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This paper examines whether the doctrinal diversity of Christianity is compatible

with the hypothesis that the Bible is authored by an omniscient and omnipotent God

intending clarity. It surveys denominational disunity, hermeneutical variance, and doctrinal

evolution, and integrates deductive and Bayesian models to show that the evidence favors

human authorship over divine clarity-aim authorship. Counterarguments appealing to

perspicuity, pedagogy, free will, and divine complexity are addressed and found inadequate.

The conclusion is that doctrinal ambiguity in the Bible undermines its plausibility as the

clear revelation of a God of wisdom and power.

Opening Narrative: Stakes and Expectations

High-stakes communication normally favors clarity. Imagine a parent who knows

death is imminent and wishes to guide children on essentials of identity, intentions, and rules.

Such a parent would anticipate confusion and remove ambiguity. Constitutions, scientific

protocols, and medical guidelines adopt the same logic of maximizing clarity when

consequences are high. By parity of reasoning, if an omniscient God intended to direct

humanity in matters of salvation and conduct, we would expect a text clearer than these

human exemplars. The central question is whether the Bible displays such clarity or instead

produces enduring disagreement across centuries (cf. (Dennett, 2006; Mackie, 1982)).
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Doctrinal Diversity as Evidence

Christianity today is marked by denominational fragmentation. The World Christian

Database estimates over 40,000 distinct denominations ((World Christian Database, n.d.)).

Baptism divides on mode (immersion, pouring, sprinkling), timing (infant vs. believer), and

theological meaning (regenerative vs. symbolic). Soteriology is contested between Calvinist

predestination and Arminian free-will theologies ((Oppy, 2013)). The Eucharist divides

Roman Catholic transubstantiation, Lutheran consubstantiation, and Baptist memorial views.

Hell is understood by some as eternal torment, by others as annihilation, and by still others

as temporary purgation ((Pew Research Center, 2021)). Gender roles, Sabbath observance,

and charismatic gifts all fracture communities. Surveys by (Pew Research Center, 2025)

confirm divergence even within denominations. Such disunity on central doctrines would be

anomalous if divine authorship aimed at convergence.

Hermeneutical Mechanics of Divergence

Several structural features drive this diversity. The Bible’s polygenre character—law,

poetry, apocalyptic—encourages divergent hermeneutics. Translation choices in Koine

Greek (e.g., pistis as “faith” or “faithfulness”), in Hebrew (ruach as “spirit,” “breath,” or

“wind”), and in Aramaic yield interpretive forks. Historical distance prompts anachronism:

ancient slavery texts get read in light of modern abolition. Canonical plurality requires

harmonization of competing voices: Paul vs. James on justification, Synoptics vs. John on

Christology. Protestantism emphasizes individual interpretation, while Catholicism

centralizes authority ((Catholic Church, 1965)). (Smith, 2011) calls this pervasive

interpretive pluralism. A divine clarity-aim would likely anticipate these ambiguities with

precise definitions and redundancy; their absence suggests human authorship.
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Integrated Logical Core

The argument may be captured deductively and probabilistically:

𝐺 → 𝑈 If God authored with clarity aim, essentials would be unequivocal. (1)

¬𝑈 Essentials are not unequivocal; diversity obtains. (2)

∴ ¬𝐺 Therefore, God did not so author. (3)

Pr(𝐸 | 𝐻1)
Pr(𝐸 | 𝐻2)

< 1, so evidence 𝐸 favors human-authorship hypothesis 𝐻2. (4)

Note. 𝐻1: divine authorship with clarity aim; 𝐻2: human authorship under ordinary

variance; 𝐸 : doctrinal disunity. The deductive and Bayesian frames complement one

another: one demonstrates logical incompatibility, the other shows comparative probability

((Feldman & Warfield, 2010)).

Addressing Theological Responses

Perspicuity. Advocates argue that essentials remain clear ((Pettegrew, 2004)). Yet

debates about which doctrines are “essential”—baptism, Eucharist, justification—show the

category itself is contested, undermining the claim. This tension is highlighted in

evangelical documents such as the Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy ((International

Council on Biblical Inerrancy, 1978)), which presuppose clarity and unity yet have

themselves generated debate over interpretation.

Magisterial Relocation. Catholic appeals ((Catholic Church, 1965)) assign clarity

to ecclesial authority. This can generate unity within a communion, but the clarity stems
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from institutional decree, not the text’s self-evidence.

Pedagogy/Journey. Some theologians suggest diversity cultivates humility. But if

eternal destiny hinges on doctrines, ambiguity seems a perilous teaching tool.

Freedom/Autonomy. Another line holds that excessive clarity would diminish free

faith. Yet legal and scientific clarity coexists with freedom; clarity enables responsible

assent or dissent ((Plantinga, 2000)).

Helpful Analogies

Instruction Manual. A manual for a medical ventilator must eliminate ambiguity lest

lives be lost. If technicians, using the same manual, assemble divergent machines,

competence is doubted. Similarly, a divine manual for salvation should not yield mutually

exclusive doctrines.

Legal Code. Laws are drafted to secure consistency. Courts struggle when codes are

vague, leading to precedent and amendment. A divine lawgiver could bypass such pitfalls,

yet biblical ambiguity sustains rival judgments on salvation and conduct ((Wolterstorff,

1995)).

Recipe Book. Culinary instructions written by a master chef specify exact measures

so dishes converge. A recipe stating “add some spice” without specification produces chaos.

Biblical vagueness on core doctrines functions like such recipes, producing disparate “meals

of faith.”

Doctrinal Evolution and Timelessness

Over time, biblical interpretation adapts to cultural shifts. Nineteenth-century

Christians defended slavery from Scripture; today most repudiate it ((International Council
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on Biblical Inerrancy, 1978)). Views of demon possession once guided medicine; now they

rarely do. Women barred from pulpits now lead in many churches. A divine author could

have written doctrines to transcend cultural flux, yet biblical interpretation mirrors human

context. (Vanhoozer, 1998; Zagzebski, 2012) observe that complexity need not entail

contradiction; the observed evolution supports human origin.

Comparative Assessment

𝐻1 predicts convergence; 𝐻2 predicts plurality. Evidence 𝐸 coheres with 𝐻2.

Auxiliary defenses of 𝐻1—perspicuity narrowed, clarity relocated, or ambiguity

spiritualized—dilute falsifiability ((Feldman & Warfield, 2010; Plantinga, 2000;

Wolterstorff, 1995)). The analogies reinforce: competent authorship of a manual, code, or

recipe secures convergent outcomes; biblical authorship yields fragmentation, suggesting

human not divine drafting.

Conclusion

The Christian textual tradition, far from displaying divine clarity, mirrors the

interpretive churn of human literature. Persistent disunity undermines the claim that an

omniscient God intended the Bible to secure doctrinal unity. This conclusion does not

disprove all theistic hypotheses but directly challenges the clarity-aiming authorship model.

For seekers, the implication is sobering: if God exists and values clear communication, the

Bible does not exemplify it. Philosophically, the case illustrates how doctrinal diversity

functions as negative evidence, weighting the Bayesian balance toward human authorship.

Future inquiry should probe how auxiliary theological claims (e.g., divine pedagogy,

freedom) alter testability, but the baseline evidence favors ordinary human explanation.
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Returning to Protestant claims of perspicuity ((Pettegrew, 2004)), we find that even

well-intentioned assertions of clarity collapse under the sheer scale of interpretive diversity.

The final balance of evidence, therefore, undermines the perspicuity thesis and reinforces

the human-authorship model ((Dennett, 2006; Oppy, 2013)).
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Appendix A

Expanded Formalization

P1 (Clarity Expectation): 𝐻1 predicts high probability of convergence 𝑈 ((Swinburne,

2004)). If God authored for clarity, essentials converge.

P2 (Human Variability): 𝐻2 predicts high probability of diversity 𝐸 ((Smith, 2011)).

Human texts diverge.

P3 (Observation): 𝐸 obtains. We observe doctrinal diversity.

P4 (Auxiliary Penalty): Adjustments to 𝐻1 weaken specificity ((Feldman & Warfield,

2010)). Shifting the goalposts reduces testability.

D1: From P1–P2, Pr(𝐸 | 𝐻1) ≪ Pr(𝐸 | 𝐻2). God-aiming clarity predicts unity; humans

predict diversity.

D2: From P3, 𝐸 favors 𝐻2:
Pr(𝐸 | 𝐻1)
Pr(𝐸 | 𝐻2)

< 1. Observation matches human baseline.

D3: From P4, auxiliaries protecting 𝐻1 decrease predictive crispness. Redefining clarity or

narrowing essentials makes 𝐻1 harder to test.

D4: Deductive core: 𝐺 → 𝑈, ¬𝑈 ⇒ ¬𝐺 ((Mackie, 1982)). If clarity was expected but

absent, divine clarity-aim authorship is disconfirmed.
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*
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Figure B1
Extended Symbolic Logic Formulation.


