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p. 17-18 
Yes, one can say, “I forgive you,” but only if he is the one who has been sinned against. If you sin against me, I have the right to forgive you. But if you sin against someone else, I have no such right. The paralytic had not sinned against the man Jesus; the two men had never even seen each other before. The paralytic had sinned against God. Then along came Jesus, who under his own authority said, “Your sins are forgiven.” Yes, we can forgive sins committed against us, but in no way can anyone forgive sins committed against God except God himself. Yet that is what Jesus claimed to do. 

p. 21 
In most trials the accused are tried for what they are alleged to have done, but this was not the case in the trial of Jesus. He was tried for who he claimed to be. 

p. 34
The other method of proof, the legal-historical proof, is based on showing that something is a fact beyond a reasonable doubt. In other words, we reach a verdict on the weight of the evidence and have no rational basis for doubting the decision. Legal-historical proof depends on three kinds of testimony: oral testimony, written testimony, and exhibits (such as a gun, bullet, notebook). Using the legal-historical method to determine the facts, you could prove beyond a reasonable doubt that you went to lunch today. Your friends saw you there, the waiter remembers seeing you, and you have the restaurant receipt.
p. 53 
Louis Gottschalk argues that "conformity or agreement with other known historical or scientific facts is often the decisive test of evidence, whether of one or more witnesses."


(Louis R. Gottschalk, Understanding History (New York: Knopf, 1969), 161

Two friends and disciples of the apostle John confirm the internal evidence that appears in John’s accounts. The first was Papias, bishop of Hierapolos (A.D. 130). The historian Eusebius preserves the writings of Papias as follows: "The Elder [apostle John] used to say this also: ‘Mark, having been the interpreter of Peter, wrote down accurately all that he [Peter] mentioned, whether sayings or doings of Christ, not, however, in order. For he was neither a hearer nor a companion of the Lord; but afterwards, as I said, he accompanied Peter, who adapted his teachings as necessity required, not as though he were making a compilation of the sayings of the Lord. So then Mark made no mistake, writing down   in this way some things as he mentioned them; for he paid attention to this one thing, not to omit anything that he had heard, not to include any false statement among them.’” (Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, book 3, chapter 39.)

The second friend of John was one of his disciples, Polycarp, who became bishop of Smyrna and had been a Christian for eighty-six years. Polycarp’s student Irenaeus, later bishop of Lyons (A.D. 180) wrote of what he learned from Polycarp (John’s disciple): "Matthew published his gospel among the Hebrews [i.e., Jews] in their own tongue, when Peter and Paul were preaching the gospel in Rome and founding the church there. After their departure [i.e., death, which strong tradition places at the time of the Neronian persecution in A.D. 64], Mark, the disciple and interpreter of Peter, himself handed down to us in writing the substance of Peter’s preaching. Luke, the follower of Paul, set down in a book the gospel preached by his teacher. Then John, the disciple of the Lord, who also leaned on his breast [this is a reference to John 13:25 and 21:20] himself produced his Gospel, while he was living at Ephesus in Asia." (Irenaeus, Against Heresies, 3.1.1.)
p. 55 
After personally trying to shatter the historicity and validity of the Scriptures, I have been forced to conclude that they are historically trustworthy. If one discards the Bible as unreliable historically, then he or she must discard all the literature of antiquity. No other document has as much evidence to confirm its reliability. One problem I face constantly is the desire on the part of many to apply one standard to test secular literature and another to the Bible. We must apply the same standard, whether the literature under investigation is secular or religious. Having done this myself, I am convinced that the Bible is trustworthy and historically reliable in its witness about Jesus. 


Clark H. Pinnock, professor of systematic theology at Regent College, states: "There exists no document from the ancient world witnessed by so excellent a set of textual and historical testimonies, and offering so superb an array of historical data on which an intelligent decision may be made. An honest [person] cannot dismiss a source of this kind. Skepticism regarding the historical credentials of Christianity is based on an irrational [i.e., antisupernatural] bias."  (Clark H. Pinnock, Set Forth Your Case (Nutley, N.J.: Craig Press, 1968), 58.

Douglas Groothuis, associate professor of philosophy and head of the philosophy of religion department at Denver Seminary, points out that "the New Testament is better attested by ancient manuscripts than any other piece of ancient literature."  (Couglas R. Groothius, Jesus in an Age of Controversy (Eugene, Ore.: Harvest House, 1996), 39.)
p. 57 
Yes, many people have died for a lie, but they did so believing it was the truth. What was the case with the disciples? If the Resurrection had not happened, obviously the disciples would have known it. I can find no way that these particular men could have been deceived. Therefore they not only would have died for a lie​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​—​​​​here’s the catch—but they would have known it was a lie. It would be hard to find eleven men anywhere in history who would die for a lie if they knew it was a lie.
p. 64 
“When Jesus was crucified," explains J. P. Moreland, “his followers were discouraged and depressed. They no longer had confidence that Jesus had been sent by God, because they believed anyone crucified was accursed by God. They also had been taught that God would not let his Messiah suffer death. So they dispersed. The Jesus movement was all but stopped in its tracks. Then, after a short period of time, we see them abandoning their occupations, regathering, and committing themselves to spreading a very specific message—that Jesus Christ was the Messiah of God who died on the cross, returned to life, and was seen alive by them. And they were willing to spend the rest of their lives proclaiming this, without any payoff from a human point of view. It’s not as though there were a mansion awaiting them on the Mediterranean. They faced a life of hardship. They often went without food, slept exposed to the elements, were ridiculed, beaten, imprisoned. And finally, most of them were executed in torturous ways. For what? For good intentions? No, because they were convinced beyond a shadow of a doubt that they had seen Jesus Christ alive from the dead. What you can’t explain is how this particular group of men came up with this particular belief without having had an experience of the resurrected Christ. There’s no other adequate explanation." (J.P. Moreland, quoted in Strobel, The Case for Christ, 246-47.)
p. 110 
Several years ago I heard a true story that illuminates what Jesus did on the cross to solve God’s problem in dealing with our sin. A young woman was stopped for speeding. The police officer ticketed her and took her before the judge. The judge read off the citation and asked, "Guilty or not guilty?" The woman replied, "Guilty." The judge brought down the gavel and fined her one hundred dollars or ten days in jail. Then he did an amazing thing. He stood up, took off his robe, stepped down from the bench, took out his billfold, and paid the young woman’s fine. Why? The judge was her father. He loved his daughter, yet he was a just judge. She had broken the law, and he couldn’t simply say to her, "Because I love you so much, I forgive you. You may go scot-free. " Had he done such a thing, he would not have been a righteous judge. He would not have upheld the law. But because of his love for his daughter, he was willing to take off his judicial robe, step down to her position, assume his relationship as her father, and pay the fine.
p. 111 
At this point many people ask the natural question, "Why couldn’t God just forgive without requiring any payment?" An executive in a large corporation once told me, "My employees often damage equipment, waste materials, and break things, and I just forgive them. Are you telling me I can do something that God can’t do?" The executive failed to realize that his forgiveness cost him something. His company paid for his employees’ failures by repairing and replacing damaged items. Wherever there is forgiveness, there is payment. For example, let’s say my daughter breaks a lamp in my home. I’m a loving and forgiving father, so I hug her and say, "Don’t cry, honey. Daddy loves you and forgives you." Usually the person who hears that story will say, "That’s exactly what God ought to do." Then comes the question, "Who pays for the lamp?" The fact is, I do. Forgiveness always has a price. Let’s say someone insults you in front of others, and later you graciously say, "I forgive you." Who bears the price of that insult? You do. You bear the pain of the lie and the loss of reputation in the eyes of those who witnessed the insult.
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