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he faith of the Bible is not trinitarian but unyieldingly

monotheistic. God’s message to humankind is a call to faith
in Yahweh, the one and only God of Israel. Monotheism took
root in the Law and the Prophets, and flourished in the hearts
of God’s people. Jesus upheld Biblical monotheism when he
prayed to his Father, “This is eternal life, that they may know
you, the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom you have sent.”

In this study of Biblical monotheism and of trinitarianism’s
claims to monotheism, we pay particular attention to the
Biblical texts, principally John 1:1-18, which are typically used to
underpin trinitarian doctrine.

The book ends on a joyful note when it brings out the glorious
blessings for God’s people in the truth that the Word became
flesh in Jesus Christ and dwelled among us.

| Eric H.H. Chang was born in Shanghai, and
came to know God in post-liberation China
through a series of miracles. He graduated from
the Bible Training Institute (Glasgow), London
Bible College, and the University of London
(Arts and Divinity, King’s College and SOAS).
He has done pastoral work in England, Canada,
‘ _Jand Hong Kong. His publications include The
Only Perfect Man: The Glory of God in the Face of Jesus Christ.

Christian %
Disciples
" Church

www.christiandc.org

WISI9IOUOIA [Bd1[qIg Jo ApmIS Y

IoyINy 9y3 Inoqy




Large Print Edition

This large print edition is suitable for
reading on a tablet or laptop computer,
and has a regular book layout (e.g.,
footnotes are placed on the same page)

The text is identical to that of the print
book available from Amazon.com

(532 pages, ISBN 978-1532898204)



PDF Edition of “The Only True God”

his book is released to the public as a free PDF e-book.

Although free, it remains under copyright and is not in
the public domain. You may redistribute the PDF file or host
it at your website if no fee is charged for distributing it and if
no alteration is made to it, as issued by Christian Disciples
Church. For the latest version of the file, please visit:

http://www.christiandc.org or
http://www.christiandiscipleschurch.org

The print edition of this e-book, with the exact same text,
can be ordered from Amazon.com. Please make sure that you
order the revised edition (ISBN 978-1532898204).

Permission is needed for translating this book. To write us
about translating it, please use the email address listed below.

This e-book is released to the world free of charge and with
the same objective that the author, Eric Chang, had always
had for it: the glory of God and the edification of God’s
people in Jesus Christ.

Christian Disciples Church
biblicalmonotheism@gmail.com
July 2017



2017 Minor Revision

This 2017 edition of 7he Only True God is a minor
revision of the original 2009 edition.

It makes zero changes to the text of the original edition;
not one word or sentence has been added or deleted. The
number of footnotes remains the same at 54.

This edition corrects a few typing mistakes and incorrect verse
numbers, and includes a new copyright page, a new Scripture
index, a refined cover design, and minor punctuation touchups.

This edition contains some typographical refinements. Whereas
the first edition uses two different ways of numbering Bible
verses—as seen in John 3.16 versus John 3:16—this edition

unifies all Bible references to the latter convention. And in
conformity to modern Bible typographical standards, we now
render “Lord” as LORD (small caps) rather than LORD (all caps)
where the term is used, especially in Bible quotations, as a titular
substitute for the Hebrew divine name YHWH.

The main English Bible used in this work is the English
Standard Version (ESV). Where the Bible version is not stated
for a Bible quotation, in most cases it will be the ESV.

As usual, you can write us at
biblicalmonotheism@gmail.com






THE ONLY
TRUE GOD

A Study of
Biblical Monotheism

Eric H.H. Chang



The Only True God: A Study of Biblical Monotheism
Eric H.H. Chang

Copyright © 2009, 2017
All rights reserved
Eric H.H. Chang, Helen Chang, Bentley C.F. Chan

Cover design: Chris Chan
Logo design and book formatting: Bentley C.F. Chan

Scripture quotations marked ESV are from 7he Holy Bible, English Standard
Version, copyright © 2001 by Crossway Bibles, a division of Good News
Publishers. Used by permission. All rights reserved.

Scripture quotations marked NASB are from the New American Standard Bible,
© copyright The Lockman Foundation 1960, 1962, 1963, 1968, 1971, 1972,
1973, 1975, 1977, 1988, 1995. Used by permission.

Scripture quotations marked HCSB are from the Holman Christian Standard
Bible. Copyright © 1999, 2000, 2002, 2003 by Holman Bible Publishers. Used
by permission. Holman Christian Standard Bible, Holman CSB, and HCSB are
federally registered trademarks of Holman Bible Publishers.

Scripture quotations marked NIV are from 7he Holy Bible: New International
Version. Copyright © 1973, 1978, 1984 by International Bible Society,
www.ibs.org. All rights reserved worldwide.



Dedication

To the eternal King,
immortal, invisible,
the only God,
be honor and glory

forever and ever.

(1 Timothy 1:17)






Acknowledgements

I wish to acknowledge with deep appreciation and gratitude
the abundance of encouragement I have received, directly
or indirectly, from the few hundred coworkers in our
churches worldwide. Though they were initially surprised and
even astonished when I first began to expound the Scriptures
in the light of Biblical monotheism, they remained open-
minded and supportive as well as being firmly determined to
get to the truth as revealed in the Scriptures. Such open-
mindedness and what might be described as “open-hearted-
ness~ is most certainly not something to be taken for granted,
especially in the case of those who were nurtured from the
beginning in trinitarianism (as I was). What I mean by “open-
heartedness” is that I saw in them not only open-mindedness
in the sense of being mentally or intellectually open but,
beyond that, a deeper spiritual openness to God’s word and,
above all, to the living God Himself. There seems to me to be
no adequate explanation for this exceptional attitude other
than that the grace of the one true God abounds towards them
and fills them with a supernal love for Himself and His truth.

My heartfelt thanks are due also to Pastor Bentley Chan.
He is a notable example of those to whom I refer above. He,
moreover, already gave himself unsparingly to all the labor
involved in the publication of my earlier book Becoming a
New Person. Now, beyond all this, I once again have the



privilege of his skilled and competent participation in getting
this book to the publishers. He graciously accepted the
arduous work of, among other things, proofreading, format-
ting, making helpful suggestions, and compiling the Scripture
Index. Who can fully reward him but the Lord Himself?

At my request, two of my coworkers, Agnes S.L. Lim and
Lee Sen Siou, graciously undertook the arduous task of exam-
ining every occurrence of “Memra” (“Word”) in the Aramaic
Targums of the Pentateuch (“the five books of Moses” as they
are often called). Aramaic was the language spoken in the
Holy Land in the time of Jesus and the early church. It is,
therefore, important to know how the people at that time
understood “the Word,” so as better to understand “the
Word” in John 1:1,14, verses so crucial to our present study.
But because Agnes and Lee Sen’s work is too large to include
in its entirety in this book, only Genesis and Exodus could be
included; even then the original Aramaic texts had to be left
out. Their work appears in Appendix 12 of this book, and for
their labors [ wish to express my heartfelt appreciation. Pastor
Bentley contributed the lucid and informative introduction
to this Appendix.

It would also be remiss of me to fail to record my thanks
and appreciation for my wife’s steadfast prayer support day in
and day out. I suppose that only in eternity will it be possible
to know how much I owe to her unceasing intercession. Her
support was, of course, also given unstintingly on the level of
daily household life, such as that of preparing the meals.
When called to the dining table, I often only managed to get
there when the food had gone cold because of trying to finish



some work on a section of the manuscript; yet on no occasion
did she express any annoyance at having to reheat the food. I
give thanks for His grace manifested in her life to His glory.

Finally, the whole process of writing this book has been,
from beginning to end, a remarkable experience of the living
God. Day after day, after having been granted a sound sleep,
immediately upon awakening (sometimes it began when I was
not yet fully awake), I would be given what I might describe
as “a stream of thoughts” about what I was to write about that
day; I would then spend much of the rest of the day putting
it into writing. This did not happen every day, but I think it
is true to say that it happened 50% or more of the time during
the approximately one year of writing. Besides this, I was on
several occasions led to discover, to my great joy, material of
importance for the work that I had not been aware existed.
Though I have been granted the privilege of experiencing God
in many ways and at many times in my life, the writing of this
book, though often mentally and physically exhausting (I also
had to attend to administrative responsibilities during this
time), has been above all a truly unique experience of the
living God. To Him, the LORD my God, I wish here to record
my wholehearted praise and adoration.






Contents

PDF Edition of “The Only True God” iv

2017 Minor Revision v

Acknowledgements xi

Preliminary Notes xvii

Introduction 1

Chapter 1 The Explicit Monotheism of the Lord 59
Jesus Christ and His Apostles

Chapter 2 Only the Perfect Man can be the Savior 191
of the World

Chapter 3~ The Need to Reevaluate the Christian 279
Understanding of Man

Chapter 4 The Trinitarian Deification of Christ 353

Chapter 5 Yahweh in the Hebrew Bible 461

Chapter 6 Christianity has Lost its Jewish Roots: 531
The Serious Consequences

Chapter 7 The Old Testament Roots of “the Word” 561
in John 1:1

Chapter 8  “The Word” is “the Memra” 619

Chapter 9 A Closer Look at John 1:1 693

Chapter 10 Yahweh “came down” and “dwelt 755

among us” in Christ



Appendix 1 The Great Importance of Psalm 2 801
for Understanding “the Son of God”

Appendix 2 On John 8:58 810
Appendix 3 Did Paul Reject the Law and its Righteousness? 812
Appendix 4  Some Observations about the Targums 816
Appendix 5 A Few Notes on the Exegesis of John 12:41 818

Appendix 6 On “the Word of God” in Revelation 19:13 824

Appendix 7 The Instructive Parallel of “the Word 829
was God” with 2Cor.3:17

Appendix 8  On Phil.2:6,7: More Evidence from the 832
Hebrew Bible

Appendix 9 On Psalm 107:19,20 834

Appendix 10 Some Thoughts on the Virgin Birth of Jesus 836
Appendix 11 Christological Conflict Among Trinitarians 839
Appendix 12 The Memra in the Targums 843

Scripture Index 873



Preliminary Notes

his book is written for the general reader. For this reason,

technical theological terms are avoided as far as possible.
The aim of this work is to study the monotheism of the Bible
with specific attention to those verses or texts which are used
to underpin trinitarian doctrine, to see what these texts act-
ually say when ideas are not read into them or doctrines forced
upon them. To do this properly it is usually necessary to study
the Scriptures in the original languages in which they were
written and not merely in the various translations, because
translations are rarely able to bring out fully the meaning and
nuances of the original text.

When discussing the original Hebrew and Greek, every
effort will be made to help the reader who is unacquainted
with these languages to understand the drift of the discussion.
Hebrew and Greek words will be transliterated (unless these
words are in the text of reference works which are quoted in
the present work) so as to help the reader to have some idea
how these words are pronounced. But, as far as possible,
exegesis of a technical character will be avoided where these
may be difficult for the general reader to follow; however,
these cannot always be avoided because scholars, and others
with fuller knowledge of the Scriptures, also need the relevant
material to enable them to see the validity of the exegesis



given. Some of this material may be too technical for the
average reader, who may wish simply to pass over these sect-
ions and go on to the next point. Footnotes will be kept to a
minimum.

For those who have some degree of familiarity with the
landscape of Biblical studies, it may be of some help if I men-
tion that I can in general identify with the work of Professor
James D.G. Dunn of Durham, England. His commitment to
exegetical accuracy and refusal to allow dogma to govern
exegesis is something to which I, too, am committed. It will
not be surprising, therefore, that my conclusions are often
similar to his. While I have not read all of his prolific writings,
what is relevant to this present work is found mainly in his
Christology in the Making and The Theology of Paul the Apostle.
This statement, however, has to do solely with methodology; it
is in no way meant to imply complete agreement in substance.
He has not seen this manuscript prior to its publication.

Where the statistical frequency of certain key words is
given, these statistics are always based on the Hebrew or
Greek of the original texts and not on the English translations.

Finally, it will be noticed that capitals are used in the words
“Biblical” and “Scriptural,” contrary to general literary con-
vention. This is done to emphasize the fact that the present
writer regards this study as a study of the Bible as the Word
of God, not merely as a study of the ideas and opinions of
ancient religious authors. The conviction is thereby expressed
that God speaks to mankind through people He has chosen
to faithfully deliver His message, His truth. This ultimately
rests on the conviction (rooted in personal experience) that



God is real, and that He is personally involved in His creation
and powerfully active in it. God’s personal involvement and
activity came to its fullest and unique expression in Jesus

Christ, both in word and in deed.






Introduction

B efore embarking upon a fuller study of monotheism in
the Bible, let it be stated right from the outset that
monotheism is something central to the heart and mind of
Jesus—monotheism is what Jesus taught, it is at the foundation
of his teaching. In fact the word “monotheism” is found in the
Bible in Jesus’ own words, where in his prayer to God, the
Father, he says, “this is eternal life: that they know you #he
only true God, and Jesus Christ whom you have sent” (John
17:3). “Monotheism” is made up of two Greek words: monos
(“only, alone,” and as the BDAG Greek-English lexicon ex-
plains: “with focus on being the only one”) and #heos (“God”).
It is precisely these two words which are found in Jesus’ words
which he addresses to the Father as “the only (monos) true
God (theos)”.

It is important also to notice carefully that Jesus’ words in
John 17:3 have to do with eternal life, and that this involves
two essential components: (1) “that they know you the only true
God” and (2) “Jesus Christ whom you have sent”. Having
eternal life is not merely a matter of “believing in Jesus” as
some preachers would have people think. Jesus himself tells
us that one must first come to know the one true God, and
then also to know Jesus as the one sent by that one God. Not-
ice, too, Jesus does not say anything about “believe” (which
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many preachers take the liberty to define in whatever way they
choose); the word he uses is “/now,” which is much stronger
than “believe” as it is usually understood.

“Know” (gindsko) is, statistically, a key word in John’s
Gospel (occurs 58 times), where it occurs almost three times
more frequently than in Matthew (20 occurrences), almost 5
times more than in Mark (12 times), and more than double
than in Luke (28 times). A standard Greek-English lexicon of
the New Testament (BDAG) gives the following as the
primary definition of the word gindsks: “to arrive at a
knowledge of someone or someth., know, know about, make
acquaintance of.” To make someone’s acquaintance means to
establish a personal relationship with that person. How many
Christians can say that they have this kind of relationship with
the one true God, and with Jesus Christ? According to Jesus’
words, eternal life depends precisely on this. “Believe” (an-
other key word in John’s Gospel) is, therefore, defined in
terms of “knowing” God and Jesus Christ. Also, those who
suppose that Biblical monotheism is non-essential for salvat-
ion would do well to take a closer look at Jesus” words in John
17:3 (not to mention his teaching elsewhere in the gospels
and the teaching of the Bible as a whole).

Jesus’ words are so clear that no complicated linguistic
techniques are needed to explain them. What Jesus states with
crystal clarity is that there is only one God, the One he calls
“Father,” and he asks his disciples to call upon Him in the
same way (“Our Father in heaven”). Jesus speaks of himself as
the one sent by “the only true God”. It should, therefore, have
been perfectly obvious to anyone truly listening to what Jesus
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said that if the Father is the one and only true God, then no
one else can also be God alongside Him. It should be
absolutely clear from Jesus’ words that he definitely excludes
himself from any claim to deity by this absolute monos or
“only” referring to the Father. Only the fact that we have been
immersed in trinitarianism all our lives prevents us from hear-
ing what Jesus says in these words. Christians have come to
that spiritual state in which we address Jesus as “Lord, Lord”
but do not hear or do what he says (Lk.6:46; cf. Mt.7:21,22).
We have become accustomed to imposing our own doctrines
upon his teaching, and when these doctrines are incompatible
with his words, we simply ignore what he actually said. But
whether we like it or not, monotheism is at the very root of
Jesus’ life and teaching. That is the plain truth, which we shall
consider more fully in what follows.

Jesus (in Mark 12:29) also explicitly endorsed the
declaration which was (and still is) central to the Biblical faith
of Israel: “Listen, Israel: Yahweh our God is the one, the only
Yahweh” (Deut.6:4, NJB). These words express the uncom-
promising monotheism of Israel’s faith. This is immediately
followed by the command, “You must love Yahweh your God
with @/l your heart, with a// your soul, with a// your strength”
(Deut.6:5). The threefold “all” encompasses man’s total
devotion to God, making Him the sole object of worship and
love. Interestingly, in Jesus’ rendering of this command the
“all” is fourfold: “And you shall love the Lord your God with
all your heart and with a// your soul and with a// your mind
and with 4/l your strength” (Mark 12:30); “with all your
mind” is added in, thereby evidently heightening the intensity
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of devotion to Yahweh God. Jesus described this command
(Deut.6:4,5) as the “first” or “most important” command
(Mk.12:29,31). This command makes Yahweh the sole object
of total devotion, “the one and only one”; indeed, it is not
possible in practice to love more than one person with the
totality of one’s being.

Consistent with this, it should also be noted that nowhere
in his teaching does Jesus make himself the focus of this all-
encompassing devotion, for that would contradict his teaching
that Yahweh alone is to be accorded such single-minded
dedication. Jesus’ own life as reported in the gospels fully
epitomized and exemplified this total devotion to Yahweh.
His life was always consistent with his teaching. How
extremely disappointing and saddening it must be to him that
his disciples fail to live by his example and teaching, and,
contrary to his teaching, make him the center of their religion
and worship, and imagine that in so doing they honor and
please him.

Jesus’ monotheism also finds clear expression in John 5:44,
“How can you believe, when you receive glory from one
another, and you do not seek the glory that is from the one
and only (monos) God (theos)?” (NASB).

The New Testament writers, as true disciples of Jesus,
faithfully affirm his monotheism. Thus the Apostle Paul in
1Timothy 1:17 (NIV), “Now to the King eternal, immortal,
invisible, the only (m07n0s) God (¢heos), be honor and glory for
ever and ever. Amen.” Romans 16:27: “to the only (m0n0s)
wise God (#heos) be glory forevermore through Jesus Christ!
Amen.” So, too, Jude: “to the only (monos) God (theos), our
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Savior, through Jesus Christ our Lord, be glory, majesty,
dominion, and authority, before all time and now and
forever. Amen.” (Jude 1:25) It is interesting and significant to
observe how it is in these beautiful and powerful doxologies,
or public praises offered to God, that the early church
expressed its monotheistic faith.

These examples show that the Bible is unquestionably
monotheistic in character, and what is especially significant
for the Christian is the fact that Jesus himself lived and taught
as a2 monotheist. Despite the vicious attempts of his enemies
to find a way to destroy him by slanderously accusing him of
blasphemy (which incurred the death penalty in Israel) by
charging him with claiming equality with God, the fact is
that, according to the gospel accounts, he never made any
claim to equality with God. In fact the gospel evidence shows
that his enemies had the greatest difficulty even getting Jesus
to publicly admit that he was the Messiah, the expected
Messianic king, let alone that he was God! It is precisely as
stated in Philippians 2:6, “he did not grasp at equality with
God”. Yet, strangely enough, this is precisely what trinitarians
do on Jesus’ behalf! We insist on imposing on him that which
he himself rejected! But the fundamental problem created by
elevating Jesus to the level of deity is that a situation is created
in which there are at least two persons who are both equally
God; this brings trinitarianism into conflict with the
monotheism of the Bible.

The case for Biblical monotheism is rock-solid and re-
quires no defense. It is trinitarianism that is on thin ice where
the Scriptures are concerned, so it is not surprising that book
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after book is published on the subject of the Trinity in
repeated attempts to find some Scriptural justification for it.
To try to extract trinitarian doctrine out of the monotheistic
Bible requires resorting to every hermeneutical device imagin-
able (as can be seen in those books), because it is an attempt
to make the Bible say what it does not say. I know—I did this
very thing for most of my life because of the trinitarianism
which was instilled in me from the time of my spiritual
infancy, and which I accepted without question. In what
follows, the main trinitarian arguments will be examined in
the light of Scripture. Even more importantly, we will consi-
der whether trinitarian teaching has resulted in the loss of the
true Biblical teaching about God and about man’s salvation,
for error is always maintained at the expense of truth. Only
when we let go of what is false can we begin to see what is
true.

About this book
A large part of this study is taken up with the Gospel of John.

That is because this gospel is the one most relied upon by
trinitarianism to support its arguments, and this is especially
true of what scholars regard as a hymn embedded in John’s
Prologue (1:1-18) and most of all its first verse (Jn.1:1).
Another New Testament passage also considered by some
scholars to be a song about Christ, and of importance to trin-
itarianism, is found in Philippians 2 (vv.6-11). Colossians 1
(especially vv.13-20) and Hebrews 1 are other passages much
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used by trinitarians. These and other passages will be consid-
ered more briefly because their trinitarian interpretation
depends implicitly or explicitly on the interpretation of John
1:1. Once it becomes evident that John 1:1 does not support
a trinitarian interpretation, it will quickly become evident
that the other texts also do not support trinitarianism. But we
will examine some of the key trinitarian proof texts, even
before we study John 1:1 in considerable depth and detail, in
order to reveal interpretative and exegetical errors.

Regarding John 1:1, the trinitarian case rests on the
assumption that “the Word” in this verse is Jesus Christ (the
Word = Jesus Christ) and, therefore, the preexistence of the
Word is the preexistence of Jesus. Amazingly, not one shred
of evidence is produced from John’s Gospel to prove this
equation or identification so fundamental to the trinitarian
argument. On closer examination, this serious failure to pro-
vide evidence for the equation turns out to be not so amazing
after all, because the fact is that no such evidence exists, for
there is simply no equation of the Word with Jesus Christ in
John. The equation is pure assumption. It is a shock to realize
that the dogma that we held to so firmly as trinitarians rests
fundamentally on an unfounded assumption.

The fact of the matter is that outside of John 1:1 and 1:14,
“the Word” is not referred to again in John’s Gospel, while
“Jesus Christ” is not mentioned until 1:17 at the end of the
Prologue (vv.1-18). The only connection between “the
Word” and Jesus Christ is to be inferred from John 1:14, “the
Word became flesh and dwelt among us”. In the Bible, “flesh”
is a way of describing human life. The Word entered into
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human life (“became flesh”) and lived among us. But what
the verse does 7ot say is that “Jesus Christ became flesh”; and
this is precisely what is simply assumed in trinitarian
interpretation. Certainly we know that “Jesus” was the name
given him at his birth (Mt.1:21), but what is the basis for
assuming that the “preexistent Christ became flesh”? The idea
of a “preexistent Christ” is based on the assumption that Jesus
Christ and the preexistent Word are one and the same; but
the fact is that nowhere in John’s Gospel is the Word equated
with Jesus. In other words, Jesus and the Word are nof one
and the same. What or who is the preexistent Word? This is
a question that we aim to study in depth in this work.

If John meant to identify the Word as Jesus, why did he
not make this (for trinitarianism) all important identification?
One answer to this question can be found in the stated pur-
pose of John’s Gospel. It was not the purpose of this Gospel
(unlike trinitarianism) to get people to believe that Jesus is the
preexistent Word, but to believe that he is “the Christ”. This
can easily be established because John is the only Gospel in
which the purpose of writing the Gospel is explicitly stated:
“these are written so that you may believe that Jesus is the
Christ, the Son of God, and that by believing you may have
life in his name” (John 20:31). “The Christ” is the Greek
equivalent of “the Messiah,” a title which was extremely
significant for the Jews but one which, unfortunately, means
almost nothing to non-Jews.
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“The Son of God”

“The Son of God” is another messianic title derived from the
messianic Psalm 2 (esp.vv.7,12) where the promised Davidic
king will be granted a relationship with God like that of a Son
with his Father. It is precisely this intimate relationship of
Jesus with God which, in John’s Gospel, provides undeniable
evidence of his being the Messiah; and to believe that Jesus is
the Christ/ Messiah, God’s appointed “savior of the world”
(Jn.4:42), is to “have life in his name”. Thus, from John’s
stated purpose, it is clear that believing in Jesus as the preexist-
ent Word was not the purpose of the Gospel. So it remains
for us to consider carefully what is meant by “the Word,” and
why John’s Gospel begins with reference to it.

Someone may ask, “If John’s Gospel was written for non-
Jews, why does it use terms like ‘Messiah (Christ)’ and ‘Son
of God’ (which in the Bible does 7ot mean ‘God the Son’)?”
This question reveals another assumption, namely, that this
Gospel was written for Gentiles. Even assuming a late date for
John’s Gospel (after AD 90), it must be remembered that the
church, which started as a Jewish church (see the first part of
Acts), was still predominantly Jewish towards the end of the
first century, especially in its monotheistic way of thinking. At
one time, though considerably earlier than the end of the first
century, the Apostle Paul had to caution the Galatian Gentile
believers against getting circumcised (Gal.5:2-4, etc)! Paul
had to remind them that circumcision had to do with God’s
earlier covenant with the Jews and was, therefore, not relevant
to non-Jews and to the new covenant.
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The first evangelists who preached the gospel to the
Gentiles were, like the Apostle Paul, Jews. So they would have
explained to their listeners the meaning of terms like
“Messiah/Christ”. Like John, they would have also explained
it in terms of “the savior of the world” (John 4:42), the giver
of the water of life (John 4:14) etc, which both Jews and
Gentiles could easily understand. But as time went on and the
churches expanded throughout the world, and the Christian
church became almost exclusively Gentile, the meaning of key
concepts like “Messiah” began to become vague, or was even
forgotten. Many, or even most, non-Jewish believers thought
of “Christ” as just another personal name for Jesus. Three
centuries later, the Messianic title “son of God” was inverted into
the divine title “God the Son,” a term completely unknown to
John or Paul or any of the New Testament writers!

In only about a hundred years after the death and
resurrection of Christ, the rapid growth of the church in the
world had one undesirable result: the church did not retain its
connection with its Jewish roots. A consequence of this was that
the meaning of terms and concepts once familiar to the early
Jewish believers was now vague or even unknown to the
average Christian. Apart from such a common term as
“Christ,” the meaning of which the average Christian today
would have difficulty defining with any degree of clarity, #he
origin and meaning of “the Word” appears to have soon been lost.
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“The Word”

This has resulted in almost endless speculations about “the
Word” (“Logos” in Greek) and whether John (or whoever
wrote the hymn John incorporated into the Gospel’s
Prologue) derived it from Greek philosophy or Jewish
teaching. But trinitarian scholars have found no help from
any of these, because neither in Jewish nor Greek sources can
a “Word” or “Logos” be found who is a personal divine being
corresponding to “God the Son”. Finally, some scholars have
gone so far as to suggest that John had himself created the idea
of a personal Logos; this suggestion was dignified with the
rather impressive term “the Johannine synthesis,” but without
being able to provide the least evidence for the validity of this
kind of suggestion. This can be seen in many commentaries
on John’s Gospel.

This book aims to show that there is no need to resort to
such desperate measures as fabricating this kind of origin for
the Johannine Word. What we need to do, as a first step, is to
gain some acquaintance with the Aramaic-speaking mother
church of Christianity from which John and the other early
apostles came. We need to learn basic facts, such as that
Aramaic was Jesus’ mother tongue, and that it was the common
language spoken in Palestine at the time of Christ, and was
spoken for some considerable time both before and after his
time. That is why many Aramaic words can still be seen in the
gospels (Mark 5:41 is a well-known example). It is fairly cer-
tain that Jesus, and rabbis generally, could read the Hebrew
Bible; but it is unknown whether he spoke Greek.
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With some exceptions then, the average Jew in Palestine
in the time of Christ did not speak Hebrew. So the Hebrew
Bible had to be translated into Aramaic (a language related to
Hebrew yet different from it) when it was read to the people
gathered in the synagogues every week. The Aramaic word for
“translation” is “targum”. What is of importance for us is the
fact that “the Word” was a term familiar to the people in Israel
in the time of Christ, because “Word” is “Memra” in Aramaic,
and this word appears frequently in the Aramaic translations (or
targums) which they regularly heard in their synagogues. We
shall consider “Memra” in some detail so as to see its import-
ance for understanding the message of John’s Gospel.

Most importantly, we shall see that there is in fact no other
way to correctly understand the meaning of “the Word”
(Logos) where Biblical exegesis is concerned (that is, if we do
not wander off into Greek philosophy or the Jewish version
of Greek philosophy produced by Philo), but to discover its
meaning in the Hebrew Bible (the Old Testament) and its
important Aramaic Targums. If we look within the Scriptures
we shall see that “the Word” in John 1:1, “the Word” in the
Old Testament such as in Psalm 33:6, the hypostatized
Wisdom in Proverbs (esp. 8:30), and the Word (Memra) in
the Targums, all have in essence the same meaning—as might
be expected from the consistent character of the Scriptures as
the Word of God. The Scriptures do not leave us confused

because of conflicting or incompatible meanings.
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The Scriptures

Speaking of “the Scripture” or “the Scriptures,” it is import-
ant to understand that this is the term used in the New
Testament to refer to the Hebrew Bible, which Christians call
the “Old Testament”. Jewish people, understandably, take
exception to their Bible being referred to in this way because
“old” could imply something antiquated, and hence redun-
dant or obsolete. Certainly, “old” could also mean “of ancient
origin” and as such to be venerated, but this does not rule out
the other and, apparently, more obvious meaning of “old”. I
use the term “old” here fully aware of the inadequacy and,
indeed, inappropriateness of the term, only because it is the
term universally understood by Christians, and also because
of the fact that there is at present no other term commonly
accepted among Christians to replace it. If the term the
“Hebrew Bible” is used without further explanation it could
be taken to mean the Bible in the Hebrew language. The term
“the Scriptures” (both singular and plural) are today under-
stood to include both the “Old Testament” and the “New”.
So, until new terminology can be established, such as “the
earlier Scriptures” and “the later Scriptures” (which will be
used occasionally in this book), I shall for the time being be
obliged to continue to use the terminology generally accepted
among Christians; but I request the indulgence of Jewish
readers. To use the term “the Jewish Scriptures” is of no real
help because both the “Old Testament” and most of the New
(i.e. excepting Luke and Acts) were written by Jews; this is
something Christians too easily forget.



14 The Only True God

So the inappropriateness of the use of the term “Old
Testament” lies not only in the fact that it is unacceptable to
the Jews, but also in the fact that this is 7oz the way the New
Testament writings refer to the Hebrew Bible. In the “New
Testament” the “Old” is always referred to as “the Scripture”
(e.g. Mk.12:10; Jn.2:22; Rom.4:3; 1Pt.2:6; or “the
Scriptures,” e.g. Mt.21:42; Rom.1:2); it occurs no less than
50 times. It needs to be borne in mind that “the Scripture”
was the only Bible the early church had. The gospels and the
epistles were first collected together into one volume and used
in the churches only some 150 years after the time of Jesus’
earthly ministry. One of the earliest of these collections is
listed in the Muratorian Canon (c. AD 170-180), which did
not yet include all the writings of the New Testament as we
now have it.

Scholars (especially OT scholars) have long been aware of
the problem of the term “Old Testament,” so my adverting
to it here is not something original; yet it is important to the
themes discussed in this book as it is another indicator of the
divergence of Christianity from its Biblical and Jewish roots.
One Christian scholar who puts the matter very strongly is
Garry Wills, Professor of History Emeritus at Northwestern
University, who writes in his recent book What Paul Meant,
“For Paul there was no such thing as ‘the Old Testament’. If
he had known that his writings would be incorporated into
something called the New Testament, he would have
repudiated that if it was meant in any way to repudiate, or
subordinate, the only scripture he knew, the only word of
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God he recognized, his Bible.” (What Paul Meant, Penguin
Books, 2006, p.1271)

The themes in this study

This book is about three main themes in the Bible of the
greatest importance for mankind:

(1) There is one, and only one, true God, who is the Creator
of all that exists, whose revelation of Himself is recorded for
us first in the Hebrew Bible (which Christians call “the Old
Testament”) and then also in the New Testament. The
Christian church was born in Jerusalem, and its birth is des-
cribed in the book of Acts. It was a Jewish church and, as such,
was uncompromisingly monotheistic. But the Gentile (non-
Jewish) Christian church, which had no such commitment to
monotheism, and which from about the middle of the second
century became detached from its Jewish mother, began to
develop a doctrine in which there was more than one person
who is God. The Gentile church took a first major step away
from monotheism when it declared at Nicaea in AD 325 that
this doctrine represents the faith of the church. This book
aims to show that there is absolutely no basis, neither in the
Old Testament nor the New, for this compromise with poly-
theism purporting to be some kind of “monotheism”.

(2) “The only true God,” as Jesus called Him (John 17:3), is
one who is intensely concerned about His creation and espe-
cially about humanity and its well-being. He created mankind
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with an eternal plan in mind. Thus we see Him intimately
involved with human beings right from the beginning of
man’s creation. His remarkable involvement in the rescuing
of a people entangled in the toils of slavery in Egypt, and His
providing for their every need over the 40 year period during
which they wandered through the frightening wilderness of
the Sinai desert, is a story told over and over again, not only
in Israel but around the world. In that story we also learn that
God Himself stayed with the people of Israel, His Presence
dwelling among them in the tent better known as “the
tabernacle” (cp. John 1:14, “dwelt”, “tabernacled”). He was
present with them also in a pillar of cloud by day and a pillar
of fire by night in which He led them through the desert. By
all this He showed that He is not a God who is transcendent
in the sense that He keeps Himself at a distance from man,
but instead involves Himself with man in the most “down to
earth” ways.

Certainly, God is concerned not only for Israel but for all
of mankind, being the Creator of all of humanity. Accord-
ingly, there are significant hints, especially given through the
Old Testament prophets, that God will one day come in such
a way that “all flesh shall see it (His glory) together” (Isaiah
40:1-5) and, even more astonishingly, that He would come
into the world in the form of a human being. This appears to
find clear expression in a prophetic statement made famous
by Christmas cards (Isaiah 9:6, “For to us a child is born, to
us a son is given; and the government shall be upon his
shoulder, and his name shall be called Wonderful Counselor,
Mighty God, Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace.”).
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But, strangely enough, the trinitarian Gentile church
decided that He who came into the world was not the One
whom Jesus addressed as “the only true God” (Jn.17:3), and
whom he consistently called “Father,” but that it was another
person whom they called “God the Son”—a term which
cannot be found anywhere in the Bible. The purpose of this
book is to show that the small number of verses which trinit-
arians adduce from the New Testament in support of their
doctrine provides no proof of the existence of “God the Son”
or that Jesus Christ is God the Son. There is no doubt what-
ever that the authors of the New Testament were monothe-
ists, so there is no justifiable way to extract trinitarian doctrine
from monotheistic writings—other than by unjustifiably
imposing interpretations upon the text which are not intrinsic
to it.

(3) God’s plan to save man from the plight into which he has
fallen (because of his failure to acknowledge Him as God,
Rom. 1:21) was certainly not a plan put together on the spur
of the moment or as an afterthought, but was something that
He, in His foreknowledge, had integrated into His overall
eternal plan for His creation. This is to say that His plan for
man’s salvation was already in place “before the beginning of
time” (2Tim.1:9).

In this plan the key figure is a man whom He had chosen
and for whom He selected the name “Jesus” (Mt.1:21;
Lk.1:31). This name is significant because it means “Yahweh
saves” or “Yahweh is salvation”. Christians talk as though
Jesus alone is the savior, but he is savior because “God was in
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Christ reconciling the world to Himself” (2Cor.5:19). This
was also precisely what Jesus himself kept on repeating in
different ways in John’s Gospel, namely, that everything he
said and did was actually done by “the Father” in him
(Jn.14:10, etc). This is because God lived in Jesus in a way He
had never done before in human history. This is what made
Jesus completely unique as compared to anyone else who had
ever lived on earth, and this is also why he enjoyed a uniquely
intimate spiritual relationship with God which was like that
of a son with his father. This is why he was called the “Son of
God” which, in the Bible, never means “God the Son”.
Because of his unique relationship with the Father, three
times in John’s Gospel he is spoken of as the “only (or unique)
Son” of God (Jn.1:14; 3:16,18).

In this unprecedented relationship, Jesus of his own free
choice lived in total obedience to God his Father, and chose
to be “obedient unto death, even death on a cross” (Philip-
pians 2:8). It was through this “one man’s obedience that
many will be made righteous” (Romans 5:19), which means
that he accomplished man’s salvation through his death on
the cross. It was in this way that God reconciled all things to
Himself through Christ. It was also because of his obedience
to God that God “highly exalted him and gave him the name
above every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee shall
bow and every tongue confess him as ‘Lord’—to the glory of
God the Father” (Phil.2:9-11). God conferred on Jesus the
highest possible honor, which is why we call Jesus “Lord”.
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A serious shift of focus in the Gentile
(non-Jewish) Church

The later Gentile church, however, failed (intentionally or
unintentionally) to distinguish the difference in significance
between “Lord” as applied to Jesus and “Lord” (or “LORD”)
as applied to God (just as “lord” in English, the Greek word
kyrios is used in both cases), even though in Greek (as in
English) the word kyrios has several levels of meaning: it could
be a courtesy title meaning something like “sir”; it was the
way a slave addressed his master, or sometimes a wife her
husband, or a disciple his teacher (as in English “master” as in
“schoolmaster”), while in the Greek Old Testament (LXX), it
was the usual way God was referred to. Thus the later Gentile
church found it easy to go from speaking of Jesus as “Lord”
to speaking of him as “God”. This was one of the main
reasons why the Gentile church in the fourth century had
relatively little difficulty in proclaiming that Jesus Christ was
“God the Son,” a second person in the “Godhead”. Thus
“trinitarianism” as it is known today was born.

The extremely serious consequence of all this from the
Biblical point of view is that God (the Father) was sidelined
or marginalized by the worship of Jesus as God which came
to dominate the church. A look at most modern-day Christ-
jan hymnbooks will immediately reveal who is the central
object of Christian prayer and worship. “The Father” is left
with a relatively marginal role. Jesus has replaced the Father
in Christian life because, for them, he is God. The Apostle
Paul, who wrote repeatedly in his letters about “the God and
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Father of our Lord Jesus Christ” (Rom.15:6; 2Cor.1:3, etc)
would have shuddered at the thought that the future Christ-
ian church would replace “the God of our Lord Jesus Christ”
as the central object of worship by worshipping Jesus himself
as God, even quoting (or rather, misquoting) his writings
(esp. Philippians 2:6ff) in support of so doing!

If Jesus can be the object of worship, then why not also his
mother Mary, who is declared to be “the mother of God” by
the Gentile church, and who is actually worshipped in a large
portion of the Christian church? For if Jesus is God, then
Mary can properly be called “mother of God”. Even though
Mary has not been declared to be God, this seems to be made
unnecessary by the fact that as “mother of God” she would
appear to have a position above God. She is usually portrayed
in churches as holding the baby Jesus in her arms; the image
suggests that the mother is somehow greater than her baby,
even if that baby is God! Little wonder that so many Christ-
ians pray to Mary as the one who exercises the enormous
influence of a mother over her son.

The purpose of this book is to sound the alarm that the
Christian church has strayed from the truth found in God’s
word, the Bible. All who love God and His truth will look
carefully again at the Scriptures to consider the truth for
themselves, and thus return to “God our Savior,” “who has
saved us and called us to a holy life—not because of anything
we have done but because of His own purpose and grace. This
grace was given us in Christ Jesus before “the beginning of
time” (2Tim.1:9). For this reason we honor Jesus as “Lord”—
but always in such a way that it is “¢0 the glory of God our
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Father” (Phil.2:11). Prof. Hans Kiing says the same thing in
theological terms, “Paul’s christocentricity remains grounded
and comes to a climax again in a strict theocentricity”

(Christianity, p.93f, bold letters his).

Conclusion

In conclusion, the goal of this book is to grasp the meaning
of the Biblical teaching summarized in 1Timothy 3:16,
namely, that “He (God) was manifest in the flesh” in the
person of “the man Christ Jesus” (1Tim.2:5). That the refer-
ence here is to God manifesting Himself in the flesh appears
to be clear from the fact that to speak of a human being
“appearing” or “being revealed” (which are meanings of the
word ‘manifest’) in the flesh would not make much sense.
Moreover, Christ is not mentioned in the two verses before
this one, but God is mentioned twice in the verse immediately
before it. So who else could the “he” in 1Tim.3:16 refer to
besides God? If indeed God appeared in the flesh, then this
could rightly be described as a “great mystery,” as is done in
this verse.

It is precisely this mystery that God “dwelt among us”
(John 1:14) “in Christ” (a very frequent term in Paul’s writ-
ings—73 times, not including “in him”, etc, over 30 times),
just as He had dwelt among the Israelites, which we need to
consider carefully. He did this so as “in Christ to reconcile the
world to Himself” (2Cor.5:19). Trinitarianism, of course, also
believes that God “was manifest in the flesh” but with the
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difference that the God who was manifested was “God the
Son,” without any regard for the fact that no such person is
mentioned anywhere in the Bible. As a result they have
sidelined the one true God, whom Jesus called Father, as the
One who came into the world “in Christ” for the sake of our
salvation. Or, using Prof. Kiing’s theological terms, trinitar-
ianism has replaced biblical “theocentricity” by means of their
kind of “christocentricity”.

But is the understanding really correct that “God
(Yahweh) was manifest in the flesh”? This is a truly moment-
ous statement of staggering significance, and one which we
will need to examine in careful detail in the coming pages.

Are we really monotheists, as we suppose
ourselves to be?

We are all nominally monotheists: Christians consider them-
selves monotheists. Christianity claims to be a monotheistic
faith. But why? How can a religion that does not place its faith
solely and exclusively in one personal God, but believes in
three persons who are all equally God, still claim to be
monotheistic? “Monotheism” by definition means “beliefin a
single God: the belief that there is only one God” (Encarta
Dictionary); the definition is identical in every dictionary.
But a belief in three co-equal divine persons is not belief in “a
single God,” or in there being “only one God”.

The word “monotheism” comes, as we have already noted,
from the Greek words monos (one) and theos (God). In the
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Hebrew Bible (which Christians call the “Old Testament”),
the God who has revealed Himself through it has revealed
Himself by the majestic Name “YHWH,” which scholars
generally agree is pronounced “Yahweh”. The precise mean-
ing of His Name has always been a matter of discussion, but
it means something like “I am that I am,” or “I will be who I
will be” (see Exodus 3:14), or according to the Greek OT (the
LXX) it has the meaning “the Existing One” (bo dn), sug-
gesting that He exists eternally and is the source of all exist-
ence. The Old Testament recognizes only one personal God,
namely Yahweh, as the one true God. His Name is central to
the whole Hebrew Bible in which it occurs 6828 times. Yet
most Christians seem to be totally unaware of this basic fact.

Yahweh is absolutely the one and only (m0n0s) God (¢heos)
revealed in the Bible. There may have been “many gods and
many lords” that people believed in (1Cor.8:5,6) but as far as
the Biblical revelation is concerned, Yahweh is, in Jesus’
words, “the only true God”. Jesus certainly taught
monotheism, but the question is: are we, his disciples, really
monotheists?

It needs to be clearly understood that monos is not a word
that can be stretched to mean a group consisting of several
persons, a gathering of several entities, or a class made up of a
number of beings. Here is the definition of monos as given by
the authoritative BDAG Greek-English Lexicon of the NT:
“1. pert. to being the only entity in a class, only, alone adj. a.
with focus on being the only one. 2. a marker of limitation,
only, alone, the neut. uovov [monon] being used as an adv.”
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The word “God” and the term “only God” in the New
Testament unquestionably always refer to the God of the OT,
Yahweh. But then why does the Name “Yahweh” not appear
in the N'T in the way it does so very frequently in the Hebrew
Bible (but not in most English Bibles)? The answer to this
question rests on two important facts:

(1) The shattering impact of the Exile upon Israel as a nation
resulted in its finally learnt its lesson. The people of Israel had
come to realize that the reason for the fearsome exile and their
destruction as a nation lay in the fact that they had all along
been committing spiritual adultery by insisting upon wor-
shipping other gods besides Yahweh (Ba’al being one of the
best known among these), defying the repeated and persistent
warning of Yahweh’s prophets, who specifically stated that
Yahweh would certainly send them into exile for their
rebelliousness against Him and for their idolatry. Having
experienced the fact that Yahweh was true to His word, seeing
for themselves that what He had said would happen did come
to pass just as He had warned them, and having tasted the
power of His chastisement, they returned to the ruined land
of Israel after the exile a chastened people who from now on
would worship no other God but Yahweh alone. They now
revered Him to the extent that they even refrained from
taking His exalted Name upon their lips. Henceforth they
would speak of Him as “Lord” (adonai).

Moreover, the Jews would never again worship any other
God besides Adonai Yahweh, not even if that God is called
Yahweh’s “Son” (who is nowhere mentioned in the OT), nor
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even if that God is called Yahweh’s “Spirit,” mentioned a
number of times in the OT but was never regarded as a separ-
ate person alongside Yahweh. That is why we can be certain
that the Jewish writers of the NT could never have been
trinitarians; we have already seen a number of examples from
the NT (given above) of their fervent monotheism.'

(2) During the long 70 year exile (the Babylonian Captivity,
as it is called) in a foreign country where Aramaic was the
spoken language, the new generation of Jews spoke the local
Aramaic rather than Hebrew (just as Jews today who live in
the US or Europe speak the languages of their land of
residence and are generally unable to speak Hebrew). The
scribes, the Bible scholars, still read the Hebrew Bible (just as
most rabbis around the world still do today), and they taught
the Bible in the synagogues; but most of the common people
no longer understood Hebrew, so the Bible portions that were
read in the synagogues had to be translated into Aramaic. This
is how Encarta explains it: “When, after the Babylonian Cap-
tivity in the 6th century bc, Aramaic replaced Hebrew as the
generally spoken language, it became necessary to explain the

! For this reason, too, the Jews down through the centuries and up
to this day could not consider trinitarians as true monotheists even
when they try to be as conciliatory as possible. (A fine example of their
conciliatory attitude can be seen in the book Christianity in Jewish
Terms (edited by Tikva Frymer-Kensky and others, Westview Press,
2000), which is a dialogue between Jewish and Christian scholars. It is
hard to imagine a similarly conciliatory dialogue between Muslim and
Christian scholars in the present religious climate.)
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meaning of readings from the Scriptures.” (Encarta Reference
Library 2005)

It is important for our present study to bear in mind the
fact that in the Aramaic targums (translations) of the Hebrew
Bible, God’s holy Name “Yahweh” was, out of reverence,
replaced by the term “the Memra,” which in Aramaic means
“the Word”. Thus every Palestinian Jew knew that “the
Memra” was a metonymic reference to “Yahweh”. Memra
appears frequently in the Aramaic Targums, as can be seen in

Appendix 12 at the end of this book.

Monotheism in the Bible

The monotheism of the Bible is absolutely uncompromising.
I know of no Bible scholar who denies this fact. Therefore,
when we teach Biblical monotheism we have no need to justi-
fy ourselves for so doing, we have no case to defend. It is those
who use the Bible to teach something other than monotheism
who will need to answer for what they are doing.

Trinitarian Christians like to rank themselves among Jews
and Muslims as monotheists. The problem is that neither
Judaism nor Islam recognizes trinitarian Christianity as truly
monotheistic, regardless of Christian claims. Whatever
Christian “monotheism” might be, neither Jews nor Muslims
consider it monotheism according to their Scriptures. Are
they being unreasonable?
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How this book came to be written

This work is not the result of a preconceived plan to negate
or derail trinitarianism. It took shape as the result of an
earnest evangelistic concern to bring the gospel of salvation to
all nations and a desire for the Lord’s coming again. These
two things are linked in Jesus’ words in Matthew 24:14, “And
this gospel of the kingdom will be proclaimed throughout the
whole world as a testimony to all nations, and then the end
will come.” The “second coming” and “the end of the age”
are inseparably linked together in Matthew 24:3, and both
these events are linked to the universal proclamation of the
gospel.

The undeniable fact is that a huge proportion of the world
remains unreached by the gospel. The Muslim portion alone
accounts for well over 1,000,000,000 (one billion) people.
Moreover, Islam is the fastest growing religion in the world,
so this figure will increase steadily over the coming years. A
BBC report in December 2007 stated that Islam had tripled
in number in Europe over the last 30 years. Not long ago I
read an article in a Church of England newspaper which
expressed the view that at the current rate of growth of Islam
in England, it may not be long before it will become a Muslim
country. What does all this mean? Does it not mean that
Matthew 24:14 is not only not being fulfilled, but that the
hopes of its being fulfilled are becoming steadily more remote,
and that with it the hopes of the Second Coming may be
fading?
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Does this not evidently mean that not only has the church
failed to fulfill the Great Commission but that, with the
progress of events in the world, the possibility of fulfilling it
is steadily declining? Add to this the historical fact that, in
regard to Islam, Christianity has failed dismally to make any
evangelistic impact upon it during the past more than 1400
years since the inception of that religion. Beginning in the 7
and 8" centuries, driven before the advancing forces of Islam,
Christianity fell back on all fronts, losing their important
centers in all of North Africa, the Middle East (including
Jerusalem and the Holy Land), and what is today the nation
of Turkey (once an important center of Christianity), as well
as huge areas to the east of it.

In the face of these stark realities, how can the Great
Commission (Mt.28:18-20) be fulfilled? Add to this the
endless internal squabbling of Christians, both throughout
church history and at the present time. Some Christians seem
to make it their business to label others who disagree with
their particular doctrinal views as belonging to a “cult” or as
“heretics,” even in such matters as “once saved, always saved”
or “eternal security,” often with very little clear understanding
about the subject or the related Scriptural teaching. One is
reminded of the events of the Roman siege of Jerusalem when,
even as the Roman army was tightening its iron grip on the
city in AD 70, some of the Jewish defenders within the city
were still squabbling, fighting, and even killing each other
because of fierce disagreements on various matters, until the
Roman soldiers poured into the city and set it ablaze, and the
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temple in which Jesus himself had taught went up in fire and
smoke.

So the situation both in the world and in the church today
leaves little room for optimism about Jesus’ words in Matthew
24:14 being fulfilled if things are left to continue as they are.
It was precisely the attempt to address this question of why
the church has failed so dismally to reach the Muslims with
the gospel that it became necessary to ask what can be done,
and also whether there is something wrong in the way the
gospel has been understood and presented.

Personal History

I am writing as one who had been a trinitarian from the time
I became a Christian at the age of 19—a time which spans
over fifty years. During the nearly four decades of serving as
pastor, church leader, and teacher of many who have entered
the full-time ministry, I taught trinitarian doctrine with great
zeal, as those who know me can testify. Trinitarianism was
what I drank in with my spiritual milk when I was a spiritual
infant. Later, in my Biblical and theological studies, my
interest focused on Christology which I pursued with consid-
erable intensity. My life centered on Jesus Christ. I studied
and sought to practice his teaching with utmost devotion.

I was in a practical sense a monotheist, devoted to a mono-
theism in which Jesus was my Lord and my God. Intense
devotion to the Lord Jesus inevitably left little room for either
the Father or the Holy Spirit. So, while in theory I believed
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in there being three persons, in practice there was actually
only one person who really mattered: Jesus. I did indeed
worship one God, but that one God was Jesus. The one God
revealed in the Old Testament, namely, Yahweh, was in
practice replaced by the God Jesus Christ, God the Son. A
large proportion of Christians function as I did, so they can
easily understand what I am saying here.

About three years ago I was pondering the question: How
can the gospel be made known to the Muslims? I discovered
that my Christianity was accompanied by some kind of
prejudice against the Muslims which had to be overcome if |
was to understand them and reach out to them. But I also
soon realized that the moment I said anything about the
Trinity, or said that Jesus is God, all communication with
Muslims would cease abruptly. The same, of course, is true
for the Jews. So how could they be reached?

We have already noted Jesus’ words, “this gospel of the
kingdom must first be preached to all nations and then shall
come the end...” (Mt.24:14). One need only look at the
situation in the world to see that it is extremely difficult to
preach the gospel in Muslim countries, of which there are
many. The same is true of Israel. What that means in terms
of Jesus’ words in Matthew 24 is that the end cannot come,
and he cannot return, because the gospel cannot be preached
to these nations.

Most Christians seem to be hardly aware of, or concerned
about, these things. Accordingly, there is hardly any concern
about reaching the Muslims. Most Christians know next to
nothing about Islam and are, in any case, not interested about
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them or their salvation. In general, there seems to be little
spiritual fire or zeal in the churches. Is there a deeper spiritual
problem within the church itself which is at the root of this?

If we consider the relationship of Islam to Christianity in
history, we recall that it was only three hundred years after the
Nicene Creed was established in the church (proclaiming
God as consisting of three persons rather than one) that the
“scourge” of Islam appeared on the scene of world history.
Islam proclaimed once again the radical monotheism which
had been proclaimed in the Hebrew Bible. From then on-
wards, Christianity, which had expanded rapidly throughout
the world during the first three centuries of the present era,
now fell back before the advancing forces of monotheistic
Islam. Is there a spiritual message in this for us? If so, can we
discern it?

One thing that I could see was that I needed to re-evaluate
whether or not we Christians are really monotheists. Have we
really been true to the Biblical revelation? The large number
of books produced by Christian theologians trying to explain
and to justify “Christian monotheism” already indicates a
problem: Why is so much effort needed to explain or justify
this kind of “monotheism”? As I was rethinking this question
of “Christian monotheism” I looked again at an academic
monograph on this subject which I had in my possession. It
was a collection of essays by trinitarian theologians both
Protestant and Catholic. I soon noticed that these writers had
something in common: they were clearly uncomfortable with
monotheism; some were openly critical of it.
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When I examined my own thoughts, I too realized that my
trinitarianism was at root incompatible with Biblical mono-
theism. It became necessary for me to carefully re-examine
this crucial matter. When one believes in three distinct and
coequal persons, each of whom is individually God in his own
right, who together constitute the “Godhead,” how can one
still speak of believing in “the radically monotheistic God”
(Yahweh) revealed in the Hebrew Bible—unless one is using
the term “monotheistic” in a sense fundamentally different
from that in the Bible? (The term “the radically monotheistic
God” is here borrowed from an article by Professor David
Tracy of Chicago in the book Christianity in Jewish Terms,
2000, Westview Press, pp.82,83; the book consists of essays
by Jewish and Christian scholars.)

Up until then I had confidently believed that I could
readily defend trinitarianism on the basis of the New
Testament texts so familiar to me. But now the more pressing
question of evangelism was: How were these texts to be
explained to Muslims who sincerely want to know Isa (as they
call Jesus) and are even prepared to read the Gospels, which
are endorsed by the Qur’an? To my surprise, once I began to
put aside my own prejudices and preconceptions, and re-
evaluate each text to see what it is actually saying, and not
how we as trinitarians had interpreted it, the message which
emerged from the text proved to be different from what I had
supposed it to be. This was especially true of John 1:1.
Because of my deeply entrenched trinitarianism, this process
resulted in a long struggle (and a lot of hard work) to get to
the truth of the Biblical message. Some of the results of those
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efforts are put forward in this book. Let each reader carefully
evaluate it for himself or herself, and may God grant you His
light without which we cannot see.

When I first faced the challenge of reevaluating my trinit-
arianism in the light of the Bible, and then sharing that light
with all who wish to see it, I thought I was alone in taking this
stand. But when preparing this manuscript for publication I
was surprised to come across the work of the renowned
theologian Hans Kiing and to discover that he had already
declared that the doctrine of the Trinity is “unbiblical” in his
large work entitled Christianity: Essence, History, and Future,
which was published in 1994. Now I have discovered that he
is not the only prominent Catholic dogmatic theologian who
has made this affirmation. The systematic theologian K-]J
Kuschel, in an in-depth study titled Born Before All Time? The
Dispute over Christ’s Origin published in 1992, had made the
same point. It is certainly most encouraging to find such
unanticipated support from unexpected quarters, especially
from scholars of such outstanding quality and courage. And
although work on the present manuscript was already
approaching completion, I obtained their books in time to be
able to insert a number of quotations from them into this
work.

On the subject of the Trinity for example, in a section
under the heading “No doctrine of the Trinity in the New
Testament,” Professor Kiing states unequivocally, “Indeed
throughout the New Testament while there is belief in God
the Father, in Jesus the Son and in God’s Holy Spirit, there is
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no doctrine of one God in three persons (modes of being), no
doctrine of a ‘triune God’, a “Trinity’.” (Christianity, p.95)

The obstacles we face when considering Biblical
Monotheism

(1) The first obstacle is the need to deal with multitudes of
preconceptions due to our indoctrination: For example, we
speak of the Spirit as “he,” because when we read the New
Testament we see the Spirit referred to in this way. Most
Christians, being unfamiliar with Greek, do not know that
the word for Spirit, pneuma, is neuter and should therefore be
translated as “it”. Even after having learned Greek we still
speak of the Spirit as “he” because according to trinitarian
doctrine the Spirit is a distinct person who is coequal with the
other two persons in the Trinity, the Father and the Son.
This, of course, is the reason why all translations depict the
neuter word preuma as “he”. It has nothing to do with proper
linguistics but everything to do with Christian dogma.

The same is true of the idea of “Trinity”. In India there are
a multitude of gods, but there are three at the top of the
Indian pantheon. These three share in the same “substance”
of deity; otherwise they would not be considered gods at all.
If those in India who worship these three supreme gods are
called polytheists by Christians, in what way is the Christian
trinitarian concept fundamentally different from the Indian?
Is it simply because the three persons in the Christian trinity
are more closely related to each other, i.e. as “Father” and
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“Son” (what about “Spirit”)? Indoctrination has the powerful
effect of making us insist that trinitarianism represents
monotheism—something which true monotheists like the
Jews and the Muslims reject. If we still have a modicum of
logical thinking left in us we would see that: if there is God
the Father, God the Son, and God the Spirit then, obviously,
there are three Gods according to this dogma. Yet we seem
unable to face up squarely to the plain fact of the matter! Here
we see the power of indoctrination and its capacity to
overpower logical thought.

To those who have seen indoctrination at work, this is not
something new. This kind of thing has been at work even in
relatively recent history: The crazed idealism of Nazism and
its dream of building a thousand-year utopia, the fulfillment
of which required (among other things) the extermination of
the Jews, considered by them to be the scum of humanity
infecting the human race, or at least the Aryan race. Only
indoctrination by means of intense propaganda could induce
people to think such insane thoughts.

There are also many who have experienced the kind of
brain-washing made familiar by Stalinist communism. People
were permitted to think only in a predetermined way; any
other way would bring severe penalties, including incarcer-
ation and death.

When it comes to restricting free thought, the church itself
has a long record of this kind. Once it had established
doctrines, such as the Nicene and Chalcedonian Creeds in the
4™ and 5" centuries, dissent was prohibited on pain of excom-
munication which, in effect, meant condemning a person to
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hell. Nothing could be more serious than that, not even phy-
sical death. This kind of ecclesiastical oppression developed
into crude physical torture, often culminating in death,
during the time of the notorious Inquisition which the church
inflicted upon those they had condemned as heretics.

Even today there are not a few Christians who think that
they have some kind of divine right to label other Christians
who do not share their doctrinal views as “cultists,”
“sectarians” or, as before, simply “heretics”. Thus these self-
appointed defenders of the (their) faith carry on the long
tradition of the Gentile church with its internecine doctrinal
conflicts, which can hardly be to the glory of God in the eyes
of the world, not to mention how God looks at it.

But quite apart from the strong external pressures to
conform to a particular dogma is the fact that we ourselves
have been convinced that this doctrine is true. All our
Christian lives we have learned to read the Bible in a particular
way as being the only right way to understand it. So now it
only makes sense to us in that way and, conversely, everything
we read convinces us further that the way we were taught is
the right way. It thus becomes a self-reinforcing development
of our faith in our particular doctrine, especially as we become
teachers ourselves and teach others this doctrine, trying to
find even more convincing explanations than we ourselves
had been taught. Here I speak from my own experience as a
teacher.

The practical result of all this was that when I read the
New Testament, | inevitably saw every passage in the way I
had learnt it, but which was further strengthened by new
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arguments which I had developed myself. As any diligent
teacher aims to do, I tried to make the trinitarian case as con-
vincing as possible. I had both learned and taught the Bible
as a trinitarian book; how could I now understand it in the
light of monotheism?

Take, for example, the well-known text so constantly used
by trinitarians to “prove” that Christ is God the Son, Philip-
pians 2:6-11. Prof. M. Dods summed it up (as trinitarians
would do) like this: “Christ is represented [in this passage] as
leaving a glory he originally enjoyed and returning to it when
his work on earth was done and as a result of that work” (7%e
Gospel of St. John, The Expositor’s Greek NT, p.841). The
“elory” which Christ left was the “divine glory,” as Dods
states in the next sentence of his commentary.

That is how we all understood this text as trinitarians. It
simply does not occur to us that this interpretation is the
result of reading a lot of things into the text which are simply
not there. The word “glory,” for example, occurs nowhere in
this text (or even in this chapter) in relation to Christ, much
less the term “divine glory”. By the term “divine glory” is
meant not the glory of God the Father (see Phil.2:11) but of
“God the Son,” a term which appears nowhere in the Script-
ures. Dods’s key words “leaving” and “returning” also do not
exist in this passage, but are read into it. To say, as Philippians
2:6 does, that he “did not count equality with God a thing to
be grasped” (ESV, etc) is not at all saying the same thing as
“leaving” his “divine glory”.

Moreover, the passage in Philippians 2:6-11 says absolute-
ly nothing whatever about Christ’s “returning” to the “glory
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he originally enjoyed” (Dods). What it does say is something
quite different, as one should be able to see for oneself:
“Therefore God has highly exalted him and bestowed on him
the name that is above every name” (Phil.2:9). There is no
suggestion that he was merely receiving again what he already
had before; to say this is to render meaningless his being
“highly exalted” by God.

Thus there is practically nothing in Dods’s summary of the
Philippian text that actually derives from the text itself!
Trinitarianism is simply and unabashedly read into it. Yet as
trinitarians we took no notice of these serious discrepancies
between our interpretations and the Biblical texts we were
supposed to be interpreting. This was the result of not really
knowing how to read the text in any other way than that
which we had been taught. Here we shall not study Philip-
pians 2 in detail (we shall return to it later; some points in this
well-known passage will illustrate the fact that we habitually
read the Bible through trinitarian glasses).

Apart from this difficult problem of practically having to
re-learn how to read the Bible in a new light, that of mono-
theism, there is also the demotivating factor of reckoning with
the external pressures of being labeled a “heretic,” which is
intimidating for most Christians. That someone who pro-
claims that the Bible is monotheistic because it is the word of
“the only true God” can be labeled a “heretic” by the Gentile
church shows just how far the church has strayed from the
word of God.

Only the God-given courage to face up to the truth, indeed
to love the truth at all cost, will enable us to go forward to
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know Him who is “the God of truth”. I shall, therefore,
conclude this section with the words of Isaiah 65:16, “So that
he who blesses himself in the land shall bless himself by the
God of truth, and he who takes an oath in the land shall swear
by the God of truth; because the former troubles are forgotten
and are hidden from my eyes.”

(2) Apart from the serious problems of indoctrination and
peer pressure, there is the equally serious problem that we no
longer possess the ideas and concepts which were familiar to
those who first read the NT: common concepts such as Logos,
or Memra, Shekinah, and above all the Name of God,
Yahweh. These are now alien to most Christians. To under-
stand the Bible, these concepts need to be learned, and for
many people this in itself is a challenge.

Few Christians today know something as basic as the fact
that God’s Name in the Hebrew Bible is “Yahweh,” which
the Jews out of reverence read as “Adonai,” which means
“Lord”. It is generally translated as “LORD” in most English
Bibles (the New Jerusalem Bible, which has “Yahweh,” is a
notable exception). Hardly any Christian knows how
frequently the Name “Yahweh” appears in the Hebrew Bible
(which Christians call “the Old Testament”). They are sur-
prised to learn that it occurs 6828 times. When the shortened
form of the Name is counted (as in Hallelujah, where “Jah”
stands for Yahweh and Hallelujah means “Praise to Yahweh”),
the number of occurrence rises to around 7000. No other
name is even remotely comparable to this frequency of
occurrence in the Bible. This makes it perfectly clear that
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Yahweh encompasses both the center and circumference of
the Bible; He is essentially its “all in all” (1Cor.15:28).

It also needs to be noted that “Yahweh” is also found in
the NT, especially in the many places where the OT is
quoted. “Adonai” (the Jewish metonym of “Yahweh”) occurs
144 times in the Complete Jewish Bible. In the Salkinson-
Ginsburg Hebrew New Testament, “Yahweh” occurs 207
times.

But the matter goes far beyond the statistical frequency of
Yahweh’s Name in the Bible. The extraordinary beauty of
Yahweh'’s character as revealed in the Bible is something that
few Christians have perceived. The beauty of His character as
seen in His compassion, His wisdom, and His power as used
for man’s salvation, is revealed already in Genesis, where we
can also observe the astonishing level of intimacy of His
interactions with Adam and Eve, whom it seems He regularly
visited in the “cool of the day” (Gen.3:8) in the Garden of
Eden, which He had “planted” (2:8) for them. After they had
sinned, He even made garments with which to cover them
instead of the flimsy fig leaf covering that they had made for
themselves (Gen.3:7,21).

Yahweh’s compassion and saving power are seen on an
enormous scale when He rescued the people of Israel out of
their slavery in Egypt. He led some 2,000,000 Israelites
through the fearsome desert to the land of Canaan, providing
for their every need for 40 years. We shall consider these
things more fully in Chapter 5; here we only mention that
these same qualities of Yahweh’s character are revealed again,
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in the gospels, in the life and actions of Jesus Christ, in whom

the whole fullness of Yahweh dwelt (Col.1:19; 2:9).

(3) Even talking about “God” becomes a problem because to
trinitarians the word can refer to any one of three persons or
all three together. God is thus a triad, that is, a group of three
entities or persons. We cannot even speak about God as
Father without the trinitarian assuming that we are talking
about that one third of the Trinity who is called “God the
Father,” or even about Jesus as “Father,” because many
Christians also apply this title to him. How then can we even
speak of “the only true God” without being misunderstood
by trinitarians? It seems that the only way available to us is to
speak of the true God by the name He revealed Himself:
“Yahweh,” or even as “Yahweh God” (YHWH elohim), a term
which occurs 817 times in the OT.

Some important historical facts

It is a fact of history that the trinitarian Nicene Creed was
established in AD 325 (and the creed of Constantinople in
AD 381), 300 years after the time of Christ. That is to say
that trinitarianism became the official creed of the church
three centuries after the time of the Lord Jesus Christ.

It is likewise a plain historical fact that Jesus and his
apostles were all Jews, and that the church when it was first
established in Jerusalem (described in the book of Acts) was a
Jewish church. What this means is simply that the earliest
church was composed entirely of monotheists. Scholars



42 The Only True God

frankly acknowledge “the strict monotheism of the N.T. (in
John, see in particular 17:3),” to use the words of H.A.W.
Meyer (Critical and Exegetical Handbook to the Gospel of John,
p.68).

What this means is that when we understand the NT
monotheistically, or expound it in this way, we are doing so
in complete accordance with its true character. This is how
the NT is properly understood or expounded. Therefore,
when we speak of John 1:1 or any other part of the NT in
monotheistic terms, we have absolutely nothing to justify, no
case that we need to defend.

The NT is not a trinitarian or polytheistic document
which we are now trying to explain monotheistically. If we
were doing this, we would have to justify our actions or
defend our case. But it is precisely the reverse that is true. In
regard to the NT, it is trinitarianism that is on trial: it will
have to explain why it has taken the monotheistic Word of
God and interpreted it in polytheistic terms, thereby utterly
distorting its fundamental character.

But are trinitarians not monotheists? As trinitarians we
argued that we are monotheists, not polytheists, because our
faith is in one God in three persons. We closed our eyes (and
ears) to a fact that should have been perfectly obvious: If the
Father is God, and the Son is God, and the Spirit is God, and
all three are coequal and coeternal, then the conclusion is
inescapable that there are three Gods. So how did we manage
to maintain that we still believe in one God? There was only
one way: the definition of the word “God” had to be
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changed—from a “Person” to a divine “Substance” (or
“Nature”) in which the three persons share equally.

The plain fact is, however, that the God of the Bible is
undoubtedly a very personal Being and was never merely a
“substance,” no matter how wonderful that substance might
be. Yet trinitarianism has changed the Biblical concept of God
by daringly introducing polytheism into the church under the
guise of “monotheism”. In so doing they changed the
meaning of the word “God”.

The subtle shift from monotheism to trinitarian
tritheism

We have already noted the historical fact that there was an
interval of 300 years from the time of Christ to the time of
the Nicene Creed. During those three centuries a fundamen-
tal change had slowly but surely taken place in the church: it
had moved from monotheism to polytheism. The historical
reason for this change is not difficult to understand. As the
early church, empowered by the Spirit of God, proclaimed
the monotheist Gospel dynamically throughout the polytheist
Greco-Roman world and many came to the Lord, many
Gentile believers who came into the church did not leave their
polytheistic way of thinking entirely behind them. With the
growth of the church throughout the world, Gentiles came to
predominate in the churches, until finally the Jews consti-
tuted only a minority in most churches outside Palestine. By
the middle of the second century, when Christianity had
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parted from Judaism, the break with Biblical monotheism
became a reality in fact if not in name.

By the early third century AD it was hard to find a single
Jewish name among the regional leaders (then called
“bishops”) of the church. The church was now firmly under
Gentile leadership. These leaders had grown up in a religious
and cultural environment where there were “gods many and
lords many” (1Cor.8:5, KJV). The “gods” and “lords” of the
Greek and Roman religions were basically deified human
beings who were honored by the multitudes as heroes. “So
from humans into heroes and from heroes into demi-gods the
better souls undergo their transition; and from demi-gods, a
few, after a long period of purification, share totally in
divinity” (Plutarch [c. AD 46-120], quoted in Greek-English
Lexicon, BDAG, 0edtng). Alexander the Great and some of the
Roman emperors were hailed as gods.?

2 In fact, as is well known, some Romans also had no problem to
include Jesus as a god among the many gods of the Roman pantheon.
What angered them was the refusal by the early Christians to acknow-
ledge the emperor as a god. This resulted in several episodes of perse-
cutions of the Christians, because their refusal to worship the emperor
was considered as evidence of disloyalty to Rome. But Christians, for
their part, were surely not too unhappy that some Romans were willing
to honor Jesus as a god alongside their other gods. And if even the
pagans were prepared to acknowledge the greatness of Jesus by giving
him a place among their gods, why should (Gentile) Christians not be
willing to honor him in like manner, that is, as God? This helped to

pave the way to trinitarianism.
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Whatever other reasons there may have been for the
church’s having gradually but steadily moved away from its
original monotheism (cf. Jews and Christians: the parting of the
ways AD 70 to 135, ed. James D.G. Dunn), it is clear that
with the Creeds of Nicaea and Constantinople, promulgated
three centuries after Christ, Christ was now proclaimed to be
God, coequal and coeternal with two other persons in the
Godhead. God was now no longer one personal Being but a
group of three coequal persons. This meant that the very
meaning of the word “God” had changed from being one div-
ine Person into three divine persons sharing one divine
“substance” (Latin, substantia; Greek: hypostasis; also, ousia ).
Thus the Biblical proclamation fundamental to the Biblical
faith in both the OT and the NT, expressed clearly in the
words: “Hear, O Israel, the LORD (Yahweh) our God, the
LORD (Yahweh) is One” (Dt.6:4; Mk.12:29), was changed in
essence to: “Hear, O Church, the Lord your God is THREE.”

With this change the very character of Biblical mono-
theism, in which one personal God is revealed, is changed to
a “monotheism” in which “God” is not one person but one
“substance” shared by three persons.

Already as early as the beginning of the third century,
Origen, the prominent “father” of the Greek Church and
teacher at the catechetical school at Alexandria, declared, “We
are not afraid to speak in one sense of two Gods, in another

3 “Hupostasis and ousia were originally synonyms, the former Stoic
and the latter Platonic, meaning real existence or essence, that which a
thing is.” ].N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, p.129.
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sense of one God” (J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines,
p-129). “We are not afraid to speak...of two Gods”: How
bold, or should we say, how daring?! The floodgates of poly-
theism (under the thinly disguised veil of “trinitarian mono-
theism”) were now boldly thrown open. Within barely 200
years from the time of Christ, the Gentile church daringly
defies Biblical monotheism, and begins its long tradition of
double-talk: “in one sense...in another sense”. In which
senses? In terms (in the sense) of persons, the Gentile
Christian God is/are two (or three, officially since AD 381);
in terms of substance: one. But let it be clearly understood
that as far as the Biblical revelation is concerned, whether of
the Old Testament or the New, there are no two Gods (or
three) in any sense whatsoever. Those who care about Biblical
truth will reject the trinitarian double-talk, recognizing it for
the falsehood that it is. There is only one true God, and His
Name is Yahweh. Anyone who preaches another God besides
Him will surely answer for it on that Day.

Although changing the way the word “God” is defined and
understood is an extremely serious matter, the seriousness of
the matter does not end there. What happens in the trinit-
arian declaration is a flat contradiction of the divine revelation
that “Yahweh (the LORD) is ONE,” Deut.6:4. Yahweh is one
Being, one Entity, one Person, as is clearly seen in the Hebrew
Bible; and it is no different in the New Testament, as we shall
see. Therefore, the meaning of the oneness of God in the
Bible is not something open to negotiation or compromise.

The meaning of Yahweh’s oneness is defined with absolute
clarity, and is not amenable to compromise of the kind that
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suggests that His oneness is “a unity in diversity” with the idea
that it might include another one or two persons besides
Yahweh. The Scripture declares unequivocally that: “the
LORD is God; there is no other besides him” (Deuteronomy
4:35). Or, in Yahweh’s own words, “there is no other god
besides me, a righteous God and a Savior; there is none besides
me. Turn to me and be saved, all the ends of the earth! For I
am God, and there is no other” (Isaiah 45:21,22). “No other”
is reiterated three times in these two verses alone. It is repeated
many times more elsewhere in the Scriptures; we shall have
occasion to return to these passages later in this study.

Most notably, the trinitarian declaration flatly contradicts
Jesus” own affirmation of Deuteronomy 6:4 that Yahweh is
one. On the occasion when a scribe asked, “Which command-
ment is the most important of all?” Jesus answered, “The most
important is, ‘Hear, O Israel: The Lord our God, the Lord is
one. And you shall love the Lord your God with all your heart
and with all your soul and with all your mind and with all
your strength.”” (Mark 12:28-30) Who “the Lord your God”
refers to is absolutely clear; in the Old Testament it is a
standard form of reference to Yahweh where it occurs over
400 times.

Yet that group of church leaders at Nicaea, who
presumably acknowledged Jesus as “Lord,” were not afraid (as
was Origen) to contradict their master and demanded that the
church must believe that God is more than one person. This
reminds us of Jesus’ words, “Why do you call me ‘Lord, Lord,’
and not do what I tell you?” (Luke 6:46) When the master
teaches that God is one, what should his true disciples’
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response be? And when we don’t do what he tells us, can we
not expect to hear him say, “I will tell them plainly, ‘I never
knew you. Away from me, you evildoers!” (Mt.7:23)? Or do
we imagine that he will be pleased with us because we elevated
him onto the same level with Yahweh, much like the people
who wanted to crown him king against his will in John 6:15:
“Perceiving then that they were about to come and take him
by force to make him king, Jesus withdrew again to the
mountain by himself”?

As trinitarians we exalted Jesus to Yahweh’s level even
though he himself never once claimed to be God, just as
Philippians 2:6 says that he “did not count equality with God
a thing to be grasped”. Interestingly, the Greek word trans-
lated “grasp” in this verse is precisely the same word translated
“take by force” (barpazo) in John 6:15 quoted above, by
which a link between the two passages can be seen. Jesus never
made an attempt to seize forcibly, or grasp at, equality with
God. We shall return to Philippians 2 later in this work.

Trinitarianism also insists on making the Spirit of the
LORD (Yahweh) a distinct person from Yahweh. For anyone
somewhat familiar with the Old Testament, this is something
strange. Jews must wonder whether Christians really have any
understanding of the Bible at all. To argue that the Spirit of
Yahweh, God’s Spirit, is a person distinct from Him is like
arguing that “the spirit of man” (1Cor.2:11; Prov.20:27;
Eccl.3:21; Zech.12:1), man’s spirit, is a distinct individual
who lives in or with him as another person! This might be
perceived as true by someone who suffers from schizophrenia,
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but to suggest that this is the case with God borders on lunacy
if not something worse, like blasphemy.

“God is Spirit” (Jn.4:24) as Jesus said, yet we do not
hesitate to declare that God’s Spirit, the Spirit of the LORD,
the Holy Spirit, is actually a different person from Him. The
tragedy is that as trinitarians we have become so accustomed
to this sort of teaching that we are no longer capable of seeing
its absurdity. Surely, we assure ourselves, we are not that
stupid. The problem is not stupidity but spiritual blindness—
and we thought that it was only the Jews who were struck
with blindness (Eph.4:18; Rom.11:25 K]V, esp. with regard
to Jesus as Messiah)!

Since the Bible is unquestionably monotheistic in the
Biblical sense (and therefore a monotheistic exposition of it
requires no justification whatever, as noted above), what fol-
lows is an attempt to learn how to understand the Scriptures
as it was meant to be understood: monotheistically. This is no
easy task for someone as steeped in trinitarianism as I had
been. But it is something that, by the grace of God, and for
the sake of grasping His truth, must be done. It is time for us
to “examine our ways and test them, and let us return to the

LORD (Yahweh)” (Lamentations 3:40; NIV).

Trinitarian “Monotheism”

The fact is that trinitarian “monotheism” can only qualify as
monotheism by changing the definition of the word
“monotheism”. It is rather like saying that an angel is a human
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being by changing the meaning of the term “human being”
to include angels. This is like changing the rules of the game
by placing the goal posts farther apart and scoring your points.
This can hardly be considered acceptable to those, like Jews
(and Muslims), who know that this kind of argumentation is
a denial of the radical, uncompromising monotheism of the
Word of God, the Scriptures.

So how can trinitarianism, which claims that God is not
one person but three coequal persons, still claim to be mono-
theistic? Well, to put it simply, by changing the meaning of
“monotheism” in such a way that the one God is not under-
stood as being one Person but one “substance,” the substance
of deity or “godhead”. Encarta Dictionary defines “godhead”
as the “state of being God or a god: the nature or essence of
being divine; also called ‘godhood’. All gods in polytheism
are gods because they share in the “state of being god,” that
is, in the “substance” of godhood. How else could they be
gods? Likewise, we are human beings because we share in a
common manhood; we share the “substance” of humanity.
How else would we be human beings?

Thus, what trinitarianism has done is that it has reduced
the word “God” from being a reference to the LORD God of
the Bible to a group of three beings sharing the divine
“substance” of godhood, rather like three men sharing the
“substance” of manhood (“state of being a man,” Encarta).
“God” is reduced to mean a “state of being,” not a person.
The God revealed in the Bible is de-personalized into a divine
“substance” in order to make way for two other divine persons
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to share in that “one substance”. This one substance, or
nature, is trinitarian “monotheism”.

Whether the trinitarian realizes it or not (and he almost
certainly does not), when he prays to his “God” he is not
praying to a specific person but to a “state of being” in which
he believes there are three persons. Little wonder that a few
pray to the Father, and probably most pray to Jesus (as I did),
and many pray to the Holy Spirit (as the charismatics do).

Where, then, does this distorted concept of monotheism
come from? Trinitarians, of course, claim that it comes from
the New Testament. John 1:1 is the single most important
verse they use for their case. For this reason we shall study this
verse in great detail in this work. If this verse cannot be shown
to endorse trinitarianism, then the case for this dogma
collapses. Other verses in the NT which trinitarianism also
relies upon will be considered. These include a portion of
Philippians 2, a part of Colossians 1, some verses in Hebrews
1 and in the book of Revelation; but the trinitarian interpret-
ation of these passages depends heavily on its interpretation
of John 1:1, so once the meaning of this verse is clarified the
meaning of the other passages is relatively easier to grasp.

The purpose of this work has something much more
important in view than the refuting of trinitarian dogma. The
refutation of trinitarianism clears the way for the proclam-
ation of a wonderful revelation that has been obscured by
trinitarian doctrine, namely, that the one true God—who
revealed Himself by the Name Yahweh (YHWH), the “I am
that I am” (Ex:3:14), who through the great prophet Isaiah
proclaimed that He would come to His people (Isaiah 40),
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and who through the last OT prophet Malachi declared that
He would suddenly (unexpectedly) come to His temple—He
did indeed come in the person of Jesus Christ as proclaimed
in all the Gospels. It is this mind-boggling revelation which
trinitarianism has obscured. It is the first (and only) Person
who came into the world in Christ, not an alleged “second
person”. We shall go into this more fully after the trinitarian
interpretation of Scripture has been evaluated.

Why do Christians believe that there is a Trinity?

Clearly, if there were even just one verse in the Bible which
plainly and explicitly states that “Jesus Christ is God” the
whole matter should therewith immediately be settled, and
no further discussion would be necessary. But the fact is: #here
is no such statement in the Scriptures. That being the case, why
don’t we close the case on trinitarianism because of insuffi-
cient evidence? Well, the matter is not quite that simple; a
long and complex church tradition lies behind it. Why do
Roman Catholics believe in the Trinity? They believe in it
because it is the official doctrine of the Catholic Church. For
the Roman Catholic the church is God’s voice on earth. If
you hope to be saved, then you must unconditionally accept
what the church teaches.

That the leaders of the Catholic church are God’s
representatives on earth, authorized to execute what they
consider to be God’s will in regard to all matters of faith and
practice in the church, is something that goes back a long way
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in church tradition and history. Accordingly, a group of
church leaders (called “bishops”) gathered at Nicaea in AD
325 under the sponsorship of the Roman emperor Constant-
ine (who claimed to have become a Christian but was not
baptized until just before his death). Constantine placed on
them the momentous task of deciding on the different and
conflicting views about Jesus Christ and how he was related
to God, which were current in the church at the time and
which were threatening the peace and unity which he had
hoped to establish in his empire.

The church leaders at Nicaea (there was considerable
tension among them) finally came up with what we know as
the Nicene Creed in which the deity of Jesus was declared to
be what Christians must believe. On what was this declaration
based? This is the important question that needs to be asked.
Was it based on the Bible, or at least on the NT? No, there is
not a single reference to the Bible anywhere in this creed. So
on what authority was it based? It was based on the authority
of these church leaders, who considered themselves as acting
in God’s Name on behalf of His church.

This sole authority of the church in all matters of faith and
practice was first challenged only a few hundred years ago (in
the 16" century) by Martin Luther, who himself was a Roman
Catholic and, indeed, an Augustinian monk. How dare one
lowly monk stand up against the might of the vast Catholic
establishment? Luther dared to do this on the basis of the New
Testament which he had devoted himself to studying. While
reading Paul’s letters he had noticed the phrase “justified by
faith”. He came to realize that this contradicted the teaching
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of the Catholic church of his day which taught the acquiring
of “merit” as a means of obtaining forgiveness of sins. On this
truth of justification by faith Luther took his courageous
stand against the whole might of the established church; and
out of this bold stand the Reformation was born.

Although the phrase “justified by faith” occurs only a few
times in Paul’s letters (Rom.3:28; 5:1; Gal.2:16; 3:24), the
idea expressed by that phrase has a wider basis in Paul’s teach-
ing on salvation, as also in New Testament teaching. The
enormous significance of Luther’s courageous stand meant
that from then on the teachings of the church could be called
into question on the basis of the Scriptures, the word of God.
The church and its leaders could no longer continue to
arrogate to themselves the authority to pontificate on all
matters of faith and practice without needing to answer to the
word of God. Unfortunately, this is still not the case in the
Catholic Church even today, for the authority of the church
(i.e. its leaders and its tradition) still takes precedence over the
Scriptures.

Luther’s whole attention was taken up by the matter of
“justification by faith”. One can only wonder, given his
commitment to the supreme authority of the Scriptures for
the church, what he would have thought of the question we
started with at the beginning of this section—“Why do
Christians believe in the Trinity”—when nowhere in
Scripture can the phrase “Jesus is God” be found?

In the absence of explicit statements about Jesus being
God, all that the church can use to argue for the doctrine of
the Trinity are those verses which seem to imply Jesus’
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divinity. It is upon this weak foundation that this doctrine is
built, and it is these verses which we need to examine in what
follows. Moreover, what the average Christian usually does
not know is that there is no unanimity among scholars about
the meaning of many of the key verses on which trinitarianism
is built. These scholarly discussions are often found in learned
books and articles which are generally inaccessible and/or
largely unintelligible to the lay person. Most Christians
assume that the case for trinitarianism is “cut and dried,”
settled long ago beyond dispute. They would, therefore, be
surprised to read a statement such as the following in Thayer’s
Greek-English Lexicon: “Whether Christ is called God must be
determined from John 1:1; 20:28; 1 John 5:20; Rom.9:5;
Titus 2:13; Heb.1:8f, etc.; the matter is still in dispute among
theologians.” (Greek-English Lexicon, 0e6g, sec.2).

But if the phrase “justified by faith” is explicit in Romans
and Galatians as Luther had seen, the declaration that “the
LORD is one” is certainly no less explicit, and it resonates
throughout the Old and New Testaments. Jesus spoke of it as
the “first” or “most important” commandment (Mark 12:29).

In conclusion: The fundamental difference
between trinitarianism and monotheism

As we proceed with the study of Scripture in this book, it is
of the greatest importance to grasp clearly that what we are
engaged in is not merely a study of different interpretations
but a fundamental difference of ways of thinking on the
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spiritual level, a total difference of the point of view from
which Scripture is looked at and, indeed, everything else. We
either look at everything monotheistically, that is from the
truth that everything comes from the one true God and
returns to Him such that He is the sum and circumference of
everything that exists—He is thus the focal point of our lives;
or we look at everything polytheistically, that is from the
point of view that there is more than one God or more than
one person who is God. Then the question becomes: which
one of these is the focal point of our lives?

Trinitarianism speaks of three persons who are all equally
God, and then goes on to claim a place in monotheism by
changing the definition of God into a “divine nature”,
“substance”, or “Godhead” in which the three persons all
share; which means, of course, that this “Godhead” is not at
all identical to the one and only personal God of the Bible.
Where there is belief in more than one person who is God,
that is polytheism by definition. What we need to realize is
that trinitarianism is in essence, therefore, a different faith
from Biblical monotheism. So we are not here dealing with
the relatively simpler matter of Biblical interpretation, but
with the far more profound matter of Biblical fzith. In other
words, what is at stake is true or false faith, not just true or
false interpretations of the Bible. True or false faith, according
to the Scriptures, is a matter of life or death.

If the experience of the Israelites is taken as a point of refer-
ence, then the transition from polytheism and idolatry to
monotheism is not an easy one. It clearly involves what the
Apostle Paul calls “the renewing of the mind” (Rom. 12:1,2).



Introduction 57

This is not something that we can accomplish simply by
changing our way of thinking on the rational or intellectual
level. There has to be a change on the spiritual level if it is to
have any real depth, and this can only be done by God’s own
work in us.

We know from experience how difficult it is to change a
habit. As trinitarians we were trained to understand any given
passage of the Bible from the trinitarian perspective, which
was often the only perspective we knew. We habitually looked
at every verse from the point of view of trinitarian interpretat-
ion. Even if we could finally see that a different interpretation
is the more correct one, that in itself does not resolve the
deeper question of the kind of faith which gave expression to
that interpretation. So, again, the question is not merely what
is the correct interpretation of the many texts but, ultimately,
which one is the true faith.

In the following chapters the trinitarian interpretation of
the texts will be drawn from authoritative trinitarian reference
works. It will become evident time and again that the
interpretation of the texts is inevitably governed by the beliefs
of the writers. In other words, it is not the Scriptures which
govern the belief or dogma, but the dogma which governs the
interpretation. This is usually done quite unconsciously (as I
know from experience) because of the belief that it has to be
understood in this way, that is, we believed that this was the
only right way to understand it. There was, of course, never
any intention to deceive ourselves or others; it was our faith
that determined the way we understood things. Hence, as we
have seen, it is at root a matter of faith.






Chapter 1

e

The Explicit Monotheism
of the Lord Jesus Christ

and His Apostles

“The Shema” in Jesus’ teaching: Mark 12:29

Jesus answered, “The most important is, ‘Hear, O Israel: The
Lord our God, the Lord is one.””

Here Jesus quotes the Shema (from the Hebrew word shama,
to hear) of Deuteronomy 6:4, which the Jews recited every
day. But how exactly are the words “the Lord is one” to be
understood?

I shall quote the discussion in the Theological Wordbook of
the Old Testament (TWOT) under 1% (Cebad, one):

Some scholars have felt that, though ‘one’ is singular (ehad
has a plural form, ’abadim, e.g. Ex.12:49; cf. Nu.15:16), the
usage of the word allows for the doctrine of the Trinity.
While it is true that this doctrine is foreshadowed in the OT,
the verse concentrates on the fact that there is one God and
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that Israel owes its exclusive loyalty to him (Deut 5:9; Deut
6:5). The NT also is strictly monotheistic while at the same
time teaching diversity within the unity (Jas 2:19; 1Cor 8:5-
0).

The lexical and syntactical difficulties of Deut 6:4 can be
seen in the many translations offered for it in the NIV. The
option ‘the LORD is our God, the LORD alone” has in its favor
both the broad context of the book and the immediate con-
text. Deuteronomy 6:4 serves as an introduction to motivate
Israel to keep the command “to love (the LORD)” (v.5). The
notion that the LORD is Israel’s only God suits this
command admirably (cf. Song 6:8ff). Moreover, these two
notions, the LORD’s unique relation to Israel and Israel’s
obligation to love him, are central to the concern of Moses’
addresses in the book (cf. Deut 5:9f.; Deut 7:9; Deut
10:14ff, 20f., Deut 13:6; Deut 30:20; Deut 32:12). Finally
Zechariah employs the text with this meaning and applies it
universally with reference to the eschaton: “The LORD will
be king over all the earth; in that day the LORD will be (the
only) one, and His name (the only) one’ (Zec 14:9 NASB).

In the first paragraph of TWOT quoted above, “some

scholars” (not all, or perhaps not even many) “have felt” (is

scholarship a matter of personal feeling?) that the singular

<«

one” “allows for the doctrine of the Trinity” on the basis of

“diversity within the unity”. The problem is that there is no

mention in the OT of any diversity in Yahweh. So, what

exactly is the feeling of the “some scholars” based on?
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Then TWOT goes on to make the statement that “it is
true that this doctrine (i.e. of the Trinity) is foreshadowed in
the OT,” but not a single verse is given as evidence for this
statement. The fact is that far from trinitarianism being
foreshadowed in the OT, one will be hard put to find so much
as a shadow of it! I have done my share of trying to find such
shadows! Trinitarians have tried to point to such terms as the
Shekinah, the memra, etc. which occur frequently in Hebrew
biblical literature, but ignore the fact that these are not
hypostases or persons in that literature; it is therefore all a
matter of reading trinitarianism into those ideas and names
(another example of eisegesis).

Trinitarian eisegesis also has to be employed if one is to
discover “diversity within the unity” (i.e. a muldplicity of
persons within one God) in James 2:19 and 1Corinthians 8:5-
6 (which TWOT quotes in the first paragraph) even while
admitting that “the N'T also is strictly monotheistic”. Exactly
how the NT can be “strictly” monotheistic if it teaches a mul-
tiplicity of persons in the Godhead, TWO'T, not surprisingly,
does not attempt to explain. It knows that its readers are
primarily trinitarians who will not ask for any explanation
anyway!

How exactly can James 2:19 (“you believe God is one” or,
NIV “You believe that there is one God,” €ic éotv 6 0edq),
which evidently points to Deuteronomy 6:4 (xbprog €ig éotwv),
be used as evidence for “diversity within unity” in a discussion
on Dt.6:4 is somewhat hard to fathom. It is also quite
desperate to hope that “one” does not literally mean “one” but
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something like a “unity” within which there could be a
diversity or multiplicity of persons. The word “unity” in itself
implies multiplicity; if there were only one state, one could
not speak of the “United States”. Moreover, the problem for
trinitarianism is that we would be hard pressed to find even a
hint in the OT of any multiplicity of persons within Yahweh
Himself, for Dt.6:4 is about Yahweh (“LORD” in small
capitals in most English translations); and if there is no such
multiplicity, it is pointless to speak of any “unity”.

TWOT also quotes 1 Corinthians 8:6 (AL Muiv &ig 0edg 6
notp, ‘yet for us there is but one God, the Father’) which like
James 2:19 echoes Dt.6:4 and, therefore, cannot legitimately
be cited as evidence in support of allegedly “teaching diversity
within the unity” (TWOT first paragraph), or one would be
arguing in a circle.

On the other hand, TWOT does not inform the reader
that the message of Dt.6:4 is echoed in other NT verses such
as Gal.3:20 (6 8¢ 0eo¢ €ic éotv, ‘but God is one’), Rom.3:30
(etmep €lg 6 Oe0g, ‘since there is only one God’), and 1Tim.2:5
(el yap 0edc, ‘for there is one God’). But these do confirm
TWOT’s acknowledgement that the NT is “strictly mono-
theistic”.

In fairness to TWOT, having said that the trinitarian
doctrine is foreshadowed in the OT, it nonetheless puts the
doctrine aside with the word “while,” indicating that it has no
relevance to the meaning of Dt.6:4, and states instead that
“the verse concentrates on the fact that there is one God”.
This is developed further in the next paragraph of TWOT
where it opts for the translation of Dt.6:4 which reads, “the
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LORD is our God, the LORD alone”. That is, “the LORD is
one” is understood to mean “the LORD alone”.

“The LORD alone” is surely a correct translation because
“the LORD is one” certainly could not mean “one of many”
nor, as we have noted, a unity of a multiplicity of beings, since
no such “diversity” is implied in the OT. “The LORD alone”
fits in properly with the context of this verse where the point
is that Yahweh, the LORD, is the only One to whom “Israel
owes its exclusive loyalty” (TWOT’s first paragraph above
where Dt.5:9 and 6:5 are also quoted in support). “The
notion that the LORD is Israel’s on/y God suits this command
admirably (cf. Song 6:8ff)” (TWOT’s second paragraph,
italics added).

TWOT is to be commended for the fact that in this case,
in spite of its trinitarian leanings, it sought for an exegesis
faithful to the context of Dt.6:4.

But a fundamental error inherent in the whole discussion
in TWOT, and in the discussion of the Shema’ by trinitarians
generally, is the failure to look at what Dt.6:4 actually states:
“the LORD our God, the LORD is one”. The trinitarian con-
cern is about whether God could be understood as “one” in
the sense of being a multi-person unity. But in the Shema’ the
word “one” qualifies the word “Yahweh” (LORD), not the word
“God”. Does trinitarianism want to argue that Yahweh is a tri-
person Being? If so, then Yahweh is not just the Father, but
all three persons of the Trinity! Thus all three persons would
be manifestations of the one Yahweh (which in theology is
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called “Modalism” or “Sabellianism”). Or do trinitarians real-
ly want to maintain that Yahweh in the Hebrew Bible is a
multi-personal being, contrary to what the Bible teaches? If
not, then what is the point of all the lengthy discussion on
“unity” and “diversity” in regard to the “one” in Dt.6:4?

The fallacious argument that “One” means “unity”
rather than “singularity”

This is an argument often used in trinitarian circles, and one
that I had also used in the past, having accepted it without
carefully examining it. The argument sounds impressive to
the average Christian because it is based on the alleged
meaning of the Hebrew word for “one” (70X, ’¢had) which
makes the argument sound scholarly and, since he knows no
Hebrew, it is in any case beyond his capacity to check its
validity. As we saw above, TWOT implies this notion of
“one” by saying that it “allows for” the idea of the trinitarian
“diversity within unity”; but TWOT does not supply any
lexical evidence for this statement.

Because of its importance for many trinitarians, I shall here
delineate the salient features of this argument. The essence of
the argument is this:

In its Hebrew usage the word ’ehad implies unity not sing-
ularity because the “one” contains more than one element
within it, for example, “there was evening and there was
morning, one day” (Gen.1:5, NASB; but the “one day” is
better translated as the “first day,” as in most other versions).
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Particularly important for this argument is Genesis 2:24
where Adam and Eve together constitute “one flesh” (but cf.
1Cor.6:16,17 where it is applied to the believer’s spiritual
union with the Lord). The tabernacle was made a unified
structure by means of clasps holding it together: Exodus
36:18, “And he made fifty clasps of bronze to couple the tent
together that it might be a single whole” (lit. “become one”).
Another example can be found in Ezekiel’s prophecy of the
uniting of the northern and southern kingdoms of Israel into
one (Ezek.37:15-22). So the conclusion is drawn that to
speak of God as “one” implies that He is a unity of more than
one person, and that Jesus Christ, “God the Son,” is included
in that unity, according to the trinitarian interpretation of the

NT.

That, in essence, is the argument for the Trinity from the
word ’ehad. It seems impressive enough—until we examine
the lexical details. This Hebrew word for “one” is used 971
times in the Hebrew Bible, so there is a lot of material with
which to evaluate the trinitarian argument. When we do this
we will discover in a very short time that the argument is
entirely specious; it is another misguided case of special plead-
ing—collecting the evidence that favors one’s own argument
and ignoring the strong evidence that contradicts it. We don’t
need to look at each one of the 971 occurrences because it will
quickly emerge, even after considering a number of these, that
the word ’ehad is definitely also used in the sense of
“singleness”. One quick way to see this fact for oneself is to
look up the word “single” in a translation such as ESV and
then look at the Hebrew word that is translated as “single”. It
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will be seen that in many cases it is precisely the word ’ehad
which is translated as “single,” without any idea of unity
implied. Here are a few examples (only the relevant portion
of each verse is quoted):

Exodus 10:19: “Not a single locust was left in all the country
of Egypt.” Or “not one locust was left in all the territory of

Egypt” (NASB).

Exodus 25:36: “the whole of it a single piece of hammered
work of pure gold”; or, “the whole made from a single piece

of pure gold” (NJB).

Deuteronomy 19:15: “A single witness shall not suffice” or
“One witness is not enough to convict a man” (NIV).

1Samuel 26:20: “the king of Israel has come out to seek a
single flea”; or, “the king of Israel has come out to search for

a single flea” (NASB).

In none of these examples does the idea of unity appear in the
word ’ehad; a simple singularity is what is expressed. There
are many other instances of ’ebad expressing singularity where
the translations do not use the word “single,” e.g. Gen.27:38;
40:5; Ex.14:28; Josh.23:10; Judges 13:2; 1Chr.29:1;
1Ki.4:22 (5:2 in some versions); Isa.34:16, etc. What emerges
from this lexical study is that the word "¢/ad can be used with
reference to both a composite structure (e.g. the tabernacle)
and to a simple singularity (e.g. a single witness). The idea of
“oneness” is not inherent to the word itself but is determined by
the context. So an examination of its use in Hebrew shows that
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the word “‘¢had” is not different from its use in English (or
most other languages). Thus, in English “one” can be used in
a collective sense as in “one family,” or as simple singularity
as in “one individual”. Neither in Hebrew nor in English is
either multiplicity or singularity inherent in the word “one”;
this is determined by the context or the way in which “one”
is used.

Moreover, while “one” can be used in a collective sense as
in “one family” or “one company,” it does not of itself imply
unity within that family or that company. A family can suffer
from disharmony, and a company can be torn apart by
disunity; so even such collective terms as “one family” or “one
company” do not in themselves provide evidence of unity. If
even when used in a collective term ‘¢had does not prove
unity, then it is all the more evident that the idea of unity is
not inherent in the word ehad itself when used alone (as in
Deut.6:4), but must be supplied either explicitly or implicitly
by other words. For example, in the sentence “they were
united as one man,” unity is made explicit by the word
“united” and not by the word “one,” which here expresses
singleness. The same idea of unity can be expressed implicitly
by saying “all the people arose as one man” (Judges 20:8),
where the idea of unity is expressed by the multiplicity of “all
the people” joined together in the single-mindedness of “one
man”. In either case the word “one” expresses singleness,
while the idea of unity has to be supplied by the sentence as a
whole. It should now be evident that it is entirely illegitimate
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to argue that there is some special idea of unity inherent
within the Hebrew word ’ebad.

It is, therefore, completely erroneous to build a theology
on the mistaken attribution of unity to the word ‘¢had. To
argue for the “Godhead” as a unified entity (composed of
more than one person) based on the lexical character of ebad
is a false argument. Unfortunately, trinitarianism is built
upon this kind of fallacious argumentation. In Deut.6:4
Yahweh is declared to be ‘¢had, and both the immediate
context and the general context of the OT show beyond any
doubt that Yahweh is “one” in the singular sense of being the
only one, the on/y God. In the OT one is hard put to find so
much as a shadow of another divine individual who is said to
exist in the “substance” (to use a trinitarian term) of the only
God—which, of course, would be a contradiction in terms: if
there were another person in His “substance,” He would not
be the only God. Here again we see the impossibility of trying

to extract trinitarianism out of true monotheism.

Deuteronomy 6:5 excludes anything other than
monotheism

That Yahweh alone is the one and only God is unequivocally
asserted in Deuteronomy 6:4, as we have seen. But what is
generally overlooked, especially by trinitarians, is that the
command which follows immediately upon that affirmation
reinforces it in such a way as to exclude any other option to
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the “radical” Biblical monotheism which it uncompro-
misingly affirms.

Deuteronomy 6:5 “You shall love the LORD your God with
all your heart and with all your soul and with all your might.”

The thrice repeated “all”, which comprehends the whole
human being in his entirety, leaves nothing whatever with
which to love another deity. What we have failed to notice is
that this command makes trinitarianism functionally
impossible, because no matter how we try, we cannot possibly
love three distinct persons with our “all” simultaneously. We
can indeed love many people, but not in the way required
here. That is why most earnest trinitarians (as I also was)
ended up loving Jesus in this intense and concentrated way,
making him the central object of our devotion and prayer. It
was simply not possible in practice to accord the same level of
devotion to the Father and the Spirit.

Thus, unwittingly, we lived in direct disobedience to this
central command of Scriptural teaching, for Messiah Jesus
(no matter on which Christian interpretation of the New
Testament) is not “Yahweh your God,” who alone is to be the
sole and full object of our devotion. I know of no church or
scholar that does, or would, assert that Jesus is identical to
Yahweh.

Significantly, all three Synoptic gospels record that Jesus
himself taught Deuteronomy 6:5 as being the great and
central command of “the Law and the Prophets” (Mt.22:40):
Matthew 22:37; Mark 12:30; Luke 10:27. But instead of
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loving “Yahweh your God” as he taught his disciples to do,
we chose to love Jesus as the central object of our devotion,
regardless of his teaching. Should this not cause us to ponder
again his words, “Why do you call me ‘Lord, Lord,” and not
do what I tell you?” (Lk.6:46)

What might the consequences be of such disobedience?
Jesus did not leave his hearers in the dark about this: “On that
day many will say to me, ‘Lord, Lord, did we not prophesy in
your name, and cast out demons in your name, and do many
mighty works in your name?’ And then will I declare to them,
‘I never knew you; depart from me, you workers of law-
lessness.” (Mt.7:22,23). Are not those who disobey the great
central command of Deuteronomy 6:4,5 accurately described
as “workers of lawlessness,” i.e. those who disregard God’s
command or law, especially the one which Jesus described as

the “most important” (Mk.12:29)?

The Shema

In the previous section we saw that Jesus fully endorsed the
Shema. It is particularly interesting how the scribe with whom
Jesus was conversing understood what Jesus had said,
responding with the words, “You are right, Teacher. You have
truly said that be is one, and there is no other besides him.”
(Mark 12:32) Notice carefully: “He is one” is equated with
“there is no other besides him”; the one statement explains
the other. Jesus did not disagree in any way with how the
scribe had interpreted what he had said. On the contrary, he
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commended the scribe with the words, “You are not far from
the kingdom of God” (v.34). Why was the scribe not yet in
the kingdom? It was because he had not yet believed that Jesus
is the Messiah; without this faith he could not be saved (John
20:31).

The scribe’s words in Mark 12:32 echo Deuteronomy
4:35: “the LORD (Yahweh) is God; there is no other besides

him”. Compare:

Isaiah 45:5: “I am Yahweh, and there is no other, besides me
there is no God.”

Isaiah 45:14: “there is no other, no god besides him.”
Isaiah 45:18: “I am Yahweh, and there is no other.”

Isaiah 45:21b,22: “Who told this long ago? Who declared it
of old? Was it not I, Yahweh? And there is no other god besides
me, a righteous God and a Savior; there is none besides me.
Turn to me and be saved, all the ends of the earth! For I am
God, and there is no other.”

Isaiah 46:9: “remember the former things of old; for I am
God, and there is no other; 1 am God, and there is none like
me’.

Isaiah 46:5: “T'o whom will you liken me and make me equal,
and compare me, that we may be alike?”

Isaiah 40:25: “ “To whom will you compare me? Or who is
my equal?’ says the Holy One.”
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Exodus 8:10: “there is no one like Yahweh our God.”
Exodus 9:14: “that there is none like me in all the earth.”

1 Samuel 2:2: “There is none holy like Yahweh; there is none
besides you.”

Jeremiah 10:6: “There is none like you, Yahweh; you are
great, and your name is great in might.”

This long (though not exhaustive) list of references
unequivocally affirms two things: (1) Yahweh is the only true
God; there is no other God besides Him; (2) He is incom-
parable and without any equal. Compare these two affirm-
ations with the direct contradiction of them in the trinitarian
declaration that there are two other divine persons besides
Yahweh, and both are His equals. Daring, indeed, are the
trinitarian polytheists of the Gentile church.

Certainly, the strong affirmations in the Hebrew Bible
were initially directed against the idolatry which flourished in
Israel, and which finally led to their perishing as a nation at
the Exile. Yet the Gentile church evidently learned nothing
from the disaster which befell Israel. But the Gentile church
is without excuse in view of the many monotheistic state-
ments in the NT, including Jesus” own explicit teaching (e.g.
Mk.12:29f; Jn.5:44; 17:3).

Jesus’ dialogue with this scribe about “the first of all the
commandments” (Mk.12:28ff) is typically a dialogue of a Jew
with a Jew, and is one of the many passages in the gospels
which confirm Martin McNamara’s statement that Jesus was
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“a Jew of the Jews. His language and mental make-up were
theirs.” (Zargum and Testament, p.167), and no attempt on
our part at presenting him as a blond hair blue-eyed Christ,
or anything else, can change that fact.

As seen in this dialogue with the scribe, the Shema’
represents the central element of the Jewish faith. In the open-
ing sentence of the article “Shema” in the Jewish Encyclopedia
we read that the Shema’ is “recited as the confession of the
Jewish faith”—it is the confession of their faith. This con-
fession of faith is to be recited daily by every Jew both in the
morning and the evening. How central the Shema’ is to the
Jewish faith is described in the Jewish Encyclopedia in this way:

It was the battle-cry of the priest in calling Israel to arms
against an enemy (Deut. xx. 3; Sotah 42a). It is the last word
of the dying in his confession of faith. It was on the lips of
those who suffered and were tortured for the sake of the Law.
R. Akiba patiently endured while his flesh was being torn
with iron combs, and died reciting the “Shema’.” He
pronounced the last word of the sentence, “Ehad” (one) with
his last breath (Ber. 61b). During every persecution and
massacre, from the time of the Inquisition to the slaughter
of Kishinef, “Shema’ Yisrael” have been the last words on the
lips of the dying. “Shema’ Yisrael” is the password by which

one Jew recognizes another in every part of the world.

Once the Gentile church moved away from this central
element of the Biblical faith—the monotheism of the Hebrew
Bible—officially installing in the Nicene Creed of AD 325 a
multipersonal God, whereby “God” ceased to be a Person but
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was now a “substance” (ousios)—a description of God wholly
foreign to the Bible—it thereby denied the Shema’, namely,
“that He is one, and there is no other besides Him”. They
thereby also denied Jesus’ teaching. Are those who deny their
master’s teaching truly his disciples? It is, therefore, perhaps
hardly surprising that few Christians today would call
themselves Jesus’ disciples.

The Shema’ (Deuteronomy 6:4) declares: “Hear, O Israel:
The LORD [Yahweh] our God, the LORD [Yahweh] is one.”
(ESV, NIV, NKJV, etc)

On the other hand, trinitarianism declares: “Hear, O
Church, The Lord our God, the Lord is three.” (The basic
meaning of “Trinity: 1. three: a group of three. 2. threeness:
the condition of existing as three persons or things [13™ cen-
tury, Via Old French #rinite, from Latin trinitas, from trinus
‘threefold’]” Encarta Dictionary, so also The Concise Oxford
Dictionary, etc.)

These are two entirely different, fundamentally incom-
patible, and mutually exclusive statements. What compati-
bility can there possibly be between a creed that speaks of a
unity of a group of three coequal and coeternal persons in the
Godhead, on the one hand, and a declaration, on the other,
that Yahweh is the one and only God who is without any
equal? One must surely have lost one’s capacity of perception
and comprehension to insist on any compatibility between
these totally different creeds about God.

Why is the Shema’ so relevant to us? First, because it is the
fundamental declaration of monotheism, and second, because

the true church of God embodies the “Israel of God”
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(Gal.6:16); “And if you are Christ’s, then you are Abraham’s
offspring, heirs according to promise” (Galatians 3:29); “For
no one is a Jew who is merely one outwardly, nor is circum-
cision outward and physical. But a Jew is one inwardly, and
circumcision is a matter of the heart, by the Spirit, not by the

letter. His praise is not from man but from God.” (Romans
2:28,29)

The First Commandment

Exodus 20:3, “You shall have no other gods before {Or
besides} me.” (NIV). The “me” who is speaking is introduced
in the first two verses:

Exodus 20:1 And God spoke all these words, saying, > “I am
the LORD (Yahweh) your God”.

If, according to trinitarians, Jesus is God and the Holy Spirit
is God, and both are persons just as the Father (Yahweh) is,
then they acknowledge two other persons besides Yahweh as
God. This is in clear and direct violation of the First
Commandment.

We have seen that Jesus firmly endorsed the Shema which
embodies all the commandments including, of course, the
First Commandment. But Jesus not only affirmed the mono-
theism of the Shema publicly, his monotheism is expressed
nowhere more strongly than in his personal prayer to the
Father in what is called his “high-priestly prayer” in John 17:
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“And this is eternal life, that they know you the only true God,
and Jesus Christ whom you have sent” (v.3).

D oes Matthew 28:19 contradict Jesus’ monotheism? This
text is used as though it were a trinitarian formula. That
is how as trinitarians we were taught to think of it, and we
hear it frequently used in various important ceremonies, such
as at weddings and at funerals, but especially at baptisms, for
the verse reads, “Go therefore and make disciples of all
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the
Son and of the Holy Spirit”. The words which immediately
follow in the next verse, “teaching them to observe all that I
have commanded you” (v.20), are not usually given much
attention, least of all Jesus’ commitment to monotheism as in
the Shema. But does Jesus contradict himself in Matthew
28:19? We shall see in the following section that not even
trinitarian scholars dare to say so.

Matthew 28:19 as a proof-text for trinitarianism

" Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing

them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the
20

Holy Spirit, * teaching them to observe all that I have
commanded you. And behold, I am with you always, to the

end of the age. (Matthew 28:19-20)
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H.A.W. Meyer in Critical and Exegetical Handbook of the
Gospel of Matthew discusses this verse at some length. He
claims that though the Name is singular, we are “of course”
to read the rest of the saying as “and in the name of the Son,
and in the name of the Holy Spirit”.

Meyer’s argument here is, however, remarkably hollow.
To simply state that “cig 16 dvopa (eis to onoma, into the
Name) is, of course, to be understood both before tov viod (zou
huiou, the Son) and dylov nvedpatog (hagiou pneumatos, the
Holy Spirit)” (italics his; transliteration and translation in
parentheses added), is arbitrary. How can an important
statement be simply justified by an “of course”? What does an
“of course” prove? Nothing whatever. But there is a reason for
this “of course”—for it is “of course” where trinitarianism is
concerned, so this “of course” derives from the trinitarian dog-
ma. Even an exegete like Meyer (notice the word “Exegetical”
in the title of his commentaries) here allows dogma to
determine his work, which I admit I also did in the past, such
is the grip that dogma has upon us.

In an attempt to provide a cross reference in support of his
argument, Meyer cites Revelation 14:1 (“his name and the
name of his Father”), but he apparently fails to see that this
verse is evidence of exactly the opposite of the point he wants
to make, because “his name” and “the name of his Father” are
mentioned separately in Revelation 14:1, while only oze name
is mentioned in Matthew 28:19. Likewise, if the Lord had
intended all three names to be spoken in his baptismal
statement then he would have said explicitly (as in Rev.14:1),



78 The Only True God

“In the name of the Father, and in the name of the Son, and
in the name of the Holy Spirit” (which is done in some
churches), or else “In the names of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Spirit”.

Meyer’s argument is rejected by The Expositor’s Greek
Testament: “It is not said into the names of, etc., nor into the
name of the Father, and the name of the Son, and the name
of the Holy Ghost.—Hence might be deduced the idea of a
trinity constituting at the same time a Divine Unity. But this
would probably be reading more into the words than was
intended.” (Italics mine; this portion of the commentary was
written by A.B. Bruce, who at the time of writing was
professor of apologetics, Free Church College, Glasgow,
Scotland). Bruce’s frank comment (which I have italicized) is
to be appreciated, since he is also a trinitarian, yet he honestly
doubts that this verse can be used as an argument for the idea
of the Trinity.

To be fair to Meyer, he did finally admit that this verse
should 7ot be used in relation to the doctrine of the Trinity.
He wrote, “We must beware of making any such dogmatic use
of the singular as to employ it as an argument either for
(Basilides, Jerome, Theophylact) or against (the Sabellians)
the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity.” He also rejects the
trinitarian view of the German scholar Gess:

We should be equally on our guard against the view of Gess,
who holds that Christ abstained from using the words “of
God the Father,” etc. [i.e. God the Son and God the Holy
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Spirit], because he considers the designation God to belong
to the Son and the Holy Spirit as well.

Why does Meyer reject Gess’s interpretation which, after
all, is the usual one in trinitarian teaching? It is because as an
exegete Meyer recognizes that in Jesus’ teaching, “He was
never known to claim the name 0g6¢ (¢heos, God) either for
Himself or for the Holy Spirit” (these quotations are from
footnote 1, p.302, all italics are his, bracketed transliteration
and translation mine).

This last observation of Meyer’s, that “He (Jesus) was
never known to claim the name 0¢cdg either for Himself or for
the Holy Spirit,” is an extremely important one for correctly
understanding Jesus and his teaching. It was this fact that
eventually prevented Meyer from using Matthew 28:19 as an
argument for the Trinity.

What then is Meyer’s own understanding of the Trinity in
connection with Matthew 28:19? His view is that “the Name”
(singular) is “intended to indicate the essential nature of the
Persons or Beings to whom the baptism has reference” (p.303,
italics his); but he also says that the “Persons or Beings” are
not equal in their positions relative to each other, because the
Son is subordinate to the Father, and the Spirit is subordinate
to both the Father and the Son. So they share the same
“essential nature” (what was also called “substance” in the 3"
and 4" centuries and later) but they are not equal. This view
is expressed in various parts of Meyer’s commentaries. In
relation to Matthew 28:19 he writes, “The New Testament,
i.e. the Subordination, view of the Trinity as constituting the
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summary of the Christian creed and confession les at the root
of this whole phraseology” (p.302, footnote 1, his italics).

I have quoted Meyer’s work here mainly because, though
he belonged to an earlier generation of scholars, his command
of New Testament Greek and his scholarship in regard to the
Greek New Testament in general have rarely been equalled.
His 20-volume exegetical commentaries on the Greek New
Testament (originally written in German and translated into
English) are available in recent reprinted editions. Many other
reference works could be cited and discussed, but this would
be beyond the scope of this book. I shall leave that to those
who wish to pursue the study of this verse in the many
commentaries which are available.

But if, as Prof. A.B. Bruce indicated, more is being read
into Matthew 28:19 by trinitarians than was originally
intended, what then was the meaning that Jesus intended in
teaching that new disciples are to be baptized in the one Name
of God? To this question Bruce’s commentary provides no
answer. But does the Lord leave us without any answer? Not
at all, an answer is available if we listen attentively to his
words, because it has to do with the fundamental character of
his ministry.

Why then are we baptized into the one Name? The one
Name in Scripture, as we should now realize, can only refer
to the Name of Yahweh, who Jesus consistently addressed as
“Father”. The reason why Jesus mentions only one Name in
Matthew 28:19 emerges clearly when we begin to grasp the
essence of his teaching. Consider the following passages:



Chapter 1 — The Explicit Monotheism of Jesus 81

John 5:43: “I have come in my Father’s name, and you do not
receive me; if another comes in his own name, him you will
receive.” [NKJV] Here Jesus states categorically that he did

not come in his own name.

John 10:25: Jesus answered them, “I told you, and you do
not believe. The works that I do in my Father’s name, they bear
witness to me.” [NIV] Jesus did not do his works (including
miracles, etc) in his own name, but in the Father’s name.

John 12:13: So they took branches of palm trees and went
out to meet him, crying, “Hosanna! Blessed is he who comes
in the name of the Lord, even the King of Israel!” (These
words occur in all four Gospels)

John 12:28: ““Father, glorify your name.” Then a voice came
from heaven, “I have glorified it, and I will glorify it again.™
Jesus’ whole life and ministry had the glorifying of the

Father’s name as its objective.

John 17:6: “I have manifested your name to the men whom
you gave me out of the world; they were yours, and you gave
them to me, and they have kept your word.” [NASB] Jesus’
life and work was to make Yahweh God known (“manifested
your name”) to his disciples.

John 17:11: “I will remain in the world no longer, but they
are still in the world, and I am coming to you. Holy Father,
protect them by the power of your name—the name you gave
me—so that they may be one as we are one.” *

“Jesus’ being “one” with the Father is here linked to receiving “the
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This NIV translation of 17:11 brings out sharply the
striking truth expressed in this verse: that the Father has given
His Name, or authority, to Jesus; e acts in the Father’s Name,
not his own. The NASB also brings out the meaning, but some
of the other translations do not express it clearly enough, with
the result that one might suppose that what is given to Jesus
are the disciples rather than the Father’s Name. The NIV
translation is, however, absolutely correct.” “Name” refers
here to the Father’s authority rather than to a title. It is by the
power of that authority that the disciples are to be protected.

name you gave me”. The same is true for his disciples; for how else
could they be “protected by the power of your name” unless they were
under His Name or bore His name (somewhat like a wife who bears
her husband’s name)? To receive His Name is to receive His “glory”
[for the equivalence of “name” and “glory”, cf. e.g. Ps.102:15; Isa.42:8;
43:7; 48:11; 59:19; Jer.13:11; etc.]; Jesus received the Father’s glory
(Name) and also gave it to his disciples: “The glory that you have given
me | have given to them, that they may be one even as we are one”
(John 17:22). This is important for our understanding of Matthew
28:19 because to be baptized in, or into, the Name of the Father is to
come under His Name as His possession (e.g. 1Pet.2:9), to be united
with Him, and thus to be under the protection of “the power of your
(His) Name”.

> Because avtoVg (autous) “they” is acc.masc.pl., while 6 Svopa “the
name” is dat. neut. sing. corresponding to the dat. neut. sing. of @
“which” (i.e. “the name (which—implied but not translated in NIV)
you gave me.”
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John 17:12 “While I was with them, I protected them and
kept them safe by that name you gave me.” [NIV] These
words reemphasize what has been said in the previous verse.

John 17:26 “I made known to them your name, and I will
continue to make it known, that the love with which you
have loved me may be in them, and I in them.”

Jesus preached not himself as the center of his message, but
faithfully proclaimed the Father to them. He declares that this
is what he will continue to do (i.e. after his death and
resurrection) so that the Father’s love for Jesus will be poured
out into the hearts of his disciples (cf. Rom.5:5).

These many verses demonstrate the fact that Jesus’ entire
ministry centered upon doing everything in his Father’s
name, not in his own name. He never exalted himself but
always the Father. It is for this very reason (“I always do the
things which please Him (i.e. the Father),” Jn.8:29) that the
Father glorified Jesus, making him the object of faith for
salvation, and has given no other name through which we can
be saved (Acts 4:12); and the Father is pleased to answer
prayers made in Jesus’ name (Jn.15:16; 16:23-20).

Since Jesus came in the Father’s Name as one who was sent
by the Father, and since he always functioned in the Father’s
Name, not his own, then it must be expected that Jesus com-
manded that baptism be done in the Father’s Name. Because
the Son (and the Spirit, cf. Jn.14:26, etc) did his work in the
Father’s Name, that, in the light of Jesus’ teaching, is evident-
ly why only one Name is mentioned in Mt.28:19. That Jesus
came in the name of the Lord (i.e. Yahweh) is mentioned
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twice in Matthew (21:9; 23:39), and once in each of the other
three gospels. It is also in Matthew that Jesus taught his dis-
ciples to pray, “Father in heaven, Your Name be hallowed”
(Mt.6:9).

If it is the case that baptism is first and foremost into the
Name of the Father, while the Son and the Spirit are
subsumed under that one Name, are we not also baptized into
the Son and the Spirit seeing that both are mentioned in this
verse? But nowhere else in the N'T is it again mentioned that
we are “baptized into the Holy Spirit” (baptisein eis pneumati
hagio, Banticew &g Tvedpott ayie).

The év (en, in) in év nvedpat (en pneuwmati) in 1Cor.12:13
is certainly instrumental in meaning and is best translated as
“by the Spirit” or “by means of the Spirit”; this is most likely
its meaning also in Mt.3:11 and its several quotations in the
NT. It is, however, certainly affirmed that we are “baptized
into Christ”: Rom.6:3; Gal.3:27; and that thereby we are
united with him in his death and his life.

In the book of Acts there are a few references to baptism
“in the name of Jesus Christ” (Acts 2:38; 8:16; 10:48; 19:5).
This certainly does not mean that people were baptized into
the name of Jesus alone, blatantly disregarding Jesus’ instruct-
ion to baptize in the triadic baptismal declaration as given in
Matthew 28:19. Even to this day I know of no church that
baptizes people in Jesus’ name alone. In Acts, the formula “in
the name” (e.g. Acts 3:6; 9:27,28; 16:18) means acting in or
under someone’s authority, in this case, acting in Jesus’
authority to conduct baptism as he commanded his disciples
to do. “In the name” is a key term in Acts; and just as Jesus
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always lived and worked in the Father’s Name, so his disciples
always function in Jesus’ name, by which is understood that
they are thereby living under the Father’s name: “And what-
ever you do, in word or deed, do everything in the name of
the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God the Father through him”
(Col.3:17); “always giving thanks to God the Father for
everything, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ.” (Eph.5:20,
NIV).

Further thoughts on Matthew 28:19

Once released from the “bewitchment” (Gal.3:1, “who has
bewitched you?”) of trinitarianism, one wonders how one
could have thought that this verse, Matthew 28:19, provides
support for the Son as “coequal with the Father”. One need
only ask: What precedes the statement in this verse (and on
which this statement depends, as seen in the word “therefore”
which links it to the previous verse)? Verse 18 reads, “All
authority in heaven and earth has been given to me. Therefore
go...” “All authority” given to the Son by whom? By the
Father, of course. How then can he who functions by the
authority conferred upon him by another be declared to be
equal to the one who conferred that authority? If he were
equal, he could exercise his own authority and would not
depend on conferred authority to function. All this should
have been obvious enough. But is it not in the nature of the
state of being “bewitched” that one cannot see the obvious?
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Since the authority comes from the Father, it is equally
obvious that he who functions in that authority functions in
the name of that authority by which he is authorized to
function, in this case the Father’s name. Not surprisingly,
therefore, only one name is mentioned, which in view of the
preceding verse must be the Name of the Father. This means
that the Son and the Spirit function under the Name of the
Father, because one name means one person, not three. Jesus
made it clear that he did not come in his own name (Jn.5:43;
10:25), and that the Spirit comes forth from the Father
(Jn.15:26); hence they function under one Name, that of the
Father (Yahweh).

In regard to Mt.28:19, the foregoing point should be
conclusive in itself. But we can consider a further point to
demonstrate the willful carelessness of trinitarian argument-
ation. In this connection, consider this quotation from the
Mishnah: “Rabbi Judah said, ‘Be heedful in study, for an
unwitting error in study is accounted wanton transgression’”
(Aboth 4:13). H. Danby, the editor of the Mishnah says (in
the footnote to this reference) of Rabbi Judah that he is “the
most frequently mentioned teacher (some 650 times) in the
Mishnah,” indicating that his words were considered wise and
weighty, and therefore to be heeded.

Trinitarians should have understood that if Matthew
28:19 was to be used in any valid way as evidence for the
Trinity, it would first be absolutely necessary to demonstrate
that “the Son” in Matthew is a divine name. If not, then even
if two of the Persons are divine but it cannot be shown that
the third is also divine, obviously no case can be made for a
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Trinity. Moreover, only the concise term “the Son” appears
in this verse; can it simply be assumed that “Son of God” is
meant, not “Son of Man”? This question is important firstly
because Jesus never spoke of himself as the Son of God; for
though the term “Son of God” occurs 10 times in Matthew,
with 9 of these referring to Jesus, yet in no instance is it used
by Jesus with reference to himself. There is, therefore, no
reason to suppose that he used it of himself in Mt.28:19.

The term the “Son of Man,” which occurs 28 times in
Matthew, is the title of choice for Jesus when referring to
himself. Is it, therefore, not to be expected that this was what
he meant by “the Son” in Matthew 28:19?

But even if we assume that what Jesus meant was the Son
of God, contrary to his consistent usage in Matthew, it still
remains to prove that “Son of God” is a divine title. Exam-
ining the evidence in Matthew, the most that can perhaps be
shown is that it is a title of spiritual honor and exaltation, but
it simply cannot be shown to be divine in the sense that it
refers to God or to a being equal to Him. In the Beatitudes
Jesus declared, “Blessed are the peacemakers, for they will be
called sons of God” (Mt.5:9). It is instructive that of the nine
instances where the title “son of God” is applied to Jesus, the
first two are Satan’s well-known “if you are the Son of God”
spoken during the Temptation (4:3,6); the next one is spoken
by the two demon-possessed men in 8:29; in three other
instances it is used in a derisory way on the lips of his enemies

(26:63; 27:40,43). Only twice does it appear on the lips of his
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disciples (14:33; 16:16); and, finally, on the lips of the
centurion at Jesus’ crucifixion (27:54).

Jesus never used this title of himself in this gospel; and out
of a total of ten occurrences only two are applied to Jesus by
his disciples, which would seem to indicate that this was not
the preferred title. In Matthew 14:33 the disciples declare that
he is son of God after the stilling of the storm; in Matthew
16:16, Peter confesses him as “the Messiah, the son of the
living God” where “son of God” has reference to “the Messiah
of God,” as is also the case in the parallel passage in Luke 9:20;
in Matthew 26:63 the high priest adjured Jesus to declare
under oath whether he is “the Messiah, the Son of God,” but
Jesus still refused to give a direct answer, referring to himself
as usual as “the Son of Man” (v.64); twice Jesus is taunted as
“the Son of God” while he hung on the cross (27:40,43).

The final instance comes from the mouth of the Roman
centurion and some of his soldiers when they experienced the
earthquake at the time of Jesus’ death and acknowledged him
to be the (or, a) Son of God (27:54). What would the Roman
soldiers have understood by that term? The parallel passage in
Luke provides an answer: “The centurion, seeing what had
happened, praised God and said, ‘Surely this was a righteous
man’” (Luke 23:47, NIV).

Thus the conclusion of this survey of the use of “Son of
God” in Matthew provides no evidence that it refers to a
divine being who stands on the same level with God. Careful
consideration of the evidence shows that there is no basis in
Matthew 28:19 for claiming it as supporting the doctrine of
a divine Trinity.
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What the triadic baptismal formula does clearly show is
that the Father is the source of our salvation, that the Son is
the one through whom salvation was made available to
mankind and, thirdly, that the Spirit of Yahweh God is
involved in the entire process of our salvation. This analysis is
based upon the fundamental principle lucidly stated in
1Corinthians 8:6, “yet for us there is one God, the Father,
[from whom are all things and for whom we exist, and one Lord,
Jesus Christ, through whom are all things and through whom
we exist.” It is always from the Father, through the Son, by
God’s Spirit. This is the principle seen throughout the NT.

2 Corinthians 13:14

The same is true in 2Corinthians 13:14: “The grace of the
Lord Jesus Christ and the love of God and the fellowship of
the Holy Spirit be with you all”. In Pauline usage, “the Lord
Jesus Christ” is not a title that places him as equal with God,
but is distinct from the “one God” as is seen in 1Corinthians
8:6, where he declares that for us there is only “one God, the
Father, and one Lord Jesus Christ” or, in the words of
1Timothy 2:5, “For there is one God, and there is one
mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus”.
2Corinthians 13:14 is of no value for trinitarianism since
there is no mention of either “Father” or “Son”. The fact that
Jesus is mentioned before God shows that both “the grace”
and “the love” here have to do with salvation, because no one

comes to the Father except through Christ (John 14:6); for
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God has determined in His eternal wisdom that “there is no
other name under heaven given among men by which we
must be saved” (Acts 4:12). In our experience of salvation, we
come to Christ first, and through him we experience the love
of God, and only then do we experience His Spirit working
in our lives.

Moreover for Paul there is definitely no question of
trinitarianism; his affirmation of the “one God” (Rom.16:27;
Rom.3:30; 1Cor.8:6; 8:4; Eph.1:3; 3:14; 4:6; 1Tim.1:17;
2:5, etc) confirms that his faith is firmly rooted in the uncom-
promising monotheism of the OT.

Isaiah 45 is one of the chapters where this uncomprom-
ising monotheism finds expression and where, confronting
the idolatry of Israel, Yahweh declares three times in two
verses (vv.21,22) that He is the only God there is:

20 “Assemble yourselves and come; draw near together, you
survivors of the nations! They have no knowledge who carry
about their wooden idols, and keep on praying to a god that
cannot save. *' Declare and present your case; let them take
counsel together! Who told this long ago? Who declared it of
old? Was it not I, the LORD? And there is no other god besides
me, a righteous God and a Savior; there is none besides me. **
Turn to me and be saved, all the ends of the earth! For I am
God, and there is no other.”

Paul’s familiarity with this chapter is reflected in his letters:
Col.2:3 — Isa.45:3; Rom.9:20 — Isa.45:9; 1Cor.14:25 — Isa.
45:14; Rom.11:33 —Isa.45:15; and Rom.14:11; Phil.2:10-11
— Isa. 45:23.
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The title “the Lord Jesus Christ”

This title is quite certainly from the earliest church teaching.
It appears in the very first message preached by Peter after
Pentecost in Acts 2:36, “Therefore let all Israel be assured of
this: God has made this Jesus, whom you crucified, both Lord
and Christ.” Notice the three words which I have italicized
and which together form the title “the Lord Jesus Christ”.

So this title was not Paul’s invention but was among the
things which he had “received” (1Co.15:3). From Acts 2:36
we see that it was God who made Jesus “Lord”; hence there is
no question of any innate or intrinsic equality with God. This
being the case, 2 Corinthians 13:14 cannot provide support
for the doctrine of the Trinity. What is consistently affirmed
in Paul’s letters is that God works for our redemption in and
through Christ, and for our sanctification in and through the
Spirit.

Jesus never claimed the name “God” for himself
Earlier we noted Dr. H.A.W. Meyer’s statement: “He (Jesus)

was never known to claim the name 0¢6¢ (theos, God) either
for Himself or for the Holy Spirit”. No scholar questions the
correctness of this assertion, because it accurately reflects the
Biblical truth of the matter. This truth is extremely important
for correctly understanding Jesus and his teaching.

But if Jesus himself never made any claim to be God,
Christians nonetheless insist on calling him “God” even when
this is contrary to Jesus’ own attitude and teaching, and
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specifically contrary to Jesus own monotheism. Like the
people in John 6 who wanted to make Jesus king by force,
Christians make him God by force. This is not what John or
the “Johannine community” did.

Discussing the message of Jesus in John’s Gospel, the
German systematic theologian Karl-Josef Kuschel asks, “Did
Jesus give himself out to be God? Did the disciples of Jesus
deify their hero?” To these questions he replies:

First, there can be no question that the text indicates that
Jesus deified himself here. Jesus did not proclaim himself
“God,” but rather was understood by the community after
Easter, in “the Spirit,” as the word of God in person...
Secondly, the disciples of Jesus did not claim that Jesus was
God either; they, too, did not deify their hero. Nowhere does
the Johannine Christ appear as a second God alongside God.
In the Gospel of John, too, it is taken for granted that God
(ho theos) is the Father, and the Son is the one whom he has
sent, his revealer: “the Father is greater than I” (14:28). The
famous confession of Thomas, “My Lord and my God”
(John 20:28), must also be understood in this sense; reflect-
ing the language of prayer (!), it clearly refers to the risen
Christ and presupposes the sending of the Spirit (20:22). In
content it does not represent any change from previous
christological statements (in the direction, say, of a deifi-
cation of Christ or a replacement of God with Christ), but is
a confirmation of what is introduced in the prologue and will
also be expressed at the end of 1John (5:20), that “God has
really become visible in the form of Jesus” (H. Strathmann),
that “Jesus is transparent to the Father as his revealer”

(Rahner and Thuesing, A New Christology, 180. On John
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1:1, Thuesing (ibid.) convincingly declares that ““Logos”
here is not the second mode of subsistence of the Trinity, but
God’s word of revelation’.) (K-J Kuschel, Born Before All
Time? p.3871.)

But not only did Jesus not claim to be God, he was
reluctant to even speak of himself as Messiah in public. This
fact is clearly evident in the gospels. The German scholar
William Wrede called this “the Messianic secret,” and this
“secret” is the subject of an abundance of scholarly discussion
in books and articles. All that we need to notice here is that if
Jesus refused to even acknowledge his messiahship publicly,
how much less would he have made any claim to be God.

But Christians, while admitting that Jesus never applied
the word “God” to himself, argue that some of his sayings
constitute implicit claims to deity. One such statement they
cite is: “I and my Father are one”. If we are to be true to Jesus’
attitude of refusal to claim divine status, then clearly any
interpretation of Jesus’ words will rule out any implicit or
subtle claim to being God. If we could for once drop the habit
of reading our own trinitarian interpretation into whatever we
read in the gospels, we would see that the “oneness” with God
of which Jesus speaks is not exclusively a oneness between him
and the Father, but is a oneness which is to include all believers;
and it is precisely this inclusive oneness of all believers with
himself and with God for which Jesus fervently prays in John
17:11,22: “that they may be one, even as we are one” (cf. v.21:
“that they may all be one, just as you, Father, are in me, and
I in you, that they also may be in us”). If oneness with God
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has to do with being God, then all believers would become
God through this union!

The antichrist: the only person mentioned in the
New Testament who claims to be God

Jesus never claimed to be God; there is only one person men-
tioned in the New Testament who will make this claim: the
antichrist, “the man of lawlessness”.

Why is it that trinitarians insist on saying that Jesus
claimed to be God (allegedly by means of the “I am” state-
ments, which we will consider below), when he did not make
any such claim? In 2Thessalonians 2:3,4 it is said of “the man
of lawlessness, the son of perdition (or, destruction)” (v.3),
that he will “proclaim himself to be God”—a man who pro-
claims himself to be God is the main sign by which those who
have been taught will be able to identify him (v.4). Do we
really wish to claim that this is in fact what Christ himself did,
and that “the son of perdition” will imitate him?

If Christ never did make such a claim, then the falsity of
the claim of “the man of lawlessness” will easily be exposed
for what it is. But if the multitudes have already accepted the
trinitarian claim that Jesus claimed to be God (or even if he
did not actually make such a claim, that he was in fact God
nonetheless), then it would not be surprising that many will
assume that this antichrist, who at the end of the age will
claim to be God, may actually be the Christ who has come
again (as he said he would), and thus be deceived by the
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antichrist. It should be remembered that the antichrist will
obviously not proclaim himself as “the man of lawlessness” or
“son of perdition” (these are the Biblical descriptions of him)
but rather as the true Christ, the savior of the world, the one
who brings “peace and security” (1Thess.5:3) to the world.

Now let us look again at 2 Thessalonians 2:4; here is the
whole verse: “who opposes and exalts himself against every so-
called god or object of worship, so that he takes his seat in the
temple of God, proclaiming himself to be God.” Notice that
the antichrist opposes every other god, thus exalting himself
as the only true object of worship—again something which
Jesus not only never did, but on the contrary, already at his
temptation declared (Mt.4:10), “Away from me, Satan! For it
is written: “Worship the Lord your God, and serve him only’
(Deut.6:13, NIV)”. How utterly different from the antichrist!

Notice too that “he takes his seat in the temple of God”
(v.4) which, of course, follows from his claiming to be God;
for if he is God then where else would his seat be but in the
temple of God? From all this we can easily see that if Christ
claimed to be God, and the antichrist was doing the same
thing as he did, then the chief identifying mark of the anti-
christ is lost. How, then, is the antichrist to be identified when
he comes, especially when his coming will be accompanied by
dazzling “signs and wonders”? 2 Thessalonians 2:9: “The
coming of the lawless one will be in accordance with the work
of Satan displayed in all kinds of counterfeit miracles, signs
and wonders”.
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The enemies of Jesus accuse him of claiming
equality with God

There are two main passages in the gospels, both in John,
which record that Jesus’ enemies charged him with indirectly
claiming to be equal with God. For the convenience of the
reader both texts are here quoted in full. Both are “conflict
passages” in which the hostility of Jesus’ enemies finds
expression in making that serious allegation that Jesus implied
having equality with God. That was, of course, a charge
amounting to his having committed blasphemy, which under
Jewish Law was punishable by death. Such was their hostility
against him for not observing the Law to their satisfaction,
notably the important Sabbath law, that they were looking for
a way to put him to death.

This is the context of the accusation of blasphemy brought
against him. We have already noted repeatedly that Jesus
never claimed equality with God. On the contrary, he
strongly emphasized his total dependence upon God and
submission to Him. No gospel brings out his teaching on this
matter more strongly than John’s Gospel. So it should be
obvious to any unprejudiced reader of John’s Gospel that the
charge of making himself equal with God and, therefore, of
blasphemy was a patently false charge designed to secure his
death as John 5 (quoted below) states plainly, and that his
enemies “were seeking all the more to kill him” (v.18). Yet the
strangest thing of all, from the perspective of Biblical exegesis,
is that trinitarians regard this false charge as true! After all, this
is what the trinitarian dogma requires. It does not overly
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concern them whether Jesus himself accepts the accusation as
true. His answer to the accusation is plain enough for all to
see.

John 5: > The man went away and told the Jews that it was
Jesus who had healed him. '® And this was why the Jews were
persecuting Jesus, because he was doing these things on the
Sabbath. ' But Jesus answered them, “My Father is working
until now, and I am working.” '® This was why the Jews were
seeking all the more to kill him, because not only was he
breaking the Sabbath, but he was even calling God his own
Father, making himself equal with God. " So (oun, ‘therefore’)
Jesus said to them, “Truly, truly, I say to you, the Son can
do nothing of his own accord, but only what he sees the
Father doing. For whatever the Father does, that the Son
does likewise.”

What then is Jesus’ response to the charge brought against
him that he was “making himself equal with God” (v.18)?
Only blindness prevents us from seeing that his reply is a flat
rejection of the charge of equality for, on the contrary, “the
Son can do nothing of his own accord”; he follows the Father
absolutely, for he does “only” “whatever the Father does”.
How could a stronger rejection of the charge of equality have
been made than this?

Relating to God as Father was indeed a central element in
Jesus’ life and teaching. Early in his ministry he taught his
disciples to speak to God as “Father,” teaching them to pray,
“Our Father in heaven”. Nor was this something entirely
unique to Jesus as though it was an unknown form of address
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to God; it occurs in the OT: Isaiah 64:8, “But now, O LORD
(Yahweh), you are our Father; we are the clay, and you are our
potter; we are all the work of your hand,” and “I am a father
to Israel,” Jer.31:9; cf. Mal.1:6. And Israel is repeatedly re-
ferred to as God’s “son” (Ex.4:22,23; Dt.14:1 “sons” in both
Hebrew and Greek texts; so also Isa.1:2).

If God is “our Father” collectively, then He is also “my
Father” individually; for how could He be “our Father” if He
is not “my Father”? So Jesus’ speaking of God as “his Father”
should not have been any real issue for the Jews, other than
that they may have considered Jesus as over-emphasizing this
form of addressing God in a way that they felt was overly
intimate and therefore irreverent. But none of this holds up
as an accusation of claiming equality with God and, therefore,
of blasphemy. All this makes it very obvious that the whole
episode is one in which the leaders of the nation were trying
by all conceivable means to trump up some false charge
against Jesus so that they could have him killed, and thus rid
themselves of one they regarded as a great troublemaker, a
thorn in their side.

The other incident in which Jesus is accused of claiming
equality with God is recorded in the following passage:

John 10 (ESV)

*” My sheep hear my voice, and I know them, and they
follow me.

2% ] give them eternal life, and they will never perish, and
no one will snatch them out of my hand.
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%> My Father, who has given them to me, is greater than all,
and no one is able to snatch them out of the Father’s hand.

39T and the Father are one.”

1 The Jews picked up stones again to stone him.

72 Jesus answered them, “I have shown you many good
works from the Father; for which of them are you going to
stone me?”

33 The Jews answered him, “It is not for a good work that
we are going to stone you but for blasphemy, because yox,
being a man, make yourself God.”

34 Jesus answered them, “Is it not written in your Law, ‘I
said, you are gods’? [Ps.82:6]

> If he called them gods to whom the word of God
came—and Scripture cannot be broken—

3¢ do you say of him whom the Father consecrated and
sent into the world, “You are blaspheming,” because I said,
‘T am the Son of God’?

7 If I am not doing the works of my Father, then do not
believe me;

% but if I do them, even though you do not believe me,
believe the works, that you may know and understand that
the Father is in me and I am in the Father.”

This second attempt to pin the charge of blasphemy on
Jesus arises from their failure to understand Jesus’ words “I
and the Father are one” (v.30). Like the trinitarians, they
somehow managed to read a claim to equality with God in
these words, even though Jesus had said immediately before
these words that “My Father is greater than a//” (v.29). Do we
imagine that “all” excludes Jesus himself? Is the meaning not
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plain enough: Absolutely no one is greater than my Father?
Or in Paul’s words, the Father is “God over 4//, blessed for-
ever” (Rom.9:5). By saying that “the Father,” not the Son, “is
greater than all,” Jesus had already precluded any claim to
equality. He put this matter beyond dispute when he de-
clared, “the Father is greater than I” (Jn.14:28).

Notice that the whole issue in this section of John 10
revolves around blasphemy: “It is not for a good work that we
are going to stone you but for blasphemy, because you, being
a man, make yourself God” (v.33); and again, “You are
blaspheming” (v.36), all with the publicly stated intention of
stoning him to death. Jesus rejected their charge of blasphemy
precisely because, contrary to their allegations, he had not
made any claim to equality with God.

Jesus explains what he means by “I and the Father are one”
by the words, “that you may know and understand that #he
Father is in me and I am in the Father” (v.38). But this explan-
ation probably did not illuminate them much, at least not
until they had heard his teaching in John 15:1ff which has to
do with a union of life with the Father which includes the
disciples.

Jesus also explains that by the words “I am the Son of God”
he is referring to himself as one “whom the Father consecrated
and sent into the world” (v.36) and this, as he points out,
cannot constitute a charge of blasphemy. For in the history of
Israel there have been others, most notably Moses, who have
also been consecrated and sent by God to His people. Yet the
Law even speaks of lesser leaders than Moses as “gods” in that
they acted as God’s representatives under the authority of His
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word. Jesus thereby shows clearly and pointedly that their
accusation is without any basis whatever.

“Son of God”

The term “son of God” is nothing new to the Jews. It is found
in the OT, where Israel is called God’s “son” (Ex.4:22,23;
Isa.1:2; Jer.31:9; Hos.11:1, cf. Mt.2:15). So what is this
trumped up charge all about? Quite simply this: Jesus was
accused of not using the term “son of God” in the convent-
ional OT sense, but as a claim to equality with God—a claim
which is blasphemous and punishable by death according to
the Law (Jn.19:7). Remarkably, trinitarianism agrees with
Jesus’ enemies that he did make this claim! It was on this false
charge that Jesus was condemned to death by crucifixion
(Jn.19:6, also vv.15ff; Mk.14:64; Mt.26:65, 66). But accord-
ing to trinitarianism the charge against Jesus of claiming
equality with God was true; if so, then he was rightly crucified
according to Jewish Law, because Jesus’ claim would have left
the Sanhedrin (the highest legal body in Israel) without any
option but to sentence Jesus to death.

Yet the gospel accounts of Jesus’ trial make it very clear
that Jesus was condemned and executed on the basis of false
accusations made by false witnesses. The gospels nowhere
affirm that the Sanhedrin did the right thing according to the
Law. Matthew states the matter with perfect clarity:
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> “The chief priests and the whole Sanhedrin were looking
for false evidence against Jesus so that they could put him to
death. ® But they did not find any, though many false wit-
nesses came forward.” (Mt.26:59,60, NIV)

It should surely be obvious to any perceptive person that
if Jesus had indeed claimed equality with God, then what

need would there have been to look for false evidence and false

witnesses? But even the false witnesses failed to concoct a

convincing case as Matthew 26:60 pointedly describes. Final-

ly, as the account shows, frustrated at being unable to find a

valid charge against Jesus, they charged him with blasphemy

for

claiming to be the Messiah—which is not a charge

punishable by death under the Law! Here is the scene as
described in Matthew’s gospel (ch.26):

62 And the high priest stood up and said, “Have you no
answer to make? What is it that these men testify against
you?” @ But Jesus remained silent. And the high priest said
to him, “I adjure you by the living God, tell us if you are the
Christ, the Son of God.” * Jesus said to him, “You have said
so. But I tell you, from now on you will see the Son of Man
seated at the right hand of Power and coming on the clouds
of heaven.” ® Then the high priest tore his robes and said,
“He has uttered blasphemy. What further witnesses do we
need? You have now heard his blasphemy. ® What is your
judgment?” They answered, “He deserves death.” (ESV)
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Notice that Jesus was asked to declare under oath whether
or not he is “the Christ” i.e. the Messiah, the Son of God (this
was another title of the Messiah, as will be discussed more
fully below). Why did the high priest not simply ask him
whether he claimed to be equal with God, which was what he
had been publicly accused of? The answer is simply, as we
have seen, that they could not pin this charge on Jesus even
by means of false witnesses; so it was clear that he had never
made such a claim, and would have again denied it if
questioned.

Remarkably, even in regard to the question of whether he
is the Messiah, Jesus declined to give a direct answer, replying
only with “You have said so,” i.e. those are your words, not
mine. And, turning away from the title “the Son of God” he
refers instead to himself by his preferred title “the Son of
Man” (v.64) by which he points to the messianic prophecy in
Daniel 7:13: “I saw in the night visions, and behold, with the
clouds of heaven there came one like a son of man”. How
exactly this could constitute blasphemy under Jewish Law is
not clear at all, and there are volumes of scholarly discussion
on the whole subject of the trial of Jesus for those who wish
to pursue this matter. But what is clear is that the Sanhedrin
was determined to have Jesus executed with or without the
required evidence.

All that matters for our purpose is to show from the gospel
accounts that the charges brought against Jesus of having
claimed to be equal with God could not be sustained even in
a court which was fiercely hostile to him, namely, the
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Sanhedrin. It becomes incomprehensible, in the light of the
gospel accounts, how trinitarians can disregard the evidence
of the gospels and insist that Jesus did claim to be equal with
God.

Certainly Jesus did claim a special intimacy with God as
his Father because God’s Logos was incarnate in him (Jn.
1:14); but it was his aim, both through his life and his death,
to draw his disciples into a similar intimacy (or oneness) with
the Father, so that they too would know Him as Father and
live in a Father-son relationship with Him; this is a central
element of Jesus’ teaching in the Gospel of John.

Jesus” ministry was intended to bring the disciples (“those
whom the Father has given me”) into a similar relationship:
“the glory which you gave me [what other glory than that of
sonship?] I have given them, that they may be one even as we
are one, | in them and you in me, that they may become
perfectly one,” Jn.17:22,23; cf.14:20). The description of this
spiritually profound relationship in terms of being one with
God (which he also brings his disciples into) was used to
frame the charge that he was making himself equal with God.

The meaning of “Son of God” as applied to Jesus
inthe NT

We have seen that Jesus never claimed to be God in any of
the gospels, and that the word “God” is not used with
reference to him elsewhere in the NT (except in some modern
English translations where, in two or three verses, a
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translation is given in which “God” is made to refer to Jesus;
we shall examine these translations later on). We have also
noted that the trinitarian term “God the Son” is nowhere to
be found in the Bible, so where does this term come from?
The short answer is that it is, of course, a trinitarian invention.
The term gains some currency by the fact that it looks
deceptively like the title “the son of God” which does appear
in the N'T; in the minds of those who are not exceptionally
alert, the two terms could easily be confused with one an-
other. “God the son” inverts “the son of God” while deleting
the “of”. These significant changes may appear to be minor,
especially in languages (such as Chinese) where the syntax
requires the inversion of the word order in the process of
translation. This is possible also in English if “the son of God”
is translated as “God’s son” which would be similar, for
example, to how it would be translated into Chinese. But
similar though “God’s son” is to “God the son,” their mean-
ings are totally different where the Scriptures are concerned.
It is precisely this distinction that is easily (especially in the
case of the average Christian) overlooked, resulting in serious
error.

What is the meaning of “Son of God” in the NT? A look
at the Biblical evidence shows that this was a title of the
Messiah, the hoped-for King of Israel, who would also be “the
savior of the world” (Jn.4:42; 1Jn.4:14). It has nothing
whatever to do with the trinitarian idea of a divine being
called “God the Son”. The Biblical title derives from the
important Messianic psalm, Psalm 2, where (in verse 7)
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Yahweh addresses the Davidic king with the words, “You are
my son, today (the day of anointing and coronation) I have
begotten you” (i.e. I have entered with you into a relationship
like that of Father and son; and from then on King Messiah
will reign on earth in Yahweh’s Name to subdue the enemies
of righteousness, cf. Ps.2:9; 110:1; 1Cor.15:25-28). The
Messianic phrase “today I have begotten you” indicates the
origin of the phrase “the only begotten son” (Jn.1:18; 3:16
KJV, but not all English translations) which trinitarians often
quote without any regard for its origin, imposing their own
dogmatic meaning on it. The fact is that Psalm 2:7 is
repeatedly applied to Jesus in the New Testament:

Acts 13:33 “this he (God) has fulfilled to us their children by
raising Jesus, as also it is written in the second Psalm, ‘You
are my Son, today I have begotten you.”

What is interesting and significant about this verse is that
God’s raising Jesus from the dead is seen as the point at which
Psalm 2:7 is fulfilled, the point at which he is “begotten” as
“son,” when he is anointed and crowned as king.
Interestingly, the same verse is applied to Jesus in Hebrews
5:5 in connection with his being appointed as high priest so

that, like Melchizedek (Heb.7:1), he is both king and priest:

Hebrews 5:5 So also Christ did not exalt himself to be made
a high priest, but was appointed by him who said to him,
“You are my Son, today I have begotten you”.
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From all this it is clear that “the Son of God” is a title of
the Messiah in the Bible, and not to be confused with the
trinitarian “God the Son”. A few more references should
suffice to establish this fact:

John 1:34 “I have seen and have borne witness that this is the

Son of God.”

What did John the Baptizer mean by ‘the Son of God’? From
verse 41 (“‘we have found the Messiah’, which means Christ”)
it is perfectly clear who his disciples understood him to be
speaking about.

John 1:49 Nathanael answered him, “Rabbi, you are the Son
of God! You are the King of Israel!”

These words show that for Nathanael (and for Jews generally)
‘the Son of God’ meant ‘the King of Israel,” another title of
the Messiah.

The connection between the promised and expected Dav-

idic King of Israel, the Messiah, and the title “Son of God” is
also clearly seen in the following passage in Matthew 27:

41 So also the chief priests, with the scribes and elders,
mocked him, saying, 42 “He saved others; he cannot save
himself. He is the King of Israel; let him come down now from
the cross, and we will believe in him. *> He trusts in God; let
God deliver him now, if he desires him. For he said, I am the

Son of God.”
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It must be remembered that this is a passage in Matthew,
not in John, so ‘the Son of God’ has none of the connotations
that it is supposed to have in John, and there is certainly no
stated claim to equality with God in Matthew. We must
therefore ask what the chief priests and scholars of the Law
(‘scribes’) understood by the term (or thought Jesus meant by
it), and why did they deliberately link it with ‘the King of
Israel,” even though in mockery? The answer is again: both
‘Son of God’ and ‘King of Israel’ are messianic titles. But they
rejected Jesus as the Messiah of Israel; they saw him as a false
Messiah and, as such, they considered him extremely danger-
ous politically, as his tumultuous welcome by the multitudes
at his “Triumphal Entry’ demonstrated. The Romans, too,
were always in fear of political uprisings, so the Jewish leaders
played on these Roman fears, urging them to have Jesus
crucified.

Mark 15:32 ““Let the Christ (the Messiah), the King of Israel,
come down now from the cross that we may see and believe.’
Those who were crucified with him also reviled him.”

Son of God, the Messianic king of Israel

That the title “the son of God” was a well-known title of the
Messiah is seen from the following verses which show that the
two titles “Christ” (or “Messiah”) and “son of God” were
frequently used together: Mt.16:16; 26:63; Mark 1:1 (“son of
God” not found in two important ancient Greek texts,
uncials); Lk.4:41; Jn.11:27; 20:31; Rom.1:4; 1Cor.1:9; 2Cor.
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1:19; Gal.2:20; Eph. 4:13; 1 John 5:20; 2 John 1:3,9—a total
of 14 instances (or 13 if Mk.1:1 is omitted).

From these verses, and especially those in the gospels
where “Christ” and “son of God” are spoken together as two
parts of the one title, it should now be absolutely clear that
the Messiah was called “son of God” based upon the words
“you are my son” in Psalm 2:7 addressed to the Davidic king.
On this verse Robert Alter, Professor of Hebrew and Com-
parative Literature at the University of California, Berkeley,
wrote recently, “it was a commonplace in the ancient Near
East, readily adopted by the Israelites, to imagine the king as
God’s son” (The Book of Psalms, A Translation with
Commentary, Norton, 2007; on Psalm 2 in relation to the title
“the son of God” see the fuller discussion in Appendix 1 of
the present book).

In order to consider the meaning of the title “son of God”

even more fully, I quote from James Stalker’s article in the
International Standard Bible Encyclopedia (ISBE):

In Scripture the title [son of God] is bestowed on a variety
of persons for a variety of reasons. First, it is applied to angels,
as when in Job 2:1 it is said that “the sons of God came to
present themselves before Yahweh”; they may be so called
because they are the creatures of God’s hands or because, as
spiritual beings, they resemble God, who is a spirit. Secondly,
in Lk 3:38 it is applied to the first man; and from the parable
of the Prodigal Son it may be argued that it is applicable to
all men. Thirdly, it is applied to the Hebrew nation, as when,
in Ex 4:22, Yahweh says to Pharaoh, “Israel is my son, my
first-born,” the reason being that Israel was the object of
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Yahweh’s special love and gracious choice. Fourthly, it is
applied to the kings of Israel, as representatives of the chosen
nation. Thus, in 2 Sam 7:14, Yahweh says of Solomon, “I
will be his father, and he shall be my son”; and, in Ps 2:7, the
coronation of a king is announced in an oracle from heaven,
which says, “Thou art my son; this day have I begotten thee.”
Finally, in the New Testament, the title is applied to all
saints, as in Jn 1:12, “But as many as received him, to them
gave he the right to become children of God, even to them
that believe on his name.” When the title has such a range of
application, it is obvious that the Divinity of Christ cannot be
inferred from the mere fact that it is applied to Him. (Bold

lettering added for clarity; italics mine)

As a trinitarian, however, Stalker would hardly be willing
to settle for what is stated in the last sentence of this passage.
Indeed, as might be expected, he would not conclude his
article until he could find some way to turn “son of God” into
“God the Son”. To accomplish this, a lot of specious
argumentation follows.

In the paragraph immediately following the one quoted
above, Stalker writes, apparently with some measure of dis-
agreement, ‘it is natural to assume that its use in application
to Jesus is derived from one or other of its [four] OId
Testament uses; and the one almost universally fixed upon by
modern scholarship is that from which it was derived is the
fourth mentioned above—that to the Jewish kings.” But is
Stalker prepared to take the (for him impossible) position that
the title “son of God” as applied to Jesus is not rooted in the
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OT? In his haste to get on with arguing for the deity of Christ
he does not tell us!

As an example of Stalker’s specious argumentation I shall
only cite the following:

When, at Caesarea Philippi, Jesus evoked from the Twelve
their great confession, this is given by two of the synoptists
in the simple form, “Thou art the Christ’ (Mk 8:29; Lk 9:20);
but Mt adds, ‘the Son of the living God’ (Mt 16:16). It is
frequently said that Hebrew parallelism compels us to regard
these words as a mere equivalent for ‘Messiah.” But this is not
the nature of parallelism, which generally includes in the
second of the parallel terms something in excess of what is
expressed in the first; it would be quite in accordance with
the nature of parallelism if the second term supplied the
reason for the first. That is to say, Jesus was the Messiah
because He was the Son of God.

Stalker’s argumentation takes two steps. First he makes the
statement, ‘It is frequently said that Hebrew parallelism
compels us to regard these words as a mere equivalent for
‘Messiah.” He accepts this parallelism, but it does not take
him far enough. He wants to say that “Son of God” means
more than “Messiah,” indeed, very much more. How much
more? Clearly, he wants to say that it means “God the Son”;
and though he does not actually use this trinitarian term, he
does repeatedly speak of the “deity” of Christ. So how to make
“Son of God” mean that much more than “Messiah (Christ)?
That is his next step.
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Stalker’s second step is to claim quite dogmatically that
Hebrew parallelism “generally includes in the second of the
parallel terms something in excess of what is expressed in the
first,” but he fails to furnish the reader with even one Biblical
reference to substantiate this statement. This after all is an
“encyclopedia,” so it should not be too much to expect a
supporting reference.

One is obliged to question the soundness of Stalker’s
understanding of “the nature of (Hebrew) parallelism”. First
of all, two titles spoken one after the other (as in Matthew
16:16) does not of itself constitute “parallelism,” Hebrew or
otherwise. Parallelism is a feature of Hebrew poetry, and it
takes more than the placing of two titles in sequence to form
poetic parallelism. Stalker evidently never consulted a
standard work on the subject, such as that by E.W. Bullinger,
Figures of Speech used in the Bible (pp.349-362), which could
have saved him from misconceptions about Biblical parallel-
isms. But even without having to go through extensive
examples of OT parallelism, had Stalker only checked the NT
evidence of Jesus’ titles when used in sequence, he would have
seen that there is no “second term” which is “in excess” of the
“first term” to talk about: In the Pauline letters, for example,
the title “son of God” is mentioned before the title “Messiah
(Christ)”. See for example, 2Corinthians 1:19 (cf. 1Cor.1:9;
Eph. 4:13), “the Son of God, Jesus Christ (Messiah)”; here
“Jesus the Messiah” is the “second term” which, according to
Stalker, would express “something in excess of what is
expressed in the first,” and which would therefore (according
to his argument) be the opposite of Mt.16:16! That is to say,
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on the basis of Stalker’s argument, Jesus the Messiah means
something more than his being “the Son of God”!

Perhaps we may be pardoned for admitting to becoming
quite tired of this kind of ludicrously baseless argumentation
which, unfortunately, is quite typical of trinitarianism. I have
included it here as an example of how trinitarians all too often
argue their case.

What Stalker could not deny, however, is that there is a
definite equivalence in Scripture between the titles “Son of
God” and “the Messiah (Christ)”. But he sought by all means
to make “son of God” mean something more than “Messiah,”
perhaps in part because of a somewhat inadequate
understanding of what is involved in the title “Messiah” in
Scripture, but even more because he wanted to try somehow
(in this case, by incorrect use of parallelism) to make “son of
God” mean “God the son” in accordance with trinitarian dog-
ma. He should have seen, however, that even if it were true
that the second term in a parallelism expresses “more” (than
what is in the first term) that “more” could never turn “the
son of God” into “God the son”. But, sadly, exegesis is made
subservient to dogma and pressed into speaking the language
of trinitarianism. The end is thus made to justify the means.

Another scholar, James Crichton, in his article on
“Messiah” in the International Standard Bible Encyclopedia

wrote,
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It cannot be doubted that the ‘Son of God’ was used as a Mess-
ianic title by the Jews in the time of our Lord. The high priest
in presence of the Sanhedrin recognized it as such (Mt 26:63).
It was applied also in its official sense to Jesus by His disciples:
John the Baptist (Jn 1:34), Nathaniel (Jn 1:49), Mary (Jn
11:27), Peter (Mt 16:16, though not in parallel). This

Messianic use was based on Ps 2:7; compare 2 Sam 7:14.

Crichton, like Stalker, was a trinitarian (otherwise his
article would not have been printed in ISBE) and, as might
be expected, maintains that Jesus is “coequal with the Father,”
but he sees that the NT evidence compels the acknowledge-
ment that “the son of God” is a Messianic title.

To conclude and summarize this section, I quote the
German systematic theologian Dr. Karl-Joseph Kuschel’s
conclusion of his discussion concerning the relationship
between the title “son of God” and the idea of a pre-existent
or divine Christ. Kuschel writes:

Now what does all this mean for the question of the relation-
ship between being Son of God and the pre-existence of
Christ? Here, too, we can establish a consensus beyond the
confessional [denominational] frontiers.

1. In keeping with its Jewish origin (the royal ideology) the
title “Son of God” was never associated with the heavenly
existence before time or with divinity.

2. Jesus did not speak of himself as Son of God, nor did he
say anything about a pre-existent sonship. Granted, the
earliest Aramaic-speaking post-Easter community confessed
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Jesus as Son of God, but in line with the Old Testament it
did not include any statements about pre-existence in this
confession.

3. The basic foundation of post-Easter talk of Jesus as Son of
God does not lie in Jesus’ ‘divine nature,’ in a pre-existent
divine Sonship, but in the praxis and preaching of the earthly
Jesus himself: in his unique relationship to God, whom in an
unprecedentedly familiar way he was accustomed to address

as ‘Abba’.

Last, but not least, as we heard, in Israel the title son of God
referred for the most part to the unique dignity and power
of the supreme political ruler.”

(Born Before All Time?, p.238)

Finally, it is worth noting that while the Qur’an does speak
of Jesus (Isa) as Messiah (Masih), it absolutely rejects the NT
Messianic title “son of God”. The reason for this is easy to see
from these ISBE articles in which every attempt is made to
turn “son of God” into “God the Son”. The sad result of this
is that Muslims reject the NT as a whole, and in so doing
reject its message of salvation in the Messiah (Christ). If they
can be assured that “the son of God” in the NT is a title of
Messiah (Masih) and does not mean “God the Son,” they
would have no reason to reject it. Also, we should again be
reminded that nowbhere in the NT is belief in the deity of Christ
required for salvation; this was something imposed by
Christian dogma, not by the word of God. By insisting on
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Jesus being “God the Son,” Christians have closed the door
for the salvation of Muslims through faith in Christ, as the
Messiah or “son of God” in its proper Messianic sense
(Jn.20:31). Will Christians be able to say to the Muslims on
that Day, “I am innocent of the blood of all of you” (Acts
20:26)?

The Synoptic Gospels

The observant reader of the NT will inevitably notice that
there is virtually nothing in the first three gospels (called the
“Synoptic Gospels” because they appear to share the same
point of view of the person and work of Jesus) which is useful
to trinitarianism. It should be of serious concern to trinitar-
ians that three of the four gospels cannot be drawn upon to
support the argument for the deity of Christ central to their
dogma. Many of us noticed this fact as trinitarians, and
though somewhat puzzled by it, and though unable to come
up with any satisfactory answer to the question as to why
something so important (to us) as Christ’s deity is simply
ignored by the Synoptics, we could do little else but shrug off
the matter. So John’s Gospel became the beloved gospel for
trinitarians, because in it we thought we could quarry for
proof texts to our hearts’ content. It is for this reason that we
shall concentrate a large part of our study on John’s Gospel.
We shall see that while it is true that John’s perspective is
different from that of the Synoptics, there is in essence no
difference in regard to the person of Jesus and his work.
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Regarding the matter of perspective, Jesus’ teaching in the
Synoptics centers on “the Kingdom (or Kingship) of Heaven”
(Matthew) or “the Kingdom (Kingship) of God” (Luke);
evidently Matthew’s Gospel had a Jewish audience in mind,
so “heaven” was used as a reverential circumlocution for
“God,” namely, Yahweh. In John, Jesus’ teaching reveals his
own “unique relationship to God” (to use Dr. Kuschel’s
words) and how through him we, too, enter into a life-
receiving relationship with God. But this truth appears also in
one place in Matthew: “All things have been handed over to
me by my Father, and no one knows the Son except the
Father, and no one knows the Father except the Son and
anyone to whom the Son chooses to reveal him” (Mt.11:27;
28:18; cf. Jn.3:35; 5:21-27; 13:3; 17:2; also Jn.10:15; 14:9).

Matthew 11:27 has been described as “a bolt out of the
Johannine blue”. Here we have Jesus’ usual way of referring
to God as “my Father” so familiar to us from John’s Gospel.
Here, too, is the profound intimacy of mutual knowing which
speaking of God as “Father” (or Abba) indicates. For unless
there is mutual knowing, there is no intimacy to speak of.
When Jesus reveals the Father to us, we are thereby drawn
into that mutual knowing that allows us to call God “our
Father” (as Jesus taught his disciples to do, Mt.6:9) not merely
in a ceremonial sense, but in the intimacy of a Father-child
relationship.

In any case, this verse in Matthew serves to confirm that
there is no essential difference between the Synoptics and
John in regard to the matter of who Jesus is.
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The “l am” sayings—Did Jesus claim to be God?

As trinitarians we used the “I am” sayings in John’s Gospel as
a trump card to “prove” the deity of Christ, namely, that Jesus
is God. We failed pathetically to see that this is one of the
most muddleheaded arguments that could be advanced.
Why? Because there are only two possible ways to understand
these “I am” saying of Jesus:

(1) Either Jesus is using the term in the ordinary way in which
it is used in daily speech (e.g. “7 am a student,” “I am from
Scotland,” etc) and is thus making some statement about
himself as the Messiah, the Savior, or

(2) Jesus is using the “I am” in the special sense of referring to
Exodus 3:14 where it appears as a title of Yahweh; and if this
is the case, then either Jesus is claiming to be Yahweh, or

Yahweh is speaking through him.

Whether “I am” is understood as (1) or (2), neither of these
alternatives provides any proof of Jesus being God (i.e. God
the Son) because, as used in (1), the ordinary way, he speaks
as “the man Christ Jesus,” and as used in (2), the special
reference is to Yahweh, God the Father. Therefore, Jesus™ “I
am” sayings provide absolutely no evidence whatever of Jesus’
deity as God the Son in the trinitarian scheme of things.

We shall now consider both (1) and (2) more closely in the
light of the gospel evidence. But we shall also have to bear in
mind the possibility that Jesus used “I am” on some occasions
in its ordinary or regular sense and at other times in its special
sense.
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How to correctly understand Jesus’ use of “l am”?

(1) The “I am” as used in its ordinary meaning in daily speech,
in which Jesus speaks as a true human being, but specifically
as “the Christ,” which means “the Messiah.”

To put the matter into its proper context we must take
into account the many verses where Jesus as “Son” expresses
his total dependence upon, and total submission to, the
Father (John 3:35; 5:22,27,36; 6:39; 12:49; 13:3; 17:2,7,8,
etc). In all these verses the word didomi (‘give’) is used to
express the fact that everything that the Son has, he received
from the Father who gave him these things.

“Iam” (ego eimi, present tense) occurs 24 times in John, of
which 23 times are in Jesus’ words and once in the words of
the blind man whom Jesus healed (Jn.9:9). So it is not actually
a matter of 7 “I am”s (which most Christians know about)
but 23 that have reference to Jesus. Statistically, the frequency
of “I am” shows that it belongs to the special vocabulary of
John’s Gospel, as becomes evident from a comparison with
the rest of the N'T: Matthew has 5 occurrences; Mark: 3;
Luke: 4; Acts: 7; Revelation: 5: added together = 24, the same
number as in John. In other words, half of all the occurrences
of ego eimi in the New Testament are in John.

What then is the purpose of these many “I am”s in John?
The answer is surely in the stated purpose of the Gospel,
“these are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ,
the Son of God, and that by believing you may have life in his
name” (Jn. 20:31). The third person form of “I am” is “he is”.
So the whole purpose is to proclaim that “he is,” that is, he
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(Jesus) is the Christ, the Son of God. But when Jesus speaks,
the “he is” obviously has to be in the form “I am”.

The word “Christ” (Greek for “Messiah”) occurs 18 times
in John, but only once does it come forth from Jesus’ own
lips, and that was in his prayer to the Father in John 17:3.
When asked in John 10:24 to state plainly whether he is the
Christ, he replied, “I did tell you, but you do not believe. The
miracles I do in my Father’s name speak for me” (v.25, NIV).
He did tell them, but not by using the title “Christ”; he let
the miracles “speak for me”. Moreover, instead of the title
“Christ” he described the ministry of the Christ, the Messiah,
in metaphorical terms such as “the shepherd of the sheep,”
“light of the world,” etc, each beginning with “I am”. But
what is clear is that he did acknowledge that he is the Christ,
though he generally declined to do so explicitly.

“If you do not believe that I am he (ego eimi), you will die
in your sins” (Jn.8:24). The reason it is necessary to believe
that /e is the promised Messiah/ Christ is that “by believing
you may have life in his name” (Jn:20:31)—it is essential for
salvation. But believing that Jesus is God is nowbere in the New
Testament a requirement for salvation. Trinitarianism has
imposed upon the church a requirement for salvation which
is without any warrant in the Word of God, and this is a very
serious matter.

In the following passage in John 8 we can see the character-
istic way in which Jesus uses “I am” (ego eimi), usually
translated as “I am he” as required by English linguistic
convention:
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4T told you that you would die in your sins, for unless you

believe that I am he (egd eimi), you will die in your sins.”
So they said to him, “Who are you?” Jesus said to them, “Just
what I have been telling you from the beginning. * T have
much to say about you and much to judge, but he who sent
me is true, and I declare to the world what I have heard from
him.” # They did not understand that he had been speaking
to them about the Father. ?® So Jesus said to them, “When
you have lifted up the Son of Man, then you will know that
[ am he (ego eimi), and that I do nothing on my own

authority, but speak just as the Father taught me.”

Notice carefully that Jesus tells the people that they must
believe that “I am (he)” if they do not want to die in their sins.
So, as we would expect, they immediately ask him, “Who are
you?” (v.25) but, again, to this question he refuses to give an
explicit or direct answer, that is, he refuses to say “I am the
Messiah” or “I am the Son of God”. He merely states “I
declare to the world what I have heard from Him” (v.26,
referring to “the Father,” v.27 ). Here, as elsewhere in John,
Jesus stresses his total subordination to the Father, to the
extent that he says nothing but what the Father gives him to
say (v.28).

Yet in verse 28 Jesus again refers to himself as “I am (he),”
but this time speaking of himself as “the Son of Man”. There
are no capitals in the Greek; these are supplied by the
translators, obviously with the intention that the term be
understood as a messianic title. “Son of man” is by far Jesus’

preferred title for himself in all the four gospels (altogether 74
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times: Mt: 27 times; Mk:14; Lk:22; Jn:11). Both in Aramaic
and in Hebrew (also modern Hebrew) “son of man” is the
ordinary term for “man,” any man (cf. Eph.3:5). This is
something unknown to most Christians, so they assume that
it is necessarily a special title of some kind, in this case, a
messianic title. In fact, it would be quite correct linguistically
to translate the relevant words in Jn.8:28 as “When you have
lifted up the Man (or, man), then you will know that I am
(he) (ego eimi)”. Whether or not “the son of man” is a mess-
ianic title is discussed in an enormous number of books and
articles, but it is not directly relevant to this study. All we need
to take note of here is that Jesus clearly wanted his hearers
(most of whom, like himself, spoke Aramaic as their mother
tongue, as we shall see later) to notice his speaking of himself
as “the man” or “the Man”.

The point that I am making on the basis of this passage in
John 8, as also in regard to the other uses of “I am” in Jesus’
sayings, is that the “l am” in John's Gospel is in itself a messianic
statement precisely because it echoes the “he is” of John 20:31:
“these are written so that you may believe that Jesus is the
Christ, the Son of God, and that by believing you may have
life in his name”—He is the Christ. Thus “I am” = “he is”. So
in John 8:28, for example, Jesus is the Christ/Messiah regard-
less of whether or not “the son of man” is understood as a
messianic title. Hence, here in John 8, as in some other pass-
ages, ‘I am” is an implicit messianic affirmation, not a claim to

Yahweh’s title.
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[t would, of course, be a mistake to immediately assume
that every occurrence of the 23 “I am”s in John is to be under-
stood messianically. The basic principle governing all exegesis
is that the context is a determining factor in establishing the
meaning of the passage under consideration.

“am” in John 14:6

Jesus’ total submission to the Father stands out with perfect
clarity throughout John’s Gospel. In retrospect I now realize
how strange it is that Jn.14:6 (“I am the way, and the truth,
and the life”), for example, is quoted by trinitarians as
evidence of Christ’s deity and equality with God the Father.
One does not need to be a profound thinker or to be extra-
ordinarily perceptive to see that a “way” or a road is the means
to a destination, not the destination itself; it is the means to
an end, not the end itself. When we travel, do we become so
enamored of the road that we lose sight of where the road is
meant to take us? And where is Christ, the Way, meant to
bring us? The same verse (14:6) provides the answer: To bring
us to the Father, because 