is “Lord of the Worlds,” “the Merciful and 
Compassionate,” and “Master of the Day of Judgment,” but never the One who “shall feed 
his flock like a shepherd” (Isaiah 40:11), never the One who is “our Father” (Matthew 6:9), 
and never the One who “gave himself for our sins” (Galatians 1:4). That theological 
distance is not accidental; it is foundational. 

What makes this comparison unavoidable is Muhammad’s claim to complete the 
Abrahamic line of prophets. If Muhammad’s Allah is the same as Jehovah, then the Qur’an 
must confirm what the Bible reveals about God. Instead it denies the central defining 
doctrines of Jehovah: His covenant with Israel, His Fatherhood, His Son, His incarnation in 
Jesus Christ, His redemption through blood, and His covenantal love for His people. 
Deuteronomy 32:6 asks Israel: “Do ye thus requite the LORD, O foolish people and unwise? 
is not he thy father…?” The New Testament confirms the revelation: “But to us there is but 
one God, the Father” (1 Corinthians 8:6). That is not Allah. The thesis of this essay is 
simple: Allah is not Jehovah in origin, in covenant, in character, in revelation, or in 
relationship. 

 

1. The Pre-Islamic Context of Allah and the Pagan Pantheon 

The first step in evaluating Muhammad’s concept of God is to examine the religious context 
in which the term “Allah” operated before Islam. Seventh-century Arabia was not a 
monotheistic paradise waiting for Islamic revelation; it was a tribal pagan culture saturated 
with local deities. Mecca housed the Kaaba long before Muhammad, and the Kaaba 



housed idols—not Torah scrolls. Islamic historians themselves admit that Meccan tribes 
worshiped multiple gods, including Hubal, Al-Lat, Al-Uzza, and Manat. Allah was 
recognized as a high god or chief god within the pantheon, but not as the exclusive God of 
Abraham. He was not worshiped as Father, not worshiped as Redeemer, not worshiped as 
Covenant-Maker. He was the “supreme” deity in a pagan hierarchy. 

This matters because the God of the Bible was never one among many. He mocks the very 
idea: “I am the LORD, and there is none else, there is no God beside me” (Isaiah 45:5). 
Jehovah did not arise from a pantheon; He destroyed pantheons. He did not compete with 
Baal; He humiliated Baal on Mount Carmel. He did not coexist with the gods of Egypt; He 
executed judgment upon them (Exodus 12:12). The biblical revelation makes no room for a 
tribal high god who shares shrines with idols. The Allah of pre-Islamic Mecca fits 
comfortably in a polytheistic milieu; Jehovah fits nowhere except His own throne. 

Furthermore, the pre-Islamic use of “Allah” does not prove Abrahamic continuity; it proves 
linguistic utility. Arabic Christians in the Levant may use “Allah” as a title, but they 
immediately fill it with biblical content—Father, Son, Spirit, Covenant, Incarnation, Cross, 
Resurrection. Muhammad did not fill Allah with that content. He rejected the biblical 
Fatherhood of God, denied the Sonship of Christ, and severed Israel’s covenantal 
relationship. Whatever else Allah may be, He is not Jehovah by origin or continuity. The God 
of Abraham was known as “God Almighty” (El Shaddai) and “the LORD” (Jehovah) (Exodus 
6:3). He did not emerge from tribal mythology; He revealed Himself to patriarchs. 

 

2. Linguistic Arguments Cannot Create Theological Equivalence 

Islamic apologists often argue, “Allah just means God in Arabic.” This is partially true 
linguistically but entirely false theologically. The word “God” in English is also used by 
pagans, Hindus, Buddhists, and deists, but no one imagines that the term unifies their 
conceptions. Linguistic overlap does not create doctrinal unity. When a Muslim says 
“Allah” and a Christian says “God,” the referent is not the same. The Christian is invoking 
the Father of the Lord Jesus Christ; the Muslim is invoking a deity who explicitly denies 
having a Son. 

The Bible ties identity to revelation, not to vocabulary. Jesus said, “He that hath seen me 
hath seen the Father” (John 14:9). He did not say, “He that has used the correct term has 
seen the Father.” Identity is mediated through revelation, incarnation, covenant, and 
redemption. The New Testament proclaims that “God was manifest in the flesh” (1 Timothy 
3:16), that the Father sent the Son to be the Savior of the world (1 John 4:14), and that 
eternal life is in the Son (1 John 5:11). Allah denies all of these. The Qur’an declares that 



Allah “begetteth not, nor is he begotten.” The God of Scripture is Father, and His Son is “the 
brightness of his glory, and the express image of his person” (Hebrews 1:3). Vocabulary 
cannot override revelation. 

This linguistic dodge also collapses historically. The covenant name Jehovah (YHWH) is 
never applied to Allah in Islam, and Allah’s name is never attached to Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob as a covenant identifier. Jehovah binds Himself to a people and a land through 
covenant oaths; Allah binds Himself to no covenant lineage. The patriarchal God revealed 
Himself to Moses as “I AM THAT I AM” (Exodus 3:14), not as an abstract monad. Jesus 
applies that name to Himself (John 8:58), and the Jews understood the claim as blasphemy 
unless He was God. A deity who is non-incarnate, non-fathering, and non-covenantal 
cannot be equated with the One who identifies Himself as Father, Incarnate Son, and 
Covenant-Maker. 

 

3. Jehovah the Father vs Allah the Master 

Here the divergence becomes radical. The God of the Bible identifies Himself as Father to 
His people. Moses says to Israel, “Is not he thy father that hath bought thee?” 
(Deuteronomy 32:6). Isaiah cries, “Doubtless thou art our father” (Isaiah 63:16). Jesus 
teaches the disciples to pray, “Our Father which art in heaven” (Matthew 6:9). Paul says, 
“But to us there is but one God, the Father” (1 Corinthians 8:6). Fatherhood is not a poetic 
metaphor; it is a theological identity grounded in covenant, redemption, and relationship. 

Allah is never described as Father in Islam, and Islamic theology condemns the very idea. 
Allah is Master, Sovereign, Lord, and Judge—but never Father. The relationship between 
Muslim and Allah is that of servant to sovereign, not child to father. In the praise books 
Allah is exalted as King, Commander, Protector, and Disposer of affairs, but not as One who 
enters relational intimacy with His people. There is submission, but no adoption. There is 
obedience, but no regeneration. There is sovereignty, but no shared sonship. Christianity is 
the only religion that proclaims adoption: “ye have received the Spirit of adoption, whereby 
we cry, Abba, Father” (Romans 8:15). No Muslim cries “Abba” to Allah. 

The absence of Fatherhood is not a minor linguistic quirk; it is a theological chasm. If God 
is not Father, He cannot have a Son. If He has no Son, He cannot reveal Himself in the Son. 
If He cannot reveal Himself in the Son, He cannot redeem by atoning incarnation. Without 
Fatherhood, the entire redemptive drama of Scripture collapses. Islam removes 
Fatherhood and therefore removes Sonship, Incarnation, Atonement, Resurrection, and 
personal regeneration. What remains is submission without adoption, obedience without 
intimacy, and judgment without mediation. 



 

4. Jehovah the Covenant-Maker vs Allah the Non-Covenantal Sovereign 

Jehovah binds Himself to history through covenants. He makes a covenant with Noah, a 
covenant with Abraham, a covenant with Israel at Sinai, a covenant with David, and 
promises a New Covenant through Jeremiah. The entire biblical revelation is structured 
around covenantal faithfulness—God swears by Himself to fulfill His promises. He binds 
Himself in oath to Abraham: “In thy seed shall all the nations of the earth be blessed” 
(Genesis 22:18). He binds Himself to David: “thy throne shall be established for ever” (2 
Samuel 7:16). He binds Himself to Israel: “I will be their God, and they shall be my people” 
(Jeremiah 31:33). He binds Himself to the Church in the blood of the New Covenant (Luke 
22:20). Covenant is the anatomy of biblical history. 

Allah makes no covenants with Israel, no covenants with David, no covenants with 
Abraham, and no covenants with the Church. He issues decrees and commands 
submission, but He does not bind Himself to people through oath. In Islam, Allah’s 
relationship to humanity is not covenantal but decreed. The Qur’an does not record Allah 
swearing by Himself to fulfill covenant promises to specific patriarchs in specific 
genealogies tied to specific lands. Jehovah’s covenant binds Him to Abraham’s seed 
through Isaac and Jacob; Allah denies that lineage and redirects it through Ishmael. The 
God of the Bible reveals Himself through covenantal continuity; Allah reveals himself 
through sovereign decree. 

This distinction destroys the “same God” narrative. The God of Abraham identifies Himself 
by covenant: “I appeared unto Abraham, unto Isaac, and unto Jacob… but by my name 
JEHOVAH was I not known to them” (Exodus 6:3). Jesus Christ seals the New Covenant in 
His blood (Luke 22:20). Paul interprets the Abrahamic covenant as fulfilled in Christ 
(Galatians 3:16). Allah disowns the Fatherhood of Jehovah, disowns the Sonship of Christ, 
disowns the Davidic throne, and disowns the covenant with Israel. A non-covenantal 
sovereign cannot be the covenant-making God of Scripture. 

 

5. Jehovah’s Holiness vs Allah’s Arbitrary Will 

Another fundamental divergence lies in the nature of God’s moral character. The God of the 
Bible is holy. “Be ye holy; for I am holy” (1 Peter 1:16). Holiness is not merely moral; it is 
ontological—God’s very being is pure, set apart, righteous, and just. His holiness is 
displayed in His law, His judgments, His temple, His prophets, and ultimately in Christ. 
Jehovah cannot deny Himself (2 Timothy 2:13). His moral nature is His boundary. 



Allah’s supreme attribute in Islam is not holiness but will. Allah is sovereign in decree, but 
His decrees are not bound by a revealed moral nature. Islamic theology emphasizes Allah’s 
omnipotent will: what Allah wills happens, and what He does not will does not happen. The 
Qur’an emphasizes that Allah guides whom He wills and misguides whom He wills. The 
emphasis is on power and decree, not on holy nature. Holiness as an attribute does not 
dominate Islamic devotional literature the way sovereignty does. 

The consequence is that the God of Scripture commands holiness because He is holy, and 
He reveals that holiness through moral law grounded in His character. Allah commands 
submission because He wills submission, not because He reveals His own personal 
holiness. Jehovah reveals Himself as “glorious in holiness” (Exodus 15:11). Isaiah has a 
vision of the seraphim crying “Holy, holy, holy” (Isaiah 6:3). No Muslim worships Allah as 
“Holy, Holy, Holy.” Sovereignty without holiness produces arbitrary submission without 
moral intimacy. 

 

6. The God Who Loves vs the God Who Rules 

The greatest divergence of all lies in love. The God of the Bible loves sinners. “For God so 
loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son” (John 3:16). “God commendeth his 
love toward us, in that, while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us” (Romans 5:8). “Herein 
is love, not that we loved God, but that he loved us” (1 John 4:10). Love is not merely an 
attribute; it is a revealed disposition toward fallen humanity expressed through self-giving 
sacrifice, covenant faithfulness, and redemptive pursuit. 

Allah does not love sinners unconditionally. Islamic theology is clear: Allah loves those who 
do good, who purify themselves, who give alms, who fast, who obey. Allah does not love 
unbelievers, does not love sinners as sinners, and does not sacrifice Himself to save them. 
In the praise books Allah is frequently extolled as Merciful and Compassionate, but mercy 
is a dispensation of will, not an expression of redemptive love grounded in self-sacrifice. 
Allah is merciful without being Father, compassionate without being Redeemer, forgiving 
without atoning blood. 

The Bible says, “We love him, because he first loved us” (1 John 4:19). Islam says, “Submit, 
and Allah may love you.” Love that flows from covenantal Fatherhood, from atoning blood, 
and from incarnational self-giving is unique to Scripture. The Allah of Islam is sovereign and 
merciful but not Father and not Redeemer. The Jehovah of Scripture is sovereign, holy, 
Father, Redeemer, Lover, and Bridegroom. The two are not the same. 

 



7. The Personal God vs the Unapproachable Absolute 

Finally, the God of the Bible is personal. He walks with Adam in the garden, dines with 
Abraham under the oaks of Mamre, speaks with Moses “face to face” (Exodus 33:11), 
reveals His glory to Isaiah, indwells believers by His Spirit, and unites them to Christ in 
mystical union. He is known. He is approached. He is loved. He is praised. He is worshiped 
in spirit and in truth. 

Allah is approached through law, ritual, and submission but not through personal 
communion. Muslims do not speak of being indwelt by Allah, or united to Allah, or adopted 
by Allah. They speak of obedience to commands, submission to decrees, and hope for 
mercy. There is reverence, there is awe, there is devotion—but there is no personal 
intimacy, no indwelling Spirit, no union with Christ, no cry of “Abba, Father,” no boldness to 
enter the holiest by the blood of Jesus (Hebrews 10:19). The biblical God is near; Allah is 
distant. 

This is the decisive point: Islam denies that God can be known personally because it denies 
that God can become incarnate. Christianity declares that God became man in Jesus 
Christ, that men “beheld his glory” (John 1:14), that God walked among sinners, touched 
lepers, raised the dead, and died for the ungodly. Allah cannot do that in Islamic theology 
because Allah is not Father and has no Son. The difference between personal communion 
and distant submission is not a denomination—it is a different God. 

 

Conclusion 

Allah is not Jehovah in origin. The term preexisted Islam in a pagan context and was not 
defined by covenantal Abrahamic revelation. Allah is not Jehovah linguistically; vocabulary 
does not unify referents, and the biblical referent is Father through the Son. Allah is not 
Jehovah covenantally; Jehovah binds Himself to Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, David, Israel, and 
the Church through oath and blood. Allah binds Himself to no lineage and no incarnate 
redemption. Allah is not Jehovah morally; Jehovah is holy, Allah is sovereign without 
revealed ontological holiness. Allah is not Jehovah relationally; Jehovah is Father, 
Bridegroom, Shepherd, Redeemer, and Lover of souls. Allah is Master. 

The God of the Bible reveals Himself ultimately in the person of Jesus Christ. “He that hath 
seen me hath seen the Father” (John 14:9). Islam rejects the incarnation, rejects the 
Sonship, rejects the atonement, and rejects the resurrection. A deity who denies the 
central revelation of Jehovah cannot be Jehovah. The Qur’an denies the Son; the Bible 
declares that he who denies the Son “hath not the Father” (1 John 2:23). John did not leave 
the door open for ecumenical conferences. 



If Muhammad’s God were Jehovah, he would affirm the Son, affirm the Fatherhood, affirm 
the covenants, and affirm the incarnation. He does not. Therefore the claim that Allah is 
Jehovah is not comparative religion; it is theological fiction. A Muslim may worship Allah 
with sincerity, but sincerity cannot erase the difference. The God of Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob is the God who became flesh. Allah never has and never will. The divide is not 
narrow; it is infinite. 
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Introduction 

Every religion must answer the question of revelation. If God speaks, how does He speak, 
to whom does He speak, when does He speak, and why does He speak? The entire 
credibility of a prophet rests on that question. Islam claims that Muhammad received 
dictation from the angel Gabriel over a period of roughly twenty-three years, that these 
dictations were compiled into the Quran, and that the Quran is the final and perfect 
revelation from God. Christianity claims that God spoke through prophets, priests, kings, 
and apostles over fifteen hundred years, that Scripture was inspired rather than dictated, 
and that “holy men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost” (2 Peter 1:21). 
Islam’s revelation is presented as episodic dictations tied to Muhammad’s personal 
circumstances; the Bible’s revelation is presented as a cohesive, prophetic, covenantal 
storyline that transcends any single man. 

The contrast is not trivial. Islam claims the Quran descended from heaven, word for word, 
letter for letter, vowel for vowel, without alteration or error. That claim is repeated in every 
praise document, in every dawah tract, and in every apologetic session. The Muslim is 
taught that other religions have corrupted scripture while Islam alone has preserved it 
flawlessly. Meanwhile, the Bible makes no such claim about dictation. It claims that God 
breathed His word into human authors (2 Timothy 3:16) without erasing their personality, 
grammar, vocabulary, or historical context. The Bible never claims that an angel whispered 
every word into a man’s ear. The Quran does. This difference between dictation and 
inspiration frames the entire revelation problem. 

The revelation problem becomes acute when tested historically. The Bible has manuscript 
evidence predating Islam by centuries. It has prophecy fulfilled centuries after being 
written, independent manuscript lines spread across continents, and no central authority 
burning variant copies. The Quran was not compiled into a single codex until after 
Muhammad’s death. Variants were burned under Caliph Uthman. Abrogation (naskh) was 



used to alter earlier “revelations” when political circumstances changed. The historical 
Quran is a compilation shaped by political timing, not a canon descending fully formed 
from heaven. This essay will examine the dictation model vs the inspiration model, the 
Gabriel problem, the Uthmanic compilation, the abrogation issue, and the manuscript 
evidence disparity between the Quran and the Bible. 

 

1. Dictation vs Inspiration: Two Different Models of Revelation 

In Islam, revelation is conceived as dictation. Muhammad hears a voice, receives a 
command, and recites it. The Quran’s very name means “recitation.” Islamic theology 
teaches that Muhammad was passive in the process; he was not composing, shaping, or 
interpreting. He was a mouthpiece. In Sahih al-Bukhari, Muhammad is described as 
sweating, trembling, and suffering during revelation episodes, as though he were an 
instrument being acted upon. The process is mechanical. The angel dictates, Muhammad 
recites, scribes record. The result is a text presented as the eternal speech of Allah, 
uncreated, perfect, and authorless in any human sense. 

The Bible presents revelation differently. Prophets wrote with their own vocabulary, their 
own style, their own experiences, their own grief, their own joy, and their own historical 
awareness. Jeremiah cries. Isaiah sings. David laments. Paul reasons. John marvels. Peter 
exhorts. Each author’s individuality is preserved while the Spirit ensures inerrancy. This is 
inspiration, not dictation. “All scripture is given by inspiration of God” (2 Timothy 3:16). 
“Holy men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost” (2 Peter 1:21). The prophet 
is neither a stenographer nor a robot; he is a vessel. His grammar, his idiom, his history, and 
his personality are part of the revelation. 

This distinction matters because it reveals two different concepts of God’s word. Dictation 
produces a text without human fingerprints but also without human continuity or prophetic 
development. Inspiration produces a text woven through human history but animated by 
divine breath. The Quran contains no genealogical chronology, no covenant narrative, no 
prophetic timeline, and no progressive revelation. It is episodic, fragmented, and often tied 
directly to Muhammad’s personal circumstances. The Bible is covenantal, historical, 
chronological, prophetic, and messianic. This difference is not stylistic—it is structural. 

 

2. Gabriel of Islam vs Gabriel of Scripture 

Islam identifies the angel delivering revelation to Muhammad as Gabriel (Jibril). The 
problem is that Gabriel of Scripture bears no resemblance to Gabriel of Islam in message, 



mission, or manner. In the Bible, Gabriel appears rarely and always with a specific purpose 
tied to the Messiah. He appears to Daniel to reveal the seventy weeks prophecy (Daniel 
9:21–27). He appears to Zacharias to announce the birth of John the Baptist (Luke 1:13–19). 
He appears to Mary to announce the virgin birth of Christ (Luke 1:26–35). Every biblical 
appearance of Gabriel revolves around the incarnation, death, and reign of Jesus Christ. 
His mission is messianic. 

Islam’s Gabriel denies the incarnation, denies the crucifixion, denies the resurrection, 
denies the Son of God, and denies Israel’s covenantal role. The biblical Gabriel exalts 
Christ; the Islamic Gabriel denies Him. Paul warned the Galatians: “though we, or an angel 
from heaven, preach any other gospel… let him be accursed” (Galatians 1:8). The Islamic 
Gabriel preaches another gospel. He proclaims that Christ was not crucified, that He did 
not die for sins, that He did not rise from the dead, and that He is not the Son of God. The 
message alone condemns the messenger by biblical standards. 

Furthermore, the Quran never describes Gabriel delivering prophecy centuries in advance 
like Daniel. There is no predictive timeline, no future Messiah, no Israel restoration, no 
eschatological kingdom that matches Scripture. The Islamic Gabriel delivers commands, 
laws, and political strategy, not covenant promises. The gulf between the biblical Gabriel 
and the Islamic Gabriel is theological, not linguistic. A spirit that denies Christ is “not of 
God” (1 John 4:3). Revelation must be tested by content, not by name. 

 

3. The Compilation Problem: Uthman and the Burning of Variant Codices 

Islam claims perfect preservation of the Quran, yet its own historical records contradict 
that claim. After Muhammad’s death in 632 A.D., there was no complete codex of the 
Quran. Verses were scattered among palm leaves, bones, stones, and the memories of 
reciters. During the caliphate of Abu Bakr, after heavy casualties among Quran reciters in 
the Battle of Yamama, Zaid ibn Thabit was tasked with collecting the Quran from 
fragments. This produced an early codex kept with Hafsa, one of Muhammad’s widows. 

A decade later, under Caliph Uthman, Muslims across regions were reciting different 
versions. The famous Islamic historian al-Bukhari records that Uthman ordered Zaid and 
others to produce a standardized text and to burn the other codices. This is not polemical 
invention; it is recorded in Sahih al-Bukhari, the most authoritative Hadith collection in 
Sunni Islam. If perfect preservation existed, there would be nothing to standardize and 
nothing to burn. The act of burning variant codices is an admission of textual diversity. 

The biblical canon went through no such political standardization. There was no pope 
ordering the burning of variant Gospels, no king destroying Pauline epistles, and no 



committee issuing uniform recitations. Manuscripts were copied, spread, translated, and 
preserved by thousands of scribes across continents. This produced manuscript families—
Alexandrian, Byzantine, Western, etc.—which can be compared to reconstruct the original. 
Uthman eliminated the ability to compare by destroying variant evidence. That is not 
preservation; that is uniformity by force. 

 

4. The Abrogation Problem: Revelation by Political Timing 

Islamic theology contains a doctrine called abrogation (naskh), which means that later 
revelations can override earlier ones. This doctrine is acknowledged in the Quran itself. In 
Surah 2:106, Allah says that if he abrogates a verse or causes it to be forgotten, he replaces 
it with something better. The Hadith literature contains numerous examples of abrogation 
in legal matters, social conduct, and warfare. Peaceful verses revealed in Mecca are 
replaced by warfare verses revealed in Medina. The result is a revelation that adapts to 
political conditions rather than reveals eternal truth. 

The Bible contains no doctrine of abrogation. God may supersede the Old Covenant with 
the New Covenant, but He does not reverse Himself according to political expediency. 
Prophecy given centuries in advance remains intact until fulfilled. The Messianic 
prophecies did not shift to accommodate Roman politics. Jesus did not alter the Sermon 
on the Mount because Pharisees opposed Him. When God promises, He fulfills. When He 
speaks, no man or king or circumstance alters His counsel. “My counsel shall stand, and I 
will do all my pleasure” (Isaiah 46:10). 

Abrogation is not progressive revelation; it is doctrinal instability. Progressive revelation 
unfolds in Scripture as prophecy fulfilled in Christ, not as legal reversals. Abrogation is not 
fulfillment but replacement. It turns revelation into a political instrument rather than a 
divine timeline. The Quran’s abrogation doctrine exposes revelation as contingent on 
circumstance, not anchored in eternal counsel. 

 

5. Manuscript Evidence: Bible Holds Court, Quran Pleads Immunity 

The Bible possesses over 5,800 Greek New Testament manuscripts, over 10,000 Latin 
manuscripts, and over 9,300 manuscripts in other ancient languages, totaling over 25,000 
manuscript witnesses. Some of these date within centuries of the originals. Portions of the 
New Testament appear in papyri from the second century. The Dead Sea Scrolls confirm 
the antiquity and accuracy of the Old Testament text centuries before Christ. Manuscript 



families can be compared, variants cataloged, and the original text reconstructed. This is 
textual transparency. 

The Quran does not have comparable manuscript evidence. Muslims claim perfect 
preservation but discourage textual criticism. The earliest Quranic manuscripts (like those 
in Sana’a) contain variants and palimpsests that challenge the uniformity narrative. The 
standard Hafs recitation used today is only one of dozens of canonical qira’at accepted in 
classical Islamic scholarship. These qira’at differ in vowels, consonants, and sometimes 
meaning. Yet Islamic apologetics insists on perfection. The Bible invites scrutiny; Islam 
forbids it. 

Furthermore, the Bible contains prophecy that can be verified historically. Daniel’s seventy 
weeks prophecy predates Christ by centuries and predicts events down to timelines. Isaiah 
predicts Cyrus by name two centuries before his birth. Micah predicts the Messiah’s 
birthplace. Zechariah predicts the king arriving “lowly, and riding upon an ass” (Zechariah 
9:9). The Quran contains no predictive prophecy of comparable specificity or antiquity. 
Manuscript evidence and prophecy combine to establish the Bible’s authority. The Quran 
relies on assertion. 

6. Revelation as Covenant vs Revelation as Decree 

Biblical revelation serves covenant. God reveals Himself to Abraham to establish a 
covenant. He reveals Himself to Moses to deliver a law. He reveals Himself to David to 
establish a throne. He reveals Himself through prophets to warn, comfort, predict, and 
prepare. Revelation is relational. It binds God to His people through promises. It reveals 
God’s holiness, God’s justice, God’s love, and God’s Messiah. Revelation is not merely 
information; it is covenant communication. 

Islamic revelation serves decree. Allah issues commands. Allah issues permissions. Allah 
issues prohibitions. Revelation dictates legal rules, social regulations, and ritual 
requirements. It is not covenantal communication but sovereign legislation. The Quran 
does not unfold a redemptive storyline, does not establish a lineage of covenant promises, 
does not reveal a Messiah, and does not bind Allah to His people through oath or blood. It 
legislates. It commands. It regulates. It does not redeem. 

This difference explains why biblical revelation climaxes in Christ. “God, who at sundry 
times and in divers manners spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, hath in 
these last days spoken unto us by his Son” (Hebrews 1:1–2). The Quran has no Son, 
therefore no final revelation in a person. The Bible reveals a Redeemer; the Quran reveals a 
lawgiver. One speaks in covenant love; the other speaks in sovereign command. 

 



7. The Convenience Revelation Problem 

Finally, the Quran contains what scholars call “convenience revelations,” in which verses 
descend precisely when Muhammad needs them to justify political decisions, personal 
desires, or controversies. When Muhammad is accused of impropriety for marrying Zaynab 
(his adopted son’s former wife), a revelation descends justifying the act. When his wives 
contest his behavior, a revelation descends rebuking them. When questions arise about 
warfare, booty, divorce, or inheritance, revelation descends to resolve the issue in 
Muhammad’s favor. This pattern is recorded not by Western critics but by Islamic sources. 

The Bible contains no convenience revelations. No Old Testament prophet receives 
revelation to justify personal gain. Nathan rebukes David for adultery; he does not receive 
revelation to excuse it. Moses strikes the rock in anger and is punished; he is not excused 
by fresh revelation. Peter is rebuked by Paul; he is not vindicated by revelation. Biblical 
revelation judges the prophet; it does not flatter him. Muhammad’s revelations frequently 
favor his personal circumstances. Biblical revelation exposes the sins of its heroes. This 
contrast is devastating. 

Prophecy in the Bible looks forward centuries. Revelation in the Quran reacts to events. The 
Bible predicts the Messiah hundreds of years before His birth. The Quran adjusts 
commands in the midst of political turmoil. Revelation that looks backward at events is 
commentary. Revelation that looks forward is prophecy. The Bible has prophecy; the Quran 
has commentary. 

 

Conclusion 

The revelation problem exposes the gulf between Islam and Christianity. The Quran claims 
dictation, not inspiration. It claims Gabriel, but a Gabriel who denies the Son. It claims 
perfection, but its own sources record compilation, variants, and burning of manuscripts. It 
claims preservation, but discourages textual criticism. It claims prophecy, but contains no 
predictive prophecy verified by history. It claims to continue the Abrahamic line, but lacks 
covenant. It claims to reveal God, but reveals no Father, no Son, no Spirit, and no 
Redeemer. 

The Bible stands on the opposite ground. It reveals God through inspiration, not dictation. It 
reveals God through covenant, prophecy, and incarnation. It welcomes manuscript 
scrutiny and rewards it. It judges its own heroes rather than excusing them. It binds history 
to redemption and redemption to prophecy. Its revelation culminates not in a book but in a 
Person: “the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us” (John 1:14). 



If revelation is the voice of God, then the test of revelation is Christ. Islam denies Him. 
“Whosoever denieth the Son, the same hath not the Father” (1 John 2:23). A revelation that 
denies the Son is not from God. The revelation problem is not a footnote in comparative 
religion; it is the fault line between truth and error. The Bible reveals a Redeemer. The Quran 
reveals a ruler. One saves; the other commands. Eternity will not confuse them. 

 

 

6 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — The Hadith and Sunnah: Islam’s Real Authority 

Introduction 

When Muslims defend Muhammad, they never stick to the Quran alone. They can’t. A 
Muslim may boast, “We follow the Quran,” but when you ask how to pray, how many times 
to pray, how to wash before prayer, how to perform the pilgrimage, how to execute 
blasphemers, how to treat apostates, how to handle marriage arrangements, how to issue 
divorce, how to dress, how to divide inheritance, how to discipline wives, how to wage 
jihad, or how to interpret any ambiguous revelation, they immediately run to the Hadith. It 
is not the Quran that tells a Muslim how Islam works; it is Muhammad’s personal life. The 
Bible never tells Christians to imitate Peter or Paul in wardrobe, diet, or household 
management, but Islam commands Muslims to imitate a seventh-century Arabian warlord 
to the last detail. That is not spirituality; that is historical bondage. 

The praise literature uploaded earlier paints Muhammad as the “most perfect exemplar,” 
“light of humanity,” “gentle master,” and “mercy to the worlds.” They call him a paradigm of 
compassion and purity. But when Muslims actually want to follow Muhammad, they don’t 
read praise poetry; they read Sahih al-Bukhari and Sahih Muslim and Abu Dawud. The 
praise books are the public relations wing; the Hadith are the operational manual. No 
Islamic lawyer derives Sharia from devotional poetry any more than a Christian preacher 
derives doctrine from Dante. Islam is built on Muhammad’s actions, and those actions are 
preserved in the Hadith. 

The Bible gives biographies of sinners — Abraham lied, Moses murdered, David committed 
adultery, Peter denied Christ, Paul persecuted the Church — yet it never commands 
believers to imitate their sins. Scripture gives Christ as the model — sinless, holy, eternal, 
God manifest in the flesh — and yet even then the believer imitates His humility and 
holiness, not His carpentry or Jewish dietary customs. Islam reverses this order: it makes 
Muhammad the gold standard of conduct, and then turns every detail of his seventh-
century Arabian existence into a timeless legal category. The Hadith are not commentary; 
they are Islamic reality. 



1. The Authority Problem: Quran Alone vs Muhammad’s Actions 

The first issue every Western Muslim convert runs into is the myth of “Quran alone.” They 
imagine Islam is just a book, a prophet, and a simple faith in one God. Then they discover 
that Islam is actually a system of imitating Muhammad’s behavior — washing how he 
washed, sitting how he sat, and even entering the restroom with the correct foot first. The 
Quran does not prescribe how to pray. It commands prayer, but without form, frequency, 
posture, or liturgical detail. It is the Hadith that specify five daily prayers, their names, their 
times, their sequence, and their motions. Without Hadith, Islam does not know how to 
obey the Quran. 

Islamic jurists know this, which is why Sahih al-Bukhari and Sahih Muslim are treated as 
near-canonical. When a Muslim speaks of Sunnah, they mean “the way of Muhammad,” 
not the way of the Quran. That alone destroys the Islamic apologetic claim that Islam is a 
purely revelatory religion. The religion is actually twofold: a book and a man. The man 
explained the book by acting, not merely by teaching. That means Islam is inseparable 
from biography. Christianity is inseparable from Christ’s nature — “God was manifest in the 
flesh” (1 Timothy 3:16) — not from His cultural choices. Islam is inseparable from 
Muhammad’s cultural choices, not from theological attributes. 

The Bible warns that when a system elevates a man above Scripture, disaster follows. Paul 
rebuked Corinthian believers for lining up under men — “while one saith, I am of Paul; and 
another, I am of Apollos” (1 Corinthians 3:4) — because it turns the man into the measure. 
Islam does the same thing except with legal consequence. Muhammad becomes 
yardstick, tribunal, and magistrate. The Quran commands obedience to God and His 
Messenger; the Messenger defines obedience by personal example; and the Hadith 
capture that example. That makes the Hadith the functional authority of Islam, just as the 
Pharisees’ traditions became the functional authority of Judaism (Mark 7:13). Religion 
tends toward man-centered authority. Islam institutionalizes it. 

 

2. Military Campaigns and the Sword of the Sunnah 

The praise literature calls Muhammad “gentle,” “merciful,” and “compassionate,” but the 
Hadith record dozens of military expeditions either commanded by Muhammad or 
launched in his name. Sahih al-Bukhari records the ghazwas (raids) and sariyyahs 
(expeditions) as part of the Sunnah. These are not footnotes; they are part of Sharia. When 
Muslims point to Muhammad as a military commander, they do not rely on the Quran — 
they rely on the Hadith. The Quran has general commands about fighting, but the Hadith 



give you the battle plans, the spoils distribution, the treatment of captives, and the rules of 
engagement. That is not poetry — that is jurisprudence. 

Imagine if Christianity treated Joshua’s conquest of Canaan as a timeless command for 
Church behavior. It doesn’t, because the New Testament changes the mode — “For the 
weapons of our warfare are not carnal” (2 Corinthians 10:4). But Islam treats Muhammad’s 
warfare as normative and models the later Caliphate expansions after it. Muslims do not 
ask, “What does the Quran say about subduing Persia?” They ask what Muhammad did in 
Khaybar, Badr, and Uhud. The Bible separates covenant history from Church mission. Islam 
welds Muhammad’s seventh-century tribal warfare onto a universal mission. 

The irony is that Islamic praise literature never highlights this. They write about 
Muhammad’s “mercy to mankind,” but they never include Sahih al-Bukhari’s accounts of 
spoils, captives, or strategic raids. They present a sanitized saint to Western audiences, 
while training their own jurists on the battlefield biography contained in the Hadith. That is 
not transparency; that is two-tier messaging. Paul warns about “another gospel” (Galatians 
1:8) and “sleight of men” (Ephesians 4:14). Islam is not built on sleight; it is built on 
conquest, and the Hadith preserve the blueprints. 

3. Marriage and Domestic Precedent as Sharia Blueprint 

One of the most revealing aspects of the Hadith is how they regulate marriage, divorce, 
custody, inheritance, and domestic discipline. Muhammad’s marital arrangements 
become Islamic legal precedent. Sahih al-Bukhari and Sahih Muslim document the 
Prophet’s marriages, consummations, divorces, and household interactions, not as gossip, 
but as jurisprudence. Islamic lawyers derive the age of marriage, the legality of polygamy, 
the permissibility of temporary marriage, the waiting period for divorce, and the discipline 
of wives from Muhammad’s household. 

The praise literature calls Muhammad “pure in heart,” “gentle,” and “model of love,” yet the 
Hadith give rulings on striking wives, managing jealousy between co-wives, and dividing 
nights for marital rotation. Christians read about David’s polygamy as sin and judgment — 
not as precedent. Islam reads Muhammad’s polygamy as law and blessing. That difference 
alone tells you everything. In Scripture, the sin of the saint never becomes moral code; in 
Islam, the home life of the Prophet becomes binding legal structure. The Bible exposes the 
sins of its prophets — Abraham lying, Jacob deceiving, David murdering — while Islam 
conceals or justifies Muhammad’s personal behavior as divine pattern. 

When Paul teaches marriage to the Church, he does not cite Peter’s mother-in-law or 
James’ brothers. He cites Christ and the Church (Ephesians 5:25-32). The model is 
heavenly and moral. Islam cites Muhammad’s household quirks and turns them into 



Sharia. That is the difference between revelation and biography. It is the difference between 
divine holiness and human custom. When Muhammad becomes the moral exemplar, 
seventh-century Arabia becomes the ethical norm. No wonder Islamic societies struggle 
with modernity — they cannot escape the tent. 

4. Legal Punishments and the Enforcement Mechanism 

The Hadith do not simply narrate events — they establish punishments. Stoning for 
adultery, amputation for theft, execution for apostasy, lashes for drinking, and lashing for 
slander are not derived from the Quran alone. They are enforced through the Hadith. The 
Quran commands severe penalties but often lacks procedural detail. The Hadith supply the 
missing teeth. Sharia is not a book; it is a case study. Every time Muhammad ordered a 
punishment, that punishment became Sunnah. That means Islamic law is not merely 
divine mandate; it is imitative force. 

Christianity does not operate this way. The Church does not stone adulterers because 
Jesus spared the adulterous woman (John 8:10-11) and fulfilled the law at the cross 
(Colossians 2:14). The Church does not amputate thieves because the New Testament 
disciplines by restoration, not mutilation (Galatians 6:1). The Church does not execute 
apostates because Christ taught separation of spiritual and civil authority — “My kingdom 
is not of this world” (John 18:36). Islam collapses church and state into one body with 
Muhammad as prototype. 

The Bible warns about systems that bind people under man-centered law. Peter calls 
legalistic pressure a “yoke… which neither our fathers nor we were able to bear” (Acts 
15:10). Paul calls the law a “schoolmaster” to bring us to Christ (Galatians 3:24), not a 
political regime. Islam rejects that division. The Hadith build a fortress of legalism around 
the Prophet’s actions and enforce it with state power. Islam is not law and grace; it is law 
and sword. 

5. Social Control and the Model Community Myth 

Muslims love to say, “Islam created the perfect society in Medina.” They call the first 
Islamic community a utopia of justice, equality, morality, and peace. But the Hadith paint a 
very different picture. The Medinan period involved internal dissent, external conflict, 
execution of apostates, exile of Jewish tribes, and strict control of speech and behavior. 
The Quran commands obedience to Allah and His Messenger (Quran 4:59), but the Hadith 
show how that obedience was enforced. A society of imitation is not a society of liberty. It is 
a society of surveillance. 

Christianity never presents first-century Jerusalem or Antioch as utopia. The Book of Acts 
shows disputes, hypocrisy, lying, discipline, persecution, and doctrinal conflict. Peter 



confronts Ananias and Sapphira for lying (Acts 5), Paul rebukes Peter (Galatians 2), and 
Paul and Barnabas split over Mark (Acts 15:39). The Bible does not pretend the early 
Church was paradise — it shows the power of grace in spite of sin. Islam pretends the early 
community was paradise and commands every Muslim society to recreate it. That is not 
spirituality; that is social engineering. 

The praise literature never mentions Medina’s political machinery. It speaks of Muhammad 
as “gentle,” “merciful,” and “beloved,” but omits the enforcement system behind his 
leadership. Christ never wielded a sword, never built a state, never enforced a dress code, 
never created a tax system, and never executed a traitor. His kingdom is spiritual and 
eschatological. Muhammad’s kingdom was political and temporal. The Hadith preserve the 
mechanics of that political order, and modern Muslims want the benefits without the 
blueprint. They praise what they cannot replicate. 

6. Sharia as Imitation of Muhammad 

The word “Sunnah” means pattern. Islam is not a doctrinal system with a moral ideal; it is a 
behavioral system with a biological ideal. Sharia uses Muhammad as the anthropological 
standard. That is why Muslims imitate how he trimmed his beard, how he ate, how he slept, 
how he traveled, how he dressed, how he washed, how he sat, how he knocked on doors, 
how he mounted animals, and how he handled bodily functions. These are not mystical 
secrets; they are legal categories. The praise literature says Muhammad was “light,” 
“mercy,” and “guide,” but the Hadith show him measuring moustache length and washing 
nostrils. 

Christian sanctification is conformity to Christ’s character — “be ye holy; for I am holy” (1 
Peter 1:16) — not His sandals, hair, robe, or diet. Islam demands conformity to 
Muhammad’s habits, not to Allah’s attributes. A Muslim can imitate Muhammad’s 
breakfast without knowing God. A Christian cannot imitate Christ’s holiness without being 
born again. That is the difference between behavioral religion and spiritual regeneration. 
Islam copies forms; Christianity produces life. 

Sharia is not abstraction. It is imitation crystallized into law. Muslims want to claim Islam is 
universal, but its legal system collapses when removed from tribal Arab context. 
Christianity spread through multiple cultures without changing mode, because the 
standard is internal transformation, not external imitation. Islam cannot culturally translate 
Muhammad’s biography without rewriting its law. Christianity can culturally translate the 
gospel without rewriting Christ. That alone proves which kingdom is of this world. 

7. Islam Without Hadith: Total Collapse 



If you remove the Hadith from Islam, the religion collapses. Muslims would not know how 
to pray, how many times to pray, how to fast, how to carry out the pilgrimage, how to pay 
alms, how to dress, how to marry, how to divorce, how to enforce law, how to conquer, how 
to punish, how to structure inheritance, how to govern, how to eat, how to trim hair, or how 
to bury the dead. The Quran commands these things, but never defines them. A religion 
that cannot obey its own book without a second set of texts is not a book-based religion; it 
is a man-based religion. 

Christianity does not require commentaries or councils to exist. A man with a King James 
Bible and the Holy Ghost has more revelation than a Muslim with the Quran and Sahih al-
Bukhari. The Ethiopian eunuch had Scripture and needed Christ, not tradition (Acts 8:35). 
The Bereans had Scripture and verified doctrine by Scripture (Acts 17:11). The Church has 
Scripture and the Spirit (John 16:13). Islam has the Quran and Muhammad’s biography. 
One is divine dependence; the other is historical dependence. 

The praise literature tries to detach Muhammad’s character from Muhammad’s actions, 
but Islam cannot survive that divorce. A “gentle, merciful Muhammad” who never married, 
never fought, never ruled, never punished, and never spoke is not Muhammad at all. 
Remove the Hadith, and you remove the only Muhammad that ever existed. Islam without 
Hadith is a corpse without lungs. Islam with Hadith is a body animated by a man rather 
than by God. That is the difference between false prophecy and divine revelation. 

Conclusion 

The Hadith and Sunnah expose Islam’s real foundation. It is not a Quranic revelation 
floating in mystical space; it is a legal system built from a man’s personal habits, wars, 
marriages, punishments, and politics. The praise literature lies by omission, not by 
invention. It presents a moral saint without presenting the legal template beneath him. But 
Sharia demands imitation, and imitation demands biography, and biography demands 
Hadith. Islam is not a religion of the book; it is a religion of the man. 

Christianity refuses that model. The believer is regenerated by the Spirit of God, not 
conformed to the diet of Christ. He is justified by faith, not by beard length. He is sanctified 
by holiness, not by lavatory etiquette. He seeks the mind of Christ (Philippians 2:5), not the 
sleeping posture of Christ. The New Testament commands transformation, not imitation of 
Palestinian carpentry customs. Islam commands imitation without transformation. That is 
the hallmark of legal bondage. 

Finally, the Bible presents sinful men saved by a sinless Savior, while Islam presents a 
sinless man shaping sinful men through law. One system exalts God and humbles man; the 
other exalts a man and humbles God. One saves sinners by grace; the other disciplines 



sinners by sword. One produces saints; the other produces subjects. One looks upward; 
the other looks backward. When the dust settles, the Hadith have spoken — Islam is 
Muhammad, and Muhammad is not Christ. 

 

 

7 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — The Character Claims: Mercy, Peace, and 
Compassion 

Introduction 

When Islamic devotional literature describes Muhammad, it does so with the vocabulary of 
sainthood. He is called “mercy to the worlds,” “gentle,” “kind,” “forgiving,” “peaceful,” 
“compassionate,” and “embodiment of grace.” Entire volumes are written to exalt his 
tenderness, his patience, his humility, his love for children, his kindness toward animals, 
his generosity to enemies, and his purity of heart. These titles are not exaggerated on the 
fringes; they are repeated in sermons, pamphlets, children’s books, missionary tracts, 
da’wah tables, and praise poetry. To hear the Islamic narrative tell it, Muhammad is the 
gentlest figure since the dawn of creation, a man whose smile melted hostility and whose 
presence brought peace. The praise PDFs uploaded for this project contain page after page 
of such descriptions, with scarcely a hint of criticism or historical reservation. 

However, the historian does not live in the realm of flattery; he lives in the realm of record. 
The man who is called “mercy to the worlds” in modern devotional verse is the same man 
whose career in Medina included the Battle of Badr, the Battle of Uhud, the siege of the 
Banu Qurayza, the raid on Khaybar, the execution of enemies, the practice of ransoming 
prisoners, the ordering of assassinations, the distribution of spoils, and the expansion of 
political authority by sword and treaty. These realities are not found in polemical Christian 
writings; they are found in the Hadith, the Sira (biographical tradition), and the early Islamic 
histories that form the backbone of Sunni scholarship. When the same sources that praise 
Muhammad’s character also record beheadings, executions, and battlefield command, the 
modern reader has to apply something Islam rarely encourages in devotional context: 
critical thought. 

The Bible provides a third witness that neither flatters nor whitewashes. It refuses to 
portray religious heroes as stainless. Moses murdered an Egyptian and broke the tablets 
(Exodus 2:12; Exodus 32:19). David committed adultery and arranged a murder (2 Samuel 
11). Jonah fled from God (Jonah 1:3). Peter denied Christ (Matthew 26:75). The Bible never 
attempts the propaganda of perfection. It shows God using flawed men and judging their 
sins. It tells the truth whether it flatters the hero or not. That is why this essay will not 



ridicule Muhammad; it will apply the biblical standard of truth to the Islamic standard of 
praise. One is grounded in record; the other is grounded in rhetoric. 

1. The Claim of Universal Mercy 

The praise PDFs repeatedly call Muhammad “a mercy to the worlds,” meaning that his 
personality, his message, and his ministry brought mercy to mankind. This phrase comes 
from the Quranic verse often translated as “a mercy to the worlds,” and it is expanded in 
devotional literature to mean everything from emotional gentleness to cosmic 
compassion. Muslim poets describe him as tender with animals, patient with children, 
gentle with women, and forgiving toward enemies. Missionary da’wah literature treats this 
phrase as proof that Islam is inherently peaceful, because its founder is defined as mercy 
incarnate. In the praise writings uploaded for this project, this theme is dominant; 
Muhammad is presented not as a conqueror but as a healer. 

The historical record provides an uncomfortable contrast. The same man who is called 
“mercy to the worlds” is, in the Hadith and Sira tradition, a commander who oversaw 
battles, ordered raids, and accepted the surrender of tribes on terms that included 
conversion, tribute, exile, or death. The siege of the Banu Qurayza ended with the execution 
of hundreds of men after judgment was rendered in accordance with the Torah’s laws of 
treason. Khaybar ended with land confiscation and tribute arrangements. Raids on 
caravans included ransoming prisoners. The early Medinan period included assassination 
orders against individuals seen as threats. This is not the rhetoric of mercy; it is the record 
of statecraft in a tribal honor-shame environment. No Islamic historian denies this; they 
simply explain it as necessary for survival and victory. 

The Bible defines mercy differently. Mercy is not the soft handling of enemies for political 
gain; mercy is the withholding of deserved judgment after righteousness has been violated. 
God declares, “I will have mercy on whom I will have mercy” (Romans 9:15). Christ 
demonstrates mercy by forgiving sinners while having no earthly power, no army, and no 
political leverage. He tells Peter to put away his sword (John 18:11), heals the servant’s ear 
(Luke 22:51), and teaches His disciples to love their enemies and pray for those that 
persecute them (Matthew 5:44). A conqueror may use mercy as a tactic; a Savior uses 
mercy as a nature. 

2. The Peace Narrative vs the Battlefield Record 

Islamic praise literature describes Muhammad as an advocate of peace, a man who 
preferred peace over war, and who only fought when attacked. The PDFs uploaded contain 
repeated lines about his “peaceful nature,” his “avoidance of conflict,” and his “gentle 
leadership.” Da’wah sermons argue that Islam is inherently peaceful because Muhammad 



preferred treaties and dialogue. Islamic apologists regularly say that he never initiated 
aggression, that all military activity was defensive, and that Islam spread primarily through 
da’wah instead of warfare. 

But the battlefield record says war was the engine of expansion. The Battles of Badr and 
Uhud were not defensive in the modern sense; Badr began as a raid on a Meccan caravan, 
and Uhud was a reprisal by the Meccans after their loss at Badr. The siege of the Banu 
Qurayza followed the Battle of the Trench. The conquest of Khaybar expanded Muslim 
control and introduced tribute arrangements. The Treaty of Hudaybiyyah was not peace for 
peace’s sake; it was peace for consolidation. When power shifted, the treaty was broken 
and Mecca was conquered. The early Islamic state in Medina did not survive on preaching; 
it survived on spoils, treaties, and the sword. The Hadith and Sira admit this freely; modern 
praise literature conceals it. 

The Bible is not confused about peace. Peace in Scripture is not the absence of war; it is 
the presence of righteousness. Christ is called the Prince of Peace (Isaiah 9:6), yet He did 
not build an army, levy tribute, or conquer territory. He made peace “through the blood of 
his cross” (Colossians 1:20). Muhammad made peace through negotiated treaties and 
military victory. One established peace with God; the other established peace with tribes. 
One reconciled heaven and earth; the other mediated disputes between clans. Comparing 
the two is not about insult; it is about definition. Peace in Scripture flows from 
righteousness; peace in politics flows from leverage. 

3. Compassion Claims vs the Banu Qurayza Episode 

Praise literature goes to great lengths to depict Muhammad as compassionate to enemies, 
patient with persecution, and forgiving toward those who wronged him. Stories abound in 
Islamic tradition about him forgiving enemies in Mecca, pardoning individuals, and showing 
restraint. These stories are true in certain circumstances and are recorded in the tradition. 
But when the siege of Medina occurred and the Banu Qurayza were judged for alleged 
betrayal, the compassion narrative collided with the demands of wartime justice. 

After the trench was dug and the allied tribes withdrew, the Banu Qurayza were besieged, 
surrendered, and their fate was assigned to a Jewish arbiter, Sa’d ibn Mu’adh. The judgment 
was in accordance with Deuteronomy’s laws concerning treason in wartime. The fighting-
age males were executed, the women and children were enslaved, and the property was 
divided. Islamic historians treat this as lawful and justified. Praise literature either omits it 
entirely or reframes it as God’s justice. But the modern narrative of universal compassion 
collapses at the foot of this event. Compassion was not extended because compassion is 
not a constant in political statecraft; it is a variable. 



The Bible distinguishes personal mercy from national judgment. Christ forgives personal 
enemies, but God judges nations. When Israel entered Canaan, God ordered the 
destruction of nations because their iniquity was full (Genesis 15:16). When Assyria 
invaded Israel, God called it judgment (Isaiah 10:5–6). When Babylon took Judah, it was 
discipline (Jeremiah 25:9–11). The Bible never confuses the mercy of a Savior with the 
justice of a state. The modern Islamic narrative conflates the two. Muhammad as political 
leader made decisions that political leaders make; the praise literature rewrites those 
decisions as spiritual compassion. 

 

4. The Gentleness Narrative vs Raid Economy 

Islamic devotional literature describes Muhammad as gentle in speech, slow to anger, 
patient with insults, and tender toward his followers. Children’s books present him as 
smiling, soft-spoken, and emotionally nurturing. Sermons highlight stories where he 
consoled the grieving or comforted the distressed. These accounts exist and are part of the 
tradition. But alongside this gentleness is the economic engine of early Medina: the raid. 
Raiding caravans, dividing spoils, ransoming prisoners, and distributing wealth cemented 
alliances and funded the state. 

The raid on the Quraysh caravan before Badr was not an act of gentleness; it was an act of 
war. The battles that followed were extensions of that policy. Spoils of war became part of 
Islamic law. Certain shares belonged to the commander, certain to the fighters, and certain 
to the poor. This is not a moral condemnation; it is a historical description. Political 
communities in tribal Arabia lived by this pattern. But the modern narrative of 
uninterrupted gentleness ignores this material foundation. Gentleness is a virtue of 
pastoral ministry; raiding is a function of state formation. 

The Bible again provides the correct categories. Christ is gentle (Matthew 11:29), but He 
does not govern a state, levy spoils, or distribute wealth. David was a king and fought wars, 
yet Scripture records both his victories and his sins. Nathan rebukes him with no fear (2 
Samuel 12:7). The Bible is not embarrassed by the complexity of human rulers. It shows 
kings fighting because kings fight. The modern Islamic narrative is embarrassed by this 
complexity and resolves it by omission. That is not truth; that is public relations. 

5. Compassion Claims vs Assassination Records 

Devotional Islamic literature often highlights Muhammad’s compassion toward individuals: 
the woman who threw trash on him, the enemies he forgave, the tribes he spared, and the 
slaves he treated kindly. These stories exist and show real moments of restraint. However, 
the biographical record also contains instances where assassination was ordered against 



certain individuals who were perceived as threats to the new community. Poets who 
mocked Muhammad, women who mocked Muhammad, and certain political figures 
became targets. These events are not Western inventions; they are in the Islamic sources. 

Islamic scholars justify these acts as wartime measures or justified retribution. Praise 
literature ignores them entirely. The result is a cartoon: a man who never raised his voice 
but ruled a tribe in an age of war without ever shedding blood. This is the same error 
Catholics commit when they paint saints with halos and Protestants commit when they 
sanitize their favorite preachers. The Bible refuses to do this. Elijah calls down fire (2 Kings 
1). Samuel hacks Agag in pieces (1 Samuel 15:33). Yet neither is described as universal 
compassion. Their actions are recorded without cosmetics. 

Christ is not recorded as ordering any assassination. He rebukes His disciples when they 
suggest violence (Luke 9:54–56). He tells Peter to put his sword away because “all they that 
take the sword shall perish with the sword” (Matthew 26:52). Christ’s kingdom does not 
advance by assassination; it advances by preaching. Muhammad’s political community 
used assassination as a tool. That is not mockery; that is record. 

 

6. The “Embodiment of Grace” Claim vs Legal Punishments 

Praise literature calls Muhammad “embodiment of grace,” “full of compassion,” and “gentle 
of heart.” Islamic law, however, derives corporal punishments from his actions and 
commands. Adultery merits lashes or stoning. Theft merits amputation under certain 
conditions. Apostasy merits death under classical jurisprudence. These punishments are 
not symbolic; they are legal. They form part of Sharia. They do not originate from a doctrine 
of grace; they originate from a doctrine of law. “Embodiment of grace” is not a legal 
category; it is a devotional label. 

Christ embodies grace because He bears the punishment Himself. “For the law was given 
by Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ” (John 1:17). Grace does not amputate 
the thief; grace forgives the thief and transforms him. One of the thieves crucified beside 
Christ was saved by grace (Luke 23:42–43). The woman taken in adultery received mercy 
and warning (John 8:11). Christ did not abolish the law; He fulfilled it (Matthew 5:17). 
Muhammad applied law for community order. Christ absorbed law for eternal salvation. 
There is no overlap between these categories. 

 

7. Da’wah and Jihad: Two Faces of Expansion 



Islamic apologists argue that Islam spread by preaching (da’wah) and not by the sword. 
Praise literature shows Muhammad as a preacher who persuaded hearts and minds. This is 
true in part. There were individuals who converted peacefully. There were tribes that 
submitted peacefully. But the rapid expansion after Muhammad’s death was achieved by 
armies. Within a few decades Islam reached Syria, Iraq, Egypt, Persia, and North Africa. 
This was not da’wah alone; it was military conquest. Classical Islamic historians celebrate 
these victories as divine favor. 

Christ expands His kingdom without a sword. He tells Pilate, “My kingdom is not of this 
world” (John 18:36). He does not conquer Jerusalem by sword; He is crucified outside it. 
After His resurrection, His followers preach the gospel “to every creature” (Mark 16:15). The 
only sword in the New Testament is “the sword of the Spirit, which is the word of God” 
(Ephesians 6:17). Expansion by preaching is not the same as expansion by conquest. 
Da’wah and jihad are two faces of Islamic growth; preaching and resurrection power are 
the singular method of Christian growth. 

 

Conclusion 

The praise literature about Muhammad constructs a character that never fully existed in 
history. It creates a figure who is always merciful, always gentle, always peaceful, always 
compassionate, always forgiving, and always gracious. This is not the man recorded in the 
Hadith, the Sira, or the early histories. That man is a political leader, a judge, a commander, 
and a state-builder who used war, treaties, punishments, executions, ransoming, and law. 
That is not ridicule; that is reality. Praise literature invents saints; historical records 
describe men. 

The Bible does not invent saints; it reveals sinners and a Savior. Moses is a sinner, David is 
a sinner, Jonah is a sinner, Peter is a sinner, Paul is a sinner. Christ alone is sinless. Christ 
alone embodies grace. Christ alone establishes peace with God. Christ alone forgives 
enemies while possessing no army, no state, and no legal code. Muhammad built a city; 
Christ builds a church. Muhammad ruled a community; Christ rules the universe. 
Muhammad made treaties; Christ makes a new covenant in His blood (Luke 22:20). 

This essay is not proof that Muhammad was wicked or cruel. It is proof that Islamic praise 
literature is propaganda, not biography. Record matters. Truth matters. Characters built out 
of adjectives are fantasies. Men are judged by their fruits. “By their fruits ye shall know 
them” (Matthew 7:20). The praise literature shows fruit that never grew; the record shows 
fruit that cannot be ignored. The Bible shows Christ, who alone bears the fruit of 



righteousness, mercy, grace, peace, and compassion without contradiction and without 
sword. That is why Christ saves and Muhammad cannot. 

 

 

8 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — Muhammad and Women 

Introduction 

The subject of Muhammad’s relationship to women is one of the most delicate yet decisive 
issues in Islamic apologetics. Devotional literature portrays him as the gentle champion of 
women’s rights, a reformer who raised the status of women, a loving husband whose 
affection was boundless, and a moral example for men until the end of time. The praise 
PDFs uploaded for this project are saturated with language of tenderness, compassion, 
respect, and romantic virtue. They describe Muhammad’s marriage as “ideal,” his love as 
“infinite,” and his treatment of women as “revolutionary.” Children’s books, da’wah 
pamphlets, and academic introductions repeat the same theme: Islam elevated women, 
and Muhammad led the elevation. 

However, the historical and legal record tells a more complex story. In the Hadith, Sira, and 
classical jurisprudence we see forced veiling, polygyny, concubinage, wife-beating 
permissions, testimony inequality, inheritance inequality, instant divorce formulas, and 
legal punishments that fall unequally upon women. We see defensive modern apologetics 
attempting to cast these practices as “contextual,” while simultaneously treating 
Muhammad’s own actions as eternally normative and binding upon the entire Muslim 
world. The result is a theological bind: Muhammad is both a man of his time and the 
example for all time. Feminists are encouraged to see him as progressive, while jurists treat 
him as the originator of binding law. Both cannot be true simultaneously. 

The Bible provides the necessary correction, not because the Bible sanitizes men, but 
because it reveals Christ as the true measure of manhood. Every prophet, patriarch, 
apostle, and king in the Bible is shown with his sins exposed. Abraham lies about his wife 
(Genesis 20:2). David commits adultery and murder (2 Samuel 11). Solomon multiplies 
wives against God’s command (Deuteronomy 17:17). Peter denies Christ (Luke 22:57). 
Scripture never pretends that men are refined specimens of moral perfection. Instead, it 
reveals Christ, who alone treats women with dignity, purity, and compassion, never taking 
advantage, never domineering, never exploiting, never degrading, and never violating their 
freedom. When Muhammad is placed beside Christ, the difference is not quantitative—it is 
categorical. 



 

1. The Marriage Structure of Muhammad’s Life  

The praise literature emphasizes Muhammad’s tenderness toward his wives, often 
describing his marriage to Khadijah as monogamous, faithful, and loving. That is true in 
part: Muhammad was monogamous during Khadijah’s lifetime. But after her death, his 
marriage structure changed drastically. He married multiple women, including widows, 
divorcees, and at least one minor. Islamic scholars justify these marriages for political, 
social, or humanitarian reasons. But the Hadith presents them as facts without the 
theological cosmetics applied by modern defenders. In every case, Muhammad is 
described not merely as marrying multiple women, but as having the divine right to do so. 

Islamic apologetics often asserts that polygyny was the norm in Arabia, therefore 
Muhammad’s actions were not unusual. The problem is not that Muhammad was culturally 
polygynous; the problem is that Muhammad is presented by Islam as the eternal moral 
example for all men. If his marriages are culturally contextual, then his example is not 
timeless. If his example is timeless, then his marriages are morally instructive. The Quran 
itself gives Muhammad special marital privileges denied to other men (Surah 33:50). That is 
not cultural anthropology; that is theological privilege codified as revelation. It removes the 
apologetic defense that these actions were merely “Arab culture.” 

The Bible does not dodge polygyny either—it records it bluntly. It records Abraham, Jacob, 
David, Solomon, and others practicing it. But Scripture also reveals that polygyny created 
misery, rivalry, and disorder. Jacob’s household descended into jealousy between Leah and 
Rachel (Genesis 30:1–2). Hannah was tormented by Peninnah (1 Samuel 1:6). Solomon’s 
wives turned his heart after other gods (1 Kings 11:4). The New Testament reverses the 
trend by requiring elders to be “the husband of one wife” (1 Timothy 3:2), reflecting Christ’s 
original design (Matthew 19:4–6). Muhammad expanded polygyny; Christ corrected it. 

 

2. The Aisha Issue: Age, Consent, and Power  

In the most sensitive Islamic marriage narrative, Aisha is married to Muhammad at a young 
age. The Hadith is explicit: “The Prophet married me when I was six years old and 
consummated the marriage when I was nine years old” (Sahih al-Bukhari, Volume 7, Book 
62, Hadith 64). This is not a Christian polemic; it is the foundational Sunni collection. Other 
narrations confirm the same timeline (Sahih al-Bukhari, Volume 5, Book 58, Hadith 236). 
Islamic apologists try to defend this by appealing to historical norms, biological maturity, or 
reinterpreting the numbers. But the sources themselves present the matter plainly, without 
embarrassment or apology. 



The question is not cultural anthropology; the question is moral normativity. Islam teaches 
that Muhammad is the “best example” (Quran 33:21). If Muhammad’s marriage to Aisha is 
normative, then child marriage becomes morally permissible. If it is not normative, then 
Muhammad’s life cannot be the binding standard. Apologists want the admiration without 
the implications. They want Muhammad to be the eternal role model while quarantining 
controversial actions behind cultural walls. That approach collapses under its own weight 
because Islamic jurisprudence did, in fact, treat these actions as precedent. Child 
marriage persisted across Islamic history not despite Muhammad’s example, but because 
of it. 

Christ provides a radically different model. He never married. He never took advantage of a 
woman. He never used divine privilege to acquire wives. He never sought romantic 
relationships. He spoke to women with purity, not possession. The woman at the well was 
confronted with truth (John 4:17–18), not seduction or domination. Mary Magdalene was 
delivered (Mark 16:9), not exploited. The woman taken in adultery was forgiven (John 8:11), 
not stoned. Christ did not model romance; He modeled holiness. He is the standard, not 
because He married rightly, but because He never used power to obtain a woman. 

 

3. Concubinage and Captives  

Islamic praise literature emphasizes Muhammad’s compassion toward captives, but the 
classical sources describe concubinage as part of wartime practice. Captive women could 
become concubines without marriage, and the Quran regulates their use (Surah 4:24). This 
was not incidental; it was structural. At Khaybar, women were taken captive and 
distributed. When a man wanted to have relations with a captive woman, the only 
prohibition concerned pregnancy. Islamic jurists codified these rules for centuries. This is 
not modern slander; it is documented in Islamic law manuals and Hadith. 

Apologists defend this by pointing to Old Testament concubinage, as if the Old Testament’s 
description equals approval. But the Old Testament never calls concubinage holy, 
righteous, or exemplary. It records it as part of fallen human society, and the narratives 
often show the misery that followed. Hagar and Sarah clashed (Genesis 16:4–6). Gideon’s 
son by a concubine committed slaughter (Judges 9). David’s concubines suffered 
humiliation (2 Samuel 16:22). Nowhere does Scripture command concubinage or present it 
as righteous behavior. It records sin and its consequences. Islam codifies concubinage as 
lawful and righteous because of Muhammad’s precedent. 

Christ treats women as souls, not spoils. He does not take prisoners; He frees prisoners 
(Luke 4:18). He does not seize captives; He delivers captives (Ephesians 4:8). He does not 



distribute women as property; He affirms that wives and husbands are one flesh (Matthew 
19:5). Captivity in Muhammad’s world created property. Captivity in Christ’s world created 
redemption. The contrast is not cultural; it is moral. 

 

4. Testimony, Inheritance, and Legal Inequality  

Islamic law gives a woman half the inheritance of a man (Surah 4:11). Her testimony in 
financial matters is worth half that of a man (Surah 2:282). Marriage requires her guardian’s 
consent. Divorce is far easier for men than for women. A man can repudiate his wife with 
the formula of talaq; a woman must fight through arbitration. These inequalities are not 
fringe or cultural; they are jurisprudential. They are taught in legal manuals, courts, and 
seminaries across the Islamic world. The praise literature praising Muhammad’s “liberation 
of women” conveniently avoids these legal consequences. 

The Bible reveals equality not by flattening roles but by affirming shared value. Women 
inherit in Scripture when no sons exist (Numbers 27:7). Deborah judged Israel (Judges 4:4). 
Huldah prophesied to kings (2 Kings 22:14). Anna prophesied in the Temple (Luke 2:38). 
Priscilla taught Apollos (Acts 18:26). Phoebe served the church (Romans 16:1). But the 
greatest elevation of women comes through Christ, who treats them as disciples, not 
possessions. He appears first to a woman after His resurrection (John 20:16). He receives 
financial support from women (Luke 8:2–3). He honors their faith publicly (Matthew 15:28). 
And in Christ “there is neither male nor female” (Galatians 3:28) in terms of spiritual value. 

Islamic law treats the woman’s mind and testimony as inferior; Scripture treats the 
woman’s soul as equal. Muhammad’s law restricts women; Christ redeems women. 

 

5. Veiling, Seclusion, and Social Control 

Veiling is presented in praise literature as an act of dignity, modesty, and protection. 
Sermons portray the hijab as a symbol of honor. But historically, veiling and seclusion 
(purdah) served as mechanisms of social control. Women were separated from men in 
public, excluded from certain spaces, and required to cover their bodies and sometimes 
their faces to avoid “fitnah.” Islamic apologists portray this as liberating, but liberation that 
requires isolation is a curious category. Christ liberated women by removing burdens, not 
adding them (Matthew 11:28). 

Modern Muslims argue that veiling prevents objectification. Yet Christ prevents 
objectification not by covering women but by commanding men to repent of lust (Matthew 
5:28). Islam treats the woman’s body as the problem; Christ treats the man’s heart as the 



problem. Islam removes the woman from visibility; Christ removes the sin from the man. 
These are not parallel strategies—they are opposite moral diagnoses. Christ cures the 
disease; Islam rearranges the furniture. 

Veiling might have pragmatic roots in tribal culture, but Islam universalizes it by tying it to 
Muhammad’s household. Surah 33:53 commands believers to speak to Muhammad’s 
wives from behind a curtain. Apologists argue that this applies only to his wives, yet veiling 
became normative for all Muslim women through legal extrapolation. What began as 
seclusion for the wives of a prophet became seclusion for the daughters of merchants. The 
praise literature calls this dignity; Scripture calls dignity the worth bestowed by God’s 
image (Genesis 1:27). 

 

6. Beating, Divorce, and Male Authority  

Surah 4:34 allows a man to beat his wife under certain conditions. Apologists insist the 
beating must be light. Critics point out that the text allows it at all. Praise literature ignores 
the verse entirely. Islamic jurisprudence codifies the verse into legal permission. A man 
may discipline a rebellious wife. Christ disciplines the church, not His bride’s body 
(Ephesians 5:25–27). Muhammad permitted physical discipline; Christ forbade it by 
example. 

Divorce in Islam is male-centered. A man may divorce his wife by pronouncing talaq. 
Although Islamic law has added reforms, the structure remains: male initiation is 
privileged. Christ restricts divorce severely (Matthew 19:9). When asked about Moses’ 
divorce law, He replied that “from the beginning it was not so” (Matthew 19:8). Muhammad 
expanded male privilege; Christ restricted male privilege. 

When Paul describes marriage, he commands husbands to love their wives “as Christ also 
loved the church, and gave himself for it” (Ephesians 5:25). Muhammad took wives; Christ 
gave Himself. Muhammad exercised authority; Christ exercised sacrifice. Muhammad 
permitted beating; Christ endured beating. The model matters. 

 

7. Muhammad vs Christ: Two Visions of Womanhood  

The praise literature calls Muhammad respectful, compassionate, and loving toward 
women. That is partially true in personal anecdotes. But law, precedent, and power reveal a 
different architecture. The Quran gives Muhammad special marital privileges (Surah 33:50), 
legal inequality for women (Surah 2:282; 4:11), physical correction (Surah 4:34), and 
polygyny (Surah 4:3). The Hadith gives marital ages that raise moral questions. The Sira 



gives political marriages. The law manuals give concubinage. The courts give unequal 
rights. This is not liberation; it is administration. 

Christ was surrounded by women who were disciples, supporters, and witnesses. He 
defended them (Matthew 26:10), instructed them (Luke 10:42), healed them (Luke 8:43–
48), praised them (Matthew 15:28), delivered them (Mark 16:9), and revealed Himself to 
them (John 20:16). He never used them for political alliances, never took them as spoils, 
never married them, never owned them, never disciplined them, and never silenced them. 
He elevated them above culture by revealing their place in redemption. 

Muhammad modeled male privilege and polygynous authority. Christ modeled sacrificial 
purity and redemptive equality. Muhammad’s example created Sharia. Christ’s example 
created the church. One legislates women; the other liberates women. 

 

Conclusion  

When the praise literature claims that Muhammad “elevated women,” it is speaking 
rhetorically, not historically. Muhammad elevated Muslim women above pagan Arabian 
norms in some areas, but he did not elevate them above men. He codified male privilege, 
polygyny, concubinage, legal inequality, and domestic discipline. He gave himself marital 
privileges denied to other men. He married a minor. He took captives. He allowed beating. 
He enabled quick divorce. These are not slanders; they are records. The praise literature 
hides the records behind the adjectives. 

The Bible does not elevate women by flattering them; it elevates them by redeeming them. 
Christ treats women not as property, not as legal liabilities, not as economic burdens, not 
as sexual commodities, but as daughters of Abraham (Luke 13:16), disciples of the 
kingdom (Luke 10:42), and first witnesses of resurrection (John 20:16–18). The church did 
not elevate women by force; women elevated the church by faith. 

This essay is not an attack on Muslims. It is an indictment of Islamic propaganda and a 
proclamation of Christ’s purity. Islam offers administrated womanhood; Christ offers 
redeemed womanhood. Islam offers male privilege; Christ offers spiritual equality. Islam 
offers Muhammad; Christ offers Himself. And between the two, there is no contest. 
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Introduction 



History has a way of embarrassing religion. Every religion produces its legends, its 
hagiography, its sanitized saints and soft-focus holy men, because man always wants a 
hero who mirrors his ideals instead of his sins. Islam is no exception, and the life of 
Muhammad contains one realm that modern apologists choke on, Western academics tip-
toe around, and missionaries to Muslims quietly avoid: Muhammad’s relationship with 
children. The praise literature uploaded in our earlier studies uses sentimental vocabulary 
like “gentle with children,” “merciful toward the young,” and “protector of the innocent,” but 
those phrases don’t come from the primary Islamic sources; they come from the 
devotional afterglow of fourteen centuries of apologetic polishing. When we go back to the 
Hadith and the Sira, we find a different dimension — one rooted in tribal customs, 
patriarchal norms, and legal precedents that ripple through Islamic cultures to this day. 

In the Bible, the treatment of children is a direct line into the heart of God. When the 
disciples tried to keep little children away from Jesus Christ, the Book says, “But Jesus 
said, Suffer little children, and forbid them not, to come unto me: for of such is the kingdom 
of heaven” (Matthew 19:14). Christ did not merely tolerate children; He identified them as 
the very pattern of kingdom humility. When the Pharisees growled about status and rank, 
Jesus pulled a child into the middle of the crowd and said, “Whosoever therefore shall 
humble himself as this little child, the same is greatest in the kingdom of heaven” (Matthew 
18:4). That is the Bible’s photograph of childhood — humility, innocence, teachableness — 
all protected under divine warning: “But whoso shall offend one of these little ones… it 
were better for him that a millstone were hanged about his neck” (Matthew 18:6). That is 
not merely a sentiment; that is a threat, and a just one. 

Contrast that with Muhammad, whose legal precedents normalized child marriage, whose 
personal marital history with Aisha is cited in Sahih al-Bukhari and Sahih Muslim, and 
whose jurisprudence structured guardianship, custody, and sexual legality in Islamic law 
for centuries. This essay is not about mockery — it is about facing the documentation that 
Islamic apologetics tries either to reinterpret or to bury. If Muhammad is the “perfect 
example” (Qur’anic language), then his treatment of children is not incidental; it is binding. 
That is the problem, and that is why this essay matters. 

 

1. The Islamic Praise Narrative of Muhammad and Children 

Islamic devotional literature often paints Muhammad as a gentle children’s advocate. In 
the praise PDFs we surveyed earlier, he is described as “gentle with children,” “merciful to 
the young,” and “protector of the innocent.” Poetry and prose alike swirl around him like 
incense, calling him “a father to orphans” and “a mercy to childhood.” In those texts, one 



searches in vain for any legal, historical, or primary narrative evidence — the material is 
hagiographic, not biographical. The Islamic world has always excelled at devotional 
rhetoric, and these images function the same way medieval Catholic paintings glorified 
Francis of Assisi — they create an icon. Icons, however, collapse under documents. 

Historically, Muhammad encountered children in at least four contexts: familial, tribal, 
military, and legal. There is no doubt that children appeared in his presence. But the 
Islamic praise narrative operates like a fog machine — it keeps children near him while 
avoiding the juridical consequences of his actions. It highlights his kindness to orphans, 
but leaves out the fact that under Sharia, an orphan girl can be married off by her guardian. 
It highlights his supposed gentleness, but ignores the legal precedents on child marriage 
and custody that trace directly to Hadith rulings and marital patterns in his own household. 
The praise narrative mentions infancy but refuses to mention puberty — as if puberty were 
an offensive Western invention. 

Meanwhile, the Bible does not operate in the fog. It shows Moses as a murderer, David as 
an adulterer, Peter as a coward, Solomon as a polygamist — and yet these men are not 
whitewashed, because God deals in truth, not propaganda. That is why the Bible makes 
Christ the only sinless figure, and that is why Christ can tell His followers plainly, “I am…the 
truth” (John 14:6). The authority of Scripture comes from its refusal to varnish men. Islam’s 
praise literature does the opposite — it varnishes Muhammad until the historical man 
becomes invisible. 

 

2. Child Marriage and the Historical Context of 7th Century Arabia 

To understand Muhammad’s relationship to children, one must first understand the legal 
and tribal context of 7th century Arabia. Arabia was not Victorian England; it was a 
patriarchal, honor-based tribal society in which marriage could be pre-pubescent, 
polygamous, strategic, or aristocratic. Wealthy men took multiple wives, alliances were 
sealed through daughters, and children were property of fathers. Islam did not create this 
world; it inherited it. But Muhammad did not abolish the child marriage norm either — he 
legalized it, practiced it, and enshrined it into Islamic jurisprudence with his own life as the 
precedent. 

Islamic apologists frequently respond, “This was normal for the time,” but that argument 
collapses for one reason: Muhammad is presented as the final, universal, perfect moral 
example for all time. If Muhammad were merely a tribal chieftain, the relativist argument 
might stand. But Muhammad is, in Islam’s own view, al-insan al-kamil — the “perfect man.” 
If Christian missionaries said that David’s sins were morally binding for Christians, Muslims 



would be outraged; but Islam insists that every action of Muhammad’s life is morally 
normative. The issue is not whether child marriage existed — it is whether it should be a 
standard of righteousness. 

Contrast this with the Bible. The Bible records ancient customs without canonizing them as 
ideal. David took multiple wives — yet Christ says, “From the beginning it was not so” 
(Matthew 19:8), appealing to Genesis, not tribal polygamy. The Bible shows culture as 
broken; Islam shows Muhammad as perfect. That is the hinge on which the moral argument 
turns. If Muhammad enshrined what Christ condemned and legalized what Christ would 
forbid, then the line between revelation and culture is exposed. 

 

3. Aisha in Islamic Sources: Marriage, Ages, and Apologetic Panic 

Aisha is the most legally consequential child in Islamic history. According to Sahih al-
Bukhari (Volume 7, Book 62, Hadith 64), “the Prophet married her when she was six years 
old and consummated the marriage when she was nine.” The same data points appear in 
Sahih al-Bukhari (Volume 5, Book 58, Hadith 234) and Sahih Muslim (Book 8, Hadith 3310). 
These are not fringe reports — they are Islam’s most trusted Hadith collections. No serious 
Sunni scholar in classical history denied these ages. The panic is modern. 

Islamic apologists today scramble to reinterpret these ages. Some attempt to alter the 
lunar-year calculation to solar years. Others claim mistransmission. Others argue puberty 
is the only criterion. But the historical record stands: the Hadith reports are consistent, 
early, and used for centuries to determine marriage law in Islamic jurisprudence. 
Apologetic discomfort does not erase documentation. Muslim commentators only began 
resisting these ages after Western ethical scrutiny made them untenable in the public 
square. 

Now consider the contrast: the Lord Jesus Christ never married, never practiced polygyny, 
never used marriage for politics, and never legalized sexual access to minors. Instead, He 
said, “Whosoever receiveth one such little child in my name receiveth me” (Matthew 18:5). 
He elevated children, safeguarded their vulnerability, and weaponized divine judgment 
against those who would harm them. If Christ and Muhammad stood side by side with 
Aisha, only one of them would have put His hand on her head to bless her — and it wasn’t 
Muhammad. 

 

4. Muhammad’s Legalization of Child Marriage in Sharia Cultures 



Islam is not merely a religion — it is a legal system. Once Muhammad’s actions are 
canonized as Sunnah, they become law. The result is that Muhammad’s marriage to Aisha 
forever legalized child marriage in traditional Islamic jurisprudence. Classical fiqh manuals 
across the Hanafi, Maliki, Shafi’i, and Hanbali schools allow guardians to marry off minor 
girls with or without consent. The legal logic is not philosophical — it is biographical. What 
Muhammad did is, by definition, halal. 

The apologetic counterargument is predictable: “It is not common today.” That misses the 
point by a mile. The question is not frequency, but legality. In many Islamic countries 
today — Yemen, Afghanistan, parts of Pakistan, Somalia, northern Nigeria — child marriage 
persists precisely because Islamic jurisprudence never outlawed it. In fact, when secular 
reformers try to outlaw it, Islamic clerics quote Muhammad to justify it. That is not 
historical coincidence; it is theological cause-and-effect. 

Contrast this with the Bible, where the covenantal framework places fathers under moral 
responsibility before God, but never grants them divine license to sexually access minors. 
Marriage in Scripture assumes adulthood, volition, and covenantal mutuality. Paul writes, 
“Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ also loved the church, and gave himself for it” 
(Ephesians 5:25). That is not the language of guardianship and property; it is the language 
of sacrifice and sanctification. Christ does not take a child-bride; He redeems mature 
sinners. Sharia turns minors into legal property; Christ turns sinners into saints. 

 

5. Apologetic Attempts to Rebrand Muhammad as Child-Friendly 

Modern Islamic praise literature loves to show Muhammad hugging children, praying with 
children, and smiling at children. This is standard apologetic optics. It takes selective 
Hadith snapshots and uses them to produce a brand image — kind of like politicians 
kissing babies during election season. The Hadith does record Muhammad shortening 
prayers when he heard a child crying (Sahih al-Bukhari), and apologists love to quote it. But 
these anecdotes are incidental, not core. They do not alter the legal precedents set by his 
marriage practices. 

Apologists also quote poetry about Muhammad being gentle to orphans. Islam indeed 
contains strong provision for orphans — because Muhammad was an orphan. But Islamic 
orphan care does not protect the minor girl from guardianship marriage; it merely transfers 
legal ownership. A modern Westerner hears “adoption”; Sharia hears “custodianship and 
marriage eligibility.” Apologists collapse those categories to sell a Westernized picture that 
never existed in the 7th century. 



Meanwhile, Christ not only protected children — He identified with them. “Whosoever 
shall receive this child in my name receiveth me” (Luke 9:48). Not: “Whoever marries this 
child for alliance receives me.” Not: “Whoever reduces their prayer time for this child 
receives me.” Christ is not a legal guardian; He is a Redeemer. Islam’s child-friendly 
rebranding campaign founders on one point — the legal reality has not changed in 1400 
years. 

 

6. Jesus Christ and Children: A Moral Contrast with Muhammad 

If Islam insists that Muhammad is the standard, Christians are required to put him next to 
the true standard — the Lord Jesus Christ. Christ never harmed a child, never sexualized a 
child, never married, never took multiple wives, never claimed revelations to justify his 
romantic or political ambitions. Instead, He said, “Take my yoke upon you…for I am meek 
and lowly in heart” (Matthew 11:29). He receives children; He does not marry them. He 
blesses them; He does not legalize their sexual availability after puberty. 

Christ identifies children with heaven: “for of such is the kingdom of heaven” (Matthew 
19:14). Muhammad identifies children with marriage law. Christ threatens damnation for 
harming them. Muhammad’s legal system makes them eligible for contracts. Christ 
elevates them morally. Muhammad’s law commodifies them legally. The moral universe 
between these two men is not merely separated by centuries — it is separated by 
covenants. 

Muhammad’s defenders claim child marriage was normal. Christ does not call men to 
“normal”; He calls them to holiness. Holiness never descends to cultural baselines; it 
raises men above them. That is why Christ could walk into a world filled with slavery, 
polygamy, and patriarchy, and upend all three without writing one legal code. He did it by 
exalting the human person — man, woman, and child — as sacred. Muhammad built a 
legal system; Christ built a kingdom. 

 

7. The Cultural Fallout: How Muhammad’s Practices Shaped Islamic Civilizations 

What Muhammad did became normative. That is the theological core of Islam. Therefore, 
when we ask why certain Islamic cultures still practice child marriage, the answer is not 
genetics, geography, or economics. The answer is jurisprudence. Muhammad’s actions are 
not ancient curiosities — they are legal precedents. Court systems in Sharia regions treat 
puberty, not age, as the threshold of sexual access. That is why girls can be married at nine 
in some jurisdictions. 



Western academics often try to blame “poverty” or “rural culture,” but the poverty theory 
collapses when one notices that even wealthy Islamic families in certain regions engage in 
the same practices. The engine is not poverty — it is precedent. And the precedent is not 
tribal — it is prophetic. Islam sold Muhammad to the world as the template for all time. 
When the template includes child marriage, the application includes child marriage. When 
the Bible makes Christ the template, no such application is possible. 

Meanwhile, the Kingdom of God produces a different cultural fallout. It produces 
orphanages, hospitals, adoption, and children’s rights. The Sermon on the Mount produces 
compassion. Pentecost produces brotherhood. The preaching of Paul produces charity. 
When the Holy Ghost regenerated Europe, it eventually abolished child marriage, not 
because of Enlightenment rationalism, but because Christ altered the value of the human 
person. Islam never had that reformation because Muhammad never provided that 
revelation. A civilization will never rise higher than its prophet. 

 

Conclusion 

The issue of Muhammad and children is not an emotional trap or a Western smear; it is a 
documented, legally binding, theologically serious problem that Islamic apologists cannot 
solve. The praise literature builds a halo around Muhammad as “gentle with children,” but 
the Hadith materials, the legal precedents, and the historical fallout tell a different story. 
They tell of a man who inherited a tribal culture and never rose above it. They tell of a 
prophet who claimed perfection but never achieved holiness. They tell of a legal system 
that normalized minors as marriageable property. 

Meanwhile, Jesus Christ does not merely avoid guilt — He embodies righteousness. He 
protects children, blesses them, exalts them, warns against harming them, and identifies 
their humility as the very gateway to heaven. When Muhammad stands next to Christ, the 
contrast is so absolute that no apologetic varnish can conceal it. One man built a law 
court; the other built a kingdom. One man legalized access; the other pronounced 
judgment. One man claimed to be the seal; the other proved Himself to be the Son. 

Islam insists that Muhammad is the perfect man. The Bible insists that Christ is the image 
of the invisible God (Colossians 1:15), the sinless Lamb (John 1:29), and the standard of 
judgment (Acts 17:31). In that courtroom, Muhammad does not stand as judge — he 
stands as defendant. And the verdict is not rendered by Western ethics but by Scripture 
itself. “Be ye holy; for I am holy” (1 Peter 1:16). By that standard, Muhammad fails. By that 
standard, Christ reigns. And by that standard, the kingdom belongs to the children. 

 



 

10 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — Muhammad and Warfare 

Introduction 

One of the great scandals of modern religion is how marketing can bury history. Islam’s 
praise literature repeatedly calls Muhammad a “prophet of peace,” a “mercy to mankind,” 
“gentle,” “compassionate,” and “sent as guidance.” That is devotional marketing language 
— not primary documentation. When we step away from poetry and into the Hadith, the 
Sira, and classical jurisprudence, we find a life defined not by inward mysticism or 
contemplative prayer retreats, but by raids, treaties, conquests, booty distribution, and the 
absorption of Arabia into an Islamic political order. Islam did not spread by silent 
meditation; it spread by sword, pact, and proclamation. 

The contrast with Jesus Christ is stunning. When Peter pulled a sword to defend Christ in 
Gethsemane, the Lord said, “Put up again thy sword into his place: for all they that take the 
sword shall perish with the sword” (Matthew 26:52). Jesus rebuked His own disciple, 
refused military defense, and willingly went to the cross. Muhammad did the opposite. 
After migrating from Mecca to Medina, he formed alliances, commanded raids, dictated 
treaties, declared jihad as divine sanction, and presided over the execution of captives. To 
pretend these things did not happen is intellectual dishonesty. To pretend they are the 
same religion is insanity. 

In this essay, we are not mocking Islam — we are describing it. We will examine jihad, raids, 
treaties like Hudaybiyyah, abrogation as a political tool, booty distribution as economic 
engine, and the legal execution of captives. Then we will place the marketing myth of 
“prophet of peace” next to the Gospel record of the Prince of Peace (Isaiah 9:6), who 
conquered by blood shed on Himself, not on others. One man built a kingdom by killing His 
enemies; the other by dying for His enemies. The difference is not subtle — it is eternal. 

 

1. The Islamic Praise Narrative vs Historical Records 

Islamic praise literature loves to introduce Muhammad as a pacifist ideal — a smiling 
diplomat who avoided force and taught universal love. We saw devotional descriptions 
calling him “gentle,” “peaceful,” “full of compassion,” “protector of the innocent,” and 
“mercy to the world.” This rhetoric comes from modern pamphlets, school curricula, and 
missionary dawa publications. It functions the same way medieval textbooks sanitized 
Charlemagne — it creates a hero. 



Now compare that with the Sira and Hadith, where Muhammad engages in over two dozen 
military engagements, orders or approves numerous raids, distributes booty, negotiates 
treaties, breaks them when politically expedient, and declares jihad under divine 
authorization. No serious Islamic historian covering Muhammad’s Medina period describes 
him as a pacifist. Islamic jurisprudence is built on jihad precisely because Muhammad 
practiced it, legislated it, and rewarded it. 

The Bible stands in stark contrast to such hagiographic sanitizing. The Bible never hides 
David’s adultery, Moses’ murder, or Peter’s denial. The Scriptures were written by men who 
feared God more than public relations departments. When the Bible calls Jesus the “Prince 
of Peace” (Isaiah 9:6), it is not because He concealed His actions — it is because His 
actions matched His title. The Islamic praise narrative collapses because the historical 
record does not match the marketing slogan. 

 

2. Jihad as Divine Sanction: The Shift After Medina 

Muhammad’s career has two phases: Mecca and Medina. In Mecca, Muhammad was 
powerless. He preached against idolatry, was mocked, and had few followers. No jihad, no 
raids, no treaties. Then came the Hijrah — the migration to Medina — and everything 
changed. In Medina, Muhammad became a statesman, war leader, and lawgiver. At that 
moment, revelations shifted from passive endurance to active command. Jihad was no 
longer defensive rhetoric — it became divine sanction. 

Islamic scholars classify jihad into categories: jihad by tongue, by hand, and by sword. The 
“sword jihad” is not fringe; it is canonical. The Quran, Hadith, and classical jurisprudence 
describe jihad as fighting in the path of Allah. Early Islamic jurists wrote entire chapters on 
jihad in the fiqh manuals, not because they misunderstood Islam, but because 
Muhammad’s actions required legal codification. The armies that exploded out of Arabia 
after Muhammad’s death — conquering the Levant, Persia, North Africa, and Spain — did 
not misread their prophet; they imitated him. 

Compare that to Christ’s instructions. He said, “My kingdom is not of this world: if my 
kingdom were of this world, then would my servants fight” (John 18:36). Christ shut down 
the sword precisely because His kingdom was not built by killing. Muhammad opened the 
sword precisely because his political kingdom was built by victory. Islam treats history as 
proof of favor; Christianity treats Calvary as proof of love. One religion conquers lands; the 
other conquers hearts. 

 



3. Raids, Ambushes, and Economic Warfare in Muhammad’s Career 

One cannot discuss Muhammad and warfare without facing the raids. After Medina, 
Muhammad authorized raids on Meccan caravans. These caravans were not military 
targets; they were trade convoys. The purpose was economic warfare — to weaken Mecca 
and enrich Medina. The Battle of Badr itself began as a caravan interception that escalated 
into a decisive military showdown. Muslims won, attributed victory to Allah, and executed 
captives selectively. 

From that point forward, raiding became normative. Muhammad approved numerous 
ghazawat (campaigns) and sariyyah (expeditions). Some he led personally; others he 
delegated. Raids were not merely punitive — they were economic engines. Booty was 
distributed by fixed percentages, with Muhammad as head of state receiving a share. A 
religion that claims Muhammad was a peaceful mystic must delete half of his public career 
to maintain the illusion. 

Contrast that again with Jesus. Christ fed the hungry; He did not raid caravans. Christ 
multiplied loaves; He did not seize merchant goods. Christ paid His taxes; He did not 
finance His movement by ambush. Christ said, “For the Son of man is come to seek and to 
save that which was lost” (Luke 19:10), not “to capture caravans for the glory of God.” The 
gulf between these two men cannot be bridged by poetry. 

 

4. Treaties and Strategic Deception: The Hudaybiyyah Model 

Islamic apologists often present Hudaybiyyah as proof that Muhammad preferred 
diplomacy to war. What they ignore is the aftermath. Muhammad signed a ten-year truce 
with Mecca at Hudaybiyyah, entered it reluctantly, and used it as a breathing space to 
consolidate power. Within two years, he marched on Mecca with a far stronger coalition. 
The truce was not a peace treaty — it was a strategic truce. 

Classical Islamic jurisprudence absorbed Hudaybiyyah as a legal doctrine: treaties may be 
signed when Muslims are weak, then abandoned when Muslims are strong. Jihad manuals 
use this logic to explain why peace with infidels is temporary and tactical. Western 
diplomats think treaties equal peace; classical jurists think treaties equal strategy. Two 
worldviews passing in the night. 

Christ taught the opposite. He said, “Blessed are the peacemakers” (Matthew 5:9), not the 
truce-makers. Christ sought reconciliation, not strategic delay. Christ did not sign short-
term agreements to destroy His enemies later; He died for His enemies at the moment of 



their greatest cruelty. “Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do” (Luke 23:34). 
Put that spirit next to Hudaybiyyah and the categories explode. 

 

5. Booty Distribution: The Economic Engine of Early Islam 

One of the least discussed realities of Muhammad’s military leadership is the role of booty 
(ghanima). After battles, spoils were divided according to precise ratios. The Quran itself 
legislates distribution: Allah receives a portion, Muhammad receives a portion, relatives 
and orphans receive portions, and warriors receive portions. That system made jihad 
economically rewarding. Conversion could be theological — or profitable. 

The result was predictable. Islam expanded militarily because war paid dividends. Soldiers 
were compensated, families benefited, leaders enriched, and tribal loyalty hardened. Jihad 
did not merely spread Islam; it funded Islam. This is why classical jurists wrote about 
distributing spoils and dividing captives. Booty was not an embarrassing footnote — it was 
a legal pillar of the early caliphate. 

Now consider Christ. Christ enriched no army. Christ paid no soldiers. Christ distributed no 
tents, horses, or swords. Christ never financed His movement through conquest. He said, 
“Lay not up for yourselves treasures upon earth” (Matthew 6:19). He did not plunder 
caravans; He plundered hell. Wealth flowed from Him to the poor, not from the poor to 
Him. Muhammad enriched warriors; Christ enriched beggars. 

 

6. Execution of Captives and the Question of Mercy 

The Islamic sources describe Muhammad ordering or approving the execution of captives. 
The most infamous case is the Banu Qurayza, a Jewish tribe in Medina. After being judged 
for alleged treachery, men were executed, and women and children enslaved. Islamic 
scholars defend it as legal under tribal law. Critics call it massacre. Either way, the prophet 
of the sword, not the prophet of peace, presided. 

Captives were not always executed. Sometimes they were ransomed, sometimes 
enslaved, sometimes freed. But the legal framework revealed a worldview: surrender did 
not guarantee life. Jesus Christ did not act that way. When His enemies captured Him, He 
did not execute them — He healed one of them (Luke 22:50–51). Christ prayed for His 
killers, not for their enslavement. Christ opened the kingdom to criminals, not to slave 
markets. 



Islamic praise literature never mentions Qurayza. It mentions mercy without defining it. In 
the Gospels, mercy is defined by sacrifice. In Islam’s early military period, mercy is defined 
by conditional clemency. Muhammad spared Meccans when he conquered the city — but 
only after he had the army to do otherwise. Christ spared sinners when He had the power 
to destroy them — and He did it on a cross. 

 

7. Jesus Christ vs Muhammad: Two Swords, Two Kingdoms 

The contrast between Jesus and Muhammad on warfare is not academic — it is absolute. 
Muhammad led armed men; Jesus never led a militia. Muhammad rewarded fighters; Jesus 
rebuked them. Muhammad killed enemies; Jesus died for enemies. Muhammad built a 
political state; Jesus built a spiritual kingdom. Muhammad buried his foes; Jesus saved His. 

Christ said, “For the Son of man is not come to destroy men’s lives, but to save them” (Luke 
9:56). Muhammad said fighting was ordained. Christ refused defense. Muhammad 
demanded allegiance. Christ never wielded a sword against a human target. Muhammad 
told his followers to fight until Islam prevailed. Christ told His followers to preach until the 
gospel was heard. 

These are not shades of gray — these are two roads diverging into two eternities. One 
produces caliphates; the other produces martyrdom. One conquers land; the other 
conquers grave. One rules by submission; the other rules by resurrection. There is no 
middle category. 

 

Conclusion 

Muhammad’s relationship to warfare is not rumor — it is record. Raids, jihad, treaties, 
booty, and executions are not slanders but documented realities preserved in Islam’s own 
literature. The praise narrative that labels Muhammad a peaceful humanitarian is a modern 
invention born from marketing anxiety in an age of global scrutiny. It survives in pamphlets, 
not in the Sira. 

Meanwhile, Jesus Christ stands as the eternal bookend to Muhammad. Christ refused the 
sword, rebuked violence, loved enemies, prayed for executioners, and purchased 
redemption by suffering instead of conquering. Christ shed His own blood; Muhammad 
shed others’. Christ used no armies; Muhammad used many. Christ built a kingdom 
without borders through preaching; Muhammad built a state with borders through war. 



If Islam insists on comparing prophets, then Islam must accept the consequences of 
comparison. Under Scripture, the standard of holiness is not strategic conquest but 
cruciform love. “Greater love hath no man than this, that a man lay down his life for his 
friends” (John 15:13). Muhammad laid down others’ lives; Christ laid down His own. That is 
why one builds empires and the other builds saints. And at the judgment, only one of those 
empires will remain. 

 
 

11 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — Muhammad and Slavery 

Introduction 

You cannot study Islam honestly without running headlong into the subject of slavery, 
because slavery is built into the warp and woof of Islamic law, Islamic history, and the 
Islamic biography of Muhammad. Western academics tiptoe around the subject, Islamic 
apologists spin it as “regulation not promotion,” and secular journalists pretend it has no 
theological roots. But the primary sources tell a different story. Muhammad owned slaves, 
traded slaves, received slaves as war booty, legalized concubinage, and canonized a slave 
code that became Sharia for fourteen centuries. It is not an insult to Islam to say so—it is 
simply dealing with the sources as they stand. The Islamic praise literature, meanwhile, 
glorifies Muhammad as the liberator of mankind, “merciful to slaves,” “kind to the 
oppressed,” and “breaker of chains.” Reality tells another tale. 

In the biblical world, slavery existed, but its mechanics and morality differ sharply from 
Islamic slavery. The Bible presents indentured servitude, debt-servitude, and war-servitude 
under strict regulations, humane limitations, and release mechanisms; it explicitly forbids 
man-stealing (Exodus 21:16), condemns slave trading (1 Timothy 1:10), and anchors 
human dignity in the imago Dei (Genesis 1:26). Muhammad’s Arabia, by contrast, 
normalized chattel slavery, slave raiding, and concubinage as economic and military 
systems, and Islam codified those systems through Hadith and fiqh. The contrast between 
Christ and Muhammad becomes a study in opposites: Christ comes “to preach 
deliverance to the captives” (Luke 4:18), while Muhammad distributes captives as spoils. 

This essay will examine the Hadith record, the Quranic language of “those whom your right 
hand possesses,” the legal mechanics of Islamic manumission, the slave markets of 
Medina, and the apologetic claim that Muhammad “abolished slavery.” We will compare 
the biblical and Islamic frameworks, highlight the moral and theological differences, and 
show that Muhammad did not abolish slavery—he normalized and regulated it as a 



permanent institution. No mockery is necessary, and no exaggeration is needed. The 
record stands on its own. 

1. Slavery in 7th-Century Arabia and Islam’s Integration of It 

Slavery predates Islam, but Muhammad did not confront the institution—he codified it. In 
pre-Islamic Arabia, slaves were obtained through war, debt, kidnapping, and trade. The 
slave markets of Mecca and Yathrib were not hidden affairs; they were public, normalized, 
and economically essential. Islam’s rise did not diminish the slave system—it baptized it 
into religious law. The Quranic term “those whom your right hand possesses” appears 
repeatedly, not as a metaphor, but as a legal category (Quran 4:3; 4:24; 33:50). The phrase 
refers specifically to slaves captured or owned, with explicit rights and statuses distinct 
from free wives. 

Islamic apologists argue that because Islam encouraged freeing slaves as an act of piety, it 
was inherently abolitionist. But the Roman Empire also encouraged manumission, and no 
scholar calls Caesar an abolitionist. Islam’s encouragement of manumission did not 
remove slavery as a category; it reinforced it as a moral economy of piety. A man could 
expiate sins by freeing a slave; that presupposes the continuous existence of slaves, not 
their extinction. Slavery became a sacramental economy rather than an outlawed one. 

Contrast this with Christ’s mission. When Jesus stood in the synagogue of Nazareth, He 
proclaimed, “The Spirit of the Lord is upon me… to preach deliverance to the captives” 
(Luke 4:18). Christ did not organize slave battalions, war caravans, or booty distribution. He 
freed the demon-possessed, healed the sick, raised the dead, and taught men spiritual 
liberty from sin’s bondage (John 8:36). The liberty Christ preached strikes at the spiritual 
root of oppression; the slavery Muhammad regulated entrenched social hierarchies under 
religious authority. 

2. Muhammad as Slave Owner, Trader, and Distributor 

The Hadith literature records that Muhammad owned slaves. Zayd ibn Haritha was 
purchased, freed, and adopted by Muhammad before being “de-adopted” when adoption 
was legally nullified to preserve marital relations with Zayd’s former wife. Muhammad 
received slave girls as gifts, such as Mariyah the Copt, sent by the ruler of Egypt; she 
became part of his household. He distributed slaves as booty after battles. Slaves were 
currency in his economy, rewards for fighters, and political assets. None of these are 
accusations—they are historical realities acknowledged in Islamic tradition. 

The Prophet did not merely inherit slaves; he traded in them. The Hadith narrates instances 
of Muhammad buying and selling captives and assigning them to followers. In the 
aftermath of conflicts such as Hunayn and Autas, slaves were distributed among the 



Muslim ranks. Booty was divided into shares, with Muhammad receiving a double portion 
as leader and prophet. To argue that the Prophet abolished slavery while literally 
distributing slaves as spoils of war is an exercise in propaganda, not scholarship. 

The biblical model stands in sharp contrast. Abraham had servants, but the New 
Testament world was shifting under Christian influence. Paul sends Onesimus back to 
Philemon not as property, but “above a servant, a brother beloved” (Philemon 16). Man-
stealing is condemned categorically (1 Timothy 1:10). The trajectory of Scripture moves 
away from bondage toward brotherhood, while the trajectory of Hadith moves toward 
codified hierarchies and regulated bondage. Christ washed His disciples’ feet; 
Muhammad’s disciples carried out slave raids. 

3. Captives, Booty, and the War Economy 

Islamic warfare generated slaves. This was not incidental; it was systemic. Arabia was a 
raiding culture, and Islam did not overturn the system—it supercharged it with theological 
sanction. The Quran promises booty to the faithful (Quran 8:1; 8:41) and slaves emerged as 
a component of that booty. After the Battle of Hunayn, thousands of captives were taken, 
processed, and distributed. Women and children became property. Fighters received 
shares based on participation; Muhammad received a special share as leader. 

The war economy of early Islam was built on raid, battle, and distribution. Booty 
incentivized military participation. Conversion and conquest were economically 
advantageous. In a tribal society with no centralized taxation or bureaucratic state, booty 
functioned as state revenue. Slaves became labor, concubines, and saleable assets. The 
religion did not dismantle that economy—it made it lawful and devotional. 

Jesus Christ never sanctioned war for expansion of the faith. When Peter drew the sword, 
Jesus rebuked him, saying, “Put up again thy sword into his place: for all they that take the 
sword shall perish with the sword” (Matthew 26:52). When the Samaritans rejected Him, 
James and John wanted to call down fire, and Jesus rebuked them (Luke 9:54–55). Christ 
builds His church by preaching, not plundering; by blood shed for sinners, not by sinners’ 
blood shed for territory. Muhammad rewarded fighters with slaves; Christ rewards disciples 
with the Holy Ghost. 

 

4. “Those Whom Your Right Hand Possesses”: Legal Category, Not Poetry 

The Quranic phrase “those whom your right hand possesses” appears in multiple 
contexts dealing with sexual rights, marriage arrangements, and social status. It 
distinguishes between free wives and slave concubines. The legal rulings surrounding 



these women became part of Sharia. Islamic law permitted sexual access to concubines 
without the marriage contract required for free wives, restricted their movement, limited 
their rights, and normalized their use as domestic and sexual labor. Again—this is not a 
slander; it is how fiqh texts describe the category. 

Muhammad’s relationship to slave women reinforced this legal structure. Mariyah the Copt 
bore him a son, and her presence in his household established concubinage as normative. 
Islamic scholars later defined rules for umm walad, a slave woman who bore her master a 
child. She could not be sold thereafter, but remained enslaved until the master’s death. 
This was not abolition; it was regulation. It preserved property rights while integrating slave 
reproduction into household law. 

The Bible’s framework is categorically different. Biblical servitude did not grant sexual 
access as a legal category; adultery remained a capital offense and sexual exploitation was 
punished, not legalized (Deuteronomy 22:25–27). Marriage remained covenantal, not 
possessive. The New Testament elevates women to joint-heir status (1 Peter 3:7) and 
teaches that in Christ “there is neither bond nor free… male nor female” (Galatians 3:28). 
Christ redeemed women; Muhammad redistributed them. 

5. Manumission, Piety, and the Myth of Abolition 

Islam’s defenders argue that because freeing slaves was considered virtuous, Islam was 
abolitionist. But virtue attached to manumission presupposes the permanence of slavery. 
A man could free a slave as penalty for an oath, as expiation for sins, or as pious charity. 
These mechanisms created religious incentives for selective emancipation; they did not 
undermine the institution. The legal category of slavery remained untouched for over a 
millennium in Islamic lands. 

Islamic jurisprudence includes detailed rules for freeing slaves: mukataba contracts (slave 
buys freedom), tadbir (master frees slave upon death), and itq (outright manumission). 
None of these mechanisms resemble abolition. Abolition requires three elements: moral 
condemnation of the institution, legal dismantling of the system, and removal of social 
permission. Islam did none of these. Muhammad never declared slavery sinful, never 
outlawed the trade, never prohibited concubinage, and never dismantled the war economy 
that generated slaves. 

Christ’s gospel, by contrast, undermines slavery at its root by transforming sinners into 
brothers. Paul sent Onesimus back to Philemon not as chattel, but as family: “not now as a 
servant, but above a servant, a brother beloved” (Philemon 16). The imago Dei undermines 
human ownership (Genesis 1:26). The priesthood of all believers collapses caste systems 
(1 Peter 2:9). The liberty of the Spirit breaks chains of bondage (2 Corinthians 3:17). 



Christian abolitionism grew from these theological roots, while Islamic jurisprudence 
preserved slavery as lawful until Western colonial powers forcibly abolished it in the 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 

6. Islamic Slave Networks: Africa, Caucasus, and the Indian Ocean 

The Islamic world became one of the largest slave trading networks in history. Africa 
supplied millions of captives to Arab, Ottoman, and Persian markets. Eunuch systems 
emerged for palace and harem management. Circassian, Georgian, and Armenian women 
were prized as concubines in Ottoman harems. Indian and Southeast Asian slaves flowed 
into Gulf markets. None of this can be divorced from Muhammad’s precedent; his actions 
created the legal and moral foundation. 

Arab slave caravans penetrated deep into Africa centuries before Europeans arrived. The 
Zanj uprising in the 9th century—an African slave revolt in southern Iraq—is historical 
testimony to the scale of Islamic slavery. The Barbary slave trade captured Christians from 
Mediterranean coasts for centuries. These were not aberrations; they were logical 
extensions of Muhammad’s legal code. When Islamic lands finally abolished slavery, it was 
due to Western pressure, not internal reform. Saudi Arabia abolished slavery in 1962, 
Mauritania in 1981, Sudan in 2003, and even then, enforcement lagged. 

Christendom had its own sins—no Bible believer denies that. But Christian abolitionism 
arose from Scripture and conscience. Figures like Wilberforce used Bible and conscience 
to dismantle the African trade. Their appeals were not to jihad, but to justice; not to booty, 
but to brotherhood; not to boot-heel, but to blood-bought freedom. Christ shed His blood 
to free sinners; Muhammad spilled blood to acquire slaves. 

 

7. Muhammad vs Christ: Two Visions of Human Dignity 

The contrast between Muhammad and Christ is not merely historical—it is theological. 
Muhammad participated in slave economies, regulated slave codes, distributed slave girls, 
and normalized concubinage. Christ never owned slaves, never captured slaves, never 
traded in slaves, never distributed captives, and never regulated bondage as a system. 
When He dealt with the oppressed, He healed them, lifted them, taught them, and restored 
them. His mission was spiritual emancipation—“If the Son therefore shall make you free, 
ye shall be free indeed” (John 8:36). 

Muhammad’s legacy on slavery is legal: he left behind a code. Christ’s legacy on slavery is 
liberational: He left behind a gospel. Muhammad’s laws produced slave markets across 
continents. Christ’s gospel produced abolition movements across centuries. Christianity 



did not always live up to its theology, but its theology undermined slavery. Islam lived up to 
its law, and its law preserved slavery. 

The praise literature depicts Muhammad as the “liberator of mankind,” “friend of the 
oppressed,” and “enemy of tyranny.” The Hadith describes a war leader regulating booty. 
The Quran defines legal categories for slave women. The fiqh books preserve the 
regulations for centuries. Reality does not bend to poetry. Christ is the only liberator of 
mankind, for He alone breaks the chains that bind both slave and master—chains of sin, 
fear, and death. 

Conclusion 

Muhammad did not abolish slavery; he normalized it. He owned slaves, traded in slaves, 
received slaves as gifts, and distributed slaves as booty. He regulated concubinage, 
created legal categories for slave women, and left behind a jurisprudence that preserved 
slavery for fourteen centuries. Manumission existed, but abolition did not. Slave markets 
thrived from West Africa to Central Asia under Islamic law until Western pressure 
dismantled them. The Islamic claim that Muhammad “freed the slaves” belongs to 
apologetics, not history. 

Christ stands utterly apart. He never captured captives, never distributed booty, never 
regulated concubinage, never commanded jihad, and never enriched Himself by war. He 
came to set men free—free from sin, free from fear, free from death, free from bondage. 
“Where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty” (2 Corinthians 3:17). Christ liberates the 
body through compassion and the soul through redemption. Muhammad regulated 
bondage; Christ broke chains. 

This is not personal hatred, racial animosity, or cultural bigotry. It is truth against 
propaganda, history against mythology, Scripture against tradition. Muhammad built a 
legal system that preserved human bondage. Christ built a spiritual kingdom that destroys 
it. And when He returns, “the creature itself also shall be delivered from the bondage of 
corruption” (Romans 8:21). That is the final emancipation. That is the true abolition. That is 
the liberty Islam cannot give and Muhammad could not offer. Only Christ can. 
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Prophetic Authority 

Introduction 



The most explosive point of contact between Islam and Christianity is not politics, history, 
or geography — it is Jesus Christ. If you remove Christ from the equation, the two religions 
can coexist as parallel cultural systems with competing traditions. The moment Jesus 
Christ steps into the center, the façade collapses. Islam confesses “Isa ibn Maryam” as 
Messiah and prophet, but denies His deity, His sonship, His crucifixion, and His 
resurrection. Christianity confesses Jesus Christ as “God… manifest in the flesh” (1 
Timothy 3:16), the eternal Son, the crucified and risen Lord, and the only name under 
heaven whereby we must be saved (Acts 4:12). The confrontation is not over ethics or 
moral teachings. It is over ontology, revelation, and authority. Either Muhammad is right 
about Jesus or the apostles are. They cannot both be right. 

Islam venerates Muhammad as the Seal of the Prophets, the final corrective voice 
completing the Abrahamic line. Christians confess Jesus Christ as the final Word of God: 
“God… hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son” (Hebrews 1:1–2). Islam positions 
Muhammad as the clarifier of Jesus. Christianity positions Jesus as the image of the 
invisible God (Colossians 1:15) and the heir of all things (Hebrews 1:2). The conflict is not 
cosmetic — it is essential. If you study the Quran and Hadith on one side and the New 
Testament on the other, you discover two different figures bearing the same historical name 
but occupying radically different theological roles. One is prophet-only; the other is 
prophet, priest, and king. One denies crucifixion; the other centers salvation upon it. One 
denies divine sonship; the other preaches it as the very heart of the gospel. 

This essay is designed to lay out that conflict with clarity, not to provoke hatred or to insult 
human beings. Muslims are people made in the image of God and worthy of respect as 
individuals, just as Christians are. The issue here is not dignity; it is doctrine. The Bible 
commands Christians to “speak the truth in love” (Ephesians 4:15), and the New 
Testament model for apologetics is persuasion, not coercion (2 Corinthians 5:11). With that 
said, the truth must be spoken plainly. Since both Christianity and Islam claim continuity 
with Abrahamic revelation, both quote Jesus, both speak of the gospel, and both recognize 
scripture, the burden of this chapter is to show that the two systems present two different 
Christs, and that the New Testament Christ cannot be amended or superseded by any later 
prophetic claim without overthrowing the entire foundation of biblical revelation. 

 

1. The Christ of Scripture vs the Isa of Islam 

The starting point is the identity of Christ. The New Testament presents Jesus Christ as 
preexistent deity: “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the 
Word was God” (John 1:1). The Word becomes flesh (John 1:14) without ceasing to be what 



He eternally was (Philippians 2:6–7). He is worshiped by angels (Hebrews 1:6), addressed 
as God by the Father (Hebrews 1:8), and declared the creator of heaven and earth 
(Colossians 1:16). He forgives sins as divine prerogative (Mark 2:5–7), accepts worship 
(Matthew 14:33), commands the elements (Mark 4:39), and declares Himself one with the 
Father (John 10:30). No reader of the New Testament can miss the point: the writers 
proclaim a Christ who shares the divine essence, executes divine authority, and possesses 
divine names. 

Islam, by contrast, explicitly denies that Jesus is God. The Quran states, “Say not ‘Three’ — 
desist” and “Allah is only one God; far be it from His glory that He should have a son.” Islam 
affirms Jesus as born of Mary, empowered by God, bestowed with signs, and assigned 
prophetic office, but denies His divinity at the ontological level. Isa is not preexistent deity; 
he is a created servant. Isa does not receive worship; he directs worship to Allah. Isa does 
not forgive sins by divine right; he announces moral instruction. That is not merely a 
difference of terminology — it is a different being. If the New Testament Jesus is who the 
apostles say He is, then Isa of the Quran is a doctrinal replacement, not a continuation. If 
Isa of Islam is who the Quran says he is, then the New Testament exaltation of Christ is 
blasphemy. Both systems force a choice. 

The apostles never allow the category “prophet-only” for Jesus Christ. When the Lord asks 
His disciples, “But whom say ye that I am?” Peter replies, “Thou art the Christ, the Son of 
the living God” (Matthew 16:16). John writes, “These are written, that ye might believe that 
Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God” (John 20:31). Paul declares Him “over all, God blessed 
for ever” (Romans 9:5). Islam accepts part of the vocabulary — Messiah, virgin birth, 
miracles — but assigns them new definitions. In the Bible, “Messiah” entails deity, kingship, 
priesthood, and cosmic reign (Psalm 2; Psalm 110). In Islam, “Messiah” is a prophetic 
honorific without divine ontology or redemptive priesthood. This redefinition is not 
continuity; it is substitution. 

 

2. The Sonship Question and the Trinity 

The sharpest doctrinal divergence lies in the Sonship of Christ. The New Testament 
grounds the gospel on the Father-Son relation: “For God so loved the world, that he gave 
his only begotten Son” (John 3:16). The voice from heaven declares, “This is my beloved 
Son” (Matthew 3:17). Jesus speaks of the Father as one who shares His glory “before the 
world was” (John 17:5). Sonship is not physical generation; it is eternal relation. The biblical 
doctrine is not that God sired a child, but that God the Word shares eternal communion 
with God the Father and proceeds from Him eternally as Son. Christianity has articulated 



this truth in the doctrine of the Trinity: one God, three Persons — Father, Son, Spirit — 
coequal and coeternal. 

Islam denies this at the foundational level. The Quran consistently rejects divine sonship, 
not by refuting Trinitarian theology, but by rejecting a physical reading of it. Islam assumes 
that “Son of God” implies biological procreation, which Christians reject as heresy. The 
biblical Sonship is relational, not carnal. The Father is not a male deity producing offspring; 
He is the fountain of divine being. The Son is not creature; He is consubstantial with the 
Father. When Jesus says, “I and my Father are one” (John 10:30), the Jews attempt to stone 
Him because they understand He claims deity (John 10:33). Islam denies that claim. At that 
point, the disagreement is not semantic — it is essential. If Jesus is not the Son, the Trinity 
collapses. If the Trinity collapses, Christianity collapses. 

The Trinity is not a later development imposed on the text. It is assumed in Genesis (“Let us 
make man in our image,” Genesis 1:26), revealed in the baptism of Christ (Matthew 3:16–
17), articulated in Christ’s command to baptize “in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost” (Matthew 28:19), and defined in apostolic blessing: “The grace of 
the Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and the communion of the Holy Ghost” (2 
Corinthians 13:14). Islam’s rejection of Trinity is therefore a rejection of the apostolic 
witness. It does not complete Christianity — it contradicts it. 

 

3. The Crucifixion and Resurrection 

The New Testament centers salvation on the death, burial, and resurrection of Christ. Paul 
defines the gospel as the message “that Christ died for our sins according to the scriptures; 
And that he was buried, and that he rose again the third day” (1 Corinthians 15:3–4). 
Without crucifixion, there is no atonement; without resurrection, there is no justification 
(Romans 4:25). The crucifixion is not an accident — it is the appointed hour (John 12:27), 
the fulfillment of prophecy (Isaiah 53), and the means of redemption (Ephesians 1:7). The 
risen Christ is the vindication of His claims (Romans 1:4) and the foundation of Christian 
hope (1 Peter 1:3). 

Islam denies that Jesus was crucified. The common Islamic reading holds that Jesus was 
not killed nor crucified but that it appeared so, and that God took Him up alive. The denial 
of crucifixion removes the atonement from the gospel. If Jesus did not die, He did not bear 
sin. If He did not bear sin, He did not redeem. If He did not redeem, there is no 
substitutionary blood sacrifice. Islam therefore transforms Jesus from redeemer to 
messenger. Christianity confesses that “without shedding of blood is no remission” 
(Hebrews 9:22). Islam denies the shedding, and therefore denies the remission. 



The resurrection follows the same fault line. Christianity rests the entire apostolic 
preaching on it: “If Christ be not raised, your faith is vain” (1 Corinthians 15:17). Islam 
denies death, and therefore denies resurrection in the biblical sense. It affirms that Jesus 
will return in the last days, but not as crucified and risen Lord, nor as savior, nor as divine 
judge executing His own authority. The Islamic eschatology assigns Isa a subordinate role 
in final events, whereas the New Testament places Jesus on the throne of judgment with all 
authority in heaven and earth (Matthew 28:18). 

 

4. Prophet vs Priest vs King 

Islam assigns Jesus prophetic office. Christianity assigns Him prophetic, priestly, and 
kingly office. The prophet speaks for God. The priest mediates to God. The king rules under 
God. Jesus fulfills all three. As prophet, He reveals the Father (John 14:9). As priest, He 
offers Himself as sacrifice (Hebrews 9:12–14). As king, He reigns over the nations (Psalm 
2). Islam affirms only the first category and denies the other two. Muhammad is positioned 
as final prophet, not priest nor king. Jesus is positioned as final priest and king (Revelation 
19), not merely as prophet. 

The priesthood of Christ is crucial. He enters “into heaven itself, now to appear in the 
presence of God for us” (Hebrews 9:24). He offers a once-for-all sacrifice (Hebrews 10:12). 
Islam has no priestly Christ, no atoning Christ, no interceding Christ. In Christianity, the 
prophets lead to Christ, the priesthood is fulfilled in Christ, and the throne belongs to 
Christ. In Islam, the prophetic line leads to Muhammad as seal and concludes there. 
Muhammad does not claim to offer sacrifice for sin nor to mediate at God’s right hand. He 
claims prophetic authority and legislative authority, not divine mediation. That difference 
alone overturns any attempt at doctrinal synthesis. 

 

5. The Question of Salvation 

Salvation in Christianity is grounded in grace through faith in the finished work of Christ: 
“Not by works of righteousness which we have done, but according to his mercy he saved 
us” (Titus 3:5). The sinner is justified by faith (Romans 5:1), redeemed by blood (Ephesians 
1:7), and sealed by the Spirit (Ephesians 1:13). Eternal life is not earned; it is given (Romans 
6:23). Islam presents salvation as submission to God, obedience to divine 
commandments, and hope of mercy on the Day of Judgment. The Qur’anic message 
emphasizes deeds, scales, and divine will. Islam has no concept of substitutionary 
atonement. Christianity declares that God must punish sin and that Christ bears that 



punishment as substitute: “the just for the unjust, that he might bring us to God” (1 Peter 
3:18). Without crucifixion and resurrection, there can be no substitution. 

This produces two different religious psychologies. The Christian rests in the finished work 
of Christ. The Muslim hopes for favorable judgment based on divine decree. The Christian 
proclaims, “There is therefore now no condemnation to them which are in Christ Jesus” 
(Romans 8:1). The Muslim confesses that Allah is merciful and just, but does not claim 
assurance of salvation based on substitution. The entire debate over Jesus is therefore a 
debate over how sinners are reconciled to God. 

 

6. Competing Claims of Final Authority 

The final line of conflict is authority. Islam claims finality in Muhammad and perfection in 
the Quran. Christianity claims finality in Christ and inspiration in the Scriptures. The New 
Testament closes with a warning against adding or subtracting (Revelation 22:18–19). The 
apostles do not envision a later prophet correcting or clarifying the gospel. Paul writes, 
“Though we, or an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel... let him be accursed” 
(Galatians 1:8). Muhammad claims to restore original revelation. The apostles claim to 
complete it in Christ. The choice is binary. 

If Muhammad is correct about Jesus, then the apostles are mistaken about the central 
figure of their faith. If the apostles are correct, then Muhammad’s Christology is in error. 
Both cannot be simultaneously true. The claim that Islam “honors Jesus” by denying His 
deity, sonship, crucifixion, and resurrection is not honor — it is reinterpretation. The New 
Testament leaves no room for reinterpretation of its Christ. He is not waiting for 
completion; He is Himself the completion. 

 

7. The Irreconcilability of the Two Systems 

Attempts at syncretism fail because the doctrines contradict at their core. Christianity rises 
or falls on the deity of Christ, the atonement, and the resurrection. Islam denies all three. 
Islam rises or falls on the finality of Muhammad’s revelation. Christianity denies the need 
for any post-apostolic prophet. There is no neutral ground. Respectful coexistence is 
possible among people, but doctrinal synthesis is impossible among systems. The Christ 
of Christianity saves by grace through faith in His finished blood atonement. The Isa of 
Islam instructs, warns, and submits to God as servant. Those are different offices. The 
Jesus of Christianity is worshiped. The Isa of Islam is not. Those are different roles. The 



Jesus of Christianity claims divine prerogative. The Isa of Islam denies divine sonship. 
Those are different beings. 

 

Conclusion 

The dividing line between Islam and Christianity is not ethnicity, culture, or morality. It is 
Christ. Islam presents a prophet who points beyond himself to Allah and finalizes the 
prophetic line with Muhammad. Christianity presents the eternal Son who reveals the 
Father and finalizes revelation in His own person. Islam denies crucifixion. Christianity 
glories in the cross. Islam denies resurrection. Christianity rests everything on it. Islam 
denies Sonship. Christianity builds salvation upon it. These are not peripheral 
disagreements; they are foundational. 

None of this requires hatred or disrespect toward Muslims. Christians are commanded to 
love their neighbors, pray for all men, and speak the truth in love. But love is not silence, 
and respect is not surrender. The choice between Muhammad and Christ is a choice 
between two revelations, two authorities, two gospels, and two destinies. The New 
Testament does not permit Jesus Christ to be reduced to prophet-only, nor to be corrected 
by later messengers. He is prophet, priest, and king — God manifest in the flesh, crucified 
for sinners, risen for justification, ascended as mediator, and returning as judge. 

You cannot follow both. To follow Christ as presented in Scripture is to confess Him as 
Lord, believe that God raised Him from the dead (Romans 10:9), receive the forgiveness of 
sins through His blood, and rest in His finished work. To follow Muhammad is to deny the 
very claims upon which Christian salvation rests. That is the irreducible conflict. Therefore, 
the question each reader must face is not whether Islam and Christianity can coexist 
socially — they can — but whether Muhammad’s view of Jesus or the apostolic witness to 
Jesus is true. On that point, eternity hangs in the balance. 

 

 

13 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — The Quranic Denial of Crucifixion 

Introduction 

Surah 4:157 is one of the boldest theological landmines ever planted in religious history. It 
reads like a denial tucked into a footnote: “they slew him not, nor crucified him, but it was 
made to appear so unto them.” One verse, written six centuries after the fact, takes a swing 
at the central event of Christianity and declares every Gospel, every apostle, every martyr, 



every Roman record, and every Jewish acknowledgment to be mistaken or deceived. 
Islam’s claim is simple: Jesus was never crucified. He only appeared to be. Someone 
else—some say Judas, some say Simon, some say a phantom—was swapped into His 
place. The Quran doesn’t explain how Rome was fooled, how Mary was fooled, how John 
was fooled, how Joseph of Arimathea handled the wrong corpse, or how the enemies of 
Christ accidentally fulfilled prophecy. It just states the denial and leaves Muslims to mop 
up the wreckage with theories. 

The crucifixion, however, is not some marginal Christian tradition. Paul says, “Christ died 
for our sins according to the scriptures” and that His death, burial, and resurrection are 
“the gospel” itself (1 Corinthians 15:3–4). If He did not die, then Christianity is a delusion, 
Paul is a false witness, the apostles are idiots, the martyrs are lunatics, the prophets are 
liars, and the Church is an empty shell. And if He did die, then Surah 4:157 is wrong, 
Muhammad was misinformed, Gabriel didn’t deliver the message, and Islam collapses at 
the doctrinal spinal cord. There is no middle ground. This is not a debate about dietary laws 
or head coverings. It is a collision at the intersection of history and revelation. 

This essay will show you three things. First, the crucifixion is one of the most historically 
attested events of the ancient world—attested by friends, enemies, Romans, Jews, pagans, 
and Christians. Second, it is prophetically embedded in the Old Testament centuries 
before Jesus was born, fulfilling details no imposter swap-theory can touch. Third, it is 
doctrinally essential: without a real death, there is no real atonement; without atonement, 
there is no salvation; without salvation, all that remains is works, judgment, and despair. 
Islam must deny the cross because the cross makes Islam pointless. Christianity must 
defend the cross because the cross makes grace possible. We now begin the demolition of 
the Quranic denial. 

 

1. “He Wasn’t Crucified” — The Six-Century Revision 

The Quran’s denial of the crucifixion appears centuries after the event, in a book produced 
in a different language, on a different continent, under totally different religious 
assumptions. It is not a correction; it is a revision. By the time Surah 4:157 shows up, the 
crucifixion is not a debated historical claim—it is a universally recognized fact. The Gospels 
record it in detail; Acts records its preaching; Paul builds his theology on it; the early 
Church fathers defend it; Jewish hostile sources acknowledge it; Roman pagan historians 
mention it; and the entire Roman execution apparatus leaves fingerprints all over it. The 
Quran arrives long after the smoke clears, wipes the slate, and declares everyone fooled. 



Islam must do this because if Jesus died on a cross, then the entire Islamic theology of 
revelation collapses. Islam claims Jesus was a prophet who pointed to Muhammad. But 
Jesus said He would rise from the dead on the third day (Matthew 20:19), predicted His own 
crucifixion (John 3:14), identified His death as the ransom (Mark 10:45), and instituted the 
Lord’s Supper in anticipation of His shed blood (Luke 22:20). If He died as predicted and 
rose as attested, then His claims are divine, His mission is complete, and Muhammad is 
not the seal of prophets—He is six centuries late. The Islamic denial is not a historical 
correction; it is a theological necessity. 

Islamic apologists have tried to rescue Surah 4:157 with a dozen theories. Some say Judas 
was made to look like Jesus. Some say Simon of Cyrene was crucified instead. Some say 
God fooled everyone temporarily. Some say Jesus was taken up and survived the 
crucifixion. Some say He swooned and recovered later. None of these theories existed in 
the first century. None show up in Jewish polemics. None show up in pagan sources. None 
show up in Roman courts. They appear only to protect the Quranic denial. When a denial 
requires endless improvisation to survive, that denial is not revelation; it’s revisionism. 

 

2. “It Only Appeared So” — The Impostor Problem 

The Islamic theory that someone else was crucified creates a theological circus. If Judas 
was substituted, then the disciples worshiped Judas. If Simon was substituted, then God 
tricked the apostles. If a phantom was substituted, then God deceived His own followers 
into martyrdom. If Jesus escaped, then He lied about dying and rising. No matter which 
Islamic theory you pick, you end up with God as a deceiver, Jesus as a liar, the apostles as 
dupes, and the Church as a colossal accidental illusion. Islam inadvertently turns God into 
the author of history’s greatest religious deception. 

The Bible presents no such God. “God is not a man, that he should lie” (Numbers 23:19). 
“In hope of eternal life, which God, that cannot lie, promised before the world began” (Titus 
1:2). The Book that Islam claims to honor in part condemns the very theological gymnastics 
Islam uses to protect Surah 4:157. The God of Abraham does not use deceit to establish 
truth. He does not trick His followers into martyrdom. He does not build a Church on a lie 
and then judge men for believing it. A God who deceives the righteous would not be 
righteous. Islam never solves this problem. It just ignores it. 

Now look at the narrative consistency problem. The disciples saw Jesus on the cross, saw 
Him taken down, handled His body, wrapped it with spices, laid it in a tomb, and then saw 
Him risen (Luke 24:36–40). Thomas touched the wounds in His hands and side (John 
20:27). Paul says five hundred people saw Him at once (1 Corinthians 15:6). You don’t get 



that from a swap-theory. You don’t get that from hallucinations. You don’t get that from 
impostors. You get that from a real crucifixion followed by a real resurrection. Islam retreats 
into the fog and says it only appeared so. The Bible walks out into the daylight and says it 
happened. 

 

3. “We Saw It” — Eyewitness Testimony From Friends and Enemies 

The crucifixion is attested not only by the apostles, but by neutral and hostile witnesses. 
The Gospel writers record it without flinching. Matthew describes the nails, the mocking, 
and the darkness (Matthew 27:35–45). Mark describes the Roman execution detail (Mark 
15:16–39). Luke describes the thieves on either side (Luke 23:32–43). John describes the 
water and blood flowing from Christ’s pierced side (John 19:34). These are eyewitness 
accounts written within living memory of the events, circulated among communities that 
could confirm or deny the details. Liars do not write that kind of prose to the people who 
watched them live. 

Luke documents the resurrection by appealing to empirical verification. Jesus says, 
“Behold my hands and my feet, that it is I myself: handle me, and see” (Luke 24:39). Islam 
claims everyone was fooled into thinking they saw Jesus. The Bible claims they handled 
Him. One side offers deception; the other side offers verification. You choose which side 
looks more like God. 

Hostile Jewish leaders also acknowledged the crucifixion. They bribed soldiers to explain 
away the empty tomb (Matthew 28:11–15). You don’t bribe soldiers to cover up a body 
swap. You bribe soldiers because a dead man got up. The Jewish Talmud, though hostile to 
Christ, acknowledges that He was “hanged” on Passover Eve. In Jewish parlance, “hanged” 
refers to being hanged on a tree, which matches Peter’s statement that they “slew and 
hanged on a tree” (Acts 5:30). 

Now add Paul’s summary: “Christ died for our sins… he was buried… he rose again the third 
day… and was seen of Cephas, then of the twelve… after that, he was seen of above five 
hundred brethren at once” (1 Corinthians 15:3–6). This is eyewitness chain-of-custody. 
Islam has no counter-witnesses, no first-century denials, no Roman contradictions, no 
Jewish appeals to impostor theory. It has a single seventh-century assertion. The choice is 
between a courtroom and a rumor. 

 

4. “We Recorded It” — Roman and Jewish Documentation 



Rome was not in the habit of staging fake executions. The crucifixion was their specialty. 
Their entire penal system was built on public execution as deterrent. Pilate condemned 
Jesus. Roman soldiers flogged Him. They crowned Him with thorns. They marched Him to 
Golgotha. They drove nails through wrists and feet. They gambled for His garments. They 
pierced His side. The spear thrust alone destroys every swoon theory. Blood and water 
flowed—a medical sign of death, not of deception. 

Roman administrative records, though not inspired, are consistent with the Gospel 
accounts. Pagan historians like Tacitus mention that “Christus” suffered the extreme 
penalty under Pontius Pilate. Josephus, though Jewish, notes that Jesus was executed 
under Pilate. These are hostile or neutral sources. You cannot get better historical 
confirmation than that. Islam has no rival archive. It has a verse. 

The enemies of Jesus did not deny the crucifixion. They denied the resurrection. They 
claimed the disciples stole the body (Matthew 28:13). That is the reaction of enemies who 
believe the death occurred. Islam wants us to believe a conspiracy fooled the friends, 
fooled the enemies, fooled the Romans, fooled the Jews, fooled the disciples, fooled the 
women at the tomb, fooled the executioners, fooled the centurion, fooled Joseph of 
Arimathea, fooled Nicodemus, and fooled Thomas—and that only Muhammad, six 
hundred years later, figured out the trick. Islam turns the first century into a global 
hallucination and the seventh century into the dawn of clarity. That is not revelation; that is 
inversion. 

 

5. “According to the Scriptures” — The Prophecy of the Crucified Messiah 

The crucifixion is not just historically attested; it is prophetically required. Isaiah wrote, “He 
was wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities… and the LORD hath 
laid on him the iniquity of us all” (Isaiah 53:5–6). That is substitutionary atonement. Isaiah 
continues, “He was cut off out of the land of the living” (Isaiah 53:8). That is death. He 
adds, “He made his grave with the wicked, and with the rich in his death” (Isaiah 53:9). That 
is the thieves at Calvary and the tomb of Joseph of Arimathea. Isaiah concludes, “Thou 
shalt make his soul an offering for sin” and “he shall see his seed… prolong his days” 
(Isaiah 53:10). That is death and resurrection in one chapter. 

David wrote, “They pierced my hands and my feet” (Psalm 22:16). Crucifixion did not exist 
when David wrote that. The Romans invented it centuries later. You cannot swap Judas into 
Psalm 22. You cannot swap Simon into Isaiah 53. You cannot swap phantoms into 
prophecy. Daniel prophesied Messiah would be “cut off, but not for himself” (Daniel 9:26). 



That is penal substitution. Zechariah prophesied that Israel “shall look upon me whom they 
have pierced” (Zechariah 12:10). That is literal piercing, not metaphorical trickery. 

Peter connects the prophecy to the event: “Who his own self bare our sins in his own body 
on the tree” (1 Peter 2:24). A tree, pierced flesh, sins transferred, sacrifice offered. You do 
not get that from a non-crucifixion. If Surah 4:157 is right, then Isaiah was wrong, David was 
wrong, Daniel was wrong, Zechariah was wrong, Peter was wrong, Paul was wrong, John 
was wrong, Thomas was wrong, the early Church was wrong, the martyrs were wrong, the 
prophets were hallucinating, the apostles were deceived, and God scrambled prophecy to 
mislead the entire world. 

 

6. “Why the Denial?” — Doctrinal Mutually Exclusive Claims 

Islam’s denial of the crucifixion is not historical—it is doctrinal. In Islam, salvation is 
achieved by merit, obedience, and scales. Deeds are weighed. Paradise is earned. God 
forgives whom He wills based on mercy independent of atonement. There is no cross in 
Islam because Islam has no sin-bearer. If Christ died for sins, Islam is obsolete. If Christ 
paid the price, Islam’s scales are pointless. Islam must erase the cross to preserve its 
soteriology. 

Christianity stands on the opposite ground. “Without shedding of blood is no remission” 
(Hebrews 9:22). Christ “bare our sins in his own body on the tree” (1 Peter 2:24). “God 
commendeth his love toward us, in that, while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us” 
(Romans 5:8). That is substitution, not scales. That is blood atonement, not merit. That is 
grace, not works. Islam cannot allow a real cross because a real cross destroys Islamic 
theology. Christianity cannot surrender the cross because without a cross there is no 
Christianity. 

There is no middle ground. If Jesus did not die, Christianity collapses. But if He did die, 
Islam collapses. The cross is the fork in the road. No theologian can reconcile these 
systems without butchering one or both. Ecumenical hand-holding may make for pleasant 
conferences, but it produces theological corpses. 

 

7. “It Is Finished” — Resurrection as God’s Counter-Claim 

If the crucifixion had ended in a tomb, the world would not care. Thousands of Jews died 
under Rome. But Christ rose the third day. Paul says He was “declared to be the Son of God 
with power… by the resurrection from the dead” (Romans 1:4). The resurrection is God’s 
signature on the crucifixion. It validates the death, the payment, the prophecy, and the 



Person. Islam must deny the crucifixion because it cannot deny the empty tomb. Denying 
the crucifixion is a shield against resurrection. Denying resurrection is a shield against 
deity. Denying deity is a shield against the cross. It is denial all the way down. 

Jesus said plainly, “Therefore doth my Father love me, because I lay down my life, that I 
might take it again” (John 10:17). You cannot lay down a life you never lost. You cannot take 
again a life you never surrendered. Islam turns that into theater. The Bible turns it into 
redemption. At Calvary, Jesus cried, “It is finished” (John 19:30). That is not the cry of a man 
escaping death; it is the cry of a sacrifice completing atonement. 

Paul stakes everything on this point: “If Christ be not raised, your faith is vain; ye are yet in 
your sins” (1 Corinthians 15:17). And then he lists witnesses (1 Corinthians 15:5–8). Islam 
offers none. Christianity offers hundreds. Islam offers one verse. Christianity offers an 
entire covenant. Islam offers denial. Christianity offers blood. 

 

Conclusion 

The Quranic denial of crucifixion is not a historical correction; it is a theological veto. It 
arrives centuries late, in another language, with no witnesses, no documents, no court 
records, no tomb, no piercings, no spear, no Gospel, no Passover fulfillment, no prophetic 
alignment, and no resurrection. It demands that we believe Jesus predicted His own death 
and resurrection, instituted a memorial to His shed blood, submitted to arrest, endured 
flogging, hung on a cross, cried out to God, bowed His head, gave up the ghost, was 
pierced by a Roman spear, wrapped in linen, placed in a tomb, appeared risen to His 
disciples—yet never actually died. It asks us to believe the apostles preached a lie, the 
martyrs died for a mistake, the Church exploded on a delusion, the prophets misfired, and 
God fooled everyone until Muhammad arrived to clarify the situation. 

History laughs at that. Prophecy corrects that. Doctrine demolishes that. The crucifixion of 
Jesus Christ is as certain as any ancient event can be. It is testified by friends and enemies, 
Jews and Romans, prophets and apostles, historians and martyrs. It fulfills the Law and the 
Prophets. It fits the Passover. It explains the resurrection. It establishes the gospel. It 
satisfies the justice of God. It overwhelms the Quranic denial and leaves Islam with nothing 
but theories. 

If Jesus did not die, Christianity is dead. If He did die, Islam is wrong. There is no third 
option. The cross is not a metaphor. It is not a mirage. It is not a substitute. It is the place 
where “Christ died for our sins according to the scriptures” (1 Corinthians 15:3). And that is 
why Islam must deny it—and why the Bible will never surrender it. 



 

 

14 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — Works-Based Salvation vs the Finished Cross 

Introduction 

Islam is a religion of scales. It is a religion of weights, measures, uncertainties, merits, 
rituals, and personal performance. The average Muslim lives under the constant tension of 
not knowing whether Allah will tip the scale in his favor on judgment day. He has the Five 
Pillars to perform, the prayers to maintain, the alms to give, the fasts to keep, and the 
pilgrimage to complete. And if he dies in jihad, he is promised something approximating 
assurance—but even that hinges on divine caprice. It is a treadmill with no finish line, a 
works-righteousness system without an atonement, and a theology of fear without a Savior. 
The Quran speaks of deeds weighed in a balance, but it never speaks of sins paid by a 
Substitute. Christianity speaks of sins paid in full, and deeds judged for reward, not 
salvation. Islam judges the man; Christianity judges the works. Islam weighs 
righteousness; Christianity imputes righteousness. 

By contrast, the gospel of Jesus Christ declares that salvation is a completed transaction, 
not an ongoing negotiation. Paul says, “For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that not 
of yourselves: it is the gift of God: not of works, lest any man should boast” (Ephesians 2:8–
9). That verse alone detonates the Islamic framework. Islam says salvation is by works; the 
gospel says salvation is by grace. Islam says paradise is earned; the gospel says Heaven is 
inherited. Islam says Allah forgives whom he wills without explaining how justice is 
satisfied; the gospel says Christ “bare our sins in his own body on the tree” (1 Peter 2:24). 
Islam has scales; Christianity has a cross. There is no doctrinal bridge between them. 

Islamic praise literature constantly exalts Muhammad as the “path,” the “light,” the “guide,” 
and the “intercessor.” But Jesus Christ crushes that whole system with seven words: “I am 
the way, the truth, and the life” (John 14:6). He does not point to a way; He is the way. He 
does not teach a truth; He is the truth. He does not describe a life; He is the life. And He 
finishes the saving work alone. Islam cannot coexist with that claim at the level of 
salvation. One system must collapse. In this essay, we will compare the works-based 
Islamic model with the finished work of Christ, and we will show that one brings bondage, 
fear, and uncertainty, while the other brings peace, joy, and assurance. When the smoke 
clears, Islam leaves men hoping for mercy; Christ gives men mercy as a gift. 

 

1. The Five Pillars: A Ladder Without Rungs 



The Five Pillars of Islam are considered the foundational duties of every Muslim: the 
shahada (profession of faith), salat (prayer), zakat (almsgiving), sawm (fasting during 
Ramadan), and hajj (pilgrimage to Mecca). Muslims are told that these five will define the 
weight of their soul on the Day of Judgment. In practice, this turns salvation into a résumé. 
You recite the creed, you pray five times a day facing Mecca, you give a portion of your 
goods, you fast during daylight hours for a month, and if possible you make the pilgrimage. 
If you do these things and your scales balance in your favor, you have a chance. If not, you 
are in trouble. Allah may forgive or may not forgive. The system is designed around 
uncertainty. 

Christianity has no pillars, no geographical orientation, no ritual calendar, no required 
pilgrimage, and no scales. It has a cross. Jesus did not say, “Recite this creed,” He said, “Ye 
must be born again” (John 3:7). You must have a new birth, not a new routine. You must 
have a new nature, not a new direction of prayer. You must have a new life, not a new 
geography. The Pharisees had rituals, pillars, prayers, alms, and fasts. Jesus said they were 
whitewashed tombs. Islam puts men on a path that even the Pharisees would recognize, 
and calls it salvation. 

Islamic theology cannot answer one question: “How do your sins get paid for?” Almsgiving 
does not pay for sin. Fasting does not pay for sin. Prayers do not pay for sin. Pilgrimage 
does not pay for sin. A courtroom judge who forgave criminals because they helped old 
ladies cross the street would be a corrupt judge. God is not corrupt. Sin must be paid for or 
justice is compromised. Islam gives no Substitute. It gives no atonement. It gives works. 
And works cannot remove guilt. Paul says, “knowing that a man is not justified by the works 
of the law, but by the faith of Jesus Christ” (Galatians 2:16). A man must pick between the 
Pillars and the Cross. One leads to uncertainty; the other leads to justification. 

 

2. The Scales of Judgment: Salvation by Weight Class 

Islam teaches that on the Day of Judgment, men’s deeds will be weighed. If your good 
outweighs your bad, you have a chance. If your bad outweighs your good, you have a 
problem. This is legalism distilled. The Quran speaks of scales, balances, and measures. 
Christianity speaks of blood, righteousness, and imputation. Islam says righteousness 
must be earned. The gospel says righteousness must be given. Saul of Tarsus understood 
works-righteousness better than any Muslim. He described himself as “touching the 
righteousness which is in the law, blameless” (Philippians 3:6). And then he wrote, “But 
what things were gain to me, those I counted loss for Christ” (Philippians 3:7). Saul threw 
away his scales and took Christ. 



Islamic scholars often teach that no one will enter paradise without the mercy of Allah, but 
they never explain how justice and mercy meet. In Christianity, they meet at the cross: 
“Mercy and truth are met together; righteousness and peace have kissed each other” 
(Psalm 85:10). Islam’s mercy floats above justice like a balloon with no string. Christianity’s 
mercy flows from justice satisfied by blood. A Muslim dies hoping the scale lands correctly. 
A Christian dies knowing the Judge Himself bore his sins. Paul writes, “There is therefore 
now no condemnation to them which are in Christ Jesus” (Romans 8:1). Islam knows 
nothing of that blessed assurance. It is a courtroom without a verdict until the end. 

Doctrinally, Islam has to keep men in uncertainty. If salvation were certain, there would be 
no pressure to perform. Works-religions always reserve uncertainty as motivation. Roman 
Catholicism keeps men sweating in purgatory. Mormonism keeps men working for celestial 
promotion. Islam keeps men worrying about scales. The cross ends all that. When Jesus 
cried, “It is finished” (John 19:30), He did not mean His suffering had ended; He meant the 
payment was completed. Islam has no equivalent word. It has no finished anything. It is 
unending labor with no contract signed. That is not salvation; that is serfdom. 

 

3. Martyrdom and Merit: Trading Blood for Heaven 

In Islam, martyrdom is the closest thing to assurance. A man who dies in jihad is promised 
direct entry into paradise. The scales are tilted in his favor by bloodshed, not by atonement 
but by violence. Christianity flips that entire concept on its head. The only blood that grants 
access to Heaven is the blood of a sacrifice, not the blood of victims. Hebrews says, 
“Without shedding of blood is no remission” (Hebrews 9:22). But that blood must be 
innocent, substitutionary, and accepted by God. The Muslim martyr sheds other men’s 
blood. The Christian Lord sheds His own. One kills; the other dies. One pursues paradise 
by works; the other brings paradise by grace. 

Islamic praise literature calls Muhammad a “light,” “mercy,” and “intercessor.” But 
Muhammad never shed innocent blood for sinners. He commanded armies, took captives, 
enforced laws, and conquered cities. Jesus conquered sin, not cities. Muhammad brought 
swords; Jesus brought salvation. Islam teaches that dying in battle for Muhammad’s 
religion grants paradise. The gospel teaches that Christ died for sinners, “the just for the 
unjust, that he might bring us to God” (1 Peter 3:18). A Muslim may die for Allah, but Allah 
never dies for the Muslim. Christianity is the only system in history where the God dies for 
the man rather than the man dying for the God. That alone ends the debate. 

Martyrdom as a works-boost reveals the bankruptcy of the scale system. If the scales were 
sufficient, martyrdom would not be necessary. If the scales were unnecessary, martyrdom 



would be irrelevant. Islam bridges the uncertainty gap with bloodshed. Christianity bridges 
the guilt gap with the blood of the Lamb. Islam gives men paradise for killing. Christ gives 
men paradise for believing. One is the theology of the sword; the other is the theology of 
the cross. 

 

4. Muhammad as “Guide” vs Christ as “Savior” 

Islamic praise literature (the nasheed, the qasidah, the devotional poetry) often attributes 
salvific titles to Muhammad. He is called the intercessor, the one who will plead for his 
followers, the lamp, the light, the guide, and the path. The Quran calls him a “lamp 
spreading light.” The hadith portray him as the one who will negotiate salvation on the Day 
of Judgment. But nothing in Islam makes Muhammad a Savior. A guide cannot save. A lamp 
cannot redeem. A leader cannot justify. At best, Muhammad can show the way—he cannot 
open Heaven. He cannot forgive sins. He cannot justify the ungodly. He cannot impute 
righteousness. He is at best a model; at worst a judge. 

Christianity does not present Jesus as a guide to salvation; it presents Him as salvation. 
The angel said, “thou shalt call his name JESUS: for he shall save his people from their sins” 
(Matthew 1:21). Not guide them, save them. Paul says Christ “loved me, and gave himself 
for me” (Galatians 2:20). He did not give instructions; He gave Himself. There is a gulf 
between the two models. Islam says follow the man. Christianity says trust the Substitute. 
Islam says Muhammad is the agent of access. The gospel says, “For there is one God, and 
one mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus” (1 Timothy 2:5). Muhammad is 
excluded by the verse before his religion existed. 

Islamic theology portrays Muhammad pleading for Muslims on the Day of Judgment. But 
Jesus does not plead for the saved at judgment—He saves them before judgment. 
Believers stand not in fear but in righteousness imputed. “For he hath made him to be sin 
for us… that we might be made the righteousness of God in him” (2 Corinthians 5:21). Islam 
gives men Muhammad’s intercession; Christianity gives men Christ’s righteousness. One 
may tip the scales; the other replaces the scales with Sonship. 

 

5. Grace vs Works: Oil and Water 

Islam and Christianity differ at the center. Islam says man must labor for salvation. The 
gospel says salvation is a gift. Islam says do; the gospel says done. Islam says achieve; the 
gospel says believe. Islam says earn; the gospel says receive. These are mutually exclusive 
operating systems. You cannot mix grace and works any more than you can mix oil and 



water. Paul says, “And if by grace, then is it no more of works… but if it be of works, then is it 
no more grace” (Romans 11:6). Islam is the epitome of works. It is to grace what darkness 
is to light. 

Islam’s defenders often say, “But Islam teaches God forgives sins.” Yes, but on what basis? 
Christianity teaches that God forgives sin on the basis of blood atonement. “In whom we 
have redemption through his blood, even the forgiveness of sins” (Colossians 1:14). 
Redemption and forgiveness are tied to blood, not scales. Islam has forgiveness 
untethered from payment. That is not forgiveness; that is judicial neglect. A judge who 
dismisses charges without payment is corrupt. God cannot be corrupt. If sin is forgiven, it 
must be paid for. In Christianity, it is. In Islam, it is not. 

When Islam speaks of paradise, it speaks of gardens, rivers, fountains, spouses, and 
pleasures. When Christianity speaks of salvation, it speaks of God, righteousness, 
adoption, fellowship, and eternal life. Islam saves men from discomfort. Christ saves men 
from sin. Islam gives men paradise without holiness. Christ gives men Heaven with 
holiness. Islam satisfies the flesh. Christ satisfies the soul. 

 

6. The Finished Work of Christ 

The greatest word in Christianity is not “work” but “finished.” When Jesus Christ hung on 
that cross, having borne the sins of the world, having fulfilled the law, having satisfied 
justice, having completed prophecy, having endured the wrath, He cried, “It is finished” 
(John 19:30). That is not a cry of surrender; it is a cry of completion. The Greek word means 
“paid in full.” Islam has no equivalent declaration. There is no “finished” in Islam. There is 
only “continue.” 

Paul summarizes the gospel in three points: “how that Christ died for our sins according to 
the scriptures; and that he was buried, and that he rose again the third day” (1 Corinthians 
15:3–4). That is an accomplished redemption, not an ongoing audition. The tomb is empty, 
the throne is occupied, the Advocate is seated, and the believer is justified. Islam’s 
theology has no empty tomb. It has no justification. It has no Advocate seated at the right 
hand of the Father. It has no completed work. 

Christ does not share the stage with works. He finishes salvation before works begin. Paul 
writes, “For we are his workmanship, created in Christ Jesus unto good works” (Ephesians 
2:10). Works follow salvation; they do not produce it. In Islam, works produce favor. In 
Christianity, works follow faith. That distinction divides Heaven and Hell. Islam makes 
salvation the reward of faithfulness. Christ makes salvation the foundation of faithfulness. 



 

7. Assurance vs Uncertainty: Peace vs Fear 

The natural fruit of Islam is uncertainty. Ask a Muslim if he is saved, and he will say, “If Allah 
wills.” Ask Paul, and he says, “I know whom I have believed” (2 Timothy 1:12). Ask John, and 
he writes, “These things have I written… that ye may know that ye have eternal life” (1 John 
5:13). Islam has no such knowledge. It has hope, fear, and doubt. Works-religions must 
keep men uncertain. A confident worker loses motivation. A fearful worker labors harder. 
Islam weaponizes uncertainty as motivation. 

The gospel brings peace because salvation is finished. Paul writes, “Therefore being 
justified by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ” (Romans 5:1). 
Peace with God is not possible under a scale system. You cannot have peace while waiting 
for a verdict. You cannot have joy while wondering about Hell. You cannot have assurance 
while laboring under probation. Islam offers men probation; Christ offers adoption. One 
waits for judgment; the other bypasses condemnation entirely (John 5:24). 

Islamic salvation produces anxiety. Christian salvation produces worship. Islam produces 
obedience motivated by fear. The gospel produces obedience motivated by gratitude. Islam 
produces bondage to rituals. The gospel produces liberty in Christ. Islam produces martyrs 
seeking paradise. The gospel produces saints seeking God. The contrast is total. 

Conclusion 

Islam is a system of works built on scales, pillars, rituals, uncertainty, and martyrdom. It 
offers no Substitute for sin, no blood atonement, no finished work, no imputed 
righteousness, and no assurance. It offers Muhammad as a guide, but no Savior. It offers 
merit, but no mercy rooted in justice. It offers paradise, but not peace. It offers hope 
without certainty, obedience without sonship, and fear without forgiveness. It is a religion 
of labor without closure. 

Christianity proclaims a finished salvation purchased at a cross outside Jerusalem two 
thousand years ago. It declares that “Christ hath redeemed us from the curse of the law” 
(Galatians 3:13), that we are “justified freely by his grace” (Romans 3:24), that we are saved 
“not by works of righteousness which we have done” (Titus 3:5), and that “he that believeth 
on the Son hath everlasting life” (John 3:36). Islam cannot offer everlasting life—only 
everlasting uncertainty. Christ offers everlasting life as a gift sealed by blood. 

There can be no theological compromise between the scales of Islam and the cross of 
Christ. One saves by performance; the other saves by purchase. One demands labor; the 
other declares liberty. One leaves men hoping; the other leaves men knowing. One leaves 



men slaves; the other makes them sons. Islam hangs salvation on the merit of the sinner. 
Christianity hangs salvation on the merit of the Savior. And that is why Islam must cling to 
works—and why Christ cried, “It is finished.” 

 

 

15 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — Muhammad and the Supernatural Claims 

Introduction 

Every false system on this planet eventually drags in the supernatural to give itself teeth. 
Men will follow philosophy for a while, but they will die for “visions.” Rome has apparitions 
of Mary, Hinduism has gurus with siddhis, Pentecostals chase signs and wonders, and 
Islam hangs its entire structure on what one man claimed happened in a cave and in the 
sky. Muhammad did not present himself as a clever moralist or a political reformer. He 
presented himself as a man contacted by a supernatural messenger, squeezed, terrified, 
and commanded to “recite.” He later claimed a night journey on a winged beast to 
Jerusalem and up into the heavens, with the whole prayer system of Islam supposedly 
structured around that trip. These are supernatural claims, not just religious opinions. And 
once a man steps into that realm, the Bible steps in with tests. 

The issue is not, “Did Muhammad have an experience?” The Bible never denies that people 
have religious or even supernatural experiences. Pharaoh’s magicians worked “lying 
wonders” (Exodus 7:11–12). Saul had an evil spirit from the Lord troublng him (1 Samuel 
16:14). A witch in Endor brought up a spirit that terrified him (1 Samuel 28:7–14). In the New 
Testament, a damsel with “a spirit of divination” brought her masters much gain until Paul 
shut her down (Acts 16:16–18). The Bible’s position is not that supernatural things never 
happen; the Bible’s position is that not all supernatural things are from God. That is where 
Islam crashes. It assumes “supernatural” equals “from Allah,” while the Book warns: 
“Beloved, believe not every spirit, but try the spirits whether they are of God” (1 John 4:1). 

So when Muhammad comes out of a cave shaking, thinking he is demon-possessed, and 
later calls that visitor “Gabriel,” a Bible believer does not simply shrug and say, “Well, that’s 
his path.” A Bible believer says, “Which spirit?” When jinn are woven into the story, when a 
night journey and ascension are claimed centuries after the real ascension of Christ, when 
a book is declared miraculous simply because no one can match its style in Arabic, the 
Bible pulls out its measuring rod. It has already told you that “Satan himself is transformed 
into an angel of light” (2 Corinthians 11:14) and that his men can show up “after the 
working of Satan with all power and signs and lying wonders” (2 Thessalonians 2:9). This 



essay is not a sneer at Muslims; it is an examination of Muhammad’s supernatural claims 
in the light of a Book that has been testing spirits for four thousand years. 

 

1. The Cave at Hira and the Spirit of Fear 

The foundational story of Islam begins in a cave outside Mecca. Muhammad retreats there, 
troubled by the idolatry and moral decay of his city. One night, he claims a spirit appeared, 
squeezed him, and commanded him to recite. The accounts, even from Islamic sources, 
describe him as terrified, confused, and suicidal afterward. His wife has to reassure him; a 
cousin who knows something of Jewish and Christian tradition labels the visitor “the 
Namus” (the law-bearer, associated with Gabriel), and the whole edifice of Islam is built on 
that interpretation of that one encounter. You are dealing with the spiritual equivalent of a 
sandcastle built on a shaky wave. 

Now, how does the Bible describe encounters with the true God and His holy angels? There 
is fear, yes, but there is also clarity, truth, and peace. When the angel Gabriel appears to 
Mary, she is troubled, but his words are calm, coherent, and anchored in Scripture: “Fear 
not, Mary: for thou hast found favour with God” (Luke 1:30). When the angel of the Lord 
appears to Gideon, the man is afraid, but the message is precise: “Peace be unto thee; fear 
not: thou shalt not die” (Judges 6:23). When John sees the glorified Christ and falls at His 
feet as dead, he is told, “Fear not” (Revelation 1:17). Fear may accompany revelation, but 
fear does not define it. 

The spirit in the cave left Muhammad in despair and doubt, wondering if he was possessed 
by a jinn. That is not how God starts a prophetic ministry in Scripture. God may humble a 
man, but He does not leave him suicidal to launch a prophet. Paul did not come out of his 
Damascus Road encounter wondering if a demon had just cooked his brain. He asked, 
“Lord, what wilt thou have me to do?” (Acts 9:6). A spirit that crushes, confuses, and drives 
a man to the brink of self-destruction is not the Holy Ghost. The Bible says, “For God hath 
not given us the spirit of fear; but of power, and of love, and of a sound mind” (2 Timothy 
1:7). The genesis of Islam looks more like oppression than inspiration. 

 

2. Testing the “Angel” by Scripture 

Muhammad later identifies the cave visitor as Jibril (Gabriel). Now the Bible does mention 
Gabriel. He appears by name in Daniel and Luke, always linked to major prophetic 
revelations (Daniel 8:16; Luke 1:19,26). So the question is not, “Is there such a being in the 
Bible?” The question is, “Was the being Muhammad met that same Gabriel?” The Bible 



gives you a simple test for any purported messenger from Heaven: “But though we, or an 
angel from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you than that which we have preached 
unto you, let him be accursed” (Galatians 1:8). The test is doctrinal, not emotional. 

What gospel did Paul preach? That “Christ died for our sins according to the scriptures… he 
was buried… he rose again the third day” (1 Corinthians 15:3–4) and that salvation is “not of 
works, lest any man should boast” (Ephesians 2:8–9). What message did Muhammad’s 
“Gabriel” bring? That Christ did not die on the cross, that He was not the Son of God, that 
there is no Trinity, that salvation is by law, merit, and scales, that Jesus is just a prophet to 
be outshone by Muhammad. That is “another gospel,” in direct collision with the apostolic 
one. According to Galatians 1, the messenger, no matter how shiny, is under a curse. 

The Bible also lays down tests in Deuteronomy. A prophet who turns people to “other gods” 
is condemned even if he produces signs (Deuteronomy 13:1–3). A prophet whose words do 
not align with God’s revelation is exposed when his message fails (Deuteronomy 18:20–22). 
Islam’s “Allah” is not the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. He has no Son. He has no equal. 
He has no cross. That is not the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob who said from Heaven, 
“This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased; hear ye him” (Matthew 17:5). A spirit 
that comes centuries later to contradict the Father’s voice and downgrade the Son is not 
Gabriel; it is a counterfeit. 

 

3. Jinn, Familiar Spirits, and Counterfeit Light 

The spiritual background of Arabia in Muhammad’s day was loaded with belief in jinn—
spirit beings tied to places, deserts, and objects. The Quran even has a chapter named 
after them. In other words, the pre-Islamic environment was not secular; it was saturated 
with spirit lore. Muhammad’s first reaction to the cave encounter reportedly was that he 
had been struck by a jinn. His wife’s reassurance and his cousin’s interpretation are what 
rebranded the experience as angelic. This is crucial. The man closest to the event initially 
interpreted it as demonic oppression. That instinct was likely closer to the truth than the 
later “Gabriel” label. 

The Bible is blunt about spirits. It speaks of “familiar spirits” (Leviticus 19:31), “lying spirits” 
(1 Kings 22:22), “seducing spirits” (1 Timothy 4:1), and “unclean spirits” (Mark 1:23). It 
shows them possessing men, driving them into fire and water (Mark 9:22), making them cut 
themselves (Mark 5:5), giving fortune-telling power (Acts 16:16), and teaching false 
doctrine (1 Timothy 4:1–3). It never once tells you to assume that a spiritual encounter is 
holy because it is intense. It tells you to test it. John says, “Every spirit that confesseth not 
that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is not of God” (1 John 4:3). Muhammad’s “revelation” 



denies the incarnate Son, denies His crucifixion, denies His deity. That is textbook anti-
Christ spirit. 

Satan does not mind using local spirit traditions as cover. In Corinth he came in as “another 
Jesus” and “another spirit” (2 Corinthians 11:4). In Arabia he came wearing the clothes of 
jinn lore, rebranded as Gabriel, delivering a system that perfectly fits his agenda: deny the 
Son, deny the cross, deny the blood, replace grace with works, and substitute a book for 
the incarnate Word. That is not random. That is design. Paul warned that the mystery of 
iniquity was already working in his day (2 Thessalonians 2:7). When you see a whole religion 
built on a spirit that hates the Son and the cross, you are not looking at Heaven’s 
messenger. You are looking at a brilliant counterfeit. 

 

4. The Night Journey and the Borrowed Temple 

Another major supernatural claim in Islam is the Isra and Mi’raj—the night journey and 
ascension. Muhammad is said to have been taken from the sacred mosque in Mecca to 
“the farthest mosque” (understood as Jerusalem), mounted on a winged steed, and then 
raised through the heavens, meeting previous prophets and receiving prescriptions for the 
Muslim prayer regimen. It is a visionary travelogue that retrofits Muhammad into the line of 
biblical prophets and relocates spiritual capital from Jerusalem to the emerging Islamic 
system. 

Now the Bible already has a documented ascension. The Lord Jesus Christ was taken up in 
the sight of His disciples, “and a cloud received him out of their sight” (Acts 1:9). Two men 
in white apparel (angels) announced that He would “so come in like manner” (Acts 1:11). 
That ascension caps off a forty-day post-resurrection ministry in which He “shewed himself 
alive after his passion by many infallible proofs” (Acts 1:3). In other words, Christ’s 
ascension is historically anchored: multiple witnesses, physical presence, open-air 
setting, prophetic backdrop (Psalm 110:1). Muhammad’s alleged night journey has none of 
that. It is a visionary claim, reported by one man, with no witnesses, centuries removed 
from the temple’s destruction. 

Furthermore, the theological payload of the night journey is to install Muhammad as the 
regulator of prayer and the final authority over earlier prophets. In Scripture, no prophet 
reprograms the worship structure given by the Son of God. Jesus Christ is the “one 
mediator between God and men” (1 Timothy 2:5). He institutes the Lord’s Supper; He gives 
the pattern for prayer; He sends the Holy Ghost. A later “prophet” claiming to receive a new 
heavenly tour and a new ritual system is functioning like the man in Hebrews 10 who 
“trampleth under foot the Son of God” and counts “the blood of the covenant” an unholy 



thing (Hebrews 10:29). The night journey, measured by Scripture, is not a charming 
miracle—it is a theological coup attempt against the risen Christ. 

 

5. Quranic Miracle Claims vs Biblical Signs 

Islamic apologists often claim that Muhammad’s greatest miracle is the Quran itself: its 
style, structure, and inimitability in Arabic. Some add alleged physical miracles—splitting 
the moon, water flowing from his fingers, trees moving to greet him—but even within 
Islamic sources, these are secondary. The main supernatural credential is the book. The 
challenge is thrown down: “Produce a chapter like it.” That is not how God authenticates 
prophets in Scripture. God does not ask men to admire literary style; He backs His 
messengers with objective signs, fulfilled prophecy, and morally coherent miracles. 

When God sends Moses into Egypt, He does not hand him a beautifully written scroll and 
say, “Tell Pharaoh to match the prose.” He gives him a rod that becomes a serpent, a hand 
that becomes leprous and clean (Exodus 4:2–7), and a series of plagues that dismantle 
Egypt’s gods. Elijah’s contest on Carmel is not a poetry slam; it is fire from Heaven 
consuming a wet sacrifice (1 Kings 18:36–38). Jesus Christ does not claim that His 
teachings are stylistically inimitable; He opens blind eyes, cleanses lepers, stills storms, 
and raises the dead. Peter sums it up: “Jesus of Nazareth, a man approved of God among 
you by miracles and wonders and signs” (Acts 2:22). Notice: approved by miracles, not by 
meter. 

The Bible also links true miracles to true doctrine. A man can work signs and still be false: 
“If there arise among you a prophet… and giveth thee a sign or a wonder… saying, Let us go 
after other gods… thou shalt not hearken” (Deuteronomy 13:1–3). But a man who can offer 
nothing but an aesthetic challenge—“write a book like mine”—has failed the biblical test 
from the start. Satan can produce lying wonders (2 Thessalonians 2:9). Men can simulate 
marvels. But no devil ever produced a sinless life, a substitutionary death, and a bodily 
resurrection prophesied centuries in advance (Psalm 22; Isaiah 53). The Bible’s miracle 
structure is Christocentric; Islam’s miracle claim is book-centric. One points to a Person; 
the other points to a product. 

 

6. Supernatural Authentication: Christ vs Muhammad 

When you lay Jesus Christ and Muhammad side by side on the supernatural question, the 
contrast is not subtle. Christ’s supernatural credentials run from eternity to eternity: He is 
the Creator by whom “were all things created” (Colossians 1:16), He enters the world by 



virgin birth (Isaiah 7:14; Matthew 1:23), He lives without sin (Hebrews 4:15), He casts out 
devils (Mark 1:34), He controls nature (Mark 4:39), He forgives sins (Mark 2:5–10), He 
predicts His own death and resurrection (Matthew 16:21), and He rises from the dead, 
leaving an empty tomb that neither Jew nor Roman could refute. Paul says He was 
“declared to be the Son of God with power… by the resurrection from the dead” (Romans 
1:4). That is Heaven’s stamp. 

What does Muhammad offer? A frightening cave encounter, some uncorroborated miracle 
stories, a claimed night journey, and a book. No resurrection. No sinless atoning death. No 
prophesied cross. No empty tomb. No eyewitness-based ascension. No divine voice 
saying, “This is my beloved Son.” On the contrary, his revelations deny every major 
supernatural event that validates Christ. Where the Father speaks from Heaven to exalt the 
Son (Matthew 3:17), Muhammad’s revelation speaks from the unseen to demote Him. 
Where the Holy Ghost seals believers as sons (Ephesians 1:13), Islam keeps them as 
servants hoping for mercy. That is not a competing supernatural line; it is a parasitic one. It 
attaches itself to biblical categories (prophets, angels, Scripture, judgment) and then 
redirects them away from the One they were designed to magnify. 

The Bible anticipates this move. Jesus warned, “For there shall arise false Christs, and false 
prophets, and shall shew great signs and wonders; insomuch that, if it were possible, they 
shall deceive the very elect” (Matthew 24:24). Note that phrase: false prophets with signs. 
They are not atheists; they are religious miracle men. Paul describes a “man of sin” coming 
“after the working of Satan with all power and signs and lying wonders” (2 Thessalonians 
2:3,9). The devil’s playbook is not inactivity; it is counterfeit activity. Muhammad fits that 
pattern perfectly: a prophet figure, loaded with supernatural claims, denying the Son, 
pushing a new revelation, and consolidating religious and political power in one office. 

 

7. Strong Delusion and the Spirit of Antichrist 

When you evaluate Muhammad’s supernatural claims through a rightly divided Bible, you 
are not doing “comparative religion”—you are doing spiritual triage. The Scripture says, “For 
there is one God, and one mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus” (1 
Timothy 2:5). Any system that introduces another mediator, another revelation that 
demotes the Son, and another path of salvation is operating in the spirit of antichrist. John 
says, “every spirit that confesseth not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is not of God… 
this is that spirit of antichrist” (1 John 4:3). Muhammad’s revelations explicitly deny the 
Son’s deity and crucifixion. That is not ignorance; that is direct collision with the heart of 
the gospel. 



Strong delusion is not just for the end times. Paul wrote about those who “received not the 
love of the truth, that they might be saved” and says, “for this cause God shall send them 
strong delusion, that they should believe a lie” (2 Thessalonians 2:10–11). A lie that denies 
the Son, replaces the cross with works, and swaps out the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ 
for a solitary, distant deity with no Son, no covenant blood, and no assurance is a prime 
candidate. Islam’s rapid spread, its cohesive narrative, and its supernatural claims do not 
make it true. They make it a powerful delusion. 

That does not mean every Muslim is a villain. Many are sincere, devout, and morally 
disciplined. But sincerity does not sanctify a spirit. Cornelius in Acts 10 was devout, gave 
alms, and prayed to God always (Acts 10:2)—and still needed a preacher to tell him words 
“whereby thou and all thy house shall be saved” (Acts 11:14). A Muslim may be more 
disciplined than a carnal Christian, but discipline cannot correct a false Christology. The 
supernatural claims around Muhammad—from the cave to the night journey—do not 
authenticate him as a prophet; they indict him as an instrument in a larger war against the 
Son of God. 

 

Conclusion 

The supernatural claims surrounding Muhammad—cave revelations, jinn fears, angelic 
labels, night journeys, and miracle-book boasts—sound impressive until you drag them 
into the courtroom of Scripture. There the Judge has already published His standards. 
Spirits must be tested, not trusted (1 John 4:1). Angels must be judged by their gospel 
content, not their glow (Galatians 1:8). Prophets must be weighed by their doctrine and 
fulfillment, not by their intensity (Deuteronomy 13:1–3; Deuteronomy 18:21–22). When you 
apply those tests, Muhammad’s supernatural portfolio collapses. The “angel” contradicts 
the Father, the “revelations” demote the Son, the “journey” revises the worship economy, 
and the “miracle book” redirects faith from a living Savior to a text that denies His cross. 

For the Muslim, this is not an attack on your person; it is a warning about your prophet. If 
the spirit in that cave was not Gabriel but a counterfeit, then the system built on his 
whispers is a trap, not a path. If the night journey was not a true ascension but a visionary 
borrowing from a Jerusalem God had already judged for rejecting His Son, then it is not a 
credential—it is a symptom. If the Quran is not a miracle of heaven but a masterpiece of 
delusion, then staking your eternity on it is the most dangerous gamble a soul can make. 
God is not honored by a system that edits His Son out of the center of history. 

For the Bible believer, the conclusion is simple and sobering. You do not need to invent 
conspiracies or mock Islam. You need to preach a crucified and risen Christ with the Book 



open, the tests clear, and the warnings sharp. The real supernatural credential of Heaven is 
not a frightened man in a cave, but an empty tomb outside Jerusalem. It is not a night 
journey on a winged beast, but a Day when the stone rolled back and the Son of God 
walked out alive. It is not a book that denies the cross, but a Book that exalts it as the only 
hope for sinners. “For the preaching of the cross is to them that perish foolishness; but 
unto us which are saved it is the power of God” (1 Corinthians 1:18). That is the 
supernatural claim that outshines every cave, every jinn, and every counterfeit angel on this 
earth. 

 

 

16 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — The Quranic Jesus vs the Biblical Jesus 

Introduction 

There are two Jesuses on the world stage today, and they are not the same person. One is 
the historical, scriptural, incarnate Son of God revealed in the pages of the King James 
Bible, crucified under Pontius Pilate, risen the third day, and coming again to judge the 
quick and the dead. The other is a Quranic construct named Isa ibn Maryam, who is not the 
Son of God, was not crucified, did not die for sins, and returns only to break crosses, kill 
pigs, and validate Islam. The two cannot be reconciled and cannot be harmonized, no 
matter how many ecumenical hand-holders, peace conferences, interfaith committees, or 
academic diplomats try to glue them together with Greek lexicons and politically correct 
tape. One of them saves; the other does not. One is the propitiation for sins; the other is a 
prophetic mascot. One is God manifest in the flesh (1 Timothy 3:16); the other is just 
another prophet in a chain of 124,000. Somebody is wrong, and the stakes are eternity. 

Islamic praise literature tries to soften the blow by saying Muslims also love Jesus, they 
honor Jesus, they respect Jesus, and they believe in Jesus. That is true only the way a man 
might say he loves Abraham Lincoln but denies he was President, denies he fought a Civil 
War, denies he signed the Emancipation Proclamation, and denies he was assassinated in 
Ford’s Theatre. At some point “love” becomes a lexical farce. The Quranic Isa is stripped of 
sonship, deity, crucifixion, intercession, resurrection power, and mediatorial authority. He 
becomes a mouthpiece for Allah instead of the express image of God (Hebrews 1:3). Islam 
cannot allow Christ to be the Christ of Scripture because the entire system of prophethood 
collapses if Jesus Christ is what the New Testament says He is. If He is the Lamb of God 
that taketh away the sin of the world (John 1:29), Gabriel doesn’t need to descend on 
Muhammad in a cave with “new revelation.” If He is God in the flesh, there is no room for an 



ummah, five pillars, scales, or jihad. If His blood saves, the Quran is unnecessary. Islam’s 
Isa exists to keep Islam afloat. 

So this essay lays out the collision. We will not harmonize. We will not smooth the edges. 
We will put the Quranic Isa on the table next to the Biblical Jesus and examine six 
categories in which they openly contradict each other: crucifixion, sonship, deity, 
mediation, resurrection, and judgment. We will show that Islam’s Isa is a counterfeit Christ, 
built to displace the real One. And by the time we are done, you will see why no Muslim can 
ever become a Christian without renouncing Muhammad, and no Christian can ever 
“recognize” Muhammad without denying his own Lord. The Bible already warned you: “For 
if he that cometh preacheth another Jesus… ye might well bear with him” (2 Corinthians 
11:4). Islam’s Isa is exactly that—another Jesus. 

 

1. Crucifixion: The Hill Everything Dies On 

The crucifixion is the point where Islam must redraw history. Surah 4:157 bluntly denies 
that Christ was crucified, saying, “they killed him not, nor crucified him, but so it was made 
to appear to them.” That is the centerpiece of Islam’s revision. The Quran written six 
centuries after the event tells Christians, Jews, Romans, and secular historians that they 
misunderstood their own era, their own government records, their own executions, and 
their own testimonies. According to Islam, it only looked like Jesus was crucified. Someone 
else (usually suggested as Judas or a volunteer) was made to resemble Him. The Quran 
eliminates atonement with one sentence and calls it a day. The problem, of course, is that 
history does not cooperate. 

The Biblical record is not silence or myth; it is explicit narrative. The Gospels record crying 
crowds, Roman soldiers, a named governor, a named hill, and a legal procedure. Jesus tells 
Peter to put up his sword because the Scriptures must be fulfilled (Matthew 26:52–54). He 
is nailed to a cross, bleeds, thirsts, and cries out, “It is finished” (John 19:30). Then He dies, 
and “one of the soldiers with a spear pierced his side, and forthwith came there out blood 
and water” (John 19:34). That blood and water is clinical death, not illusion. Paul then 
writes, “Christ died for our sins according to the scriptures; And that he was buried, and 
that he rose again the third day” (1 Corinthians 15:3–4). That is not metaphor; that is 
historical event attested by over 500 eyewitnesses (1 Corinthians 15:6). The Quran’s denial 
is not a theological option; it is historical vandalism. 

So you have two hills facing each other: Golgotha, where the Lamb of God paid for sin with 
blood, fulfilling Isaiah 53 like a script, and Surah 4:157, where atonement vanishes, 
martyrdom becomes the only guaranteed ticket to paradise, and salvation becomes a roll 



of the scales. If Christ did not die, Christianity collapses; Paul said that plainly: “if Christ be 
not risen, then is our preaching vain, and your faith is also vain” (1 Corinthians 15:14). And 
if Christ did die, Islam collapses, because the Quran contradicts the central event of the 
Gospel. There is no middle ground. Someone is lying: either the eyewitnesses, the 
apostles, the prophets, the Scriptures, and the entire early Church all lied—or a 7th 
century Arabian prophet did. 

2. Sonship: The Line Islam Will Not Cross 

The Quran’s Isa is emphatically not the Son of God. Islam’s creed is absolute here: “He 
begetteth not, nor is he begotten.” To a Muslim, calling God a Father is blasphemy, and 
calling Jesus His Son is polytheism. Allah is unitarian monad, not Trinitarian Godhead. 
Sonship is “shirk,” the unforgivable sin. So Isa cannot be Son because Allah cannot be 
Father. This is why Islam fights sonship like a cornered animal. If Jesus is the Son, Islam’s 
entire theology is wrong from the foundation stones upward. 

The Biblical Jesus is defined by sonship. The Father speaks from heaven: “This is my 
beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased” (Matthew 3:17). Demons recognize it: “Thou art 
Christ the Son of God” (Luke 4:41). Angels announce it, apostles preach it, and John stakes 
salvation on it: “He that hath the Son hath life; and he that hath not the Son of God hath not 
life” (1 John 5:12). Sonship is not adoptive, metaphorical, or honorary—it is ontological. 
Jesus Christ shares the Father’s nature. He comes from the Father, reveals the Father, and 
returns to the Father. If you remove sonship, you remove Christianity’s heart. 

So when Islam says Christians are mushrikun (idolaters) for calling God Father and Jesus 
Son, it is not a minor disagreement—it is a total rejection of the Gospel. You cannot have a 
Quranic Isa and salvation in the same sentence. The work of the Son is the bridge between 
God and man. Without the Son there is no mediator, no atonement, no justification, no 
reconciliation. Islam’s Isa has no Sonship, therefore no blood, therefore no cross, therefore 
no salvation. He may be honored as a prophet, but he cannot save your soul. 

3. Deity: The Hinge Upon Which Eternity Turns 

The Quranic Isa is not divine. He does not say before Abraham was, I am (John 8:58). He 
does not claim equal authority with the Father (John 5:23). He does not forgive sins as God 
(Mark 2:5–7). He does not receive worship (Matthew 14:33). Islam’s Isa is a mortal 
messenger. To ascribe deity to him is blasphemy. Allah has no partners, no associates, no 
equals. Deity is off-limits. So Islam can tolerate miracles and virgin birth, but not divinity. 
Isa is a servant, not the Lord. 

The Biblical Jesus is God manifest in the flesh (1 Timothy 3:16). John begins with it: “In the 
beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God” (John 1:1). 



Then he hammers it home: “And the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us” (John 
1:14). Thomas worships Him, saying, “My Lord and my God” (John 20:28), and Jesus does 
not correct him. Paul calls Him God (Romans 9:5). Hebrews 1:8 quotes the Father 
addressing the Son: “Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever.” You cannot read the New 
Testament honestly and miss the deity of Christ unless you have already pledged 
allegiance to another prophet. 

So you must choose your Christ: either He is the eternal Word, begotten not made, of one 
substance with the Father—or He is a created mortal prophet who condemns the doctrine 
of deity as shirk. Both cannot be true. If Jesus Christ is God manifest in the flesh, 
Muhammad is a false prophet. If Isa is merely a prophet, Jesus Christ of the New Testament 
is a blasphemer. That is why interfaith dialogues are doomed—someone must betray their 
Lord to make peace. 

4. Mediation: Blood vs Scales 

Islam has no mediator. The Quranic Isa cannot intercede at the cross, cannot represent 
sinners before a holy God, and cannot offer an atoning sacrifice. The Islamic system is 
works, scales, martyrdom, and Allah’s capricious mercy. On Judgment Day, Islam teaches 
scales, angels, records, and terror. Even Muhammad himself said he did not know what 
Allah would do with him. There is no assurance, no substitute, no ransom, no propitiation. 
The Quranic Isa has no priesthood and no mediatorship. 

The Biblical Jesus is the one Mediator between God and men (1 Timothy 2:5). He is the 
propitiation for sins (1 John 2:2). He enters the holy place with His own blood (Hebrews 
9:12). He stands at the right hand of the Father as advocate (1 John 2:1). He reconciles 
sinners by the cross (Colossians 1:20). Without Him, no man approaches God. With Him, 
the vilest sinner is clothed in righteousness. Christianity is not salvation by scales; it is 
salvation by substitution—“For he hath made him to be sin for us… that we might be made 
the righteousness of God in him” (2 Corinthians 5:21). 

So Islam’s Isa is useless where man needs help most—at the judgment. He cannot plead 
for you, cannot cover you, cannot cleanse you, cannot justify you. He can only tell you to 
keep Allah’s commands and hope your good deeds outweigh your bad. But the Biblical 
Jesus saves to the uttermost (Hebrews 7:25). The Quranic Isa tells you to start climbing; the 
Biblical Jesus carries you across. That is why Muslims have no assurance and Christians 
do. 

5. Resurrection: History vs Revision 

The Quranic Isa does not die for sins, so he does not rise from the dead for justification. 
Islam treats the resurrection as either irrelevant, unnecessary, or symbolic. There is no 



Gospel without death and resurrection; therefore Islam has no Gospel. Isa ascends 
without atonement and returns without redemption. The resurrection becomes irrelevant 
because no sin was paid for. 

The Biblical Jesus rises bodily. He shows scars, eats fish, breaks bread, and speaks 
audibly. Resurrection is historical and evidential—“he was seen of above five hundred 
brethren at once” (1 Corinthians 15:6). Without that resurrection, Paul says, “ye are yet in 
your sins” (1 Corinthians 15:17). Resurrection is not optional icing on a theological cake; it 
is the proof God accepted the payment. It is heaven’s receipt stamped PAID. 

So which Christ do you trust? One who never died and never rose, because nothing needed 
paying? Or One who died and rose because sin had to be paid for? If sin is real, Islam 
collapses. If sin is not real, Christianity collapses. But every graveyard on earth testifies sin 
is real—“the soul that sinneth, it shall die” (Ezekiel 18:20). 

6. Judgment: Prophet vs King 

Islam’s Isa returns to break crosses, kill pigs, abolish jizya, and validate Islam in the last 
days. He does not sit on David’s throne, does not judge the world as God, and does not 
raise the dead. Muhammad retains supremacy. Isa is a forerunner to Islam’s Mahdi, not the 
judge of all flesh. Judgment in Islam belongs to Allah alone. 

The Biblical Jesus returns in blazing authority, seated on a white horse, with crowns on His 
head and a sword proceeding from His mouth (Revelation 19:11–16). He judges the nations 
(Matthew 25:31–32). He casts the wicked into everlasting fire (Matthew 25:41). He raises 
the dead (John 5:28–29). He sits on David’s throne (Luke 1:32–33). The Father “hath 
committed all judgment unto the Son” (John 5:22). In Scripture, the Son is the Judge. In 
Islam, Isa is an assistant. That is not a small difference. 

So one of these systems is wrong about who runs the universe. Either Christ is the King of 
Kings and Lord of Lords, judging angels and men—or He is a prophetic subordinate who 
exists to glorify Muhammad’s religion. Both claims cannot occupy the same throne. 

7. The Conclusion Islam Does Not Want You to Draw 

Put it together and you get one conclusion: Islam’s Isa is a counterfeit Jesus. He denies the 
cross, rejects sonship, opposes deity, eliminates mediation, nullifies resurrection, and 
surrenders judgment. That is not a revised Christ—it is an anti-Christ. John warned you that 
“every spirit that confesseth not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is not of God: and 
this is that spirit of antichrist” (1 John 4:3). Islam fits the definition. It confesses a Jesus with 
His incarnation stripped of deity, His cross stripped of blood, His resurrection stripped of 
purpose, and His throne stripped of authority. 



If the Quranic Isa is true, every apostle is a liar, every martyr died for nothing, every Gospel 
writer forged history, and the Holy Ghost preserved a false record for 2,000 years. If the 
Biblical Jesus is true, the Quran’s Isa is a theological scarecrow propped up to keep sinners 
away from the Shepherd. Christianity cannot surrender the Son, the cross, the blood, or the 
empty tomb to please the mosque, the university, or the diplomat. The Gospel is not 
negotiable. 

Conclusion 

The Quranic Jesus and the Biblical Jesus are not the same person wearing different cultural 
clothes. They are doctrinal opposites. One is the eternal Son of God; the other is not 
begotten. One died for sins; the other did not die at all. One rose from the dead; the other 
had no reason to. One mediates salvation; the other offers none. One judges the world; the 
other returns only to validate someone else’s religion. You are not choosing between 
flavors of Christianity—you are choosing between truth and error, salvation and works, God 
and man. 

This is why no Christian can “recognize Muhammad as a prophet” without renouncing 
Scripture. Muhammad denies the crucifixion, denies the Son, denies the deity, denies the 
blood, and denies the resurrection. The apostle John already told you what to do with that: 
“whosoever denieth the Son, the same hath not the Father” (1 John 2:23). Islam denies the 
Son. Therefore Muhammad’s god is not the Father. And if he is not the Father, he is not the 
God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. 

So the line is drawn. The Quranic Isa is another Jesus, and another Jesus cannot save your 
soul. The Biblical Jesus saves to the uttermost, offers blood-washed righteousness, and 
stands ready to receive every sinner that comes by faith. Eternity hangs on which Christ you 
trust. Not both. Not neither. One. Choose wisely, because as the Scripture says, “He that 
hath the Son hath life; and he that hath not the Son of God hath not life” (1 John 5:12). 

 

 

17 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — Islam and the Bible: Corruption Accusations 

Introduction 

If you are going to measure Muhammad against the Bible, you have to settle one question 
first. Is the Bible in your hand the same book God gave, or is it a mutilated relic that needs a 
seventh century prophet to fix it. Islam tries to dodge the collision by saying one thing with 
its right hand and another with its left. With one hand it says the Torah and the Gospel were 
revealed by God and should be believed. With the other hand it says those same books 



were corrupted, altered, and forged. That is not theology, that is damage control. If the 
Bible stands as written, Muhammad falls. If Muhammad stands, the Bible has to be thrown 
under the bus. There is no way around that conflict. 

When you listen to Muslim apologists, you will hear the same lines repeated like a 
catechism. They will say the Bible has been changed, the text was tampered with, verses 
were added, verses were removed, councils edited the book, scribes inserted doctrines like 
the deity of Christ and the cross. Then they will point at differences between translations 
and pretend they are differences in the underlying Bible. They have to talk like that, 
because their prophet shows up six hundred years after the apostles and contradicts what 
the apostles wrote. Instead of admitting their man is late and wrong, they accuse the Book 
that exposes him. 

The question is not what somebody shouted in a YouTube debate. The question is what the 
evidence says. What do the manuscripts say. What does history say. What did Jesus Christ 
Himself say about the written word. What did the apostles preach. The Bible claims 
preservation. The Lord Jesus Christ treated the Old Testament in His day as the very words 
of God, not a corrupted wreck. The New Testament is backed by a mountain of manuscript 
evidence long before Muhammad was ever born. To call that mountain corrupted is not 
scholarship, it is self defense. In this study we will expose why Islam must accuse the 
Bible, why the accusation falls flat, and why, at the end of the day, you can trust the King 
James Bible in your hand more than all the theories in the world. 

 

1. Why Islam Must Accuse the Bible 

The first thing you need to understand is that the corruption charge is not an objective 
conclusion, it is a theological necessity. Islam begins with Muhammad as the final prophet, 
the seal, the last and greatest. The Quran comes in as the final revelation. Once you start 
there, any earlier book that contradicts him has to be wrong by definition. So when the 
Bible tells you that Jesus Christ is the Son of God, that He died on a cross, that He rose the 
third day, and that He is the only Mediator between God and men, Islam cannot bend. The 
Quran denies all of that. So something has to give. Either Muhammad is wrong, or the Bible 
was changed. Since Islam begins by assuming Muhammad is right, the Bible necessarily 
becomes the villain. 

You can watch the pattern. A Christian points to a verse, for example, “In the beginning was 
the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God” and “the Word was made 
flesh” (John 1:1,14). A Muslim hears it, realizes that if that verse stands as written, Isa is not 
just a prophet, and immediately retreats to the line, That is a corruption. You point to 



“Christ died for our sins according to the scriptures” (1 Corinthians 15:3), and the response 
is, interpolated, added, mistranslated. You show “I and my Father are one” (John 10:30) or 
“before Abraham was, I am” (John 8:58), and the cry goes up again, corruption. They are not 
arguing from evidence, they are arguing from the prior conviction that the Quran cannot be 
wrong. 

The irony is that the Quran itself speaks about the scripture the people of the book had in 
Muhammad’s day as if it were real revelation. It tells Jews to stand fast in the Torah and 
Christians to stand fast in the Gospel. The Lord Jesus Christ, centuries before, quoted the 
Old Testament and called it “the commandment of God” and “the word of God” (Mark 
7:9,13). He held men accountable to it. He never once suggested the text in His hand was a 
fraud. Paul told Timothy that “from a child thou hast known the holy scriptures” (2 Timothy 
3:15). Those are not statements men make about a book they think is corrupt. The 
corruption story shows up later as a rescue operation for a late prophet. 

 

2. What the Bible Claims About Its Own Preservation 

Before you listen to theories about corruption, you ought to hear what the Author said 
about His own Book. God did not inspire Scripture and then leave it floating down the river 
without a paddle. He promised to keep it. “The words of the Lord are pure words, as silver 
tried in a furnace of earth, purified seven times. Thou shalt keep them, O Lord, thou shalt 
preserve them from this generation for ever” (Psalm 12:6–7). That is not a nice religious 
slogan, that is a promise of preservation. God bound His own name to the keeping of His 
words. 

Isaiah preached the same thing in a different key. “The grass withereth, the flower fadeth: 
but the word of our God shall stand for ever” (Isaiah 40:8). Flowers fall apart. Grass burns. 
Empires rise and fall. Religions come and go. God’s words stand. The Lord Jesus Christ 
took that Old Testament promise and put His own stamp on it. “Heaven and earth shall 
pass away, but my words shall not pass away” (Matthew 24:35). He did not say His ideas. 
He did not say His general message. He said His words. Either those words stand, or He 
lied. 

When men come along fourteen centuries later and say, The Bible got corrupted, they are 
not simply accusing copyists of sloppiness, they are accusing God of failure. If the words 
did not make it, the promises failed. The Lord’s guarantee failed. Paul says, “ye received it 
not as the word of men, but as it is in truth, the word of God” (1 Thessalonians 2:13). Peter 
calls the scriptures “a more sure word of prophecy” (2 Peter 1:19). The attack on Scripture 
is an attack on the God who gave it. “Yea, let God be true, but every man a liar” (Romans 



3:4). When God and Muhammad disagree about whether God’s words made it safely to 
your hands, take sides. 

 

3. What Jesus and the Apostles Believed About Their Bible 

A Muslim who tells you the Bible was corrupted by Jews and Christians has to get around 
one stubborn fact. The Lord Jesus Christ spent His entire earthly ministry treating the Old 
Testament text as binding, accurate, and final. When Satan tempted Him, He answered, “It 
is written” three times out of Deuteronomy (Matthew 4:4,7,10). He did not say, It was once 
written, before the rabbis messed it up. He used the scripture in circulation as God’s voice 
and cut the devil with it. That is how He handled the Book. 

He argued with the Pharisees on the basis of a single word. When they tried to deny the 
resurrection, He quoted Exodus and based His case on the present tense of “I am the God 
of Abraham” (Matthew 22:31–32). You do not build doctrine on verb tense unless you 
believe you are reading the exact words of God. He said, “the scripture cannot be broken” 
(John 10:35). When He rebuked their traditions, He accused them of “making the word of 
God of none effect through your tradition” (Mark 7:13), not of rewriting the word itself. He 
blamed them for disobeying it, not for corrupting it. 

The apostles took the same stand. They preached Christ “according to the scriptures” (1 
Corinthians 15:3–4). They reasoned out of the scriptures (Acts 17:2). They called the Old 
Testament “the oracles of God” (Romans 3:2). Paul told Timothy “All scripture is given by 
inspiration of God” and then said that very scripture was “profitable for doctrine” and able 
to make a man of God “perfect” (2 Timothy 3:16–17). That was first century talk about the 
Greek Old Testament and Hebrew texts they had, not about some mythical original nobody 
has ever seen. If the Bible was already corrupted, why did the Lord Jesus and His apostles 
quote it as the final authority. You cannot accuse the text without accusing Him. 

 

4. Manuscript Evidence Before Muhammad Ever Showed Up 

Step back from theology and look at the calendar. The Old Testament was completed 
centuries before Christ. The New Testament was completed in the first century. By the time 
Muhammad was born in 570, there were already thousands of Greek, Latin, Syriac, and 
other manuscripts scattered across the Roman and Persian worlds. There were complete 
Old Testaments in Hebrew and Greek. There were entire Old and New Testaments copied, 
read, preached, and translated. The text of the Bible was rooted like a forest. Along comes 



a man in the seventh century who cannot read Greek or Hebrew and announces that this 
entire forest is corrupt. That is called hindsight without evidence. 

When scholars examine the manuscripts that existed long before Islam, they find exactly 
what you would expect if God preserved His Book. The Old Testament in Hebrew lines up 
with ancient Greek translations. The Dead Sea scrolls confirm that Isaiah in the first 
century B.C. reads like Isaiah in your Bible now, word for word in hundreds of places. The 
New Testament is the most attested text in ancient history, with more Greek manuscripts 
than any classical work and versions in multiple languages before Muhammad ever took 
his first caravan north. The minor differences between copies are spelling slips, word order, 
and small variants, not wholesale rewrites of doctrine. 

A Muslim has to look at that mountain of pre Islamic evidence and say, All those Jews and 
Christians all over the world, in different empires, languages, and churches, conspired to 
insert the deity of Christ, the cross, the resurrection, the blood, and the very doctrines that 
contradict Islam, and they did it so smoothly that their forgery looks exactly like normal 
textual variation. That is conspiracy fiction, not history. If you do not like the doctrine, fine, 
but do not pretend that there is any evidence of a worldwide textual swap that somehow 
left no trace except in your prophet’s complaints. 

 

5. Why the Corruption Theory Collapses Under Its Own Weight 

The corruption accusation is not just historically weak, it is logically suicidal. Think it 
through for five minutes. The Quran calls the people of the book to judge by what God 
revealed in their scripture. It rebukes them for not living up to what they have. If their 
scripture was already corrupted beyond recognition, those commands make no sense. 
That is like telling a class to obey a textbook you know is full of lies. A just God does not 
rebuke people for failing to follow a revelation He left them without. 

If the Bible was truly corrupted before Muhammad, then the Quran is wrong to speak of the 
earlier books as guidance and light. If it was corrupted after Muhammad, then the burden 
is on the Muslim to show when, where, and how the conspiracy happened. Who changed it. 
Which council. Which bishop. Which scribe. Where are the pure copies they corrupted it 
from. Where are the ancient manuscripts that lack all the doctrines Islam hates. You 
cannot just wave your hand and say, It was changed. That is guessing, not proof. In court 
they call that hearsay. 

Worse yet, if Muslims are going to throw out the Bible because scribes sometimes differed 
in spelling, word order, or occasionally omitted or added minor elements, they will have to 
throw out the Quran as well. Islamic textual critics admit variant readings, early codices 



with differences, and reciters with conflicting versions. Human copying always leaves 
fingerprints. The question is not whether there are minor variations, but whether God 
preserved His words. The Bible says He did. The evidence says He did. Islam’s charge of 
corruption is like a man in a rowboat charging the ocean with a pocket knife. 

 

6. What Really Got Corrupted, Scripture or Teaching 

There is a trick in this whole discussion that you need to see. When you actually look at the 
way the Lord Jesus Christ rebuked Israel, what He hit was not scribal corruption of the text, 
but spiritual corruption of the teaching. “Full well ye reject the commandment of God, that 
ye may keep your own tradition” (Mark 7:9). They had the text, but they would not obey it. 
Paul says they “changed the truth of God into a lie, and worshipped and served the creature 
more than the Creator” (Romans 1:25). They did not alter the letters on the page, they 
twisted the doctrine in their heads and hearts. 

That is exactly what has happened in Christendom. Rome did not have to cut verses out of 
the Bible to teach purgatory, infant baptism, or transubstantiation. She left the verses 
sitting right there and simply overrode them with councils, catechisms, and magisterial 
pronouncements. Modern liberals did not have to erase the miracles in order to deny them. 
They left the miracles printed and called them myths. Neo evangelicals did not have to 
remove “the blood of Christ” from the text to stop preaching it. They just found it too 
offensive for seeker friendly ears. The Book stayed, the teaching wandered. 

Islam does something similar. It mouths respect for Moses and Jesus, then denies the plain 
statements that God gave them. It says it respects the original Torah and Gospel, then 
refuses to produce any evidence that they ever differed from what you have now. It accuses 
Jews and Christians of forging Scripture while expecting the world to take that accusation 
on the word of one man without textual proof. The corruption is not in the manuscripts. It is 
in the refusal to bow to what the manuscripts say. “This people draweth nigh unto me with 
their mouth, and honoureth me with their lips, but their heart is far from me” (Matthew 
15:8). 

 

7. Standing on a Perfect Book in a Skeptical Age 

When you strip away the noise, the Bible stands where it has always stood. It is the only 
book on earth that has been hated by kings, burned by popes, attacked by infidels, 
dissected by scholars, misquoted by cults, and yet still reads like it did centuries ago. The 
God who inspired it has preserved it. You do not need a seventh century prophet, a twenty 



first century scholar, or a religious institution to complete what God left undone. “Forever, 
O Lord, thy word is settled in heaven” (Psalm 119:89). Settled in heaven, then preserved on 
earth. 

That is why a Bible believer can preach with confidence in a world gone to seed. You are not 
betting your soul on manuscripts you have never seen or theories you cannot test. You are 
trusting the God who promised to keep His words and the Book that has survived every 
attack. You can open a King James Bible and say, Thus saith the Lord, without crossing your 
fingers behind your back. You can believe every word in it. You can judge every religion, 
every prophet, every vision, every dream, and every teacher by it. If they line up, truth. If 
they contradict it, error. That is how authority works. 

Islam hates that kind of certainty. So do Rome, the cults, and the modern academy. They all 
want a floating authority, a flexible text, a smudged line. They want a Bible that needs them, 
not a Bible that judges them. A perfect Book exposes imperfect prophets. A preserved 
Scripture exposes late comers. So the attack will continue. The accusations will fly. The 
scribes will be blamed. The councils will be accused. The manuscripts will be questioned. 
But when the dust settles, the Book will still be here saying the same thing it said the day it 
came off the press: “Sanctify them through thy truth: thy word is truth” (John 17:17). 

 

Conclusion 

Islam’s accusation that the Bible was corrupted is not a neutral investigation, it is a 
necessary move in a theological chess game. If the Bible stands, Muhammad falls. So the 
Bible has to be pushed off the board. The problem is that the Lord Jesus Christ, the 
apostles, the prophets, history, and manuscript evidence all stand shoulder to shoulder 
against that move. The Old Testament Christ quoted, the scriptures Timothy knew from a 
child, the text the early church bled for and copied is the same Book that will judge 
Muhammad’s claims. You cannot escape that by chanting the word corruption. 

At the judgment seat of Christ, no Muslim will be able to say, I would have believed your 
word if only you had kept it. God will answer with the record: centuries of preserved 
scripture, multiplied manuscripts, preaching, printing presses, and blood soaked pages. 
The problem was never the Book. The problem was unbelief. Men believed their prophet, 
their imam, their priest, their professor, their own hearts, instead of the words of the living 
God. They chose the late voice over the ancient one. They chose the critic over the Author. 

So the issue today is not whether you can answer every critic. The issue is whether you will 
believe the God who said His words would not pass away. If you are saved, stand on that 
Book and do not flinch. If you are not saved, you have in front of you the very scriptures that 



“are able to make thee wise unto salvation through faith which is in Christ Jesus” (2 Timothy 
3:15). Muhammad cannot save you. Your works cannot save you. Your sincerity cannot 
save you. But the Christ of that uncorrupted Bible can. Believe the record God gave of His 
Son, because “he that believeth not God hath made him a liar” (1 John 5:10). Do not hide 
behind the excuse of corruption. Take the Book as it stands and come to the Savior it points 
to. 

 

 

18 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — Muhammad and the Jews 

Introduction 

If you are going to compare Muhammad to Jesus Christ, you had better brace yourself, 
because the contrast is not poetic, it is historical. When the Lord Jesus Christ approached 
Jerusalem for the last time, He “beheld the city, and wept over it” (Luke 19:41), knowing full 
well the people would reject Him and nail Him to a tree. He walked into their synagogues, 
taught their children, healed their sick, and preached to them for three and a half years, 
knowing the heartbreak that was coming. He died for a nation that despised Him, praying 
from the cross, “Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do” (Luke 23:34). That is 
the Jewish Messiah in the Bible. 

Now put that beside the prophet of Islam. The Sira and Hadith record Muhammad’s 
interactions with the Jewish tribes of Medina with a bluntness that would get a modern 
historian cancelled. Jewish tribes who made treaties with him found those treaties 
reversed when it suited the military or political needs of the Islamic community. Entire 
tribes were expelled. Jewish men were executed. Women and children were taken captive. 
The battle narratives are not anti Islamic polemics—they are written by the earliest Muslim 
historians themselves. You do not have to “hate” anybody to read the sources. You only 
have to face the record. 

The praise literature of later centuries paints Muhammad as a universal mercy who 
honored Jews, Christians, and pagans alike. That is not what the primary texts show. The 
Quran contains theological hostility toward Jews, accusing them of altering scripture, 
breaking covenants, and killing prophets. The Hadith adds military accounts that end in 
executions and expulsions. A man is not judged by his press releases, but by his actions. In 
this study, we will examine Muhammad’s encounters with the Jews in Medina, his breaking 
of treaties, the executions after the Battle of the Trench, the expulsion of tribes like Banu 
Nadir, and the theological animosity baked into the Islamic texts. We will contrast that with 



the Jewish Messiah, Jesus Christ, who loved His enemies, offered Himself for sinners, and 
wept for a city that rejected Him. 

 

1. The Background: Jews in Medina Before Islam 

Before Muhammad arrived as a political and military figure, Medina (Yathrib) was a mixed 
city of Arab pagan tribes and several Jewish tribes. These Jewish tribes were not foreign 
invaders; they were long settled, skilled in agriculture, craftsmanship, poetry, and trade. 
They had synagogues, religious teachers, and a long record of covenants with their Arab 
neighbors. The earliest Islamic historians acknowledge that the Jews in Medina were 
respected for their literacy and scripture. They believed in the God of Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob, and they possessed the Torah that the Quran later tells them to “judge” by. 

This matters because when Muhammad migrated from Mecca to Medina (the Hijra), he 
entered a city where the Jews already had their own law, elders, and social order. 
Muhammad wanted recognition as a prophet and hoped the Jews would validate him 
because he claimed continuity with Abraham and Moses. But the Jewish tribes did not 
accept his prophethood, because his revelations contradicted their scripture, theology, 
and history. The Torah already had a complete canon with no expectation of a seventh 
century Arabian prophet. This rejection wounded Muhammad’s prestige among his 
followers, and the tension grew into political crisis. 

Unlike Jesus Christ, who said, “My kingdom is not of this world” (John 18:36), Muhammad’s 
mission in Medina fused religious leadership with political control. Once he gained military 
power through the early battles, the Jewish tribes became a political threat, not just a 
theological disagreement. The result was three major Jewish tribes—Banu Qaynuqa, Banu 
Nadir, and Banu Qurayza—each facing ultimatum, expulsion, or execution within a five year 
span. The record is not speculation; it is foundational Islamic history. 

 

2. The Breaking of Treaties and the Banu Qaynuqa Incident 

After Muhammad’s arrival in Medina, early Islamic chronicles speak of a written pact later 
called the “Constitution of Medina.” It outlined mutual defense and coexistence between 
Muslims and Jewish tribes. Modern Muslim apologists cite it as proof of Muhammad’s 
tolerance. But within two years, it was torn apart. The first victims were Banu Qaynuqa, a 
Jewish tribe of metalworkers and artisans allied with pagan Arabs. Tensions began after the 
Battle of Badr, when Muslims gained their first military victory over Mecca. Muhammad 
demanded that the Jews recognize his divine mission; they refused. 



The specific flashpoint varies between narrations, but all the earliest sources agree that 
Muhammad besieged Banu Qaynuqa in their fortress after an alleged dispute escalated. 
The siege lasted two weeks. In the end, they surrendered unconditionally. Instead of mass 
execution, Muhammad expelled them and confiscated their property. This was not a 
religious discussion—it was political removal of a non accepting tribe. The Quran itself 
addresses Jewish refusal to believe, saying, “they are not all alike” yet accusing some of 
“perverting” scripture (Sura 3:78). It sets up theological hostility that bleeds into politics. 

Compare that to the Lord Jesus Christ. When the Samaritans would not receive Him, the 
apostles wanted to call fire from heaven. Jesus rebuked them, saying, “For the Son of man 
is not come to destroy men’s lives, but to save them” (Luke 9:56). He walked away. 
Muhammad, when refused recognition, besieged a tribe. The contrast could not be clearer: 
two men meet rejection—one sheds tears, the other mobilizes troops. 

 

3. The Expulsion of Banu Nadir 

The next Jewish tribe to fall was Banu Nadir. They lived south of Medina and were wealthy 
landowners. According to the Sira literature, Muhammad initially visited them to request 
help in paying blood money after a Muslim killed two allied Arabs. While present, a plot was 
alleged in which Banu Nadir planned to drop a boulder on his head. Muslim historians 
record that Muhammad left abruptly after receiving “revelation” that a murder plot was 
underway. The entire tribe was then given an ultimatum: leave Medina within ten days or 
face war. 

Historians debate whether the assassination plot was real or political pretext, but 
regardless, the result was expulsion, seizure of property, and redistribution of land and 
wealth to the Muslim community. The Quran references this event in Sura 59, describing 
how God “drove out” the Jews and gave their lands to the believers. That is not conjecture—
it is in Islam’s own scripture. The justification is theological: “they were of those who 
opposed Allah and His Messenger” (Sura 59:4). 

Again the contrast to Christ is astonishing. In the parable of the vineyard, Jesus foretold 
Israel’s rejection, yet when judgment came in 70 A.D., it was executed by Rome, not by the 
Messiah leading a military purge. Jesus had already wept over the city, saying, “If thou hadst 
known… the things which belong unto thy peace!” (Luke 19:42). He died for His people. 
Muhammad removed his non accepting neighbors and seized their farms. 

 

4. The Execution of Banu Qurayza 



The most sobering episode is what happened to Banu Qurayza. This tribe lived near Medina 
and held a defense pact with the Muslims. In the Battle of the Trench, Meccan forces and 
Arab confederates besieged Medina for weeks. Banu Qurayza were accused of negotiating 
with the enemy and violating their pact. After the confederates withdrew, Muhammad 
turned immediately against Banu Qurayza, besieging their strongholds. 

After surrender, the judgment was handed to Sa’d ibn Mu’adh, an ally of the Muslims who 
had been wounded in battle. He judged that all the men be executed, women and children 
enslaved, and property divided. Islamic historians record that trenches were dug in the 
marketplace of Medina and hundreds of Jewish men—estimates range from 400 to 900—
were beheaded. The women and children were taken as captives. One of Muhammad’s 
later wives, Rayhana, was from this tribe. The Hadith does not hide these events; they 
record them with stark detail. 

This is not a smear from hostile outsiders. This is in the earliest Muslim chronicles. Now 
line that up with the Lord Jesus Christ. When faced with rejection by Jews, He did not draw 
a sword. He ordered Peter to put his sword away, saying, “for all they that take the sword 
shall perish with the sword” (Matthew 26:52). He healed the ear of the man who came to 
arrest Him. He died at the hands of His own people and prayed for them. Muhammad, 
facing a tribe accused of disloyalty, executed their men and took their families captive. 
Which one looks like the Good Shepherd of Israel (John 10:11). 

 

5. The Theological Hostility Toward Jews in the Quran 

The Quranic attitude toward Jews is a blend of affirmation and condemnation. On one 
hand, the Quran acknowledges that God gave the Torah to Moses and commands Jews to 
judge by it. On the other hand, it accuses Jews of altering scripture, breaking covenants, 
killing prophets, and hiding revelation. Suras 2, 3, 4, and 5 contain repeated rebukes of 
Jewish unbelief. Sura 5:64 accuses Jews of being stingy. Sura 3:78 accuses them of altering 
scripture “with their tongues.” Sura 2:61 says wrath and humiliation fell on them for 
disbelief. 

The New Testament does rebuke Israel for rejecting their Messiah, but it never calls for 
violence against them. Paul says, “my heart’s desire and prayer to God for Israel is, that 
they might be saved” (Romans 10:1). He does not pray for their captivity; he prays for their 
conversion. He says they are “beloved for the fathers’ sakes” (Romans 11:28). He speaks of 
a future national restoration, not permanent humiliation. Jesus Christ’s rebuke of the 
scribes was spiritual, not military. The Quran’s condemnation is political, theological, and 
national. 



The difference is grace. The God of Israel chastens His people but keeps covenant. The 
Quran grants mercy to Jews only upon acceptance of Muhammad’s authority. Under 
Islamic law, Jews became dhimmis—second class subjects who paid the jizya tax for 
protection. Under Christ, Jews are equal candidates for salvation by faith in the Messiah 
who came from their own nation. Under Islam, Jews are either subjects or exiles. Under 
Christ, Jews are rebels to be prayed for, not enemies to be purged. 

 

6. The Hadith vs. the Praise Literature 

When you read the primary texts, the gap between Hadith records and later praise literature 
is enormous. In biographies written centuries after Muhammad, he is portrayed as a figure 
of universal peace, tolerance, and love. But if you go back to Ibn Ishaq, Ibn Sa’d, Tabari, and 
the canonical Hadith collections, you find battle narratives, executions, expulsions, and 
theological hostility that simply do not match the modern image. 

This is important because critics are not inventing accusations—they are reading Islam’s 
own sources. Modern Muslims often do not read the Sira with critical eyes, so when these 
details are mentioned, they are treated as insults rather than history. But serious 
scholarship does not hate the subjects it studies. It analyzes the record. And the record 
says Muhammad entered a city with Jewish tribes, sought recognition, was refused, and 
responded with sieges, expulsions, and executions. 

Jesus Christ does not need praise literature. The Gospels show His compassion, His 
weeping, His prayers, His miracles, and His crucifixion at the hands of His own nation. You 
do not have to fix His biography; you simply have to read it. The Hadith requires 
moderation, qualification, and selective quotation to fit modern ideals of tolerance. That 
alone tells you the two men are not born from the same Spirit. 

 

7. Jesus Wept Over Jerusalem; Muhammad Beheaded Jewish Men 

Finally, we come to the heart of the contrast. When Jesus Christ looked at Jerusalem, 
knowing full well the city would reject Him, condemn Him, and hand Him over to Rome, He 
wept. “O Jerusalem, Jerusalem… how often would I have gathered thy children together, 
even as a hen gathereth her chickens under her wings, and ye would not!” (Matthew 23:37). 
That is not the cry of a warlord; that is the cry of a Savior. His tears were shed for people 
who would kill Him within days. His blood was shed for a nation that spat on Him. His 
prayer from the cross asked God to forgive the men who drove the nails. 



When Muhammad stood over Banu Qurayza, he did not weep. He did not pray for their 
forgiveness. Trenches were dug, men were bound, and the sword fell until the last man was 
dead. Women and children were taken captive. That is not interpretation; that is record. 
Muslims may argue justification—war context, alleged betrayal, political necessity—but 
they cannot erase the fact that Jesus Christ shed tears for His enemies while Muhammad 
shed the blood of those who rejected him. 

You can argue theology for a thousand years, but at the end of the day, the test of prophets 
is fruit. Jesus said, “Ye shall know them by their fruits” (Matthew 7:16). Christ’s fruit was 
tears, mercy, sacrifice, and resurrection. Muhammad’s fruit with the Jewish tribes was 
siege, expulsion, and execution. If you want to know which man was animated by the Spirit 
of God, line up their actions beside the law of Moses itself: “Thou shalt not kill” (Exodus 
20:13), “love thy neighbour as thyself” (Leviticus 19:18). Christ fulfilled the law; 
Muhammad picked up the sword. 

 

Conclusion 

Muhammad’s relationship with the Jews of Medina is not an obscure footnote—it is central 
to his prophetic and political career. Banu Qaynuqa were expelled. Banu Nadir were 
expelled. Banu Qurayza were executed. The justifications are written in Islamic texts, not 
Christian polemics. The Quran reinforces theological hostility that later became social and 
political hierarchy under Islamic rule. Praise literature ignores this, Hadith records it, and 
modern apologetics tries to reinterpret it. But history is stubborn and refuses to cooperate 
with propaganda. 

Jesus Christ, by contrast, never broke a treaty, never expelled a tribe, never led a siege, 
never executed a prisoner, and never enslaved a woman or child. He healed the daughter of 
a Canaanite woman. He raised the daughter of a synagogue ruler. He ate with publicans. 
He restored the ear of the very man who came to arrest Him. He wept for Jerusalem, prayed 
for His executioners, and died for the ungodly (Romans 5:6). His kingdom was not built with 
a sword but with a cross. 

So the question is simple: which man looks like the promised Messiah of Israel, the Lamb 
of God who “taketh away the sin of the world” (John 1:29), and which man looks like a 
political leader consolidating tribal control through military power. The answer is written in 
blood and tears—Christ in His own blood for His enemies, Muhammad in the blood of His 
enemies for His community. One gave Himself for sinners; the other demanded 
submission. One prayed “Father, forgive them,” the other carried out executions in 



trenches. And if that offends modern ears, let the record stand anyway, because truth does 
not bend for comfort. 

 

 

19 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — Muhammad and the Gentiles 

Introduction 

If you are going to write an honest history of Islam, you cannot stop at Mecca and Medina. 
You have to follow the armies. You have to follow the treaties. You have to follow the tax 
records. You have to follow the missionary strategies, not the slogans. Muslims today talk 
about da’wah—the call to Islam—as if it is equivalent to Christian evangelism in the Book 
of Acts. It is not. Da’wah is the invitation phase in a tri-stage system that includes 
persuasion, taxation, and finally jihad. Christianity sends missionaries with Bibles, medical 
clinics, schools, literacy programs, preaching, and sacrifice. Islam historically sent 
invitations, envoys, ultimatums, and armies. The Gentile world felt the difference in their 
throats, not just in their hearts. 

From the 7th century onward, Christians went out with the Gospel of Christ to tell pagans 
that “Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners” (1 Timothy 1:15), not to conquer 
provinces. They did not ask for taxes. They did not demand treaties. They did not form 
protected classes. They preached repentance toward God and faith in the Lord Jesus Christ 
(Acts 20:21). That is missions. Islam’s system, however, is built on supremacy—religious 
supremacy, legal supremacy, political supremacy, and military supremacy. Gentiles could 
convert, pay the jizya tax, or fight. Those are not the same options Paul gave the Gentiles in 
Corinth, Thessalonica, or Athens. He “reasoned… out of the scriptures” (Acts 17:2), he did 
not levy taxes. 

In this study, we will examine Muhammad’s relationship to non-Jewish Gentiles—the 
pagans, Christians, Zoroastrians, Hindus (later), and others. We will explain da’wah vs 
jihad, dhimma status (protected but subordinated peoples), jizya taxation, and the doctrine 
that the world is divided into Dar al-Islam (the House of Islam) and Dar al-Harb (the House 
of War). Once again, the measuring stick will not be Western sentimentalism but the Book. 
When Jesus sent His apostles into the Gentile world, He sent them with a cross on their 
backs, not a sword on their belts. When Muhammad sent the Gentiles an invitation, it was 
often followed by cavalry. 

 

1. The Invitation and the Sword — Da’wah vs Jihad 



Da’wah in Islam is the call or invitation to submit to Allah and recognize Muhammad as His 
prophet. It is often advertised as the Islamic equivalent of Christian evangelism, but the 
resemblance disappears when you lay the two systems side by side. Christian evangelism 
is the proclamation of a finished salvation. The message is: “believe on the Lord Jesus 
Christ, and thou shalt be saved” (Acts 16:31). It involves persuasion, reasoning, Scripture, 
conviction, and conversion. It does not involve legislation, taxation, or armies. The Gospel 
offers a gift, not a treaty. 

Da’wah, historically, came within a three-part structure: invitation, taxation, and war. 
Classical Islamic jurists taught that Gentiles and nations should first be invited to Islam. If 
they refused to convert, they could enter into dhimma—protected status with 
subordination—by paying the jizya tax. If they refused both, jihad was the final recourse. 
You do not find Paul writing to the Gentiles in Rome saying, “convert, pay a Christian head 
tax, or prepare for a crusade.” The apostles died at the hands of the state, they did not 
create one. 

Jihad is not a marginal concept. In the Hadith, Muhammad said, “I have been commanded 
to fight…” and Islamic historians record him sending letters to surrounding rulers calling 
them to Islam. If they accepted, peace. If not, tax. If not, war. Compare that to Jesus Christ 
who said, “My kingdom is not of this world: if my kingdom were of this world, then would my 
servants fight” (John 18:36). When Peter drew a sword, Jesus told him to put it up (Matthew 
26:52). A Jesus who forbids His followers to fight for Him cannot be compared with a 
prophet who sanctions war for his faith. 

 

2. The Theology of Supremacy — Dar al-Islam vs Dar al-Harb 

Islamic jurisprudence divides the world into two realms: Dar al-Islam (the House of Islam) 
and Dar al-Harb (the House of War). In Dar al-Islam, Muslims rule and sharia law is 
supreme. In Dar al-Harb, unbelieving nations exist in a state of potential conflict until they 
accept Islam or submit under treaty. The Gentile world—Asia, Africa, Europe—was viewed 
through that theological lens. 

Christianity recognizes no such cartography. Paul wrote to the Gentile church at Philippi 
that “our conversation is in heaven” (Philippians 3:20). The apostles did not draw maps 
dividing the earth into the House of the Cross and the House of the Sword. The Church is a 
pilgrim body scattered among nations (1 Peter 1:1), not a political domain to be expanded. 
Jesus prayed not for geographical victory but for His people to be kept from the evil (John 
17:15). Islam, by contrast, linked its religious destiny with territorial control. That is why 
from the time of Muhammad’s death, armies left Arabia like water bursting from a dam. 



Dar al-Harb is not necessarily perpetual combat, but it is perpetual illegitimacy. Until the 
Gentiles are either converted or subordinated, they are outside the divine order. The 
Gospel, on the other hand, tells Gentiles that God “now commandeth all men every where 
to repent” (Acts 17:30), not that all nations must submit to a church state or become 
second class subjects. Christianity makes spiritual sons; Islam makes subjects. 
Christianity makes brothers; Islam makes tributaries. 

 

3. The Dhimma System — Protected but Subordinated Peoples 

Once Islamic armies conquered Gentile lands, they did not exterminate every unbeliever. 
Instead, they established a legal category called the dhimma. Dhimmis were non-
Muslims—Jews, Christians, and later Zoroastrians, Hindus, etc.—who were allowed to live 
and practice their religion under certain restrictions. They were protected from arbitrary 
killing and allowed to maintain communities, but they were subordinated. They could not 
build new houses of worship in some periods, ring bells, proselytize, bear arms, or testify 
equally in court against Muslims. 

Jesus Christ never created protected minorities. He created forgiven sinners. He never sent 
missionaries to Athens to make legislative subordinates. Paul never wrote to the Gentile 
churches telling them to tolerate Jews only if they paid a tax. In the New Testament church, 
Jew and Gentile were one body in Christ (Galatians 3:28). They took the same communion, 
prayed to the same God, preached the same Gospel, and died under the same 
persecutions. No dhimmi class ever existed in Christianity because no Christian empire 
existed in apostolic times. 

Muhammad’s system, however, formalized inequality. Dhimmis could survive, but only by 
acknowledgment of Islamic supremacy and with legal disabilities. The New Testament 
welcomes Gentiles into equal sonship. Islam welcomes Gentiles into second class status 
unless they convert. One offers adoption (Romans 8:15), the other offers toleration. One 
gives you a seat at the table; the other lets you sit in the hallway. 

 

4. The Jizya — The Head Tax on Unbelievers 

The jizya was a tax levied on non-Muslims living under Islamic rule. The Quran explicitly 
mentions it: “until they pay the jizya with willing submission and feel themselves subdued” 
(Sura 9:29). That is not Western polemic. That is Islamic scripture. The Gentile under Islam 
could avoid death by paying tribute. In some eras the jizya was moderate; in others it was 



oppressive. But the theological principle is clear: unbelief is allowed to persist only under 
financial and legal subordination. 

Now compare that with the apostolic missions to the Gentiles. When Paul collected 
money, it was for suffering saints, not for unbelievers. He never taxed pagans to support the 
church. He preached the Gospel freely because salvation is “the gift of God” (Ephesians 
2:8). The church never imposed a “pagan tax” because the church had no legal empire. 
Christ’s kingdom expands by regeneration, not taxation. Muhammad’s domain expanded 
by armies, treaties, and tribute. 

The Gentile who accepted Christ became a joint-heir with Him (Romans 8:17). The Gentile 
who refused Islam became a taxpayer. The difference is not academic; it is spiritual. 
Christianity saves Gentiles by grace; Islam conquers Gentiles by law. Christianity brings 
peace with God (Romans 5:1); Islam brings submission to the state. The Gentile world 
tasted the difference when the armies came. 

 

5. The Missionary Contrast — The Great Commission vs Islamic Conquest 

Let us now put the mission strategies side by side. When Jesus rose from the dead, He gave 
His apostles the Great Commission: “Go ye therefore, and teach all nations… teaching 
them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you” (Matthew 28:19-20). There 
is no tax. There is no sword. There is no legislative supremacy. The commission involves 
teaching, baptizing, discipling, and suffering. The apostles died horribly without ever raising 
an army. Their converts died in arenas singing hymns. That is how the Church conquered 
Rome—by blood, not by blades. 

Muhammad’s mission had a different trajectory. From the moment of his death, the 
Rashidun Caliphate invaded Syria, Persia, Egypt, North Africa, and beyond. Jerusalem fell 
not to da’wah pamphlets but to armies. The Gentiles converted when the Islamic state 
became the dominant civilizational force. That is not to say every conversion was forced, 
but the conditions favored Islam socially, legally, and economically. The church never had 
that advantage until Constantine, and even then the New Testament nowhere commands a 
Christian Caesar to conquer nations. 

Christian missions convert hearts; Islamic conquest converts societies. One produces 
martyrs; the other produces subjects. One kneels at the cross; the other bows at the point 
of triumph. When the apostle Paul preached in Corinth, he said, “For I determined not to 
know any thing among you, save Jesus Christ, and him crucified” (1 Corinthians 2:2). He did 
not determine to levy taxes or sign treaties. When Muhammad sent letters to rulers, he 
gave them options beyond persuasion. 



 

6. Historical Case Studies — Persia, Egypt, and Beyond 

Look at Persia. Zoroastrian Persia did not become majority Muslim because da’wah 
pamphlets flooded Tehran. It became Islamic because armies shattered the Sassanid 
throne and replaced it with the Caliphate. Dhimma status and jizya did the rest. Apostolic 
Christianity in Persia never conquered the empire—it survived under persecution and 
dispersion. Muhammad’s followers conquered Persia within decades of his death. 

Look at Egypt. Christianity in Egypt produced great theologians—Athanasius, Cyril, and 
others. But Egypt did not convert to Islam until Islamic armies captured it from the 
Byzantines. Dhimmi status and jizya again followed. There is no parallel in Acts. Paul never 
sent missionaries to seize Alexandria. 

Even in Europe, Islam spread not by da’wah but by cavalry. Tours in 732 A.D. was not a 
theological debate. It was a sword cutting across the Frankish frontier. Wherever Islam 
triumphed, churches became mosques, bells became outlawed, and Gentiles became 
tributaries. 

Jesus Christ sent twelve poor fishermen into the world with no horses, no armies, no tax 
collectors, no treaties, and no political machinery. Yet He conquered the Gentile world by 
the foolishness of preaching (1 Corinthians 1:21). Muhammad conquered the Gentile world 
by the logic of empire. 

 

7. The Christian Gentile — Son, Not Subject 

Lastly, look at the fruit. Islam makes the Gentile a subject. Christianity makes the Gentile a 
son. Paul wrote to the Ephesian Gentiles that they were “no more strangers and foreigners, 
but fellowcitizens with the saints, and of the household of God” (Ephesians 2:19). That 
language is not sentimental. It is legal adoption. The Gentile believer receives the Holy 
Ghost, is placed into the Body of Christ, made a joint heir, and grafted into the promises of 
God. There is no subordination, no tax, no second class. 

Muhammad’s system only gives equality through conversion. Without conversion, the 
Gentile remains a dhimmi. With conversion, he becomes equal under sharia. Christianity 
begins with equality—because all have sinned (Romans 3:23) and all are saved by grace 
through faith (Ephesians 2:8-9). Christianity does not elevate the Jew over the Gentile or the 
Gentile over the Jew. Christ “hath made both one” (Ephesians 2:14). Islam elevates the 
Muslim over the non-Muslim by law. 



Jesus Christ made the Gentile church His bride (Ephesians 5:25-32). Muhammad made the 
Gentiles his tributaries. Jesus made them priests (Revelation 1:6). Muhammad made them 
taxpayers. Jesus made them sons (Galatians 4:6-7). Muhammad made them subjects. That 
is the difference between heaven and earth. 

 

Conclusion 

Muhammad’s relationship with the Gentile world is not a mystery. It is written in law, in tax 
codes, in treaties, in jurists, in chronicles, and in geography. The Gentiles under Islam faced 
da’wah, dhimma, jizya, and jihad. Some converted. Some submitted. Some resisted. But 
nobody could ignore the political consequences. After Muhammad, Islam advanced by the 
sword. After Christ, Christianity advanced by the cross. 

Jesus Christ conquered Gentiles by dying for them. Muhammad conquered Gentiles by 
levying taxes on them. Jesus knelt and washed the feet of His disciples (John 13:5). 
Muhammad sat in councils deciding how to divide the spoils of war. Jesus told His 
followers to “go… and preach the gospel to every creature” (Mark 16:15). Muhammad told 
his followers to fight until submission. Jesus made the Gentile a brother; Muhammad made 
him a tributary. 

The historian can argue circumstance. The apologist can argue context. But the Bible 
believer knows a tree by its fruit (Matthew 7:17-20). One faith gives the Gentile peace with 
God through the blood of His Son (Colossians 1:20). The other gives the Gentile peace with 
the state through taxation. One missionary band turned the world upside down without a 
sword (Acts 17:6). The other turned the world upside down with armies. 

You can choose Christ or Muhammad, but you cannot pretend they walked the same path. 
One walked up Calvary with a cross. The other rode out of Medina with cavalry. And history 
remembers the hoofbeats. 

 

 

20 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — The Islamic Doctrine of Abrogation 

Introduction 

If you want to understand why Westerners are always confused when they try to read Islam 
as a monolith of peaceful devotion, you need to understand the Islamic doctrine of 
abrogation. Without abrogation, the Quran is an unsystematic pile of early conciliatory 
verses and later militant commands that cannot be reconciled. With abrogation, the later 



verses legally override the earlier ones. That is not a fringe interpretation. It is standard 
Islamic jurisprudence. The average Westerner imagines religion as linear: a founder 
teaches a consistent ethic, it gets preserved, and everyone is expected to follow it. Islam is 
not linear. It is layered. Early Meccan surahs speak one way, late Medinan surahs speak 
another, and abrogation is the legal tool that determines which voice wins. Islamic praise 
literature never advertises this. It presents Muhammad as a spiritually consistent model of 
mercy and equilibrium, but the jurists and scholars who actually build Sharia use 
abrogation as a scalpel, cutting and replacing earlier revelations with later ones. 

A Western liberal, scrolling through translation snippets, finds “no compulsion in religion” 
and thinks Islam is a close cousin to post-modern tolerance. He does not realize that verse 
was early and constrained by weakness, and that later verses commanding jihad, 
subjugation, and supremacy supersede it in classical law. Praise literature isolates early 
moral-sounding statements, ignoring the legal counsel that comes later. That is why 
journalists, politicians, and theologians who pontificate about “true Islam” almost always 
sound like they are reading from a tourist brochure rather than from the actual sources 
used by imams in courts. The Quran is not organized chronologically. Without the doctrine 
of abrogation, you cannot know which command stands today. 

Christianity has no interest in such a doctrine. When Christ said “Heaven and earth shall 
pass away, but my words shall not pass away” (Matthew 24:35), He meant it. When Paul 
laid down doctrine, it was not replaced by later political expedience. When the apostle 
warned that any man or angel who preached another gospel should be accursed (Galatians 
1:8), he closed the door on further revisions. The God of the Bible swore, “I am the LORD, I 
change not” (Malachi 3:6), and the New Testament portrays Jesus Christ as “the same 
yesterday, and to day, and for ever” (Hebrews 13:8). That is not how Islam operates. The 
Quran itself confesses that God replaces verses with better ones. Muhammad’s biography 
is a shift from weakness to strength, from minority to ruling party. The revelation changes 
with circumstance, and abrogation explains the shift. This essay lays that out soberly and 
firmly, not to score political points, but to show why Muhammad’s theological system 
cannot be harmonized with the consistent revelation of Scripture or the unchanging gospel 
of Jesus Christ. 

 

1. The Quran Itself Introduces Abrogation 

The place to begin is not with polemical Christians or hostile historians, but with the 
Quran’s own claim. Surah 2:106 states, “Whatever a verse we cancel or cause to be 
forgotten, We bring a better one.” That verse is foundational for Islamic jurisprudence. It 



teaches that God cancels earlier revelations and replaces them with later ones. 
Westerners unfamiliar with this concept imagine the Quran as a static book of consistent 
teachings. In reality, early revelations that counsel patience, tolerance, and quietism are 
legally canceled by later revelations that counsel warfare, command distribution of spoils, 
and lay out political supremacy. The Quran does not hide this. It institutionalizes it. 

If you compare that to the biblical record, the difference jumps off the page. When God 
gave His revelation in Scripture, He did not later cancel Psalms with Jeremiah or replace 
Jesus Christ’s teachings with a contradictory gospel. When the Lord spoke, His words 
stood. Solomon wrote, “Every word of God is pure” (Proverbs 30:5). Jesus said, “the 
scripture cannot be broken” (John 10:35). Paul told Timothy that “All scripture is given by 
inspiration of God” (2 Timothy 3:16), not that earlier scripture would later be sliced out and 
replaced by politically expedient counsel. There is progressive revelation in the Bible, but 
not abrogation. Progressive revelation means God unfolds truth over time, adding clarity, 
detail, and fulfillment, but He does not contradict Himself or cancel earlier truth. The 
Quran’s doctrine is not progressive revelation. It is cancellation. 

The fact that the Quran openly claims God cancels verses and replaces them is jarring to a 
Christian who knows God’s character. “God is not a man, that he should lie; neither the son 
of man, that he should repent” (Numbers 23:19). The God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob 
does not give out instructions and then retract them because the political winds have 
changed. His covenants stand. His character does not fluctuate. When He swears, it is 
done. If Islam were merely another Near Eastern religion, abrogation might be seen as a 
legal evolution. But Islam claims to confirm and replace the Bible, while holding a view of 
revelation that the Bible explicitly rejects. The problem is not only that abrogation exists, 
but that it is treated as evidence of divine wisdom, when in fact it looks like human 
opportunism. 

 

2. Early Meccan Verses vs Later Medinan Verses 

The Quran’s revelations are traditionally divided into Meccan and Medinan periods. The 
Meccan period represents Muhammad as a prophet among hostile tribes without political 
power. The Medinan period represents Muhammad as a head of state, military commander, 
and legal authority. The tone shifts dramatically between the two periods. Early Meccan 
verses speak of patience, forbearance, and persuasion. Medinan verses speak of jihad, 
spoils, subjugation, taxation of non-Muslims, and political dominance. The doctrine of 
abrogation explains that the latter override the former. 



In Mecca, Muhammad could not command armies or impose law. His best rhetorical 
strategy was to present himself as a monotheistic reformer, appealing to Jews and 
Christians for theological validation. In Medina, he gained followers, territory, and military 
force. The revelations changed with the circumstances. Commands like “there is no 
compulsion in religion” (Surah 2:256) made sense in Mecca when compulsion was 
impossible. Commands like “fight those… who do not believe in Allah… until they pay the 
jizya with willing submission and feel themselves subdued” (Surah 9:29) made sense in 
Medina, when military compulsion was now available. 

For a Westerner taught to believe in uniform moral messaging, this seems contradictory. 
Praise literature begins and ends with Meccan-style verses. Islamic law begins and ends 
with Medinan-style verses. The scholar knows the difference. The politician and the 
interfaith dialogue partner do not. When a Muslim apologist cites an early Meccan verse on 
peace, the Western diplomat nods approvingly. When a jihadist cites a Medinan verse on 
war, the diplomat calls it extremism. In reality, classical Islamic jurists view the Medinan 
verses as normative because of abrogation. Without this doctrine, Islam cannot be 
understood historically or legally. The Bible has nothing like this. The Sermon on the Mount 
does not get replaced by a later Sermon of Compulsion. Christ does not shift from 
meekness to forced submission. He goes to a cross, not a battlefield. He changes hearts, 
not political borders. 

 

3. Islamic Praise Literature Ignores Abrogation Entirely 

One of the strange features of modern Islamic devotional writing is the absence of 
abrogation from public presentations of Muhammad’s life. Praise literature talks about 
Muhammad’s kindness, patience, mercy, and compassion. It quotes early verses and early 
anecdotes. It rarely mentions that these verses were given when Muhammad had no 
political power. It never mentions that later revelations replaced earlier ones. In the books 
you uploaded earlier in this study, Muhammad is presented as a static figure of gentle piety, 
a beacon of peace across the centuries. It is hagiography, not historiography. It is written 
for devotion, not law. 

The problem is that Islamic law does not operate on praise literature. It operates on Quran, 
Hadith, Sira, and jurisprudence. In those sources, the quietist Muhammad is replaced by 
the statesman Muhammad. Spoils are divided. Treaties are broken. Tribes are punished. 
Subjugation is formalized. Jizya is imposed. The praise books pretend that the Meccan 
Muhammad is the only Muhammad. The law books know better. That is why educated 
imams speak one way in Western interfaith meetings and another way in Islamic 



universities. It is not hypocrisy as much as compartmentalization. Praise literature builds 
devotion. Jurisprudence builds civilization. Abrogation belongs to the latter, not the former. 

Contrast that with the Bible. Christian devotional literature and Christian theology agree 
about Jesus Christ’s moral character. Devotion does not hide doctrine. The Christ you find 
in children’s Bible stories is the same Christ you find in Romans and Hebrews. His 
teachings are binding when He speaks them. They are not replaced by later military 
commands. Jesus did not go from “love your enemies” (Matthew 5:44) to “subdue your 
enemies.” He rebuked Peter for using the sword (John 18:11). He refused to call angels to 
destroy His persecutors (Matthew 26:53). He conquered by dying, not by abrogating His 
moral commands. The gospel does not evolve with political power. It stays the same in a 
catacomb or a cathedral. 

 

4. Abrogation Explains the Militancy of Later Verses 

The Quran’s ninth chapter (Surah At-Tawbah), one of the final large Medinan chapters, 
contains some of the most militant verses in the text. It speaks of fighting polytheists until 
they repent, fighting People of the Book until they pay tribute, and describes apostates and 
hypocrites with intense hostility. Western apologists often dismiss these verses as 
contextual, limited to specific tribes or battles. Classical Islamic law does not read them 
that way. Because of abrogation, Medinan verses are treated as the final legal word. They 
are universal unless otherwise constrained by explicit textual markers. 

This is not “extremism.” It is how the doctrine works. If a later verse commands war, it 
overrides earlier verses of patience. If a later verse commands subjugation, it overrides 
earlier verses of persuasion. That is why militant Islamic movements quote Surah 9 far 
more than Surah 2. They are following the logic of abrogation. Western politicians imagine 
this is a misinterpretation. It is not a misinterpretation. It is jurisprudence. A religion that 
institutionalizes abrogation will naturally have a militant final layer if its founder became a 
militant ruler. 

Now look at Scripture. The Bible does not authorize New Testament believers to conquer 
nations by force. The warfare of the Old Testament was specific to Israel, tied to covenant, 
land, and judgment. It was not a mandate for the Church. The Church is told, “the weapons 
of our warfare are not carnal” (2 Corinthians 10:4). The Great Commission commands 
evangelism and discipleship, not territorial conquest (Matthew 28:19–20). Paul told 
believers to pray for kings, not overthrow them (1 Timothy 2:1–2). Peter told believers to 
honor the king, not replace him (1 Peter 2:17). There is no abrogation in Scripture that shifts 
the mission of God’s people from witness to domination. Islam’s abrogation doctrine 



explains why Muhammad’s later life dominates Islamic practice. Christ’s consistent 
revelation explains why Christianity centers on preaching, persuasion, and spiritual 
warfare rather than conquest. 

 

5. Abrogation Undermines the Claim of Scriptural Consistency 

Islam often insists that Muhammad is the seal of the prophets, confirming and fulfilling 
previous revelation. It claims that Jews corrupted the Torah and Christians corrupted the 
Gospel, and that the Quran restores the truth. But to fulfill previous revelation, you must be 
consistent with it. The Quran’s teaching that God replaces revelations with better ones is 
inconsistent with the God of Scripture. If a Muslim wants to argue that the Torah and 
Gospel are corrupt, it is odd to build that argument on a book that teaches that God 
Himself cancels revelations. If God cancels His own revelations, why blame Jews or 
Christians for having earlier, canceled revelations Their alleged corruption would simply be 
abrogation by human hands. 

The biblical problem is even deeper. Jesus Christ presented Himself as the fulfillment of 
the Law and the Prophets (Matthew 5:17). His fulfillment does not cancel the law morally; it 
fulfills it covenantally. He does not contradict Moses. He completes Moses. He does not 
replace the prophets. He fulfills the prophets. That is why Paul can say, “For whatsoever 
things were written aforetime were written for our learning” (Romans 15:4). The earlier 
revelation remains instructive. It is not canceled. The ceremonial shadow is fulfilled in 
Christ, but the moral character of God does not shift. Grace does not abrogate 
righteousness. It fulfills it through Christ’s shed blood (Romans 3:25–26). The God of the 
Bible does not correct His own speech. 

If the Quran taught progressive revelation, it might be argued that Islam simply unfolds 
truth differently than Christianity. But abrogation is not unfolding. It is canceling. Surah 
2:106 does not say God adds to His revelations. It says He replaces them. That presents 
God as a being who tests ideas, discards them, and improves on them. That is not the God 
of Abraham. That is not the God who swore by Himself because “he could swear by no 
greater” (Hebrews 6:13). That is not the God who declares “My counsel shall stand, and I 
will do all my pleasure” (Isaiah 46:10). A god who replaces counsel does not sound like the 
God of the Bible. He sounds like a tribal ruler adjusting policy as power expands. 

 

6. Abrogation Reveals the Man Behind the Revelation 



The most unsettling aspect of abrogation is what it implies about Muhammad himself. If 
revelations shift with circumstances, the revelations look like political adjustments rather 
than divine decrees. Early patience aligns with minority weakness. Later militancy aligns 
with majority power. Early appeals to Jews and Christians align with the need for validation. 
Later condemnations align with Jewish tribes who rejected Muhammad and Christian 
theology that contradicted his claims. A Western historian looks at this and sees a human 
career arc with accompanying rhetoric. A Muslim sees divine wisdom shifting with 
providence. A Christian sees a man, not God. 

Compare that to Christ. Jesus did not shift His revelation to accommodate political power. 
He rejected kingship when the people wanted to make Him king (John 6:15). He rebuked 
Peter for thinking in terms of political deliverance (Matthew 16:23). His kingdom was “not of 
this world” (John 18:36). His greatest acts were performed in weakness, not strength. He 
went to a cross when He could have called angels (Matthew 26:53). He did not build an 
army. He did not conquer a city. He did not write a law code. He conquered sin by dying 
under it (2 Corinthians 5:21). His revelation did not shift with His circumstances because 
His mission was not political but redemptive. The only blood He shed was His own. 

Muhammad’s revelations shifted with circumstances because his mission included 
political power. He built a community, a state, an army, and a legal tradition. He conquered 
territory. He imposed tribute. He punished betrayal. If that is your mission, abrogation 
makes sense. If your mission is to break the power of sin and redeem fallen man, 
abrogation is unthinkable. Christ did not need to cancel the Sermon on the Mount to win 
hearts. The cross accomplished what swords never can. Abrogation reveals Muhammad’s 
method. The gospel reveals Christ’s. 

 

7. Abrogation Leaves the Muslim Without Assurance 

The most tragic implication of abrogation is not political but personal. If God cancels 
revelations, how does a Muslim know what God wants today Healing requires stability. 
Morality requires consistency. Salvation requires assurance. Islam cannot provide 
assurance because the god of Islam is not bound to earlier speech. He changes 
commands. He replaces revelations. He weighs deeds on scales (Surah 23:102–103). He 
does not promise adoption or sonship. He offers no finished sacrifice. In Islamic theology, 
God can always cancel what He previously commanded. How does a Muslim know his 
obedience will survive the scales How does he know his repentance counts How does he 
know his jihad is valid How does he know his martyrdom is genuine Abrogation undermines 
assurance. 



In Scripture, assurance rests on God’s unchanging character and Christ’s finished work. “I 
am the LORD, I change not” (Malachi 3:6). “Jesus Christ the same yesterday, and to day, 
and for ever” (Hebrews 13:8). “For by one offering he hath perfected for ever them that are 
sanctified” (Hebrews 10:14). “He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life” (John 
3:36). The Bible does not present a God who cancels promises. It presents a God who 
keeps them. Paul calls the gospel “the everlasting gospel” (Revelation 14:6). He calls 
salvation “eternal life” (Titus 1:2). He declares that nothing “shall be able to separate us 
from the love of God, which is in Christ Jesus our Lord” (Romans 8:39). That is assurance. 
That is stability. That is salvation. 

Abrogation leaves Muslims reading early moral verses one day, militant commands the 
next, and scale-based salvation the next. Christianity leaves believers resting on a finished 
cross, an immutable God, and a risen Christ who ever liveth to make intercession (Hebrews 
7:25). The difference is not academic. It is eternal. 

 

Conclusion 

The doctrine of abrogation sits at the heart of Islam’s legal and theological system. It is not 
a fringe idea. It is how Islamic jurists interpret the Quran. It separates early Meccan verses 
from later Medinan ones. It explains why peaceful verses are overridden by militant ones. It 
reveals a revelation that shifts with political circumstances, a deity who cancels previous 
speech, and a founder whose method evolved as power increased. Western praise 
literature hides this. Islamic law assumes it. Without abrogation, the Quran is 
contradictory. With abrogation, it is legally coherent but morally troubling. 

Against that stands the Bible’s doctrine of unchanging revelation. Scripture presents a God 
who keeps covenant, does not repent, and does not cancel earlier truth. It presents a 
Christ who fulfills, not contradicts. It presents a gospel that does not evolve with politics. It 
presents a salvation that does not depend on scales or shifting commands, but on a 
finished atonement secured at Calvary. It presents prophets who do not retract revelation. 
It presents apostles who close the canon with warnings against adding or subtracting 
(Revelation 22:18–19). It presents a Savior whose blood speaks better things than the blood 
of Abel (Hebrews 12:24), and whose priesthood is unchangeable (Hebrews 7:24). 

If Islam were merely a cultural phenomenon, abrogation would be an interesting legal 
mechanism. But Islam claims to correct the Bible and supersede the gospel. That claim 
fails under the weight of abrogation. A revelation that abrogates itself cannot correct a 
revelation that fulfills itself. A prophet who cancels his own commands cannot replace a 
Messiah who accomplishes His Father’s will perfectly (John 17:4). A salvation that 



fluctuates with scales and jihad cannot replace a salvation that rests on a cross and an 
empty tomb. Abrogation exposes Muhammad as a political leader shaping divine speech to 
circumstance. The gospel reveals Jesus as the eternal Word made flesh (John 1:14), whose 
speech is as unchanging as His deity and as trustworthy as His sacrifice. 

 

21 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — The Seal of the Prophets Claim 

Introduction 

One of the boldest claims Islam makes is that Muhammad is “the Seal of the Prophets” – 
the last and greatest messenger who closes the line of revelation and completes the 
prophetic office. That phrase is repeated so often in Islamic preaching that many Muslims 
never stop to ask what the Bible actually says about how prophecy ends. They assume that 
if Abraham, Moses, David, and Jesus were real prophets, then Muhammad must be the 
logical final link in the chain. The problem is that the Bible itself already settled the 
question of finality long before an Arab warlord appeared in the seventh century. Scripture 
says God has already spoken His last and highest Word – not in a book, not through an 
angel, not in an Arab, but in a Person: “God, who at sundry times and in divers manners 
spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, Hath in these last days spoken unto 
us by his Son” (Hebrews 1:1–2). When the Holy Ghost calls something “these last days,” 
you are not waiting for another “seal.” 

According to the Word of God, prophetic history has a center of gravity, and it is not Mecca. 
Daniel was shown a timeline in which Messiah would come, “to finish the transgression, 
and to make an end of sins, and to make reconciliation for iniquity, and to bring in 
everlasting righteousness, and to seal up the vision and prophecy, and to anoint the 
most Holy” (Daniel 9:24). That “seal up the vision and prophecy” is not a license for a later 
Arab prophet to rewrite the story. It is God’s way of saying, When My Christ comes, the 
main line of prophetic revelation is capped, confirmed, brought to its intended goal. The 
New Testament agrees. It presents Jesus Christ as “the author and finisher of our faith” 
(Hebrews 12:2), not the starter pistol for a religion that needs revising six hundred years 
later. 

The book of Revelation then slams the door on any new “prophet” rewriting the story. It 
calls Jesus “Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the ending” (Revelation 1:8), and it closes 
with a curse on any man who adds to or takes away from “the words of the prophecy of this 
book” (Revelation 22:18–19). The Spirit interprets the whole prophetic enterprise in one 
sentence: “for the testimony of Jesus is the spirit of prophecy” (Revelation 19:10). 
Prophecy is not about leading you to an Arab who denies the cross and the Sonship of 



Christ. It is about leading you to the crucified, risen, returning Son of God. If Jesus Christ is 
the Spirit, the substance, and the finisher of prophecy, then a man who comes half a 
millennium later, preaching another Jesus, another gospel, and another spirit (2 
Corinthians 11:4), cannot be the “seal” of anything except deception. 

 

1. How God Spoke in Times Past: The Pattern of Prophetic Revelation 

If you are going to talk about a “seal of the prophets,” you first have to understand how God 
used prophets in the first place. Hebrews 1 gives the layout. “God, who at sundry times and 
in divers manners spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets” (Hebrews 1:1). 
Notice the plural: “times” and “manners” and “prophets.” The Old Testament is not one 
man’s monologue. It is a long, multi-century testimony from many human instruments, all 
pointing in the same direction. Moses lays the foundation with Law and types. Joshua, 
Judges, and the historical books show the outworking of that covenant. David and the 
psalmists pour out the devotional and prophetic heartbeat. The major and minor prophets 
rebuke, warn, and predict. The pattern is progressive, but it is not self-contradictory. God 
does not change His character every few centuries. 

The key is that those prophets were servants, not endpoints. Peter says, “Of which 
salvation the prophets have enquired and searched diligently, who prophesied of the grace 
that should come unto you” (1 Peter 1:10). They themselves did not see the whole picture. 
They spoke of a coming Person and a coming grace. They testified “beforehand the 
sufferings of Christ, and the glory that should follow” (1 Peter 1:11). They “enquired and 
searched” what, or what manner of time, the Spirit of Christ which was in them did signify. 
In other words, the entire prophetic stream is leaning forward toward Someone. It is not 
leaning sideways toward Arabia. It is not leaning backward toward Sinai. It is leaning 
forward toward Calvary and an empty tomb. 

Even in the Law, God tells Israel to expect one Prophet who will stand out from the rest. “I 
will raise them up a Prophet from among their brethren, like unto thee, and will put my 
words in his mouth; and he shall speak unto them all that I shall command him” 
(Deuteronomy 18:18). Notice – not a chain of prophets forever, but One climactic Prophet 
“like unto” Moses, in a special sense. And the warning is severe: “And it shall come to pass, 
that whosoever will not hearken unto my words which he shall speak in my name, I will 
require it of him” (Deuteronomy 18:19). The New Testament identifies that Prophet as 
Jesus Christ (Acts 3:22–23). The prophetic pattern of the Old Testament is not an open-
ended series waiting for an Arab capstone. It is a rising crescendo, climaxing in one voice – 
the voice of God’s Son. 



 

2. Daniel’s Timeline – “To Seal Up the Vision and Prophecy” in Messiah 

Daniel 9 is one of the most important chapters in the Bible for understanding how God 
views the completion of prophecy. Daniel is praying about the desolations of Jerusalem. 
God sends Gabriel with a timetable. “Seventy weeks are determined upon thy people and 
upon thy holy city” – for what purpose? – “to finish the transgression, and to make an end of 
sins, and to make reconciliation for iniquity, and to bring in everlasting righteousness, 
and to seal up the vision and prophecy, and to anoint the most Holy” (Daniel 9:24). That 
is a package deal. When God runs this seventy-week program, He says several things will 
happen, and one of them is that vision and prophecy will be “sealed up.” 

Sealing in Scripture is used for at least two ideas: securing something so it cannot be 
tampered with, and marking something as complete. When you seal a letter, the contents 
are fixed. When the Father seals the Son (John 6:27), He marks Him as the authentic 
representative. When God says He will “seal up the vision and prophecy,” He is saying He 
will bring the main line of prophetic revelation to its God-appointed goal, confirm it, secure 
it, and mark it as complete in relation to that program. This is tied, not to an Arab 
tribesman, but to the anointing of “the most Holy,” the coming of Messiah. “And after 
threescore and two weeks shall Messiah be cut off, but not for himself” (Daniel 9:26). 
That is Calvary. That is substitution. That is “reconciliation for iniquity” and the foundation 
of “everlasting righteousness.” 

You cannot honestly read Daniel 9 and then say, “We’re still waiting for a prophet to seal up 
the vision.” The text says Messiah’s coming, death, and the outworking of that program is 
what seals it. Messiah is cut off. The city is eventually destroyed. The times of the Gentiles 
roll on. But as far as the prophetic line about redemption and kingdom is concerned, the 
Person who seals it is already identified – the Christ. The New Testament picks this up. John 
sees Christ as “the Lion of the tribe of Juda” and “a Lamb as it had been slain,” and He 
alone is worthy to take the book and open the seals (Revelation 5:5–9). He is both the 
fulfillment of Daniel’s seventy-week program and the One who owns the title deed to the 
future. You do not add a seventh-century prophet to that and call him “seal of the prophets” 
without ripping Daniel 9 out of your Bible. 

 

3. Hebrews – God Has Spoken by His Son, Not by a Later Arab 

Hebrews is God’s commentary on the finality of Christ. It opens with a contrast. “God, who 
at sundry times and in divers manners spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, 
Hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son” (Hebrews 1:1–2). Do you see the time 



markers? “Time past” – prophets. “These last days” – the Son. The Son is not one more 
prophet in the old pattern. He is a different category. He is “appointed heir of all things, by 
whom also he made the worlds” (Hebrews 1:2). Prophets were men who received words 
from God. The Son is the One through whom God made the worlds. He is not a later 
messenger. He is the eternal Creator come in the flesh. 

The chapter piles up titles and descriptions that exclude Muhammad completely. Jesus is 
“the brightness of his glory, and the express image of his person” (Hebrews 1:3). No 
prophet, including Moses, ever had that said of him. He upholds “all things by the word of 
his power” (Hebrews 1:3). Muhammad upheld nothing by the word of his power. Christ “by 
himself purged our sins” and “sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on high” (Hebrews 
1:3). When a man sits down, the work in question is finished. That is why Christ could cry, 
“It is finished” (John 19:30). Hebrews goes on to show that His priesthood is superior, His 
covenant is superior, His sacrifice is once for all, never to be repeated. “But this man, after 
he had offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, sat down on the right hand of God” (Hebrews 
10:12). 

Then the book draws the obvious conclusion about further “revelation.” There is no more 
need for new mediators, new high priests, new prophets adjusting the message. “God… 
hath spoken” – past tense – “by his Son” (Hebrews 1:2). He does not say He planeth in 
those last days to speak by an Arab who denies the Son. He does not say He will send a 
prophet who overturns the cross, denies the Sonship, and rewrites the story. He says the 
Son is the final speech. When you reject the Son and replace Him with another “prophet,” 
you are not climbing higher. You are stepping off the roof into thin air. A man who comes 
after the Son, denying the Son’s deity, denying the Son’s cross, denying the Son’s blood, 
does not “seal” the prophets. He condemns himself by contradicting the last word God 
already spoke. 

 

4. Revelation – The Testimony of Jesus and the Closed Canon 

When you come to Revelation, you are at the edge of the Bible’s prophetic cliff. John is on 
Patmos, exiled “for the word of God, and for the testimony of Jesus Christ” (Revelation 1:9). 
God gives him “The Revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave unto him, to shew unto his 
servants things which must shortly come to pass” (Revelation 1:1). Notice that. This book is 
not “The Revelation of Muhammad.” It is the revelation of Jesus Christ. When John falls at 
the angel’s feet, the angel stops him. “Worship God: for the testimony of Jesus is the 
spirit of prophecy” (Revelation 19:10). That one sentence should settle the whole “seal of 



the prophets” question. Prophecy’s inner core, its spirit, its driving purpose, is to bear 
testimony to Jesus – not to clear a runway for someone who denies His cross and deity. 

Revelation presents Christ as “Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the ending” 
(Revelation 1:8). That excludes the need for a man who shows up centuries later and 
claims to be the missing piece. Christ is the beginning and the ending, not Christ plus 
Muhammad. He is “the first and the last” (Revelation 1:11). At the end of the book, He says, 
“I am the root and the offspring of David, and the bright and morning star” (Revelation 
22:16). He is the root – source – and offspring – fulfillment – of the Davidic promises. He is 
the One David was looking forward to. He is the One the prophets were pointing toward. He 
is the morning star that announces dawn. There is no mention of an Arab prophet being 
required to finish what Christ left incomplete. 

Then the Spirit slams the door on further genuine prophetic revelation that would rewrite 
this testimony. “For I testify unto every man that heareth the words of the prophecy of this 
book, If any man shall add unto these things, God shall add unto him the plagues that are 
written in this book: And if any man shall take away from the words of the book of this 
prophecy, God shall take away his part out of the book of life” (Revelation 22:18–19). 
Muhammad did both. He claimed new revelation that adds to the story and then took away 
from the heart of it by denying the crucifixion, the Sonship, and the finished work. He 
presents another book, another set of claims, and another Jesus. According to Revelation, 
that is not “sealing prophecy.” That is stepping under a curse. 

 

5. The Islamic “Seal” vs the Biblical Finality of Christ 

Islam’s claim is simple: Muhammad is the last prophet, the “seal” that closes the line. He 
confirms and corrects all previous revelation, and no genuine prophet will come after him. 
On paper, that sounds like finality. In practice, it is a direct assault on the finality God 
already declared in Christ. When the Son is presented as God’s last speech, the One who 
purged our sins and sat down, the One in whom God has spoken “in these last days” 
(Hebrews 1:2–3), any man who comes centuries later saying, “Actually, I have a correction,” 
is not sealing anything. He is contradicting the seal. He is like a man who walks into a 
courtroom after the judge has passed sentence and claims to be the new judge overturning 
the verdict. 

Islam tries to make this sound plausible by claiming continuity. Muhammad, they say, is in 
the Abrahamic line. He honors Moses and Jesus – in their “true” forms – and removes 
corruptions. But the Jesus of Islam is not the Jesus of Scripture. The Quranic Jesus is not 
the eternal Son, not crucified, not risen, not mediator, not Lamb of God, not only-begotten. 



He is a downgraded Isa, a prophet among many, a forerunner to Muhammad, whose job is 
to point away from Calvary toward Sharia. Paul warned about that kind of thing fifteen 
hundred years earlier. “For if he that cometh preacheth another Jesus, whom we have not 
preached, or if ye receive another spirit, which ye have not received, or another gospel, 
which ye have not accepted, ye might well bear with him” (2 Corinthians 11:4). That is 
Muhammad to a T: another Jesus, another spirit, another gospel. 

The Bible makes it even plainer in Galatians. “But though we, or an angel from heaven, 
preach any other gospel unto you than that which we have preached unto you, let him be 
accursed” (Galatians 1:8). Islam claims an angel brought Muhammad his revelation in a 
cave. Paul says, if an angel shows up with a different gospel – one that denies the cross, 
denies justification by faith alone, denies the Sonship of Christ – that angel is under a 
curse, and the man who preaches that gospel is under a curse. You cannot turn around and 
call that man “seal of the prophets.” The “seal” in Scripture is the Spirit of God, given to 
believers in Christ: “After that ye believed, ye were sealed with that holy Spirit of promise” 
(Ephesians 1:13). The gospel is sealed by the blood of Christ. The canon is sealed in 
Revelation. Christ is the Alpha and Omega. The only thing Muhammad seals is his own 
condemnation by preaching against what God has already finalized. 

 

6. Testing the “Seal” by Deuteronomy 13 and 18 

God never told His people to accept any man’s claim to prophethood at face value. He gave 
Israel written tests. If a man claims to be a prophet, you are to run him through 
Deuteronomy 13 and 18. In Deuteronomy 18, the test includes predictive accuracy: “When 
a prophet speaketh in the name of the LORD, if the thing follow not, nor come to pass… the 
prophet hath spoken it presumptuously: thou shalt not be afraid of him” (Deuteronomy 
18:22). But there is an even more fundamental test in Deuteronomy 13. Even if a sign or 
wonder comes to pass, if that prophet then says, “Let us go after other gods,” you are to 
reject him. “For the LORD your God proveth you, to know whether ye love the LORD your 
God with all your heart” (Deuteronomy 13:1–3). The doctrinal test is higher than the miracle 
test. 

Now apply that to Muhammad. The God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob revealed Himself as 
Jehovah – “I AM THAT I AM” (Exodus 3:14) – entered into covenant with Israel, and then 
revealed Himself in the New Testament as Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. Jesus identified 
Himself with that divine name: “Before Abraham was, I am” (John 8:58). The New 
Testament presents the Son as eternal deity: “For in him dwelleth all the fulness of the 
Godhead bodily” (Colossians 2:9). It declares that “there is none other name under heaven 



given among men, whereby we must be saved” (Acts 4:12). It calls Jesus “the Son of God” 
dozens of times and grounds salvation in His blood and resurrection (Romans 3:25; 1 
Corinthians 15:3–4). 

Muhammad comes along centuries later and says that God has no Son, that Jesus is not 
deity, that He was not crucified, that His blood did not atone, that the New Testament has 
been corrupted, and that a different book and law code are now the standard. That, by 
Deuteronomy 13, is the textbook definition of a false prophet. He leads people away from 
the God as revealed, back to a stripped-down monotheism that denies the Son and the 
cross. John says, “Whosoever denieth the Son, the same hath not the Father” (1 John 2:23). 
You cannot deny the Son and still claim to be completing the work of the prophets who 
foretold Him. By God’s own written standard, any man who rejects the deity, Sonship, and 
atoning work of Christ is not a prophet at all. To call such a man the “seal of the prophets” 
is to spit in the face of Deuteronomy, trample the warnings of Galatians, and ignore the 
whole point of Hebrews and Revelation. 

 

7. The True Seal – Christ as Prophet, Priest, and King 

If Muhammad is not the seal of the prophets, who is? The Bible’s answer is not a human in 
the old mold at all, but Jesus Christ in His threefold office. He is Prophet, Priest, and King. 
As Prophet, He is the final Word from God. He is the Deuteronomy 18 Prophet that Moses 
foretold. Peter identifies Him directly: “For Moses truly said unto the fathers, A prophet 
shall the Lord your God raise up unto you of your brethren, like unto me; him shall ye 
hear in all things whatsoever he shall say unto you. And it shall come to pass, that every 
soul, which will not hear that prophet, shall be destroyed from among the people” (Acts 
3:22–23). That is Jesus Christ, not Muhammad. Peter preached that in Jerusalem, in the 
first century, long before Islam existed. The “hear him” is fulfilled on the Mount of 
Transfiguration when the Father says, “This is my beloved Son… hear ye him” (Matthew 
17:5). 

As Priest, Christ offers the one sacrifice that all the prophets pointed toward. They brought 
sacrifices; He is the sacrifice. They talked about atonement; He accomplished it. “But this 
man, after he had offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, sat down on the right hand of God” 
(Hebrews 10:12). That “for ever” means the sacrificial work is done. There is no room for a 
prophet who comes along later and says, “Actually, the cross didn’t happen, the blood 
didn’t atone, and the way to God is through my law code.” The whole Levitical system is 
fulfilled and terminated in Christ’s self-offering. To suggest that God would ignore that and 



raise up a new “seal” to redirect people away from that cross is to blaspheme both the 
blood and the priesthood that God Himself established. 

As King, Christ will fulfill every remaining prophetic word about government and glory. He is 
“the root and the offspring of David” (Revelation 22:16). Gabriel told Mary, “the Lord God 
shall give unto him the throne of his father David: And he shall reign over the house of Jacob 
for ever” (Luke 1:32–33). Prophecy about kingdom does not need an Arab to close it out. It 
needs the Son of David to return. When He comes back, He will not come as a prophet 
founding a new religion. He will come as King of kings and Lord of lords (Revelation 19:16), 
treading the winepress of the fierceness and wrath of Almighty God. At that point, prophecy 
about government is not being re-written. It is being fulfilled. Christ is the seal by being the 
One all prophecy aimed at – doctrinally, sacrificially, and politically. The “seal” is not a late-
arriving messenger. It is the Person in whom “all the promises of God in him are yea, and in 
him Amen” (2 Corinthians 1:20). 

 

Conclusion 

The Islamic claim that Muhammad is the “seal of the prophets” sounds convincing only if 
you never open a Bible. The moment you let Hebrews, Daniel, and Revelation speak, the 
claim collapses. Daniel 9 shows that Messiah, not an Arab, is the One who seals up vision 
and prophecy by His death and the introduction of everlasting righteousness. Hebrews 
declares that God in times past spoke by the prophets, but in these last days has spoken by 
His Son, who has purged our sins and sat down. Revelation announces that the testimony 
of Jesus is the spirit of prophecy, presents Him as Alpha and Omega, and curses any man 
who adds to or takes away from the prophetic word. In that framework, Muhammad’s claim 
is not just redundant; it is blasphemous. 

If you are a Bible-believing Christian, you do not need to be bullied by the “seal of the 
prophets” rhetoric. You already have a sealed gospel, a sealed Savior, and a sealed Book. 
You have a High Priest who sat down because the work is done. You have a Prophet whose 
words will not pass away. You have a King whose coming will vindicate every promise. You 
test every later claimant by the written standard God gave. When a man shows up denying 
the Son, denying the cross, denying the blood, and offering a different book as the final 
authority, you are not dealing with the seal of the prophets. You are dealing with the very 
kind of “another gospel” and “another Jesus” the apostles warned you about, and you are 
commanded to treat it as accursed, not as completion. 

If you are a Muslim reading this, the issue is not personal hatred. The issue is truth. Either 
Jesus Christ is what the Bible says He is – eternal Son, God manifest in the flesh (1 Timothy 



3:16), crucified for our sins, risen the third day (1 Corinthians 15:3–4), seated at God’s right 
hand, coming again in glory – or He is what your books say He is – a non-crucified prophet 
whose mission was to pave the way for an Arab lawgiver. Both cannot be true. The God who 
“cannot lie” (Titus 1:2) will not endorse two contradictory revelations. The same Bible that 
foretold Christ, recorded His work, and closed the canon tells you plainly that in Him 
prophecy finds its center and its completion. The real “seal of the prophets” is not a man 
who came to correct Christ. It is Christ Himself, who needs no correction, no successor, 
and no rival. 

 

 

22 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — Islam After Muhammad: The Split 

Introduction 

Every religion brags about unity. Rome brags about one visible church under one pope. The 
cults brag about being the only true “restored” church. And Islam brags about the 
“Ummah” – one global community, united under one God, one book, one prophet, and one 
law. The sales pitch is simple: Christianity is divided into denominations, while Islam is 
“one.” But the moment you close the pamphlet and open a history book, that myth falls 
apart. The same movement that claims to be the final, perfect system of God on earth 
almost blew itself to pieces within a generation of its founder’s death. Muhammad had 
barely been buried before the knives came out over who would rule, whose bloodline 
mattered, and whose interpretation counted. The “Seal of the Prophets” did not seal unity. 
He left a power vacuum that exploded into civil war. 

If Muhammad’s message was truly the final, perfected revelation from God, you would 
expect the generation that knew him best to exhibit the clearest, strongest, most 
harmonious expression of that revelation. Instead, you get assassination, rebellion, rival 
caliphs, and a permanent sectarian split between Sunni and Shia that still gets people 
killed fourteen centuries later. You are told that Islam means peace, that it brings unity and 
brotherhood, and that the Quran solves mankind’s divisions. But when the prophet died in 
632, men who had memorized that Quran and fought at his side turned their swords on 
each other over the question of succession. “Can two walk together, except they be 
agreed?” (Amos 3:3). Apparently not – and they did not. 

The Bible does not hide division. It predicts it when men follow flesh instead of Christ. Paul 
rebuked the Corinthians for saying “I am of Paul; and I of Apollos; and I of Cephas; and I of 
Christ” (1 Corinthians 1:12). But he never told them to settle it by killing each other. He 
pointed them back to the One who was crucified for them (1 Corinthians 1:13). Islam went 



the other way. Instead of looking to a risen Savior as Head, it looked to a dead prophet’s 
vacant throne. Instead of the Holy Ghost uniting believers in one Body (1 Corinthians 
12:13), it looked to political caliphs, tribal loyalties, and bloodlines. The result was 
predictable: “For where envying and strife is, there is confusion and every evil work” (James 
3:16). This essay lays out the story: Muhammad dies, the caliphate struggles, Islam splits, 
and the myth of unbroken unity collapses under its own history. 

 

1. A Dead Prophet and a Live Power Vacuum 

When Jesus Christ died, He did something no founder of any other religion has ever done. 
He rose again the third day, appeared to His disciples, and ascended to the right hand of 
the Father, sending down the Holy Ghost to indwell and guide His people (Acts 1–2). The 
Head of the Church is literally alive and present, “which is his body, the fulness of him that 
filleth all in all” (Ephesians 1:23). When Muhammad died, he stayed dead. There was no 
resurrection, no empty tomb, no ongoing headship from heaven. He was a prophet-
politician whose earthly rule ended the day he stopped breathing. That left a throne, a 
treasury, an army, and a rapidly expanding realm – with no clear, undisputed successor. 

Islamic tradition tries to soften this by painting the companions as united and wise. But the 
simple question, “Who takes over?” immediately exposed fault lines. Some argued for Abu 
Bakr, an early companion and Muhammad’s father-in-law. Others favored Ali, 
Muhammad’s cousin and son-in-law. The Quran had not laid down a detailed, explicit 
succession line. There was no inspired Book of Acts showing the Lord appointing 
successors. There was raw power, tribal influence, and hurried meetings. The future of the 
Ummah was decided in backroom councils and pledges of allegiance, not in an upper 
room filled with the Holy Ghost (Acts 2:1–4). 

The Bible warns you what happens when a system is built on a man instead of the living 
Christ. “Cease ye from man, whose breath is in his nostrils: for wherein is he to be 
accounted of?” (Isaiah 2:22). When Muhammad’s breath left his nostrils, Islam’s unity went 
with it. The prophet had held competing tribes together by his own presence, charisma, 
and success. Once that cement was gone, all the old tendencies – clan rivalry, ambition, 
pride, and blood-feud culture – rushed back in. A religion that boasts about unity could not 
keep the house from cracking as soon as the builder died. 

 

2. Abu Bakr and the Ridda Wars – Unity at Swordpoint 



Abu Bakr emerged as the first caliph after Muhammad. He is praised in Sunni lore as the 
most faithful of the companions. But look at what his caliphate was immediately 
consumed with – not spreading a spiritual message to the world, but crushing rebellion 
inside the Ummah. Many Arab tribes, who had pledged loyalty to Muhammad personally, 
saw no reason to keep sending taxes and fighters once he was gone. Some flirted with 
other would-be prophets. Others simply wanted out. Abu Bakr’s response was not a 
Pentecost sermon but war. The Ridda (apostasy) wars were a series of military campaigns 
to force these tribes back into line. 

Islamic sources often frame this as noble defense of the true religion. But step back and 
look at the simple fact: within months of Muhammad’s death, Muslims were killing other 
Arabs who had once professed Islam, under the banner of preserving religious and political 
unity. Some of those people still claimed loyalty to Allah but balked at paying the zakat tax 
to Medina. Abu Bakr reportedly said he would fight those who refused to pay, even if they 
withheld something as small as a rope. Unity was enforced with the sword. That is not the 
unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace (Ephesians 4:3). That is state power, backed by steel, 
compelling outward conformity. 

Contrast that with the New Testament. When men in the early church lied about money, 
Peter did not raise an army. God killed them Himself as a warning (Acts 5:1–10). When 
some believers went off into heresy, Paul did not lead a civil war. He marked them, warned 
others, and left their judgment with God (Romans 16:17–18). When some quit walking with 
Christ, the Lord simply let them go: “From that time many of his disciples went back, and 
walked no more with him” (John 6:66). Christianity’s unity is voluntary, produced by the 
work of the Spirit and the truth of the gospel. Islam’s early unity, under Abu Bakr, was 
maintained at the point of a sword. That is not a spiritual solution. That is Caesar in a robe, 
enforcing submission. 

 

3. Umar, Expansion, and the Sword as Theologian 

Abu Bakr’s campaigns stabilized the Arabian core. Then came Umar, the second caliph, 
who presided over a stunning wave of expansion. Under his rule, Islamic armies smashed 
Byzantine and Persian forces, capturing Syria, Egypt, and large parts of Iraq and Iran. Sunni 
writers point to this as proof of divine favor. “Look how God blessed the Ummah with 
victory!” But outward conquest is not proof of inward truth. Rome conquered half the world 
and crucified the Son of God. That did not make Caesar infallible. Scripture warns, “For the 
kingdom is the LORD’S: and he is the governor among the nations” (Psalm 22:28). God can 
use crooked sticks to write straight judgments. Victory does not equal vindication. 



The more territory Islam took, the more it became a political empire as much as a religious 
community. Arab tribes who had previously resisted Medina were now glorying in Persian 
palaces. The same sword that had been used to force reluctant tribes back under Abu Bakr 
was now busy extracting jizya from conquered peoples and spreading Arabic rule. But the 
doctrinal roots remained shallow. There was still no completed, universally fixed text of the 
Quran. Hadith collections and legal schools were in infancy. The unity of the Ummah, such 
as it was, rested on military momentum and loyalty to the ruling house more than on a 
settled, deeply internalized theology. 

This is what happens when your “church” is also your state. The same hand that holds the 
sword also writes your doctrine. That is why Islam has always had a hard time 
distinguishing between disagreement and treason. To question the caliph or his 
interpretation is to question Allah’s representative. That is not Bible Christianity. In the New 
Testament, you are commanded to test those who claim authority. The Bereans were called 
“more noble” because they “searched the scriptures daily, whether those things were so” 
(Acts 17:11). Paul told the Galatians that if even he, or an angel from heaven, preached 
another gospel, they were to reject it (Galatians 1:8). Islam under Umar was not training 
Bereans. It was training soldiers. The theologian was the sword. 

 

4. Uthman, the Standard Quran, and Blood over a Book 

By the time Uthman became the third caliph, the cracks were widening. Muslim armies 
were far from Arabia. Converts were pouring in from different languages and cultures. 
Reports circulated of different Quranic readings in different regions. Men who had learned 
from different companions recited verses slightly differently. Uthman’s solution was to 
standardize. He ordered an official recension of the Quran, based on the copies and 
memories available in Medina, and sent authorized copies to major cities, commanding 
that all other codices be destroyed. 

Remember that next time you hear the boast that the Quran has been perfectly preserved, 
letter for letter, from the time of Muhammad with no variation. You do not need to burn 
competing copies if they are all identical. The fact that Uthman had to enforce one version 
and destroy others tells you there was already diversity in the text. More importantly for our 
subject, his decision enraged some who favored other readings or resented central control. 
Political tension, tribal jealousies, and grievances over administration all began to 
coalesce. The unity story was cracking. A religion that boasts of being “one book, one 
prophet, one Ummah” very quickly reached a point where it had to decide which version of 
its book would be allowed to exist – and then spilled blood over it. 



Uthman himself died at the hands of Muslim rebels, murdered in Medina while reading the 
Quran. That scene says more about the real unity of early Islam than a thousand glossy 
brochures. If the religion is such a perfect, unifying force, why are devout followers killing 
the caliph in the Prophet’s own city within a few decades of hijra? The Bible’s diagnosis is 
simple: “For where envying and strife is, there is confusion and every evil work” (James 
3:16). Envy over power, strife over authority, confusion over text – all present. The boast that 
Islam solved the problem of religious division is refuted by the corpse of Uthman. 

 

5. Ali, Karbala, and the Birth of Shia Martyrdom 

After Uthman’s murder, Ali finally became caliph. For those who believed the Prophet’s 
family should have held leadership from the beginning, this was long overdue. But Ali’s 
reign was plagued by civil war. Aisha, the prophet’s widow, along with Talha and Zubair, 
opposed him, leading to the Battle of the Camel. Later, Mu’awiya, governor of Syria and 
relative of Uthman, clashed with Ali at Siffin. The political dispute was baptized in religious 
language. Each side claimed to be defending true Islam and justice. But it was Muslims 
killing Muslims, reciting the same book, praying toward the same Kaaba, invoking the same 
prophet, and spilling each other’s blood. That is not the unity you were promised. 

The real turning point came after Ali’s assassination, when his son Husayn refused to 
pledge allegiance to Yazid, the Umayyad ruler. Husayn marched with a small band of 
followers and family members toward Kufa, expecting support that never materialized. At 
Karbala, he was surrounded by a much larger force and killed, along with most of his male 
companions. This event seared itself into the consciousness of those who would become 
Shia Muslims. Husayn became the archetypal martyr, the righteous imam betrayed and 
slaughtered by corrupt usurpers. Every year, millions of Shia mourn Ashura with rituals of 
grief and self-flagellation, commemorating a Muslim-on-Muslim massacre. 

From that point on, the split was not just political. It was theological and emotional. For 
Shia, leadership belongs by divine right to the family of the Prophet through Ali and Fatima. 
The line of imams is sinless, specially guided, and central to salvation. For Sunnis, the 
rightly guided caliphs were the first four, chosen by the community, and later rulers hold 
authority by different combinations of lineage, conquest, and consensus. Two rival 
narratives about the same early events, two rival sets of heroes and villains, and two rival 
understandings of authority took root. The so-called unified Ummah now had two hearts 
beating out of sync, and the blood feud over Karbala has never really healed. 

 

6. Sunni Orthodoxy vs Shia Imamate – Competing Absolutes 



Once the dust settled politically, Islam had to explain itself to itself. Sunnis developed a 
doctrine that the community’s consensus (ijma) and the example of the companions 
formed the bedrock of orthodoxy. The first generations, especially the first four caliphs, 
were held up as “righteous.” The hadith collections were sorted and canonized, legal 
schools arose, and a basic narrative emerged: Islam had one prophet, then four rightly 
guided caliphs, then legitimate rulers of varying quality, but the early community as a whole 
preserved the true faith. Unity, in this view, is anchored in the majority tradition. 

Shia doctrine went another way. It held that the community as a whole had gone astray 
early on by sidelining Ali. True guidance was preserved in the line of imams, starting with Ali 
and continuing through Husayn and his descendants. These imams were not mere political 
leaders. They were divinely appointed, infallible in matters of religion. In some Shia strands, 
they are almost semi-divine figures, bearers of esoteric knowledge. For Twelver Shia, the 
twelfth imam is in occultation and will return as a messianic figure. In this view, the 
majority of Muslims are following a corrupted path, and the true Ummah is the Shia 
minority holding fast to the family line. 

You now have two competing absolutes inside the same religion. Sunnis say, “The 
companions and their consensus are our foundation.” Shia say, “Many of those 
companions betrayed the family of the Prophet, and the imams are our foundation.” Both 
appeal to Allah, the Quran, and Muhammad. Both recite the same creed. Both call 
themselves Islam. Yet they anathematize and, in many places, persecute each other. That 
is not the unity of the Spirit. That is Cain and Abel going to mosque together. The Bible told 
you this would happen when you build a system without the true Cornerstone. “Wherefore 
also it is contained in the scripture, Behold, I lay in Sion a chief corner stone, elect, 
precious: and he that believeth on him shall not be confounded” (1 Peter 2:6). When 
men reject that Stone and build on other foundations – bloodlines, councils, caliphs – they 
end up confounded, split into factions that all claim divine backing. 

 

7. Islam’s Fragmented House vs the Body of Christ 

The Muslim apologist loves to point at denominations and sneer, “Look how divided 
Christianity is.” What he conveniently forgets to mention is that his own house has been 
bleeding over Sunni-Shia lines for over a thousand years. From medieval battles to modern 
massacres in Iraq, Syria, Pakistan, and Yemen, the Ummah has repeatedly drawn Muslim 
blood in the name of preserving “true Islam.” On top of Sunni and Shia, you have sub-sects 
like Alawites, Ismailis, Zaydis, Sufis, Salafis, Deobandi, Barelvi, and more – many of them 
mutually suspicious, some mutually violent. If Protestant vs Catholic disproves the Bible, 



then Sunni vs Shia disproves the Quran by the same logic. “With what measure ye mete, it 
shall be measured to you again” (Matthew 7:2). 

The difference is this: the New Testament never promises denominational uniformity. It 
warns that men will depart from the faith, that grievous wolves will enter in, that some will 
preach another Jesus and another gospel (Acts 20:29–30; 2 Corinthians 11:4; 1 Timothy 
4:1). It defines the true unity of the Church as spiritual – “There is one body, and one Spirit, 
even as ye are called in one hope of your calling; One Lord, one faith, one baptism” 
(Ephesians 4:4–5). The Body of Christ is composed of all truly born-again believers, sealed 
by the same Spirit (Ephesians 1:13), whether or not their denominational paperwork 
matches. The standard is the written word and the gospel of grace. Men who depart from 
that are the schismatics, even if they hold the property titles. 

Islam, in contrast, sells political and legal uniformity as proof of divine origin. One book, 
one law, one Ummah. But it could not even keep its first generation from tearing itself 
apart. The very fact that Islam has to explain why one group curses Abu Bakr and Umar 
while another reveres them, why one group beat its chest over Husayn at Karbala while 
another sees it as a political tragedy, shows the system’s fault line. Jesus said, “Every 
kingdom divided against itself is brought to desolation; and a house divided against a 
house falleth” (Luke 11:17). Islam is not exempt. The Sunni-Shia fracture is not a minor 
disagreement over worship style. It is a deep, doctrinal, historical wound that never healed. 
The “unity” you hear about is public relations, not reality. 

 

Conclusion 

When you strip away the propaganda and look at the record, Islam after Muhammad does 
not look like a divinely preserved unity. It looks like what you would expect when a political-
religious movement is built on a mortal man with no resurrection and no indwelling Spirit to 
guide the flock. Muhammad died. The caliphs fought over his chair. Tribes defected and 
were forced back by war. Texts had to be standardized by decree and rival copies 
destroyed. A caliph was murdered with the Quran in his hands. His successor was 
opposed, then assassinated. His grandson was butchered on a battlefield that still echoes 
in Shia mourning rituals. Out of that chaos came two main branches – Sunni and Shia – 
each claiming to be the rightful heir. That is not God sealing unity. That is man reaping what 
he sowed. 

The Bible’s verdict on this kind of thing is not vague. Where there is envying and strife, there 
is confusion and every evil work (James 3:16). A system that has to maintain its “unity” with 
armies, assassinations, and purges has already confessed that it does not have what the 



New Testament offers – a living Head in heaven and a living Spirit in the hearts of believers. 
Jesus Christ did not leave a political throne empty in Jerusalem. He rose, ascended, and 
sat down at the right hand of God (Hebrews 10:12). He did not leave His church to hash out 
succession in a smoky room. He sent the Comforter to guide into all truth (John 16:13). The 
unity He provides is rooted in Himself – “For other foundation can no man lay than that is 
laid, which is Jesus Christ” (1 Corinthians 3:11). When men build instead on tribe, 
bloodline, and empire, the cracks show quickly. 

So the next time a Muslim missionary tells you that Islam is superior because it is “one 
Ummah under one book,” you are entitled to ask a few questions. One Ummah – Sunni or 
Shia? One book – before or after Uthman’s recension? One leadership – caliph, imam, king, 
or ayatollah? History has already answered. The loud slogan of unity could not keep the 
early house from dividing against itself. The only real, lasting unity God recognizes is the 
one He Himself creates in His Son – sinners, Jew and Gentile, washed in the same blood, 
saved by the same grace, indwelt by the same Spirit, and joined to the same living Head. 
You will not find that in a caliphate. You will find it at the foot of a cross and an empty tomb. 

 

 

23 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — Violence, Terror, and Modern Jihad 

Introduction 

If you believed the way Western media sanitizes things, you would think “jihad” is just an 
inner struggle to be a better neighbor and recycle your plastic. Politicians, professors, and 
interfaith dialog coordinators line up to tell you that violent groups have “nothing to do with 
real Islam,” and if you dare connect the dots between the Quran, the Hadith, Muhammad’s 
example, and modern jihad, you are the problem. The Bible-believing Christian is expected 
to apologize for the Crusades, the Inquisition, and every case of abuse in Christendom, but 
the moment you ask hard questions about violence done explicitly in the name of Allah and 
his messenger, you are told to hush, study “context,” and repeat the slogan that Islam is a 
“religion of peace.” That double standard is not accidental. It is a smokescreen. 

A Bible believer does not have the luxury of hiding from the facts. God tells you to “prove all 
things; hold fast that which is good” (1 Thessalonians 5:21). That means you test doctrines 
by Scripture, claims by evidence, and religious leaders by their fruits. When men fly planes 
into buildings shouting “Allahu akbar,” quote Muhammad before detonating bombs, and 
cite the Quran and Hadith for justification, you do not explain it away with sociology. You 
ask, “What did their prophet teach? What did their book say? What pattern did their earliest 
leaders follow?” The New Testament warns that “the tree is known by his fruit” (Matthew 



12:33). You do not judge an individual Muslim’s heart by news headlines. But you are 
absolutely commanded to judge a system’s doctrine by the fruit it produces when taken 
seriously. 

This essay is not about mocking individuals or stereotyping every Muslim as a terrorist. 
Many who bear that label are trying to live quietly, raise families, and stay away from 
violence. The issue is not every Muslim. The issue is Muhammad’s teaching and example, 
the doctrine of jihad in classical sources, and the way modern violent movements have 
consciously rooted themselves in those texts. You are told the extremists “hijacked” Islam. 
We are going to flip the question around and ask whether they did not simply board a plane 
that was already pointed in that direction. The Bible says, “And ye shall know the truth, and 
the truth shall make you free” (John 8:32). Truth here means being honest about where the 
ideology comes from, why it resonates, and why a Bible-believer cannot pretend that the 
violence is an accident with no connection to the original pattern. 

 

1. Jihad in Scripture vs Jihad in the Quran 

The word “jihad” gets dressed up for Western consumption as an internal struggle, a kind of 
spiritual self-improvement quest. There is a sense in which all humans know they are in a 
fight with sin, self, and temptation. Paul says, “For the flesh lusteth against the Spirit, and 
the Spirit against the flesh” (Galatians 5:17). A born-again believer knows what it is to 
wrestle inwardly. That is not the issue. The issue is how the official texts define and 
prioritize jihad. In the New Testament, “the weapons of our warfare are not carnal” (2 
Corinthians 10:4). The Christian is told, “we wrestle not against flesh and blood” 
(Ephesians 6:12). His armor is truth, righteousness, the gospel of peace, faith, salvation, 
the word of God, and prayer (Ephesians 6:13–18). He has no mandate to advance 
Christianity with a sword. If he tries, he is out of line with his own Lord, who said, “Put up 
again thy sword into his place: for all they that take the sword shall perish with the sword” 
(Matthew 26:52). 

In Islam’s core sources, the picture is different. There are texts about striving with your self, 
yes, but there are also repeated commands about fighting “in the way of Allah.” The early 
community around Muhammad did not treat jihad as a private metaphor. They organized 
military expeditions, fought battles, took prisoners, collected booty, and imposed terms on 
defeated peoples. Their struggle was literal – men on horses with weapons in their hands. 
Later jurists codified jihad as armed struggle to expand the realm where Islamic law 
prevails and to defend it when threatened. Whatever nuances and rules of engagement 



they added, the core reality remained: there is a recognized category of religiously 
sanctioned violence to spread and protect the faith. 

The New Testament never tells a Christian to go out and punish unbelievers for rejecting 
Christ. It tells him to expect persecution, not to inflict it. “Yea, and all that will live godly in 
Christ Jesus shall suffer persecution” (2 Timothy 3:12). The Christian’s pattern is a crucified 
Savior, apostles beaten and imprisoned, and martyrs who would rather die than retaliate. 
Islam’s pattern from its political founding includes armed campaigns led by its prophet, 
successors who waged wars for unity and expansion, and jurists who debated the 
conditions for lawful fighting. When modern armed movements comb through those 
sources for inspiration and vocabulary, they are not inventing a new religion. They are 
plugging into an existing doctrinal current. 

2. Muhammad’s Military Career and the Normalization of Religious War 

Modern biographies aimed at devotional reading like to present Muhammad as a gentle 
shepherd of souls. Yet even those sources must describe his role in actual battles: Badr, 
Uhud, the Trench, Khaybar, the campaigns against various tribes. The question is not 
whether these events happened; the question is why they matter. For Muslims, the Prophet 
is the model man, “a good example” to follow in all walks of life. That includes his role as 
war leader. For the Bible-believer, that makes his military record essential to understanding 
jihad. A man who preaches peace while ordering raids has sent mixed signals. A man 
whose followers see those raids as holy precedent is not surprised when later generations 
act on that pattern. 

Muhammad did not merely defend a fixed territory. He authorized offensive expeditions 
against caravans, pushed into neighboring regions, and negotiated treaties that were later 
broken on calculations of advantage. The Battle of Badr, for example, was a raid on a 
Quraysh caravan that escalated into a decisive fight. Victory was interpreted as divine 
confirmation. Defeats were treated as tests or the fault of the believers. War, in the 
Prophet’s lifetime, became a means by which the new community survived, enriched itself, 
and expanded. That is not conspiracy theory. It is the plain reading of early narratives. Once 
war is baptized as a legitimate religious tool under the best of leaders, do not feign surprise 
when lesser men pick it up for lesser causes. 

Compare that with the Lord Jesus Christ. When His disciples wanted to call down fire on a 
Samaritan village that rejected Him, “he turned, and rebuked them, and said, Ye know not 
what manner of spirit ye are of. For the Son of man is not come to destroy men’s lives, but 
to save them” (Luke 9:55–56). He told Pilate, “My kingdom is not of this world: if my 
kingdom were of this world, then would my servants fight” (John 18:36). His method for 



spreading the gospel was preaching, persuasion, and suffering, not coercion. A Christian 
who starts swinging a sword in Christ’s name is disobeying his own Master. A militant who 
picks up arms in Muhammad’s name can cite the founder’s practice. That difference 
matters. It is why jihadists quote their prophet when they recruit and why the New 
Testament gives them no parallel ammunition. 

 

3. Classical Jihad Theory and Modern Revivalists 

You cannot honestly discuss modern violent movements without looking at how classical 
Islamic thought treated jihad. For centuries, jurists wrote about the division of the world 
into the “abode of Islam” and the “abode of war,” about the status of non-Muslim subjects 
under Islamic rule, and about the conditions under which fighting was obligatory or 
recommended. They debated whether rulers had to declare jihad annually, whether truces 
could last longer than ten years, and how to treat prisoners and spoils. They were not 
secular strategists. They were religious scholars, deriving rulings from the Quran, the 
Hadith, and the precedent of Muhammad and the early caliphs. 

Fast forward to modern times. Colonialism, the collapse of Islamic empires, secular 
dictators, and foreign interventions created a storm of humiliation and anger in parts of the 
Muslim world. Into that storm stepped ideologues who reread the classical texts with a 
revolutionary lens. They argued that Islam’s decline came from abandoning “true” jihad, 
compromising with unbelievers, and tolerating un-Islamic regimes. Their cure was to go 
back to the early sources, strip away centuries of accommodation, and re-apply the hard 
edge of the original doctrine. They quoted verses about fighting, cited battles from the 
Prophet’s life, and used legal manuals to justify armed struggle against both foreign and 
domestic enemies. 

In other words, the line from classical jihad theory to modern armed movements is not a 
straight carbon copy, but it is a recognizable progression. Men living in new circumstances 
reached back to old texts for justification. They did not pull their ideology out of Western 
movies. They argued like traditional jurists, but with a modern target. The Bible warns you 
that “evil men and seducers shall wax worse and worse, deceiving, and being deceived” (2 
Timothy 3:13). A doctrine that was dangerous enough in a medieval empire – religious war 
to expand and protect the realm – becomes even more volatile when combined with 
modern technology, global communication, and political collapse. But the root is still the 
same category: armed struggle in the name of God. 

 

4. Texts, Sermons, and the Ideological Pipeline 



One of the most dishonest games played in public debate is to pretend that violent actors 
are isolated lunatics with no connection to mainstream teaching, even when those actors 
are quoting chapter and verse. When ordinary Muslims say, “That is not my Islam,” they are 
speaking about their own conscience and practice, and that must be acknowledged. But 
when you analyze ideology, you do not stop at personal feelings. You ask, “What texts do 
the recruiters use? What sermons do the bombers listen to? What justice do they think they 
are carrying out?” The prophets were told to judge false teaching by its content, not by how 
nice some followers might be. “To the law and to the testimony: if they speak not according 
to this word, it is because there is no light in them” (Isaiah 8:20). 

Modern jihadist preachers do not hide their sources. They quote the Quran where it speaks 
of fighting those who wage war against the community, they cite narrations where the 
Prophet is reported to have said that he was commanded to fight until people testify to the 
creed, and they lean on legal texts that treat martyrdom in battle as a ticket to paradise. 
They give young men a package: grievance, identity, brotherhood, a simple explanation of 
the world, and a set of religious texts that seem to sanctify violence. Most Muslims reject 
that package. But the package did not appear out of thin air. It is stitched together with 
verses and narrations that any honest scholar recognizes. 

By contrast, a Bible-preaching pastor trying to justify terror in Christ’s name has to mutilate 
the New Testament. He has to ignore “love your enemies” (Matthew 5:44), “avenge not 
yourselves” (Romans 12:19), and “if my kingdom were of this world, then would my 
servants fight” (John 18:36). He cannot point to a single apostolic act where disciples took 
up arms to enforce doctrine. The early martyrs did not form hit squads. They went to their 
deaths singing hymns. There is no ideological pipeline from Jesus to terror. There is a clear, 
documented pipeline from certain interpretations of jihad to modern violence, whether or 
not every Muslim drinks from it. That is the uncomfortable truth that polite society tries to 
talk around. 

 

5. The Victim Narrative and the Theology of Revenge 

Violent movements do not recruit with bare doctrine. They recruit with stories. One of the 
most powerful is the narrative of grievance and revenge. They point to real injustices – 
invasions, bombings, occupation, corruption, and hypocrisy – and they wrap those wounds 
in a theological package. In that package, the world is divided into oppressors and 
oppressed, believers and enemies, and the only language the enemy understands is 
violence. This is not unique to Islam. Marxists, nationalists, and racists have done the same 



thing. What makes the jihadist version potent is the claim that God Himself has sanctioned 
retaliation and promises paradise to those who die fighting. 

The Bible recognizes injustice and calls it by its name. The prophets denounced 
oppressors: “Woe unto them that decree unrighteous decrees” (Isaiah 10:1). But the New 
Testament refuses to let the believer turn grievance into a license for vengeance. 
“Recompense to no man evil for evil” (Romans 12:17). “Be not overcome of evil, but 
overcome evil with good” (Romans 12:21). When the apostles were persecuted, they 
rejoiced that they were counted worthy to suffer shame for Christ’s name (Acts 5:41). They 
did not strap on knives and plot assassinations. Their Lord had told them, “Love your 
enemies, bless them that curse you” (Matthew 5:44). That does not mean governments 
have no duty to bear the sword against criminals (Romans 13:4). It means the church has 
no mandate to turn itself into an army of revenge. 

In the jihadist narrative, revenge is almost sacramental. Blood answers blood. A bomb 
answers a bomb. A bullet answers a bullet. Modern movements dress this up with videos, 
songs, and testimonies of “martyrs” who died in attacks. The young recruit is told he will 
avenge his people and please God at the same time. That is not simply a political error. It is 
theological. It confuses personal vengeance with divine justice and wraps it in religious 
promises. Without an underlying doctrine that accepts armed struggle as a legitimate 
religious tool, the victim narrative would have less traction. But when the founder’s own 
career includes battles, and the legal tradition includes rewarded fighters, the hook sinks 
deeper. 

 

6. Media Myths, “Religion of Peace,” and the Fear of Honest Diagnosis 

After spectacular attacks, a ritual unfolds. Officials line up to say the violence had nothing 
to do with the “religion of peace.” Commentators warn against “Islamophobia.” Interfaith 
panels are convened. The goal is understandable – to prevent backlash against ordinary 
Muslims and to keep social peace. A Christian should not join in hatred or harassment of 
individuals. “Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself” (Matthew 22:39) is still in the Book, 
even when that neighbor is of another religion. But loving your neighbor does not require 
lying about his doctrine. Protecting a person’s safety is not the same as protecting his 
prophet’s reputation. 

The phrase “religion of peace” is not a theological conclusion from Islam’s founding texts. It 
is a slogan minted for Western ears. If the record shows a founder who led armed 
expeditions, scriptures that include fighting commands, and a history that contains both 
expansion and civil war, then any honest label will admit a complex reality. Denying that 



complexity does not protect moderates. It abandons them to extremists who are more 
honest about what certain texts say. You cannot help a young Muslim wrestling with radical 
ideas by assuring him that his own sources do not say what he can read with his own eyes. 
You help him by pointing him to a better way and a better Savior. 

The Bible-believer must be brutally honest about his own side as well. Christendom has 
seen its share of persecution, coercion, and bloodshed. But when it did so, it departed 
from the explicit teaching of the New Testament and the example of Christ. You can open 
the Book and show exactly where the crusader went wrong. When a jihadist quotes his 
texts, he is closer to his founder’s political life than the crusader ever was to Christ’s. That 
is the point that polite speech tries to bury. Truth demands you bring it to the surface 
without hatred, but also without flinching. “Am I therefore become your enemy, because I 
tell you the truth?” (Galatians 4:16). 

 

7. The Only Real Escape from Holy War: The Prince of Peace 

At the end of the day, the human heart loves violence. You do not need a Quran or a Bible to 
prove that. Cain murdered Abel long before there were mosques or cathedrals. Nations 
have always cloaked their wars in noble language. The only thing that can break the cycle is 
a gospel that cuts to the root of sin, disarms the conscience, and changes the man on the 
inside. That is what Islam, in any form, cannot supply. Its path to acceptance with God is 
works, fear, and scales. Its model of community includes legal coercion. Its founder’s 
political career includes warfare. Stripped of slogans, that is a shaky foundation for lasting 
peace. 

The gospel of Jesus Christ does something fundamentally different. It starts by declaring 
everyone guilty. “For all have sinned, and come short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23). 
Jew, Gentile, Muslim, Christian, atheist – all alike under sin. That levels the playing field. No 
one has a right to boast. Then it offers a finished atonement: “But God commendeth his 
love toward us, in that, while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us” (Romans 5:8). The Son 
of God shed His blood on a cross, not in a raid, not in a battle, but as a substitute. He rose 
again, conquering death without killing anyone. When a sinner trusts that finished work, he 
is justified by grace through faith, “not of works, lest any man should boast” (Ephesians 
2:8–9). That kind of salvation does not need coercion. It cannot be spread by the sword 
without betraying its Author. 

That is why, even in the midst of a world infected with religious violence, the Bible believer 
can stand with a Book in his hand and say to any Muslim, “I will not lift a finger to harm you. 
I will not force you to convert. But I will tell you plainly that your prophet cannot save you, 



your works cannot save you, and your jihad cannot cleanse your conscience. Only the 
blood of Jesus Christ, God’s Son, can cleanse us from all sin” (1 John 1:7). That is not 
hatred. That is the only real peace offer God has made to this planet. Every other path – 
secular, religious, or revolutionary – eventually finds an excuse to pick up a sword. The 
Prince of Peace took the nails Himself and then said, “Peace I leave with you, my peace I 
give unto you” (John 14:27). 

 

Conclusion 

Violence and terror done in the name of Islam are not the whole story of every Muslim, but 
they are not an accident either. They grow out of a soil that includes Muhammad’s own 
military career, classical doctrines of jihad, legal traditions that sanction armed struggle, 
and modern ideologues who have mined those sources for inspiration. You are not dealing 
with a random perversion of an otherwise pacifist message. You are dealing with one 
particular trajectory within an already militarized religious history. To pretend otherwise is 
to close your eyes while men quote their own prophet, their own book, and their own jurists 
as they recruit and kill. 

The Bible-believer has no business hating individuals or calling for vengeance. He knows 
too much about his own sin and the grace that saved him. He is commanded to love his 
neighbor, even when that neighbor follows a false prophet. But love does not change the 
verdict on the prophet. When a system’s founder leads wars, its scriptures enshrine 
fighting, and its jurists canonize armed struggle, the link between doctrine and modern 
violence cannot be wished away. “By their fruits ye shall know them” (Matthew 7:20). You 
do not judge every Muslim by the worst actor who claims the label. But you must judge the 
ideology by the fruit produced when its hard sayings are taken literally. 

In the end, the choice is not between a “violent Christianity” and a “violent Islam.” The 
choice is between a crucified, risen Savior who forbids His followers from advancing His 
kingdom by the sword, and a human prophet whose followers can – and do – appeal to his 
armed career as precedent. One path leads to endless cycles of grievance and revenge, 
dressed up with religious language. The other leads to a bloody cross, an empty tomb, and 
a kingdom that does not come by bullets and bombs, but by preaching, repentance, and 
faith. The Christian is not called to wage holy war. He is called to preach a holy gospel. In a 
world of modern jihad, that message is not optional. It is the only light bright enough to 
expose the darkness and the only peace strong enough to outlive the last explosion. 

 

 



24 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — Why Muslims Love Muhammad Emotionally 

Introduction 

If you only read polemical tracts, you might think every Muslim loves Muhammad for cold 
doctrinal reasons – because they are taught he is the Seal of the Prophets, the final 
messenger, and the model man. But if you read their praise literature, listen to their songs, 
and watch their eyes when his name is mentioned, you discover something deeper. There is 
a powerful emotional bond, almost romantic, between the Muslim soul and its prophet. He 
is called “mercy to the worlds,” “light for mankind,” “the beloved of Allah,” “our intercessor,” 
“our guide,” and “the crown of creation.” Some writers describe his face as radiance, his 
character as pure gentleness, his heart as endless compassion. Their language sounds 
less like a biography and more like a hymn. If you do not understand that emotional 
devotion, you will clumsily witness and needlessly offend, because you will attack a man 
they feel they need to love. 

At the same time, a Bible-believer cannot pretend that such love is harmless sentiment. 
The Bible warns about misplaced affection. “Cursed be the man that trusteth in man, and 
maketh flesh his arm” (Jeremiah 17:5). The heart is designed to cling to a person – but God 
designed that Person to be Himself manifest in the flesh: the Lord Jesus Christ. When a 
whole religious system channels that longing into a human prophet, no matter how sugar-
coated his image, you are looking at idolatry in devotional form. It may not involve statues, 
but it certainly involves a man put where only the Son of God belongs. The New Testament 
says plainly, “That in all things he might have the preeminence” (Colossians 1:18). When 
anyone else gets that preeminence, something has gone fundamentally wrong, however 
sincere the worshipper may be. 

This essay is not written to sneer at Muslim affections, but to dissect them. You will never 
reach a Muslim by merely hammering his prophet with dry arguments while ignoring the 
emotional glue that holds his identity together. A man may be willing to argue about 
doctrine, but when you touch his beloved figure, you are touching his hope, his honor, his 
fear of hell, his family story, and his sense of belonging. The goal here is to pull back the 
curtain on the psychology of Muhammad-veneration, compare it with Bible truth, and then 
show the only safe place for a human heart’s deepest love and trust – the crucified and 
risen Son of God, “the chiefest among ten thousand” and “altogether lovely” (Song of 
Solomon 5:10,16). 

 

1. The Need for a Human Mediator and the Vacuum Christ Fills 



One of the first things that jumps off the page in the praise texts is how Muhammad is 
treated as a bridge. He is called the “means” by which Muslims hope to reach Allah, the 
“intercessor” who will plead for them, the “mercy” standing between them and judgment. 
The average Muslim is taught to fear the Day of Resurrection – scales, books, questions, 
and the possibility of hellfire. In that fear, he is told that Muhammad will intercede, that his 
ummah will be favored because of its prophet, and that sending blessings on Muhammad 
increases one’s hope of mercy. Emotionally, that makes Muhammad function as a 
mediator. Theologically, that puts him where Christ stands in the Bible. 

The human heart wants a mediator. It knows instinctively that a holy God is too high, too 
pure, too far beyond our filth. Job cried out, “Neither is there any daysman betwixt us, that 
might lay his hand upon us both” (Job 9:33). He longed for a go-between. The gospel 
announces that God Himself supplied that go-between: “For there is one God, and one 
mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus” (1 Timothy 2:5). He is not a mere 
prophet begging for his people; He is God manifest in the flesh (1 Timothy 3:16), offering 
His own blood as the ground of intercession (Hebrews 9:12). His mediation is not 
emotional favoritism; it is legal representation based on a finished payment. 

When that biblical mediator is denied – when Christ is stripped of Deity, crucifixion, and 
sonship – the vacuum remains. Somebody has to stand in the gap. Islam, having rejected 
“the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin of the world” (John 1:29), plugs its own 
prophet into the empty slot. The Muslim heart, scared of judgment and desperate for hope, 
clings emotionally to the one it is told will stand for it. That is why the love is so intense. This 
is not admiration for a distant leader; it is affection for the man they hope will rescue them 
from wrath. If you do not see that, you will not understand how to point them to the real 
Mediator without sounding like you are taking away the only rope they think they have. 

 

2. Identity, Ummah, and the Prophet as Father-Figure 

The praise writings are full of “we” language. “We are honored by his coming.” “We follow 
his footsteps.” “We are the nation of Muhammad.” For many Muslims, their entire identity is 
wrapped up in being part of the ummah tied to this man. To insult Muhammad is not just to 
criticize a religious figure; it is to attack the family’s honor, the community’s story, the entire 
narrative of who they are. The prophet becomes a kind of father-figure of a civilization – the 
man through whom they understand themselves and their place in history. 

Human beings are built to receive identity from a Father. The Bible shows you how that’s 
supposed to work: “For this cause I bow my knees unto the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
Of whom the whole family in heaven and earth is named” (Ephesians 3:14–15). Believers 



receive their name, status, and sense of belonging from God as Father, through union with 
His Son. “Beloved, now are we the sons of God” (1 John 3:2). That identity is not ethnic, 
tribal, or political. It is spiritual, grounded in new birth (John 3:3) and sealed by the Holy 
Ghost (Ephesians 1:13). The believer can say, “I know whose I am and whom I serve” (Acts 
27:23). 

But if God is distant, if sonship is denied (“God hath no son” is the loud cry of Islamic 
theology), then the need for a defining father-figure finds another object. Muhammad 
becomes the man who “gave us our path,” “taught us our way,” “united our tribes,” “lifted us 
from darkness to light.” Emotional love for him is therefore tangled with nationalism, 
culture, and family loyalty. A child in a Muslim home hears about him from the cradle. 
Stories of his kindness, tears, and supposed miracles are mixed with lullabies. By the time 
he can think, “loving the Prophet” has already become part of what it means to be a decent 
person, a respectable member of the community. If you charge in like a bull, you are not 
just attacking a doctrine; you are trampling somebody’s father-figure. A wise witness 
understands that identity component and offers a better Father and a better family: “ye 
have received the Spirit of adoption, whereby we cry, Abba, Father” (Romans 8:15). 

 

3. Intercession Hopes and the Fear of Speaking Honestly 

The praise literature does not stop at admiration. It credits Muhammad with ongoing 
concern for his people – visiting graves, weeping for his ummah, pleeding on Judgment Day 
until multitudes are spared. Believers are urged to send blessings on him constantly, to 
recite formulas that invoke peace upon him, and to hope thereby for reward. There is a 
feedback loop: the more they bless him, the more they expect him to bless them. 
Emotionally, that encourages dependence. Psychologically, it discourages criticism. If the 
man you hope will speak for you is also the man you’re told never to question, then love 
and fear combine to shut down honest evaluation. 

The Bible gives a very different picture of intercession. Christ is “able also to save them to 
the uttermost that come unto God by him, seeing he ever liveth to make intercession for 
them” (Hebrews 7:25). His advocacy is not based on how many blessings you recite on 
Him, but on the value of His own blood offered once for all (Hebrews 10:10–14). John 
writes, “If any man sin, we have an advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous” (1 
John 2:1). Notice the ground – His righteousness, not our formulas. The believer is not told 
to pamper Christ with phrases to keep Him in a good mood. He is told to “come boldly unto 
the throne of grace” (Hebrews 4:16) because the work is finished and the Mediator is 
perfect. 



In Islamic culture, fear of blasphemy and love of intercession intertwine. To criticize 
Muhammad is seen as blasphemy. Blasphemy, in many contexts, is punishable by severe 
penalties, sometimes death. Even where the law does not enforce it, social pressure does. 
A Muslim can privately wrestle with questions about Muhammad’s life, but to voice them 
feels like sawing off the branch he sits on. His emotions are telling him, “If I dishonor the 
Prophet, I lose his intercession and risk my soul.” That is why so many converts to Christ 
from Islam speak of the terror they felt when questioning Muhammad, sometimes more 
than when questioning Allah. They were not just doubting a doctrine; they were betraying 
the man they hoped would on that great Day speak up for them. A Christian witness must 
understand that spiritual blackmail and be ready to show them a better Advocate – One 
who invites questions, absorbs doubts, and gives assurance based on His own sacrifice, 
not on human loyalty. 

 

4. Saint-Like Devotion and the Substitution of Glory 

If you strip away the names and read Muslim praise of Muhammad and Roman Catholic 
praise of Mary side by side, you will notice eerie similarities. Exaggerated gentleness, 
boundless compassion, ceaseless care, unfailing intercession, titles piled up until the 
figure sounds more like a demigod than a human. In Catholicism, Mary is “mother of 
mercy,” “refuge of sinners,” “our life, our sweetness, and our hope.” In Islamic praise texts, 
Muhammad is “mercy to the worlds,” “guide of the lost,” “light of every heart,” and “hope of 
the fearful.” In both cases, religious affection that ought to rise to Christ has been siphoned 
off onto another figure. The emotional psychology is the same: people feel more 
comfortable pouring their hearts out to someone they perceive as “softer” than the holy 
God they fear. 

The Bible knows nothing of such saint-centric devotion. It never tells you to address Mary, 
Peter, Paul, or any prophet as your refuge. When Cornelius bowed down to Peter, “Peter 
took him up, saying, Stand up; I myself also am a man” (Acts 10:26). When the people of 
Lystra tried to worship Paul and Barnabas as gods, they tore their clothes and cried out, 
“We also are men of like passions with you” (Acts 14:15). When John fell down before an 
angel, the angel rebuked him: “See thou do it not… worship God” (Revelation 19:10). In 
Scripture, any figure touched by grace is horrified at being made an object of devotion. They 
point away from themselves to the Lord. Christ alone is the legitimate focus of absolute 
love and trust: “that in all things he might have the preeminence” (Colossians 1:18). 

Muhammad, by contrast, is surrounded with songs and poems that border on worship. He 
is praised not just as a messenger, but as the beloved of Allah, the most exalted creature, 



the axis of creation. Some Sufi poets speak as if the light of Muhammad existed before the 
world and everything else is a reflection. In practice, this makes him function as a 
substitute glory. The heart that ought to be captivated by “the glory of God in the face of 
Jesus Christ” (2 Corinthians 4:6) is captivated by an embellished portrait of an Arab 
prophet. The believer’s role is not to sneer at the devotion, but to expose the substitution. 
Feeble, sinful hearts will always be tempted to soften God by placing a human buffer in 
front of Him. The gospel announces something radically different: the One who stands 
before the Father for us is God, stooping down in flesh, bearing our sins, and inviting our 
love directly. 

 

5. Shame, Honor, and the Psychology of Insult 

You cannot talk about emotional love for Muhammad without talking about shame and 
honor. In many Muslim cultures, honor is not an individual matter; it is collective. The 
family’s honor, the tribe’s honor, the community’s honor are bound up together. If someone 
insults your father, your clan expects you to respond. If someone insults your prophet, the 
pressure multiplies. Praise literature often portrays Muhammad as the jewel of their honor 
– the man whose existence elevates their nation. Loving him, defending him, and refusing 
to tolerate mockery of him become tests of loyalty. Emotional attachment to him is tied to 
self-respect. 

The Bible recognizes honor dynamics, but redefines them in Christ. The believer’s honor is 
not anchored in his ethnicity, his prophet, or his religious tribe. It is anchored in being 
accepted in the Beloved (Ephesians 1:6). “Whosoever believeth on him shall not be 
ashamed” (Romans 10:11). When Christ is mocked, the Christian feels grief, but he is not 
called to blasphemy laws or violence in response. He is called to suffer reproach with his 
Lord: “Let us go forth therefore unto him without the camp, bearing his reproach” (Hebrews 
13:13). He rejoices “that they were counted worthy to suffer shame for his name” (Acts 
5:41). In other words, the Christian’s honor is paradoxical: he is honored by the very shame 
he bears for Christ. 

In the Islamic honor-shame framework, insult to Muhammad is intuitive dynamite. 
Cartoonists, careless speakers, or deliberate mockers of Islam may think they are simply 
exercising “free speech.” But on the ground, many Muslims experience that as a direct 
attack on their dignity. That is why small provocations have sometimes triggered massive 
reactions. The flame was already there – the emotional bond and the honor code – and 
somebody put a match to it. As a witness, you have to walk a narrow line. You cannot lie 
about Muhammad or pretend that his record matches Christ’s. But you do not need to go 



out of your way to insult. Your goal is not to humiliate; it is to convince. “The servant of the 
Lord must not strive; but be gentle unto all men, apt to teach, patient” (2 Timothy 2:24). 
Exposing error and appealing to conscience will sting enough without you adding 
unnecessary offense on top. 

 

6. The Comfort of a Familiar Story vs the Risk of the Cross 

Another psychological factor in Muhammad-devotion is narrative comfort. The praise texts 
present a life story that is clean, simple, and comforting: a poor orphan who rises, receives 
revelation, suffers misunderstanding, shows patience, and triumphs. He is gentle with 
children, kind to animals, compassionate to the weak. Whether or not every detail is 
historically accurate, that is how multitudes are taught to see him. That story becomes a 
kind of moral lullaby. In times of fear or confusion, simply repeating his name and recalling 
his supposed kindness calms the heart. Love for him is love for a familiar script. 

The true Bible story is far more unsettling. It does not present a prophet who rises 
politically and triumphs in this world. It presents the eternal Word made flesh (John 1:14), 
born in poverty, rejected by His own, misunderstood, betrayed, mocked, stripped, and 
nailed to a cross. “He is despised and rejected of men; a man of sorrows, and acquainted 
with grief” (Isaiah 53:3). It tells you that the wrath you fear fell on Him: “the LORD hath laid 
on him the iniquity of us all” (Isaiah 53:6). It demands that you admit your sin is bad enough 
to require that blood, and that all your works are filthy rags (Isaiah 64:6). That is not a 
comforting story to the flesh. It is terrifying – until you believe. 

Once you believe, the cross becomes the greatest comfort of all. “Herein is love, not that 
we loved God, but that he loved us, and sent his Son to be the propitiation for our sins” (1 
John 4:10). You learn that God does not love you because you belong to a particular 
ummah or follow a particular prophet, but because He chose to set His love upon you in 
Christ. Your comfort shifts from a sentimental image of a human leader to the hard but 
glorious fact of a crucified and risen Savior. For a Muslim, that shift feels like stepping off 
steady ground onto nothing. You are asking him to leave a soothing narrative and embrace 
a bloody cross. No wonder he clings emotionally to Muhammad at first. Your task is to 
patiently show him that the familiar comfort is ultimately empty, and that the seeming risk 
of the cross is in fact the only safe ground – “the Rock of our salvation” (Psalm 95:1). 

 

7. Turning Emotional Loyalty into a Bridge, Not a Wall 



All of this raises the practical question: if Muslims love Muhammad this intensely, how 
does that help your witnessing instead of hindering it? The answer is that emotional loyalty, 
rightly engaged, can become a bridge. A man who cares deeply about pleasing God, 
honoring his prophet, and avoiding hell is not apathetic. He is reachable. His conscience is 
awake. The problem is not that he loves too much; it is that his love is misdirected. Paul 
looked at his unsaved Jewish brethren and said, “For I bear them record that they have a 
zeal of God, but not according to knowledge” (Romans 10:2). Zeal without truth is 
dangerous – but zeal can be re-aimed when truth arrives. 

You can start by affirming the right instincts while exposing the wrong object. When a 
Muslim says he reveres Muhammad for his mercy, you can say, “You are right to love mercy. 
Let me show you the One whom God calls ‘the God of all grace’ (1 Peter 5:10) and ‘the 
Father of mercies’ (2 Corinthians 1:3).” When he speaks of intercession, show him the One 
who “ever liveth to make intercession” (Hebrews 7:25). When he longs for a beloved of God, 
show him the Son in whom the Father is “well pleased” (Matthew 3:17). You are not asking 
him to stop loving mercy, intercession, or holiness. You are asking him to transfer that 
devotion from a sinner to the sinless Savior. 

You can also gently turn his love for “truth” back on his own sources. If he says, “I love the 
Prophet because he told us the truth,” you can ask, “Would the God of truth want you to 
hide from inconvenient facts? If Muhammad was truly from God, should he not stand up 
under honest examination?” Then you open the Book and show him a Christ who invites 
scrutiny (“Handle me, and see” – Luke 24:39), who exposes His own disciples’ unbelief, 
and who bases His claims on fulfilled prophecy and resurrection power. Over time, as the 
Holy Ghost works, that Muslim’s emotional loyalty can pivot. The same capacity that once 
clung to Muhammad can begin to cling to Christ. The same heart that once flinched at 
questioning the Prophet can learn to bow gladly before the Lamb. 

 

Conclusion 

Muslims do not love Muhammad merely because a creed tells them to. They love him 
because their entire religious psychology is built around him – as mediator, father-figure, 
intercessor, honor-bearer, and comfort source. Their songs call him mercy, their poems call 
him light, their scholars call him the beloved, and their parents teach their children that 
loyalty to him is a test of decency. Emotionally, he has been parked in the place Scripture 
reserves for the Lord Jesus Christ. That misplacement explains both the tenderness of their 
devotion and the ferocity of their reactions when he is criticized. They sense, even if they 



cannot articulate it, that if the image of Muhammad cracks, their entire structure of hope 
and identity starts to shake. 

A Bible believer cannot afford to be naïve or arrogant in the face of such devotion. You must 
not confuse doctrinal error with lack of sincerity. Many Muslims love their prophet with a 
sincerity that puts lukewarm Christians to shame. But sincerity does not save. Trust in the 
wrong person damns as surely as open unbelief. “He that believeth on the Son hath 
everlasting life: and he that believeth not the Son shall not see life” (John 3:36). The task is 
not to sneer at their love, but to confront it with truth – to show that no matter how beautiful 
the praise poems sound, they are describing glories that belong only to One: the crucified, 
risen, and returning Son of God. 

In the end, the question is simple. Will a man risk losing his emotional attachment to a 
human prophet in order to gain a living relationship with the Son of God Who loved him and 
gave Himself for him (Galatians 2:20)? Will he dare to step out of a community defined by 
loyalty to Muhammad and into a family defined by union with Christ? That step is humanly 
impossible – the pressure, fear, and loss are too great. But the gospel is not a human 
project. The same Spirit who once opened Lydia’s heart (Acts 16:14) can open a Muslim’s 
heart today. Your part is to understand what Muhammad means to them, speak the truth in 
love, and keep holding up the real Beloved, the One whose name is “above every name” 
(Philippians 2:9), until their borrowed affections finally break and their hearts discover, 
maybe for the first time, what it means to love the One who first loved them (1 John 4:19). 

 

 

25 of 25 — Muhammad Exposed — Christ vs Muhammad: The Final Contrast 

Introduction 

You cannot run twenty four essays comparing Christ and Muhammad on history, doctrine, 
ethics, revelation, war, women, children, slavery, the Bible, and the cross, and then tiptoe 
out with a soft landing. At some point the thing has to be put on the table as plainly as God 
Himself puts it. Either the Lord Jesus Christ is who the Bible says He is. The eternal Word 
made flesh, sinless, crucified, risen, and coming again. Or Muhammad is who Islam says 
he is. The seal of the prophets, final messenger, perfect example, and mercy to the worlds. 
Both claims cannot be true at the same time. Truth is not a buffet where you pile a little 
Christ on top of a bed of Muhammad and tell God you like fusion religion. God Almighty has 
already settled the matter in one sentence. “This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well 
pleased; hear ye him” (Matthew 17:5). He never said that about anybody else. 



That is why this final essay is not about scoring debate points or insulting anybody’s 
culture. It is about forcing the decision the Bible forces. The New Testament does not 
present Jesus Christ as one prophet on a shelf with others. It presents Him as the unique 
God man, “holy, harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners” (Hebrews 7:26), who “did no 
sin, neither was guile found in his mouth” (1 Peter 2:22), who “once suffered for sins, the 
just for the unjust” (1 Peter 3:18), and who “rose again the third day according to the 
scriptures” (1 Corinthians 15:4). Islam, by contrast, presents Muhammad as a sinner who 
needed forgiveness, as a war leader, a husband of multiple wives and concubines, an 
enforcer of slavery, and a denier of the crucifixion, who died and stayed dead. Then it tells 
you that this man is your ultimate example and final authority. The gulf is not a hairline 
crack. It is a canyon. 

The average Western religious mixer wants to pretend that canyon does not exist. He says 
Christians and Muslims worship the same God and that Jesus and Muhammad are on 
friendly terms in God’s great interfaith hall of fame. The Bible blasts that lie. It says there is 
“one mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus” (1 Timothy 2:5). Not two. Not 
a succession. One. It says plainly, “No man cometh unto the Father, but by me” (John 14:6). 
Christ does not leave a vacant seat on the stage for a later Arab prophet. He fills the stage 
Himself. So the final contrast has to be made, and it has to be made like a sword stroke, not 
like a feather duster. This chapter will lay Christ and Muhammad side by side on seven 
points and let Scripture render the verdict. When it is over, you will not have a hundred 
options. You will have one Savior who can actually save and one man who cannot. 

 

1. Sinless Christ and Sinful Prophets 

The starting point is character. Not sentimental stories, but what God says about the heart. 
The Bible presents a long line of prophets and does not whitewash a single one of them. 
Noah got drunk. Abraham lied. Moses lost his temper. David committed adultery and 
murder. Elijah ran from a woman and wanted to die. Peter denied Christ with cursing. 
Scripture exposes the sins of its own heroes so nobody mistakes them for saviors. Then it 
presents one Man without a blemish. “For we have not an high priest which cannot be 
touched with the feeling of our infirmities; but was in all points tempted like as we are, yet 
without sin” (Hebrews 4:15). That is Christ. He could say without flinching, “Which of you 
convinceth me of sin” (John 8:46). Nobody ever has. 

The testimony piles up. Peter says of Him, “Who did no sin, neither was guile found in his 
mouth” (1 Peter 2:22). Paul writes, “For he hath made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin” 
(2 Corinthians 5:21). John writes, “And ye know that he was manifested to take away our 



sins; and in him is no sin” (1 John 3:5). The sinlessness of Christ is not a side note. It is the 
very reason He can bear others’ sins. Under the law, the sacrifice had to be “a male without 
blemish” (Leviticus 1:3). The type points to the reality. Only a spotless Lamb can take the 
place of guilty sheep. If Jesus had committed one sin, spoken one crooked word, 
entertained one dirty thought, He could not be your substitute. He would have to die for His 
own iniquity. The Bible says the opposite. He died for yours and mine. 

Islam cannot say that about Muhammad, and its own sources do not even try. The Quran 
has Muhammad told to seek forgiveness for his faults. “Know thou, therefore, that there is 
no god but Allah, and ask forgiveness for thy fault” (Surah 47:19, Islamic rendering). 
Another verse has him asking forgiveness from Allah (Surah 40:55). Hadith literature 
records him confessing that he asks Allah’s forgiveness many times a day. In other words, 
Muhammad is honest enough to say what the Bible already says. “For there is not a just 
man upon earth, that doeth good, and sinneth not” (Ecclesiastes 7:20). What Islam does 
that the Bible will not do is this. It takes a man who admits his own faults and tries to prop 
him up as the flawless pattern for all mankind. Scripture draws the line right there. It says, 
“All have sinned, and come short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23). Then it points to one 
exception, one Man who is the glory of God, not a shortfall. That is why the contrast has to 
begin with sinlessness. 

A Muslim may answer, “We do not claim Muhammad is sinless in the way you claim Christ 
is. We only claim he is the best example.” That is precisely the problem. An example who 
needs forgiveness as much as you do cannot save you. At best he can tell you to try harder. 
But you already knew you needed to try harder. Your conscience told you that before you 
read a line of revelation. What you need is not a sinner with good advice. You need a sinless 
Savior who can actually remove guilt. The Bible gives you that in Christ. Islam hands you 
another man in the same fallen lump of clay and calls him the seal of the prophets. You 
must decide whether to trust the one Man God says is holy, harmless, undefiled, separate 
from sinners (Hebrews 7:26), or a man who repeatedly asked for mercy because he was 
not. 

 

2. A Sword in the Garden and a Sword in the Field 

Next comes the issue of violence. The question is not whether nations have the right to fight 
in self defense or whether governments bear the sword. Romans 13 makes that clear. God 
gives the civil power a sword to punish evildoers. The question here is what the so called 
ultimate pattern of conduct did with power when it was placed in His hand. Christ’s path 
and Muhammad’s path diverge sharply at that point. When they came to arrest Jesus in 



Gethsemane, Peter pulled a sword and struck a man (John 18:10). Human instinct. Fleshly 
courage. Jesus responded, “Put up again thy sword into his place: for all they that take the 
sword shall perish with the sword” (Matthew 26:52). Then He added that He could call 
more than twelve legions of angels if He wanted (Matthew 26:53). In other words, He 
refused to turn His kingdom into a military operation. He could have summoned enough 
heavenly power to vaporize Rome. He did not. He chose the cross instead. 

Christ’s whole public ministry matched that. When His disciples wanted to call fire down 
on a Samaritan village that rejected Him, He turned and rebuked them and said, “Ye know 
not what manner of spirit ye are of. For the Son of man is not come to destroy men’s lives, 
but to save them” (Luke 9:55–56). When soldiers came to arrest Him, He healed the very 
ear His disciple had cut off (Luke 22:51). On the cross, while they mocked Him and 
watched Him die, He prayed, “Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do” (Luke 
23:34). The only blood He ever shed was His own. He will return one day with a sharp sword 
going out of His mouth to judge and make war in righteousness (Revelation 19:11–15), but 
that is future and it is divine judgment, not religious conquest led by fallible men. In His first 
coming, the pattern is fixed. No wars led in His name, no raids, no booty, no captives, no 
forced conversions. 

Muhammad’s career, as recorded in Islamic sources, does not look like that. After the 
move to Medina, his life is interwoven with armed conflict. Raids on caravans, battles like 
Badr and Uhud and the Trench, treaties made and broken, enemies executed, Jewish tribes 
expelled or destroyed, booty distributed, and commands issued that those who leave the 
religion are to be killed. Islam’s own jurisprudence is built on that pattern. The Quran 
commands fighting “until there is no more fitnah and the religion is all for Allah” (Surah 
8:39, Islamic rendering). The hadith collections record statements that paradise is under 
the shade of swords and that a martyr’s blood brings immediate reward. You can deny 
those texts or reinterpret them, but you cannot erase the historical structure that was built 
off them, with Muhammad as the template. 

That is why trying to paint Jesus and Muhammad as morally parallel is dishonest. Christ 
rebuked His own man for swinging a sword once in a garden and healed the enemy. 
Muhammad led multiple armed expeditions and is praised in his own traditions for it. Christ 
refused to let His followers use force to advance His name and told Pilate, “My kingdom is 
not of this world. If my kingdom were of this world, then would my servants fight” (John 
18:36). Muhammad’s kingdom, by contrast, did advance through fighting and law. Again, 
the question is not whether nations can fight. The question is who you want as the pattern 
of your religious life. A crucified peacemaker who let His enemies kill Him and will judge 



them personally later, or a war leader who shed blood in this world and left that example for 
others to imitate in the name of God. 

 

3. The Lamb Without a Wife and the Prophet With Many 

The third contrast is awkward for a sensual age, but it has to be made because both 
religions hold up their figures as moral patterns. The New Testament is bold enough to 
present a single, celibate man as the perfect picture of manhood. Christ never married. He 
never took a single woman to bed. He treated women with holiness and compassion, 
spoke to them with dignity, and lifted them out of the gutters of culture, but He never 
claimed one for Himself. The same Bible that honors marriage as “honourable in all, and 
the bed undefiled” (Hebrews 13:4) also acknowledges that some are called to remain 
unmarried for the kingdom of heaven’s sake (Matthew 19:12). Christ is the ultimate 
example of that. He is the Bridegroom of the Church in a spiritual sense (Ephesians 5:25–
27), but in this world He lived and died as a man who never touched a woman sexually. That 
matters when you start talking about purity and example. 

Islam presents a different model. Muhammad married multiple wives and had concubines. 
Islamic sources list at least nine wives, with some counting more. One of them, Aisha, is 
tied to traditions that report marriage at a very young age. Concubines taken as war 
captives are included in the phrase “those whom your right hand possesses” in Quranic 
language. You can argue about exact ages and circumstances, you can try to contextualize 
seventh century Arabia, but you cannot erase the basic reality. Muhammad’s life pattern is 
polygamy, concubinage, and marriage arrangements that, by biblical standards, raise 
serious moral questions. 

The Bible does not cover up polygamy among Old Testament saints. Abraham, Jacob, 
David, and Solomon all got tangled in it, and the results were always trouble. But Scripture 
never holds up their polygamy as an example to imitate. In the New Testament, the pattern 
for Christian leadership is clear. “A bishop then must be blameless, the husband of one 
wife” (1 Timothy 3:2). The pattern for deacons is the same (1 Timothy 3:12). Christ Himself, 
the Head of the Church, took no wives at all. The Lord chooses a celibate Savior as the 
Bridegroom of the Church and one wife men as the standard for leadership. That simply 
does not line up with the polygamous prophet of Islam. 

So when a Muslim says, “We love Muhammad because he respected women,” and then 
appeals to his marriages as proof, you have to gently turn his eyes to a higher, holier 
pattern. Whatever cultural allowances you can argue for in seventh century Arabia, they 
cannot erase the fact that the Son of God walked in a dirty world packed with opportunities 



for abuse and never took advantage of a single one. He never haggled over a bride price, 
never took a captive woman to bed, never used His spiritual authority to secure a match. 
He poured His life out in service and then died, leaving behind no biological sons and no 
trail of wives or concubines, only a spiritual Bride redeemed by His blood. If you are looking 
for the standard of male purity, you are not going to find it in a polygamist. You are going to 
find it in the Lamb who never took a wife and who calls every husband to love as He loved 
the Church, giving Himself for her (Ephesians 5:25). 

 

4. Slaves of Men and Sons of God 

The next contrast strikes at the heart of freedom. The Bible is honest about slavery in the 
ancient world. It records it, regulates it in Israel, and uses the language of bondservants 
and masters in the New Testament. Yet it also plants seeds that eventually crack the whole 
system. It says all believers, Jew and Gentile, bond and free, are one in Christ Jesus 
(Galatians 3:28). It commands masters to remember that they also have a Master in 
heaven (Ephesians 6:9). It pictures redemption as God buying slaves out of the market to 
make them sons. “But when the fulness of the time was come, God sent forth his Son, 
made of a woman, made under the law… to redeem them that were under the law, that we 
might receive the adoption of sons” (Galatians 4:4–5). The trajectory is clear. Calvary 
breaks chains from the inside out. 

Above all, the New Testament never presents Christ as a slave owner. He became a 
servant. “Who, being in the form of God… took upon him the form of a servant, and was 
made in the likeness of men” (Philippians 2:6–7). He girded Himself with a towel and 
washed His disciples’ feet (John 13:4–5). He died like a common criminal outside the city 
gate. Then He rose and calls sinners out of bondage to sin and fear into the glorious liberty 
of the children of God (Romans 8:21). Paul sums it up this way. “For ye have not received 
the spirit of bondage again to fear; but ye have received the Spirit of adoption” (Romans 
8:15). In Christ, men who once were property in the eyes of other men become heirs of God 
and joint heirs with Christ (Romans 8:17). That is the final relationship the gospel holds out. 
Not slave of a religious system, but son of the living God. 

Muhammad’s pattern is again very different. The Quran and Hadith assume the existence 
of slavery and build regulations around it. “Those whom your right hand possesses” 
becomes a repeated phrase for female captives. War captives are bought, sold, and used. 
Manumission is encouraged at points, but the system itself is normalized. Muhammad is 
reported to have owned, bought, and distributed slaves. Later Islamic jurisprudence 
codifies slavery as part of sharia. You can argue that he was no worse than his time. You 



cannot argue that he broke the system. He ran it. He left it in place as a permanent portion 
of the law many Muslims still revere. 

So again you have a fork in the road. On one side stands a Savior who took the form of a 
servant, died as a condemned man, and delivers men from being slaves of sin into being 
sons of God. On the other side stands a prophet who participated in a slave system and left 
it sanctified by religious law. The issue is not whether Christians in history have sinned in 
this area. They have. The issue is the pattern you are commanded to imitate. The Lord Jesus 
says, “If the Son therefore shall make you free, ye shall be free indeed” (John 8:36). Islam 
says you are the slave of Allah, with a human prophet whose life included slave ownership 
as your template. The gospel says you are a son and heir through Christ, called to treat 
other men as brethren. Again, both cannot be right at the same time. One of those systems 
is out of tune with the heart of God. 

 

5. The Cross that Happened and the Cross that Was Denied 

Now we come to the center point. The crucifixion. The Bible stakes everything on the cross. 
It does not present it as an embarrassing accident to be explained away. It presents it as 
the centerpiece of God’s plan. Christ Himself said, “The Son of man came… to give his life a 
ransom for many” (Mark 10:45). He “steadfastly set his face to go to Jerusalem” (Luke 9:51), 
knowing the cross waited there. Isaiah prophesied of Him, “He was wounded for our 
transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities” (Isaiah 53:5). Peter preached, “Christ died 
for our sins” (1 Corinthians 15:3). There is no gospel without that. Without blood, there is no 
remission (Hebrews 9:22). Without a cursed death on a tree, there is no redemption from 
the curse of the law (Galatians 3:13). 

Historically, the crucifixion is one of the best attested events in the ancient world. Roman 
sources, Jewish sources, Christian sources all agree that Jesus of Nazareth was put to 
death under Pontius Pilate by crucifixion. Nobody in the first century argued otherwise. The 
quarrel was not over whether He died. It was over what His death meant. The apostles said 
it was atonement and substitution. The enemies said it was just execution. But both sides 
agreed He was nailed to a cross and buried. Only when Islam shows up six centuries later 
does a voice appear saying, “They slew him not, nor crucified him, but it was made to 
appear so unto them” (Surah 4:157, Islamic rendering). That single line tries to saw the 
foundation out from under the entire New Testament in one stroke. 

If you deny the crucifixion, you deny every major New Testament doctrine at once. You deny 
the Passover fulfillment, the Lamb of God, the propitiation through blood, the peace made 
“through the blood of his cross” (Colossians 1:20). You deny the love of God manifest at 



Calvary. “But God commendeth his love toward us, in that, while we were yet sinners, 
Christ died for us” (Romans 5:8). You deny the word of Christ Himself, who predicted His 
own crucifixion multiple times (Matthew 20:18–19). You turn God into a deceiver who 
staged an illusion that fooled both His friends and His enemies. And you turn Muhammad 
into a man who contradicted the eyewitness testimony of apostles, enemies, and history 
while claiming to correct it from six hundred years away. 

The final contrast here is stark. Christ walked to the cross, hung on it, shed real blood, and 
cried, “It is finished” (John 19:30). Muhammad denied that central fact and went to his 
grave insisting that Christ was a prophet, not the crucified Son of God. The God of the Bible 
ties your salvation to believing that Christ died for your sins, was buried, and rose again (1 
Corinthians 15:3–4). If “they slew him not, nor crucified him,” then Paul’s statement is true. 
“If Christ be not raised, your faith is vain; ye are yet in your sins” (1 Corinthians 15:17). You 
cannot escape the logic. If Muhammad is right about the cross, Christianity collapses. If 
the apostles are right about the cross, Islam collapses. There is no neutral zone between 
those two statements. 

 

6. An Empty Tomb and a Sealed Grave 

Once you settle the cross, the resurrection comes next. The Bible does not leave Christ on 
a cross or in a tomb. It says, “But now is Christ risen from the dead, and become the 
firstfruits of them that slept” (1 Corinthians 15:20). The empty tomb is not a poetic symbol. 
It is a historical claim backed by witnesses. Angels said, “He is not here: for he is risen, as 
he said” (Matthew 28:6). The risen Christ appeared to Mary Magdalene, to the disciples, to 
over five hundred brethren at once (1 Corinthians 15:6). Thomas put his fingers into the 
print of the nails and cried, “My Lord and my God” (John 20:28). The apostles preached a 
risen Christ in the very city where He was crucified, within walking distance of the tomb, 
and offered their generation the one test nobody in history has ever offered for a religious 
claim. Check the grave. If you can produce the body, the whole thing is over. Nobody ever 
did. 

The resurrection is God’s public stamp of approval on His Son. “And declared to be the Son 
of God with power, according to the spirit of holiness, by the resurrection from the dead” 
(Romans 1:4). It is the Father’s way of saying, This is the One I accept. This is the sacrifice I 
approve. This is the Man I enthrone. Christ Himself grounded your confidence in His 
promises on that fact. “Because I live, ye shall live also” (John 14:19). Your future bodily 
resurrection hangs on His past bodily resurrection. If He stayed dead, you will too. If He got 



up, you will too, if you are in Him. That is the bargain. That is the hope. That is the engine of 
Christian courage in life and death. 

Now put Muhammad beside that. He lived, waged campaigns, married, ruled, and died. His 
grave, in Medina, is venerated to this day. His followers do not claim that he rose bodily 
from the dead and appeared to witnesses over forty days. They do not stake their faith on 
an empty tomb. They honor a dead prophet whose bones are still in the earth. You can 
dress that up with all the reverence you like. The fact remains. One founder is alive and at 
the right hand of the Father, seated “on the right hand of the Majesty on high” (Hebrews 
1:3). The other is in the ground waiting for the resurrection of the just and the unjust (Acts 
24:15) like every other son of Adam. 

Peter put the thing in one line when he preached about David. “For David is not ascended 
into the heavens” (Acts 2:34). David’s tomb was still occupied. Then he pointed to Jesus 
and said God had made that same Jesus “both Lord and Christ” (Acts 2:36). You can say 
exactly the same thing today. Muhammad is not ascended into the heavens. His tomb is 
occupied. Christ’s tomb is empty and He is enthroned. Who do you want representing you 
at the judgment? A dead prophet with no power over his own grave, or a living Savior who 
broke His own grave wide open and holds “the keys of hell and of death” (Revelation 1:18)? 

 

7. One Name That Saves and One Name That Cannot 

When you pull all of this together, the last contrast is about salvation. Not ethics. Salvation. 
How men made of dust and loaded with sin can escape hell and stand righteous before a 
holy God. The Bible does not mince words. It does not offer a religious ladder but a saving 
Person. Peter preached, “Neither is there salvation in any other, for there is none other 
name under heaven given among men, whereby we must be saved” (Acts 4:12). Paul wrote, 
“For whosoever shall call upon the name of the Lord shall be saved” (Romans 10:13). The 
Lord Himself said, “He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life” (John 3:36). The issue 
is a name and a Person. You are not saved by a code, a ritual, or a prophet. You are saved by 
a living Christ who shed real blood and offers real forgiveness. 

Islam points you elsewhere. It tells you there is no god but Allah and Muhammad is his 
messenger. It gives you pillars to perform, scales you hope will tilt your way, and a prophet 
whose intercession you hope to secure. It offers you a mixture of fear and hope, works and 
mercy, rules and devotion. What it cannot offer you is a finished payment. It has no verse 
that says, “Christ hath once suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that he might bring us 
to God” (1 Peter 3:18) and then tells you to rest on that. It has no promise that “by him all 



that believe are justified from all things” (Acts 13:39). Instead of a finished cry of “It is 
finished” (John 19:30), it offers you a lifetime of trying and a deathbed of guessing. 

The practical question is simple. When you stand before God, what name are you going to 
plead? If you plead your own name and works, you are finished. “All our righteousnesses 
are as filthy rags” (Isaiah 64:6). If you plead Muhammad’s name, you are pleading the name 
of a man who admitted he needed forgiveness and who never shed one drop of blood for 
your sins. If you plead Allah without a mediator, you are approaching a God you cannot 
reach and cannot satisfy. Only one option remains. You plead the name of the Lord Jesus 
Christ. You come as a guilty sinner, trusting that His death was for your sin and His 
resurrection for your justification (Romans 4:25). You call on Him, not on a prophet beside 
Him. God says He will hear that cry and save that soul on the spot. 

That is why the final contrast cannot be left fuzzy. You are not choosing between two equal 
paths to the same place. You are choosing between a crucified and risen Son of God who 
can actually save and a dead prophet who cannot. You are choosing between a finished 
cross and a denied cross, between an empty tomb and a sealed tomb, between grace 
through faith and works through fear. Heaven is not going to ask which community you 
belonged to. It is going to ask what you did with the Son. “He that hath the Son hath life; and 
he that hath not the Son of God hath not life” (1 John 5:12). There is no third category. 

 

Conclusion 

The whole Muhammad Exposed series has circled this final showdown. We have walked 
through the sixth and seventh century sands, the tribal politics of Mecca and Medina, the 
rise of a movement that filled a vacuum, the praise literature that paints its prophet in 
glowing colors, and the hard facts of history, law, and doctrine that the gloss tries to hide. 
We have compared concepts of God, revelation, women, children, war, slaves, scripture, 
and salvation. At each stop the question has been the same. Who lines up with the God of 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob as revealed in the King James Bible. Who tells the truth about 
the cross, the tomb, and the way back to God. This last essay has simply lined the two 
central figures up and let the light of Scripture expose the difference. 

Christ stands before you as sinless, gentle, pure, crucified, risen, and glorified. Never 
married, never killed, never enslaved, never ordered persecution to advance His name. He 
healed enemies, forgave His killers, and shed His own blood as the ransom price for 
sinners. Muhammad stands in the record as a mortal man who admitted his own faults, 
fought wars, took wives and concubines, sanctioned slavery, denied that the Lord Jesus 
was crucified, and died like any other son of Adam. Whatever sincerity his followers may 



have and whatever cultural achievements Islamic civilizations may have produced, none of 
that changes the core facts. One of these men can stand before God as your spotless 
representative. The other cannot even stand clean for himself without mercy. 

So the conclusion is as simple and sharp as the blade of a sword. Only one saves. Not 
because a creed says so, but because God Himself has said so in His word. “This is my 
beloved Son; hear ye him” (Mark 9:7). You can honor Muhammad as a historical figure, pity 
his errors, and understand why men love him. What you cannot do, if you believe the Bible, 
is put him on the same level with the Lord Jesus Christ or treat his word as a rival revelation. 
You must choose. Will you trust a dead prophet who never bore your sins, or a living Savior 
who already did. Eternity will not grade you on how nicely you tried to blend them. It will 
judge you on whether you fled to the Son. “Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt 
be saved” (Acts 16:31). That is the final line of the series because it is the final line of God’s 
offer. 

 

 

Conclusion — Muhammad Exposed and Christ Exalted 

When you stand back and look at the whole sweep of this series, you are not looking at a 
pile of disconnected critiques. You are looking at one great collision between a late-coming 
desert prophet and a crucified, risen, eternal Son. On one side stands a man who claimed 
to be the seal of the prophets, built a religious–political state by sword and statute, denied 
the cross, and demoted Jesus Christ to a lesser prophet. On the other side stands the Lord 
Jesus Christ, “God… manifest in the flesh” (1 Timothy 3:16), crucified for sinners, buried, 
raised again the third day according to the Scriptures (1 Corinthians 15:3–4), and seated at 
the right hand of the Father. Muhammad points you to a book, a law code, a direction of 
prayer, and a ladder of works. Christ points you to Himself and says, “Come unto me, all ye 
that labour and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest” (Matthew 11:28). That is the line 
running under all twenty-five essays. This has never been a contest between civilizations; it 
is a verdict between two voices claiming to speak for God. 

Along the way we have stripped the paint off the devotional portrait of Muhammad drawn 
by Islamic praise literature. We have seen the “mercy to the worlds,” “gentle, kind, 
compassionate” language placed next to Hadith accounts of raids, beheadings, child 
marriage, polygamy, slavery, and legal subjugation of women and non-Muslims. We have 
watched the “prophet of peace” ride at the head of war bands and divide booty. We have 
compared the Quranic Isa, who never dies for anyone and never rises for anyone, with the 
biblical Jesus Christ who “once suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that he might bring 



us to God” (1 Peter 3:18). We have watched Islam accuse the Bible of corruption to protect 
Muhammad’s prophethood, only to find the manuscripts of Scripture standing firm while 
the Quran must resort to abrogation and convenient revelation to keep its story straight. If 
you have followed the evidence honestly, you know by now that Islam cannot be welded 
onto biblical Christianity. One system says the cross did not happen; the other says the 
cross is the only hope a sinner has. One of them is lying. 

At the same time, this series has not been written so you can strut around bragging that you 
“destroyed Islam.” The point is not to puff up Baptists and deflate Muslims. The point is to 
clear the smoke so the cross can be seen. Paul said, “Seeing then that we have such hope, 
we use great plainness of speech” (2 Corinthians 3:12). Plainness of speech is not hatred; it 
is mercy. A Muslim who has been raised from childhood on poetry about Muhammad’s 
perfection, honor, and intercession needs someone to love him enough to say, Your 
prophet cannot save you. Your scales cannot clear you. Your jihad cannot cleanse you. 
Your shahada cannot wash one sin away. Only “the blood of Jesus Christ his Son… 
cleanseth us from all sin” (1 John 1:7). If that sounds offensive, remember that the cross 
has always been an offense (Galatians 5:11). You are not called to sand it down; you are 
called to preach it. 

Finally, this series ought to put some steel in the spine of Bible believers who have spent 
too long apologizing for their own Book while tiptoeing around everyone else’s. The God of 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob is not Allah. The Lord Jesus Christ is not one prophet among 
many. The Bible is not one holy book on a shelf of equals. “There is none other name under 
heaven given among men, whereby we must be saved” (Acts 4:12). You do not honor 
Muslims by pretending otherwise; you rob them of the one truth that can pull them out of 
darkness. So take what you have read here and let it drive you to two things: deeper 
worship of the Savior Muhammad could never imitate, and deeper compassion for the 
people Muhammad could never redeem. Expose the man, yes; but exalt the Lord higher 
than ever, and go after the souls trapped under that system with a Bible in your hand, a 
clean conscience, and this testimony on your lips: “Christ Jesus came into the world to 
save sinners” (1 Timothy 1:15) — including every last one who was taught from childhood 
to say that Muhammad is his prophet. 

 


