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A STUDY OF BIBLICAL MONOTHEISM




he faith of the Bible is unyieldingly monotheistic. God’s message to

humankind is, above all, 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 life of God’s people. Jesus expressed his Jewish monotheism when he
prayed, “This is eternal life, that they may know you, the only true God, and
Jesus Christ whom you have sent.”

But by the second century, the commitment to monotheism was disappearing
in the church except in name. The church had become predominantly Gentile
and was receptive to Gentile polytheistic ways of thinking, a development that
eventually culminated in the trinitarian formulation of Nicea.

This book is a detailed study of Biblical monotheism and of trinitarianism'’s
claims to monotheism. It pays particular attention to the texts, principally the
Johannine Prologue of John 1:1-18, which are often used to underpin trinitar-
ian 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 in a non-Christian
home. In 1953 he came to know the Lord through a series
of miracles, as recounted in “How I Have Come to Know
God”. In 1956 the Lord opened a way for him to leave
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7 of London (King’s College and School of Oriental and

- | African Studles) where he read Arts and D1v1n1ty The

While in Liverpool, he was ordained by his dear aged friend, the Reverend
Andrew McBeath. Several years later, he was invited to minister in Montreal,
Canada. The Lord blessed this ministry too, which has expanded from a small
church into a fellowship of some two dozen churches. By the grace and power
of God, the ministry continues to grow under the lordship of Jesus Christ.
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To the eternal King, immortal, invisible,
the only God, be honor and glory

forever and ever. (1Timothy 1.17)
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PRELIMINARY NOTES

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

nical 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 actually 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 trans-
lations 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 sections 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 mention 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 agree-
ment in substance. He has not seen this manuscript prior to its public-
ation.

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 convention. 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 express-
ion in Jesus Christ, both in word and in deed.



INTRODUCTION

efore embarking upon a fuller study of monotheism in the Bible,
let it be stated right from the outset that monotheism is some-
thing 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

the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom vou have sent” (John 17.3).

“Monotheism” is mﬁ up of two Greek words: “monos” (“only, alone”,
and as the BDAG Greek-English lexicon explains: “with focus on being
the only one”) and “theos” (“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 compo-
nents: (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 him (Jesus) as the one sent by that one God. Notice,
too, Jesus does not say anything about “believe” (which many preachers
take the liberty to define in whatever way they choose); the word he uses
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is “know”, which is much stronger than “believe” as it is usually under-

stood.

“Know” (ginosko) 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 ginosko: “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” (another 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 salvation 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 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 hearing 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
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18 The Only True God

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 uncompromising monotheism of Israel’s faith. This is
immediately followed by the command, “You must love Yahweh your
God with all your heart, with all your soul, with all 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 all your soul and with all
your mind and with all your strength” (Mark 12.30); “with all your
mind” is added in, thereby evidently heightening the intensity of devot-
ion 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 teach-

ing 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 (monos) God (theos), be
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honor and glory for ever and ever. Amen.” Romans 16.27: “to the only
(monos) wise God (theos) be glory forevermore through Jesus Christ!
Amen.” So, too, Jude: “to the only (monos) God (theos), our Savior,
through Jesus Christ our Lord, be glory, majesty, dominion, and author-
ity, 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 a 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 requires no
defense. It is trinitarianism that is on thin ice where the Scriptures are
concerned, so it is not surprising that book after book is published on the
subject of the Trinity in repeated attempts to find some Scriptural justi-
fication for it. To try to extract trinitarian doctrine out of the monotheis-
tic Bible requires resorting to every hermeneutical device imaginable (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
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Scripture. Even more importantly, we will consider 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

large part of this study is taken up with the Gospel of John. This

is because this gospel is the one most relied upon by trinita-

rianism 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 (Jo.1.1). Another New Testament passage
also considered by some scholars to be a song about Christ, and of im-
portance to trinitarianism, is found in Philippians 2 (vv.6-11). Colossians
1 (especially vv. 13-20) and Hebrews 1 are other passages much used by
trinitarians. These and other passages will be considered 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 exam-
ine 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 provide 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 14, “the Word” is
not referred to again in John’s Gospel, while “Jesus Christ” is not men-
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tioned until 1.17 at the end of the Prologue (vv.1-18). The only connect-
ion 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”

was a way of describing human life. The Word entered into human life
(“became flesh”) and lived among us. But what the verse does not 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 (Mat.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 not 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 purpose 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.

“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” (Jo.4.42), is to
“have life in his name”. Thus, from John’s stated purpose, it is clear that
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22 The Only True God

believing in Jesus as the preexistent 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
are terms like ‘Messiah (Christ)” and ‘Son of God’ (which in the Bible
does not mean ‘God the Son’) used?” 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 remem-
bered 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 circum-
cised (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.

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
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defining with any degree of clarity, the origin and meaning of “the Word”
appears to have soon been lost.

“The Word”

his 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 comment-
aries on John’s Gospel.

This book aims to show that there is no need to resort to such desper-
ate 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 certain that Jesus, and rabbis generally, could read
the Hebrew Bible; but it is unknown whether he spoke Greek.

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
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regularly heard in their synagogues. We shall consider “Memra” in some
detail so as to see its importance 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 philo-
sophy 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.

The Scriptures

Speaking of “the Scripture” or “the Scriptures,” it is important to under-
stand 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 redundant
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
understood 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
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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.

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 not 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; Jo.2.22; Ro.4.3; 1Pt.2.6; or “the Scriptures”, e.g.
Mt.21.42; Ro.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 Murator-
ian 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
God he recognized, his Bible.” (What Paul Meant, Penguin Books, 2006,

p.127f)

The themes in this study

his book is about three main themes in the Bible of the greatest
importance for mankind:
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(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 described 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 2™ 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 doc-
trine 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 polytheism 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 especially about humanity
and its well-being. He created mankind 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. Accordingly, 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
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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 (Isa.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.”).

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” (Jo.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 trinitarians 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 whatever that the authors of the New Testament were
monotheists, 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, Romans 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 inte-
grated 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” (2Timothy 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 be-
cause “God was in 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{éverything he said and did was
actually done by “the Father” in him (Jo.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


Peter
Highlight

Peter
Highlight


28 The Only True God

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 (Jo.1.14; 3.16,18).

In this unprecedented relationship, of his own free choice Jesus lived
in total obedience to God as his Father, and chose to be “obedient unto
death, even death on a cross” (Philippians 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” (Philippians 2.9-11). God con-
ferred on Jesus the highest possible honor, which is why we call him
“Lord”.

A serious shift of focus in the Gentile (non-Jewish) Church

The later Gentile church, however, failed (intentionally or unintent-
ionally) 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 kurios is used in both cases), even though in
Greek (as in English) the word kurios 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.
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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 Christian 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 Father of our Lord Jesus Christ”
(Ro.15.6; 2Cor.1.3, etc) would have shuddered at the thought that the
future Christian 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 Christians pray to Mary as the one who exercises the enor-
mous 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 “to
the glory of God our 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).
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Conclusion

n 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 reference 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 writings—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 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, trinitarianism 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 momentous 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 monotheists: Christians consider themselves 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
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God, but believes in three persons who are all equally God, still claim to
be monotheistic? “Monotheism” by definition means “belief in 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 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
meaning 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” (ho on), suggesting that He exists eternally and is the
source of all existence. 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 (monos) God (theos) 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. uévov [monon] being used as an adv.”

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 NT in the way it does so very
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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 committed spiritual adultery by insisting
upon worshipping 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 even if that God is called Yahweh’s

«

Spirit,” mentioned a number of times in the OT but was never regarded
as a separate 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

! 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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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
Captivity in the 6th century bc, Aramaic replaced Hebrew as the gener-
ally spoken language, it became necessary to explain the meaning of read-
ings from the Scriptures.” (Microsoft Encarta Reference Library 2005. ©
1993-2004 Microsoft)

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 justify 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 with
it the hopes of the Second Coming may be fading?

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.
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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 defend-
ants 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 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

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 considerable inten-
sity. 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 monotheism 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 in there being three persons, in practice there
was actually only one person that really mattered: Jesus. I did indeed
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worship one God, and 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 I 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...”
(Matt.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 for 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 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 onwards,
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?
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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 uncomfort-
able with monotheism; some were openly critical of it.

When I examined my own thoughts, I too realized that my trinita-
rianism was at root incompatible with Biblical monotheism. 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 indivi-
dually 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 the
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 preju-
dices 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 efforts are what is put forward in this book. Let
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each reader carefully evaluate it for him/herself, and may God grant you
His light without which we cannot see.

When I first faced the challenge of reevaluating my trinitarianism 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 entitled 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 unan-
ticipated 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 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 need to deal with multitudes of preconceptions due to our indoc-
trination: 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
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coequal with the other two persons in the Trinity, the Father and the Son.
This, of course, is the reason why all translations render the neuter word
pneuma as “he”. It has nothing to do with proper linguistics but every-
thing to do with Christian dogma.

The same is true of the idea of “Trinity”. In India there are a multi-
tude 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 “Son” (what about “Spirit”)? Indoc-
trination 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 think-
ing 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 exter-
mination 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 people 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 incarceration 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™ century, dissent was prohibited on
pain of excommunication which, in effect, meant condemning a person
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to hell. Nothing could be more serious than that, not even physical 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 parti-
cular 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 exper-
ience as a teacher.

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

Take, for example, the well-known text so constantly used by trinita-
rians to “prove” that Christ is God the Son, Philippians 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” (The Gospel of St. John, The Expositor’s Greek NT, p.841). The
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“glory” 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 Scriptures. Again, 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 equal-
ity 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 absolutely nothing

>«

whatever about Christ’s “returning” to the “glory 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 Philippians 2 in detail (we shall
return to it later), but some points in this well-known passage will be
used to illustrate the fact that we habitually read the Bible through trinit-
arian glasses.

Apart from this difficult problem of practically having to re-learn how
to read the Bible in a new light, that of monotheism, there is also the
demotivating factor of reckoning with the external pressures of being
labeled a “heretic,” which is intimidating for most Christians. That some-
one who proclaims that the Bible is monotheistic because it is the word of
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“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 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
understand 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 surprised 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 Yahweh encompasses both
the center and circumference of the Bible; He is essentially its “all in all”
(1Co0.15.28).

It also needs to be noted that “Yahweh” is also found in the NT, espe-
cially 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.
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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” (Genesis 3.8) in the Garden of Eden, which He had
“planted” (Gen.2.8) for them. After they had sinned, He even made gar-
ments with which to cover them instead of the flimsy fig leaf covering
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 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.
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Some important historical facts

t 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 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 monotheis-
tically, 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 polytheistic or trinitarian 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 the 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 changed—from “Person” to a

divine “Substance” (or “Nature”) in which the three persons share
equally.
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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 changed the Bibl-
ical 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 fundamental 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 mono-
theist Gospel dynamically throughout the polytheist Greco-Roman world
and many people 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 con-
stituted only a minority in most churches outside Palestine. By the mid-
dle of the second century, when Christianity had 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), and 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
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Lexicon, BDAG, 0ed1rng). Alexander the Great and some of the Roman
emperors were hailed as gods.’

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 divine Person into three divine persons sharing
one divine “substance” (Latin, substantia; Greek: hupostasis; 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” (Deut.6.4; Mark
12.29) was changed in essence to: “Hear, O Church, the Lord your God is
THREE.”

With this change the very character of Biblical Monotheism, 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

*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 acknowledge the emperor as a
god. This resulted in several episodes of persecutions 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.

* “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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school at Alexandria, declared, “We are not afraid to speak in one sense
of two Gods, in another 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 polytheism (under the
thinly disguised veil of “trinitarian monotheism”) 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? The Gentile Christian God, in terms (i.e. in the sense) of persons,
is (are) two (or three, officially since 381AD); 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.

Though deliberately 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 trinitarian 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 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
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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 commandment 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 acknow-
ledged Jesus as “Lord,” were not afraid (as Origen had earlier declared) 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’
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, ‘T never knew you. Away from me,
you evildoers!”” (Matthew 7:23, NIV). 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 translated “grasp” in this verse is precisely the same word
translated “take by force” (harpazo) 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
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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, but to suggest that this is the case with God

borders on lunacy if not something worse, like blasphemy.

“God is Spirit” (Jo.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 follows is an attempt to learn how to
understand the Scriptures as it was meant to be understood: monotheis-
tically. 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”

he fact is that trinitarian “monotheism” can only qualify as

monotheism by changing the definition of the word “mono-

theism”. It is rather like saying that an angel is a human 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 argument-
ation is a denial of the radical, uncompromising monotheism of the
Word of God, the Scriptures.
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So how can trinitarianism, which claims that God is not one person
but three coequal persons, still claim to be monotheistic? Well, to put it
simply, by changing the meaning of “monotheism” in such a way that the
one God is not understood 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 divine “substance” in
order to make way for two other divine persons to share in that “one
substance”. This one substance, or nature, is trinitarian “monotheism”.

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 interpretation 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.


Peter
Highlight

Peter
Highlight


Introduction 51

The purpose of this work has something much more important in
view than the refuting of trinitarian dogma. The refutation of trinitar-
ianism clears the way for the proclamation 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), and 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: there is no such statement in the Scriptures. That
being the case, why don’t we close the case on trinitarianism because of
insufficient 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, and that they are 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 which goes back a long way 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
Constantine (who claimed to have become a Christian but was not
baptized until just before his death). Constantine placed on them the
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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 hoped to establish in his empire.

The church leaders at Nicaea finally (there was considerable tension
among them) 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 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 (Ro.3.28; 5.1; Gal.2.16; 3.24), the idea expressed by that
phrase has a wider basis in Paul’s teaching 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.
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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” divinity. It is upon this weak found-
ation that this doctrine is built, and it is these verses which we need to
examine in what follows. Moreover, what the average Christian does not
usually 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 sur-
prised 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, Bedg, 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” com-
mandment (Mark 12.29).

In conclusion: The fundamental difference between
trinitarianism and monotheism

s 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 funda-
mental difference of ways of thinking on the spiritual level, a total differ-
ence of the point of view from which Scripture is looked at and, indeed,
everything else. We either look at everything monotheistically, that is
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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? Since we cannot
properly hold more than one focal point, then no matter which of these
focal points we choose, it will not be the only one which could have been
chosen, so it could never conform to Biblical monotheism.
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 faith. 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 reference, 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” (Ro.12.1,2). This is not something 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 trini-
tarian interpretation. Even if we could finally see that a different inter-
pretation is the more correct one, that in itself does not resolve the
deeper question of the kind of faith which gave expression to that inter-
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pretation. So, again, the question is not merely what is the correct inter-
pretation 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 our-
selves 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

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.”

ere Jesus quotes the Shema (from the Hebrew word shama, to

Hhear) of Deuteronomy 6.4, which the Jews recited every day.
But how exactly are the words “the Lord is one” to be under-
stood?

I shall quote the discussion in the Theological Wordbook of the Old
Testament (TWOT) under 77X (ehad, one):
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“Some scholars have felt that, though ‘one’ is singular (ehad
has a plural form, ’ahadim, 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 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 8:5-6).

“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 context.
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 in unity (mentioned in the previous

paragraph in TWOT). 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?
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


Peter
Highlight

Peter
Underline


58 The Only True God

shadows! Trinitarians have tried to point to such terms as the Shekinah,
the memra, etc. which occur frequently in Jewish 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. multiplicity 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 NT also is strictly monothe-
istic”. Exactly how the NT can be “strictly” monotheistic if it teaches a
multiplicity of persons in the Godhead, TWOT, 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,” &ig ¢ottv 6 Be6g), which evidently points to
Dt.6.4 (kVptog €lg €0T1v), 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 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 pro-

blem 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 capitals in most English transla-
tions); and if there is no such multiplicity, it is pointless to speak of any

“unity”.

TWOT also quotes 1 Corinthians 8.6 (&AN” fuiv &g Beog O matnp, ‘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 6¢
0e0g €ig ¢oTtv, ‘but God is one’), Rom.3.30 (einep €ig 6 Oeog, ‘since there is
only one God’), and 1Tim. 2:5 (gig yap 0edg, ‘for there is one God’). But
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these do confirm TWOT’s acknowledgement that the NT is “strictly
monotheistic”.

In fairness to TWOT, having said that the trinitarian doctrine is fore-
shadowed 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 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 first paragraph above where
Dt.5.9 and 6.5 are also quoted in support). “The notion that the Lord is
Israel’s only God suits this command admirably (cf. Song 6:8ff)” (TWOT
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 concern 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 called “Modalism” or “Sabellianism”). Or
do trinitarians really want to maintain that Yahweh in the Hebrew Bible
is a multi-personal being, contrary to the Bible itself? 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?
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The fallacious argument that “One” means “unity” rather
than “singularity”
his 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” (TN, ’ehad) 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 state-
ment.

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 singular-
ity 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). Particularly import-
ant 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.
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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 pleading—
collecting the evidence that favors one’s own argument and ignoring the
strong evidence that contradicts it. One need not 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 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 ’ehad 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; 1Chron.29.1; 1Ki.4.22 (5.2 in some versions); Isa.34.16, etc.
What emerges from this lexical study is that the word ’ehad can be used
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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 in the word itself but is determined by the context. So an exam-

ehad” is not different
from its use in English (or most other languages). Thus, in English “one”

ination of its use in Hebrew shows that the word

can be used in a collective sense as in “one family,” or as simple singular-
ity 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 even 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 ’ehad 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” 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” (Judg.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 illegit-
imate to argue that there is some special idea of unity inherent within the
Hebrew word "ehad.

It is, therefore, completely erroneous to build a theology on the mis-
taken attribution of unity to the word ’ehad. To argue for the “Godhead”
as a unified entity (composed of more than one person) based on the
lexical character of ’ehad is a false argument. Unfortunately, trinitarian-
ism is built upon this kind of fallacious argumentation. In Deut.6.4
Yahweh is declared to be ’ehad, 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 only God. In the OT one is
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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 immed-
iately upon that affirmation reinforces it in such a way as to exclude any
other option to 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 Yahweh.

Significantly, all three Synoptic gospels record that Jesus himself
taught Deuteronomy 6.5 as being the great and central command of “the
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Law and the Prophets” (Mt.22.40): Matt. 22.37; Mark 12.30; Luke 10.27.
But instead of 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
lawlessness.” (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

n the previous section we saw that Jesus fully endorsed the Shema. It
is particularly interesting how the scribe with whom Jesus was con-
versing understood what Jesus had said, responding with the words,
“You are right, Teacher. You have truly said that he is one, and there is no
other besides him.” (Mark.12.32) Notice carefully: “You (Jesus) have said
there is no other besides Him.” Notice, too, “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 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.”
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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; I am God, and there is none like me”.

Isaiah 46.5: “To 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.”

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 incomparable and without any equal. Compare
these two affirmations 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
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statements in the NT, including Jesus’ own explicit teaching (e.g.
Mk.12.29f; Jo.5.44; 17.3).

Jesus’ dialogue with this scribe about “the first of all the command-
ments” (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 “a Jew of the Jews. His language and mental
make-up were theirs.” (Targum 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 opening 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
confession 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:

Tt 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 multi-personal God, whereby “God”
ceased to be a Person but 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
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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, NKJ, 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™ century, Via Old French trinite, from Latin
trinitas, from trinus ‘threefold’]” Encarta Dictionary, so also The Concise
Oxford Dictionary, etc.)

These are two entirely different, fundamentally incompatible, and
mutually exclusive statements. What compatibility can there possibly be
between a creed that speaks of a unity of a group of three co-equal, co-
eternal 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 of
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 fundamen-
tal declaration of monotheism, and second, because the true church of
God embodies the “Israel of God” (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 as
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God two other persons besides Yahweh. This is in clear and direct viol-
ation 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 monotheism 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: “And this is eternal life, that they know you the only true God, and
Jesus Christ whom you have sent” (v.3).

oes Matthew 28.19 contradict Jesus’ monotheism? This text is
Dused as though it were a trinitarian formula. That is how as

trinitarians we were taught to think of it, and we hear it fre-
quently 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 immed-
iately 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 sect-
ion that not even trinitarian scholars dare to say so.

Matthew 28.19 as a proof-text for trinitarianism

“ 1 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, * 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)

A.W. Meyer in Critical and Exegetical Handbook of the Gospel
of Matthew discussed this verse at some length. He claimed 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
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of the Holy Spirit”. Meyer’s argument here is, however, remarkably hol-
low. To simply state that “ei¢ 16 dvopa (eis to onoma, into the Name) is,
of course, to be understood both before tov viod (tou huiou, the Son) and
ayiov mvevpatog (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 dogma. 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 one 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), “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 not be
used in relation to the doctrine of the Trinity. He wrote, “We must
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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 Spirit],
because he considers the designation God to belong to the Son
and the Holy Spirit as well.

Why does Meyer reject Gess’ 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 0edg
(theos, 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: “He (Jesus) was never known to
claim the name 0e6¢ 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 was Meyer’s own understanding of the Trinity with
reference to 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 summary of the Christian creed and confession lies 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
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Greek and his scholarship in regard to the Greek New Testament in
general has rarely been equalled. His 20 volume exegetical commentaries
on the Greek New Testament (originally written in German and trans-
lated 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:

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

1”

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.”
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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.” *

This NIV translation of 17.11 brings out sharply the striking truth ex-
pressed in this verse: that the Father has given His Name, or authority, to
Jesus; he 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 author-
ity that the disciples are to be protected.

*Jesus’ being “one” with the Father is here linked to receiving “the 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 I 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 adtovg (autous) “they” is acc.masc.pl., while 6 §vopa “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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17.12 “While I was with them, I protected them and kept them
safe by that name you gave me.” [NIV] These words reem-
phasize what has been said in the previous verse.

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.
Ro.5.5).

These many verses demonstrate the fact that Jesus’ entire ministry cen-
tered 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
(“T always do the things which please Him (i.e. the Father)”, Jo.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
(Jo.15.16; 16.23-26).

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 commanded that baptism be
done in the Father’s Name. Because the Son (and the Spirit, cf. Jo.14.26,
etc) did his work in the Father’s Name, that, in the light of Jesus’ teach-
ing, is evidently why only one Name is mentioned in Mt.28.19. That Jesus
came in the name of the Lord (i.e. Yahweh) is mentioned 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 disciples 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 NT is it again men-
tioned that we are “baptized into the Holy Spirit” (Bantioetv €ig mvevpatt
ayiw).
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The &v (en, in) in &v mvedpatt (en pneumati) in 1Co.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 Mat.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” (Ac.2.38; 8.16; 10.48; 19.5). This certainly does not mean
that people were baptized into the name of Jesus alone, blatantly disre-

garding Jesus’ instruction 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. Ac.3.6; 9.27,28:; 16.18) means acting in or under someone’s author-

ity, 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 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 whatever you do,
in word or deed, do everything in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving

thanks to God the Father through him” (Colossians 3.17); “always giving
thanks to God the Father for everything, in the name of our Lord Jesus
Christ.” (Ephesians 5.20, NIV).

Further thoughts on Matthew 28.19

nce released from the “bewitchment” (Gal.3.1, “who has

bewitched you?”) of trinitarianism, one wonders how one could

have thought that this verse, Matt.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
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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?

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 (Jo.5.43; 10.25), and that the Spirit
comes forth from the Father (Jo.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 argumentation. 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 men-
tioned 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
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.
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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. Examining 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 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 title of preference. In
Matthew 14.33 the disciples declare that he is son of God after the stilling
of the storm; Peter confesses him as “the Messiah, the son of the living
God” (16.16) where “son of God” has reference to “the Messiah of God,”
as is also the case in the parallel passage in Luke 9.20; the high priest
adjured Jesus to declare under oath whether he is “the Messiah, the Son
of God” (26.63), 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).
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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.

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.

2Corinthians 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 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.
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Moreover for Paul there is definitely no question of trinitarianism; his
affirmation of the “one God” (Ro.16.27; R0.3.30; 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 uncompromising monotheism of the OT.

Isaiah 45 is one of the chapters where this uncompromising mono-
theism 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:

%0 “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.

22 Turn to me and be saved, all the ends of the earth! For I am
God, and there is no other.”

The Apostle Paul’s familiarity with this chapter is reflected in his letters:
Col.2.3 - Isa.45.3; R0.9.20 - Isa.45.9; 1Cor.14.25 - Isa.45.14; Ro.11.33 -
Isa.45.15; and Ro.14.11; Phil.2.10-11 - Isa.45.23.

The title “the Lord Jesus Christ”

his 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 “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
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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

arlier we noted Dr. H.A.W. Meyer’s statement: “He (Jesus) was
Enever known to claim the name 0edg (theos, God) either for

Himself or for the Holy Spirit”. No scholar questions the correct-
ness 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 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 system-
atic 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; reflecting the language of prayer (1), it clearly refers to
the risen Christ and presupposes the sending of the Spirit
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(20.22). In content it does not represent any change from prev-
ious 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 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 dis-
cussion 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.” If oneness with God has to do with being God, then all believers
would become God through this union!
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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 mentioned 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” statements, 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 proclaims
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 claims to be God,
may actually be the Christ who has come again (as he said he would), and
thus be deceived by the 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 (Mat.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!
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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 antichrist
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”.

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 find
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 point of view 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 concern them
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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.”

'8 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.

1% 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
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

<

whatever the Father does”. How

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 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 referred to as God’s “son” (Ex.4.22,23;
Dt.14.1 “sons” in both Heb. and Gk. 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”?
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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 him 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.

John 10

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

T give them eternal life, and they will never perish, and no
one will snatch them out of my hand.

* 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.

I and the Father are one.”

*' The Jews picked up stones again to stone him.

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

* 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—

% 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’?

*If I am not doing the works of my Father, then do not believe
me;
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* 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 all” (v.29). Do we imagine
that “all” excludes Jesus himself? Is the meaning not plain enough:
Absolutely no one is greater than my Father? Or in Paul’s words, the
Father is “God over all, blessed forever” (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 declared,
“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 pre-
cisely 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 the Father is in me and I
am in the Father” (v.38). But this explanation 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 who have
also been consecrated and sent by God to His people, most notably
Moses. But the Law even speaks of lesser leaders than Moses as “gods” in
that they acted as God’s representatives under the authority of His word.
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Jesus thereby shows clearly and pointedly that their accusation is without
any basis whatever.

“Son of God”

he 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. Mat.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 conventional OT sense, but as a claim to
equality with God—a claim which is blasphemous and punishable by
death according to the Law (Jo.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 (Jo0.19.6, also
vv.15ff; Mk.14.64; Mt.26.65,66). But according 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 an
other 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 clar-
ity:

> “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 witnesses came
forward.” (Mat.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.

Finally, as the account shows, frustrated at being unable to find a valid
charge against Jesus, they charged him with blasphemy for claiming to be
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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):

%2 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.”

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 messian-
ic 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.
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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 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 Father
because God’s Logos was-inearnate in him (Jo.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, I in them and you in me, that they
may become perfectly one,” Jo.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 in the
New Testament

e 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 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 no-

where 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 NT; in the minds of those who are not
exceptionally alert, the two terms could easily be confused with one
another. “God the son” inverts “the son of God” while deleting the “of”.
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These significant changes may appear to be minor, especially in lang-
uages (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 meanings 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” (Jo.4.42; 1Jo.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) Yahweh addresses the
Davidic king with the words, “You are my son, today (the day of anoint-
ing 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” (Jo.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 Ps.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 Ps.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:
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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”.

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

1 So also the chief priests, with the scribes and elders, mocked
him, saying,

* “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.

43 He trusts in God; let God deliver him now, if he desires him.

For he said, ‘I am the Son of God.””

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’
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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
dangerous 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

hat 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: Matt.16:16; 26:63; Mark 1:1 (“son of God” not
found in two important ancient Greek texts, uncials); Luke 4:41; John
11:27; 20:31; Rom.1:4; 1Cor.1:9; 2Cor.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
Comparative 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 Ps.2 in relation to the
title “the son of God” see the fuller discussion in Appendix 1).
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 is bestowed on a variety of persons for a
variety of reasons. First, it is applied to angels, as when in Job
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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 Yahweh’s special love and gracious
choice. Fourthly, it is applied to the kings of Israel, as repre-
sentatives 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 next paragraph following the one quoted above, Stalker writes,
apparently with some measure of disagreement, “it is natural to assume
that its use in application to Jesus is derived from one or other of its
[four] Old Testament uses; and the one almost universally fixed upon by
modern scholarship is that from which it was derived is the fourth men-
tioned 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 OT? In his haste to get on with arguing for the
deity of Christ he does not tell us!
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As an example of 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 parallel-
ism 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.

Stalker’s second step is to claim quite dogmatically that Hebrew par-
allelism “generally includes in the second of the parallel terms something
in excess of what is expressed in the first” but 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 support-
ing 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 “par-
allelism,” 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
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(pp-349-362), which could have saved him from misconceptions about
Biblical parallelisms. 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.
1Co.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, 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 equi-
valence 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 dogma. 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,

“It cannot be doubted that the ‘Son of God” was used as a
Messianic title by the Jews in the time of our Lord. The high
priest in presence of the Sanhedrin recognized it as such (Mt
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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 acknowledgement that “the son of God” is a Messianic title.

To conclude and summarize this section, I quote the German system-
atic 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.

“l. In keeping with its Jewish origin (the royal ideology) the
title “Son of God” was never associated with the heavenly exist-
ence 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 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’.
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“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 nowhere 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 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 (Jo.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

he observant reader of the NT will inevitably notice that there is

I 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 trinitarians 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 satis-
factory 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
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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. 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”
(Mat.11.27; 28.18; cf. J0.3.35; 5.21-27; 13.3; 17.2; also Jo.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) indi-
cates. 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, Mat.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.

The “l am” sayings—Did Jesus claim to be God?

s 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:
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(1) Either Jesus is using the term in the ordinary way in which it is used

in daily speech (e.g. “I 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.

How to correctly understand Jesus’ use of “l am”?

(1) The “I am” as used in its normal or 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.

“I am” (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 (Jo.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. Statisti-
cally, the frequency of “I am” shows that it belongs to John’s Gospel’s
special vocabulary, as becomes evident from a comparison with the rest
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of the NT: Matthew has 5 occurrences; Mark: 3; Luke: 4; Acts: 7; Revelat-
ion: 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” (Jo.20.31). Is not the third person form of
“I'am” “he is”? So the whole purpose is to proclaim that “he is,” that is, he
(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” (Jo.8.24). The reason it is necessary to believe that he is the pro-
mised Messiah/Christ is that “by believing you may have life in his name”
(Jo.20.31)—it is essential for salvation. But believing that Jesus is God is
nowhere in the New Testament a requirement for salvation. Trinitarian-
ism 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 mat-
ter.

In the following passage in John 8 we can see the characteristic way in
which Jesus uses “I am” (ego eimi), usually translated as “I am he” as
required by English linguistic convention:

** “T told you that you would die in your sins, for unless you

believe that I am he (ego 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.
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26 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.”

7 They did not understand that he had been speaking to them
about the Father.

*8 So Jesus said to them, “When you have lifted up the Son of
Man, then you will know that I 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 given 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 (the Father,
v.27)” (v.26). Here, as elsewhere in John, Jesus stresses his total subordin-
ation 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
times: Mt: 27 times; Mk:14; Lk:22; Jo: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 Jo0.8.28 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 messianic 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”.
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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 “I
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 regardless of whether
or not “the son of man” is understood as a messianic title. Hence, here in
John 8, as in some other passages, “I am” is an implicit messianic affirm-
ation, not a claim to Yahweh’s title.

It would, of course, be a mistake to immediately assume that every
occurrence of the 23 “I am”s in John is to be understood messianically.
The basic principle governing all exegesis is that the context is a deter-
mining factor in establishing the meaning of the passage under consid-
eration.

“lam” in John 14.6

Christ’s total submission to the Father stands out with perfect clarity
throughout John’s Gospel. In retrospect I now realize how strange it is
that Jo.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 “no one comes to the Father except

through me.” Christ is the Way—‘through me”—the destination is “the

Father”: “for Christ died for sins once for all, the righteous for the un-
righteous, to bring us to God” (1 Peter 3:18, NIV).

“The way and the truth and the life” (Jo.14.6): in John these three
elements—way, truth, and life—are aspects of the one reality. The Word

came in Christ (Jo.1.14) to bring us to God; hence he is the way through
whom we come to God. The Word accomplishes this mission because it is
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the truth, as Jesus said, “Your word (logos) is truth” (Jo.17.17). It is
through this “word (logos) of truth” (Eph.1.13) proclaimed in the gospel
that we are saved. Or, put in terms of regeneration, “He (God) chose to
give us birth through the word (logos) of truth” (James 1:18, NIV; this
translation is supported by BDAG). Christ, in whom the logos is incar-
nate (Jo.1.14), embodies “the word of truth” which God has provided for
our salvation.

The same is true of “the life” as is, likewise, made perfectly clear in
1Jo.1.1, “That which was from the beginning, which we have heard,
which we have seen with our eyes, which we have looked at and our
hands have touched—this we proclaim concerning the Word (logos) of
life.” The logos of life has become visible and tangible in the person of
Christ; the Word came into the world to be the Way to the Father, indeed
the only way, for “no one comes to the Father except through me” (14.6),
hence he is “the way”.

The truth and the life, like the way, are not destinations or ends in
themselves; they are the means by which God brings us to Himself. This
can be expressed through Paul’s words, “in Christ (the way, the truth and
the life) God was reconciling the world to Himself” (2Cor.5:19). It is
through the Word that God, in His loving kindness, made available to us
the truth and the life of “eternal salvation” (Heb.5.9) in Christ. It is pre-
cisely for this reason that God is the central object of praise and worship
in the Bible.

But why is it that every time we see or hear a statement of Jesus in the
form “I am the way...” we assume that he is asserting, or claiming,
divinity? Is it not because we have been saturated with trinitarian teach-
ing so that we cannot understand those words in any other way? If Jesus
wanted simply to say that he is the way to God, was there any other way
for him to say it other than “I am (ego eimi) the way”? If I say “I am
Chinese” does the “I am” in these words imply that I am making a claim
to divinity? In John 9.9, when the people debated whether the blind man
was indeed the one whom Jesus healed, he himself confirmed that fact
with the words “I am (ego eimi),” which is to say emphatically, “it is I and
not someone else.” It would be ludicrous to suggest that by saying “I am”
the once blind man was making an implicit claim to being God.
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It is true that the Greek “I am” in John is emphatic, emphasizing that
Jesus is the only way; just as “I am the door” (Jo.10.7,9) means “it is I, and
none other, who is the door.” But the door, like the way, is the means by
which one enters and exits the house or enclosure. The door is not the
house; if there were no house or enclosure, there would be no need for a
door. Likewise, where there is no destination, there would be no need for
a way, path, or road.

In view of the foregoing discussion, there can be no doubt that the “I
am” in “T am the way” of John 14.6 is messianic in character, just as we
saw was the case in John 8.24 and 28; but it certainly does not constitute a
claim to divinity.

“l am the resurrection and the life” (John 11.25)

Trinitarians would not hesitate to quote these words as “proof” that Jesus
is God. But, as usual, they do not bother to look at the context. These
words were spoken to Martha, and when Jesus asked her whether she
believed this statement of his as well as the other striking statements
which immediately follow it, he said: “Whoever believes in me, though he
die, yet shall he live, and everyone who lives and believes in me shall
never die. Do you believe this?” To this question Martha’s reply was not,
“Yes, I believe you are God” but “she said to him, ‘Yes, Lord; I believe
that you are the Christ, the Son of God, who is coming into the world.””
(Jo.11.25-27). In other words, she did not see this as a claim to divinity
but as a messianic statement to which she replied in the affirmative. As a
Jew she knew, as most gentiles apparently do not, that “the Son of God”
is not a divine title in the Bible but a title of the Messiah based on Psalm
2.7 (we shall study this more fully later in this study).

But was it not on the occasion of raising Lazarus that Jesus said this?
Certainly. But if this question implies that his raising a dead man is proof
of his being God, then this shows remarkable ignorance of the Bible. This
was not the only time that someone was raised from the dead in the Bible
accounts. In fact this was not the first time that Jesus raised a dead
person. Long before Jesus™ time, Elijah also raised a dead child and no
Jew has ever thought that that could be used as proof that Elijah was a
divine being! The account of what Elijah did is recorded in 1Kings
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17.171f, and it bears remarkable similarity to Jesus’ raising the widow’s
son in the town of Nain as described in Luke 7.11-17. The main points of
similarity are: (1) in both instances it has to do with the bereavement of a
widow; (2) the death of an only child; (3) the words at the end of the
account in Luke after the dead person had been brought back to life,
“Jesus gave him to his mother” (Lk.7.15), echo what Elijah did after the
child was restored to life: he brought him down from the upper chamber
where he had taken the child and prayed to Yahweh for him, and gave
him back to his mother. It is possible that the words in Luke mean no
more than the mere fact that Jesus returned to the mother the son she
had lost because of his death, but it is still possible that Luke did also
intend to imply a reference to that great prophet Elijah. This is the more
likely as we read the account, for immediately after that statement in
Luke 7.15 we read, “They were all filled with awe and praised God. ‘A
great prophet has appeared among us,” they said. ‘God has come to help
his people™ (NIV).

The point of all this that matters for us here is that the raising of the
young man from the dead did not cause the Jews to suppose that this was
proof of Jesus’ divinity but rather that it was evidence that “a great
prophet (like Elijah) has appeared” and that “God has come to help his
people” just as He had rescued Israel from idolatry (and the death that it
brings) through Elijah, especially through the astonishing and well-
known events on Mount Carmel. As we shall have occasion to see repeat-
edly in this study, trinitarians persistently read their claims for Jesus’
divinity into his sayings and actions where he intended nothing of the
kind and where those who were present at the time saw nothing to that
effect.

What is important, however, is that the people who witnessed Jesus’
raising the dead did recognize that in Jesus “God has come to help his
people”. The word translated as “help” (NIV) and as “visit” in many
other translations is the word episkeptomai which can mean visiting the
sick (e.g. Mat.25.36,43), obviously not just as a courtesy call but with the
intention of helping in any way possible; significantly, it is also used in
the sense “look after, make an appearance to help” (BDAG) in Exodus
3.16 (immediately after Yahweh’s self-revelation to Moses as “I am that I
am” in 3.14) where Moses is instructed to deliver this message: “Go,
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gather the elders of Israel together and tell them, ‘Yahweh, the God of
your ancestors, has appeared to me—the God of Abraham, of Isaac and
of Jacob—and has indeed visited (episkeptomai) you and seen what is
being done to you in Egypt, and has said: I shall bring you out of the
misery of Egypt
importance for understanding the message of John’s Gospel, as we shall

3%

(NJB, see also Ex.4.31). The Exodus is an event of great

see.

It is also wrong to suggest that Jesus was claiming divinity by the
words “T am the resurrection and the life” because such a claim would be
in flat contradiction to Jesus’ own explicit and unequivocal teaching on
monotheism (Mk.12.29; John 5.44) and the fact that for him the Father is
“the only true God” (Jo.17.3). Moreover, he made it as plain as possible
that “I do not speak on my own authority, but the Father who dwells in
me does his works” (Jo.14.10). Applied to John 11.25, what else can this
mean but that it is the Father who dwells in Christ, and that the Father is
the source and the power of “the resurrection and the life” that comes
through Christ?

Is “l am” used in a special sense (i.e. in reference to
Yahweh) in some of Jesus’ sayings?

Jesus repeatedly affirmed that the Father was the source of everything he
did. He did and said “nothing of his own accord”. What else can that
mean but that his actions and his words were what the Father, who dwelt
in him, expressed through him? This is stated in John 5.19: 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.” Also John 5.30, “I can do nothing on my
own.” John 8.28, “I do nothing on my own but speak just what the Father
has taught me.” These sayings clearly mean that the Father God, Yahweh,
acts and speaks through Jesus. Is there evidence of this in Jesus’ words?
Perhaps the following statement is an example:

John 8.58: ‘Jesus said to them, “Truly, truly, I say to you, before

>

Abraham was, I am.”
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To understand this verse, there are two options: (1) To take “I am” in this
verse as a reference to Exodus 3.14 or to Isaiah 43.10,11; we must realize
that this amounts to saying that Jesus is thereby claiming to be Yahweh—
which is a claim that trinitarians would not want to make because, if
Yahweh has any place at all in the Trinity, it would be as “God the
Father” not “the Son”. (2) To take this to mean that Yahweh is inearnate-
in “the man Christ Jesus” and is here plainly speaking in and through
him. The latter is certainly exegetically possible; but it would be equally
contrary to trinitarianism.

Why do we say that the alternative is possible, namely, that Yahweh is
the One who is speaking through Jesus in the words, “Before Abraham
was, [ am”? It is possible for two related reasons:

(1) The Father “dwells”, “lives”, or “abides” in Christ depending on
which English translation you read. All these words have basically the
same meaning, and all translate the word men6 in John 14.10 and else-
where in John. “Don’t you believe that I am in the Father, and that the
Father is in me? The words I say to you are not just my own. Rather, it is
the Father, living in me, who is doing his work.” (Jo.14:10, NIV)

(2) Jesus reaffirmed in various ways that “the word that you hear is not
mine but the Father’s who sent me” (Jo.14.24); “For I did not speak of my
own accord, but the Father who sent me commanded me what to say and
how to say it.” (John 12:49, NIV)

Adding these two points together, it is certainly possible that John 8.58 is
an instance where the Father, Yahweh, is speaking through Jesus using
the words “I am”. And He was certainly before Abraham in any sense of
the word “before”.®

Another instance where we may justifiably hear the voice of Yahweh
speaking through Jesus is John 10.11,14 “I am the good shepherd” which
clearly reflects the well-known words of the 23" Psalm, “The LORD
(Yahweh) is my shepherd”. It is hard to escape the conclusion that a
deliberate identification is intended, an identification further strength-

ened by another well-known and beautiful verse: “He tends his flock like

¢ On John 8.58 see also Appendix 2.
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a shepherd: He gathers the lambs in his arms and carries them close to
his heart; he gently leads those that have young.” (Isaiah 40.11, NIV)

John 2.19 appears to provide yet another instance of the Father speak-
ing through Jesus. Here it is not the present “I am” but the future form “I
will”. The verse reads, ‘Jesus answered them, “Destroy this temple, and in
three days I will raise it up.” This is explained two verses later as mean-
ing that “He was speaking of the temple of his body” (Jo.2.21). Now the
significant fact is that the Scriptures declare unanimously that it was the
Father, God, who raised Jesus from the dead. This is stated frequently in
Acts (Ac.2.24,32; 3.15,26; 4.10; 5.30; 10.40; 13.30,37 etc); and in Romans
10.9: faith in God’s having raised Jesus from the dead is required for
salvation (see further 1Cor.6.14; Gal.1.1; Col.2.12; 1Pet.1.21, etc).

There are many references to Jesus’ resurrection in the NT, but not
one of them speaks of Jesus raising himself from the dead; it is always
God’s act. This matter is decisively settled by the fact that within this
passage itself—in the very next verse—it is affirmed that the Father is the
One who raised Jesus: John 2:22 “When therefore he was raised from the
dead, his disciples remembered that he had said this, and they believed
the Scripture and the word that Jesus had spoken.” The words “he was
raised” translates égerthé which is aorist passive of egeiro, confirming that
it was God who raised him from the dead. All this leads to the unavoid-
able conclusion that the “I” in the words “I will raise it up” is an import-

ant example of the Father, Yahweh, speaking in and through Jesus.

The error of the trinitarian use of “l am” as proof of Jesus’
deity

It must be borne in mind that to say that Yahweh, the Father, spoke
through Jesus in whom He dwelt, is something very different from the
trinitarian use of “I am” to argue for Jesus’ deity. What trinitarians need
to understand is that

If by “T am” Jesus claimed to be God, then he specifically claimed to be
Yahweh!

The trinitarian assertion that the “I am”s in John are to be understood as
Jesus’ claims to be God, runs into many problems. Do they wish to say
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that Jesus, rather than the Father, is Yahweh? Or do they wish to say that
there are three (or two?) persons who are Yahweh? This violates the OT’s
monotheist revelation. But, not only so, it would make nonsense of Jesus’
own words in John as, for example, “The Father is greater than I”
(Jo.14.28), if “I” is to be understood as the divine “I am”. In the context of
John 14 we are to believe in God and also in Jesus (14.1, cf.10,11); and
Jesus would have us understand that, as the object of our faith and trust,
the Father is greater than he. What else could he mean?

Regarding John 14.28, Dr. Kuschel quotes from the work of the
German theologian W. Thuesing:

“W. Thuesing, ‘Die Erhoehung der Verherrlichung [‘The Exalt-
ation of Glorification’], 206-14, esp. 210, [where he] has already
said all that needs to be said: “What is the meaning of the
reason “for the Father is greater than I?” It must be interpreted
in the terms in which the relationship between Father and Son
is described elsewhere in the Gospel; compared with the Son
the Father is always the one who gives, the one who has the
initiative, who gives the command. The Son always hears and
receives from the Father; he fulfills the will of the Father, he
carries out what the Father has begun—but not vice versa.
“Being greater” also appears elsewhere in the New Testament,
but not as a metaphysical or qualitative difference rather, it
expresses a relationship of superordination and subordination.”
(K-J Kuschel, Born Before All Time? Part Two, B, VII, footnote
74, p.637, words in square brackets added).

Is it not the case that trinitarianism, with its dogmatic insistence on the
equality of the divine ‘persons,” has made it very difficult for us to accept

the very plain and explicit teaching in John of the Son’s subordination to
the Father? We are made to feel that we disgrace or humiliate the Son by

acknowledging that he is subordinate to the Father—even though the Son
himself insists upon his subordination (cp. Paul who gloried in the title

“slave (doulos) of Jesus Christ” Ro.l.l1; Gal.1.10); in taking it upon
ourselves to subordinate him, it is not we who are daring.

Finally, trinitarians seem to be unable to make up their minds
whether Jesus was claiming to be Yahweh (although he did not even
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openly proclaim himself as the Messiah) or the son of Yahweh (“son of
God”). Many trinitarians are so confused on this issue that in their
equivocality they appear to want to assume some kind of fusion of both!
Unscriptural as this is, trinitarian dogma actually routinely indulges in
this kind of double-talk, now stating that Jesus is God and then also that
he is the Son of God—this is, of course, something we are familiar with
because we ourselves engaged in it as trinitarians.

Who exactly is “the Father” of whom Jesus speaks so
frequently in John’s Gospel?
CC he Father”, as referring specifically to God, belongs to John’s
Tspecial vocabulary; it is a key word in Jesus’ teaching. The
statistics show this clearly: “The Father” occurs in Matthew:
23 times (in 21 verses); Mark: 3 times (including “Abba” in 14.36); Luke:
12 times (in 9 verses); and John: 114 times (in 97 verses).”

From these figures it can immediately be seen that the occurrences in
John are about 5 times those in Matthew, and Matthew is a longer book
than John. Clearly, “Father,” as referring to Yahweh God, is constantly on
Jesus’ lips, as also in his heart and mind. Obviously, we cannot here
examine all 114 references to “the Father” in John, but we will summarize
a few main points.

Who “the Father” is in Jesus’ teaching comes to light in the following
passages:

(1) He is the God of Israel, Yahweh, worshipped in the Temple in
Jerusalem, but who will be worshipped universally “in spirit and truth”.

John 4:

2 Jesus said to her (the Samaritan woman), “Woman, believe
me, the hour is coming when neither on this mountain nor in
Jerusalem will you worship the Father.

7 The statistics given here are based on the references given in Modern
Concordance to the New Testament, Michael Darton, ed., Doubleday, 1976,
which here appear to be basically reliable.
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> You worship what you do not know; we worship what we
know, for salvation is from the Jews.

» But the hour is coming, and is now here, when the true
worshipers will worship the Father in spirit and truth, for the
Father is seeking such people to worship him.

All these verses are about worship; the Father alone is the object of
worship both for the Jews and the Samaritans; He is worshipped in
Jerusalem, that is, at the temple there. So the reference is unmistakably to
the God of Israel, Yahweh. Jesus also spoke of Him as “God the Father”
(John 6.27).

A few more key observations concerning “the Father”:

(2) He is the “self-existent One,” the Creator, who has conferred on Jesus
the power to carry out His will in both the resurrection and the judg-
ment:

John 5.26: “For as the Father has life in himself, so he has
granted the Son also to have life in himself.”

“The Father” is the source of life, for He is the One who alone “has life
within Himself”. Significantly, this is what the description of Yahweh’s
Name in Exodus 3.14 as “I am that I am” is thought to mean (particularly
as reflected in the LXX, ho on). He does not derive life from anyone else,
but everything that lives receives its life from Him; for He is the Creator,
the Absolute in relation to whom all else exists. He has chosen in His
sovereign will to grant the Son to have life in himself and to communi-
cate life to all who hear his voice (Jo.5.25)._It is important to notice that
Jesus makes it clear that the life which he has is the life that has been
given (didomi) him by the Father; it is not something he has in his own

right. This, of course, contradicts trinitarian Christology.
This important point, namely, that all that Jesus has he has received

from the Father, is reiterated in the next verse:

John 5.27: “And he has given him authority to execute judg-
ment, because he is the Son of Man.”


Peter
Highlight

Peter
Underline


Chapter 1 — The Explicit Monotheism of Jesus 111

Here “given” (didomi) is used again, now with reference to the authority
or power (exousia) conferred upon him by the Father to carry out
judgment. These two words “given” and “authority” are exactly the same
two words in the Greek text which appear in Matthew 28.18: “Jesus came
up and spoke to them. He said, ‘All authority in heaven and on earth has
been given to me.” (NJB)

The context of the verses in John 5 (vv.24-29) are about the coming
resurrection (hence v.29) and the judgment (hence v.27). These verses
can also serve as the context of Matthew 28.18.

Jesus’ statements clearly affirm the fact that all these things that he has
were generously given him by the Father. The all-encompassing state-
ment in John 5.30 flows spiritually and logically from these affirmations:
“I can do nothing on my own. As I hear, I judge, and my judgment is just,
because I seek not my own will but the will of him who sent me.”

It is truly incomprehensible how anyone who listens to what Jesus
says in all these passages can assert that Jesus claimed equality with the
Father.

(3) The Father has sent Jesus to be “the savior of the world” (Jo.4.42) so
that mankind may not be condemned at the judgment but receive eternal
life. Jesus accomplishes this by (1) revealing the Father to all who seek
Him (Jo.14.9), and (2) by his being “the lamb of God,” the lamb which
the Father Himself provided as a sacrifice for sin, to “take away the sins
of the world” (Jo.1.29).

As can be seen in John 5.30, “I seek not my own will but the will of
him who sent me,” Jesus speaks of the Father having sent him to
accomplish the work entrusted to him to do. That it was the Father who
sent him is something which Jesus repeats many times in John’s Gospel.
Jesus lived with a strong sense of the mission which the Father had given
him to complete.

(4) The foregoing points are combined in Jesus’ prayer in John 17.3:
“And this is eternal life, that they know you the only true God, and Jesus
Christ whom you have sent.”

Foundational to Jesus’ whole teaching in the gospels is the affirmation
that the Father is “the only true God”.
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But “God the Father” (Jo.6.27, namely, Yahweh) of whom Jesus
speaks must not be confused with the trinitarian “God the Father,” who
is not “the only true God” but is only one of three persons, and therefore
constitutes one third of the trinitarian “Godhead”. Trinitarianism uses
the same terms as those used in the Bible but often with a totally different
meaning. This blurring of the meaning of important terms can result in
muddled thinking. It is, therefore, necessary to vigilantly check the pre-
cise meaning of terms that are being used when discussing trinitarianism.

The God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ

“The God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ” is an important form of
reference to God found in Rom.15:6; 2Cor.1:3; 11.31; Eph.1:3; 1Pet.1:3.
These five references indicate that this was a well-known description of
God in the NT church and that the God they worshiped was indeed “the
God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ”.

For those of us brought up in trinitarianism, “the Father” is imme-
diately associated with “God the Son,” whereas in the NT “the Father” is
a term that is understood in relation to “the son of God,” the title of the
Messiah or Christ. This title is in turn incorporated in the title “Lord

Jesus Christ,” which to a Hebrew speaker is “Lord Jesus the Messiah” (see

e.g. the Salkinson-Ginsburg Hebrew NT). To non-Hebrew speakers the

title “Christ” has become a kind of surname with the result that its
original significance has been lost.

“God has made him both Lord and Christ” (Acts 2.36) and it is not
least for this very reason that He is both “The God and Father of our Lord
Jesus”. This makes it clear that the early church did not see “Lord” as a
divine title in the trinitarian sense. How different things are today in that
Christians cannot think of Jesus as “Lord” except in the sense that he is
God. This goes to show how trinitarian thinking makes it almost imposs-
ible for us to read the NT except in terms of trinitarian language and
categories. Christians are bound to read through trinitarian glasses.

Unless we are, by the grace of God, freed from this bondage, we will not

be able to understand the word of God correctly, but only in seriously

distorted terms. How much of the present spiritual condition of the

church today can be attributed to this sad and dangerous condition,
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when the church can no longer hear the word of God as it was meant to
be heard? They worship three persons instead of one, and mostly one
person—Jesus. In sharp contrast to this, in the NT the church wor-
shipped “the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ”. Or as the Apostle
put it, “I kneel before the Father” (Eph.3.14, NIV).

But how can we reconcile, on the one hand, the trinitarian notion of
Jesus as equal with Yahweh and, on the other hand, the fact that Yahweh
is Jesus’ God? Will it again be by way of the usual double-talk: the latter
applies to him as man, but not as God (otherwise Yahweh would be the

God of God!)? In other words, trinitarianism involves the necessity of
cutting Jesus into two when it comes to the exegesis of verses in
Scripture: In one place something is said to apply to Jesus as man, and in
another it is said to apply to him as God. It is by this kind of hopping
back and forth that the dogma is maintained. Yet the separation of God
and man in the trinitarian Christ is actually not permitted by the trini-
tarian creed itself, for this kind of separation of God and man in Christ is
what is condemned as heretical under the name “Nestorianism,” bringing
with it excommunication. “Eutychianism and Nestorianism were finally
condemned at the Council of Chalcedon (451), which taught one Christ
in two natures united in one person or hypostasis, yet remaining ‘without
confusion, without conversion, without division, without separation.”
(Evangelical Dictionary of Theology, W.A. Elwell, Baker, article on
Christology, p.225; italics added).

Thus the self-contradictory character of trinitarianism is exposed by
trinitarian double-talk. For if God and man in Christ can be separated by
saying that this verse applies to Jesus as man but that verse speaks about
Jesus as God, then he is not one person but two, and this is contrary to
the trinitarian dogma that Jesus is both “true God, true man” in one
person. But theory is one thing, practice is another. Confronted by insur-
mountable problems in the light of the Bible which is uncompromisingly
monotheistic, trinitarians are obliged to resort to interpretative juggling
to try to support their dogma.

Let us take one fundamentally important point as example. One thing

which is stated with great frequency about Jesus is the fact of his atoning
death. But if Jesus is God he cannot die; if he can die, he is not God; for
one fundamental truth about God in the Bible is that He is eternal,
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everlasting, and immortal (Dt.33.27; Ps.90.2, etc); there is absolutely no
question about this where the Bible is concerned. Paul speaks of God as
the One “who alone has immortality” (1Tim.6.16). Everything else will
pass away, but God abides forever, His “years have no end” (Ps.102.25-
27).

So trinitarianism is faced with the question: how can Jesus die and vet

be God? To this there is no other answer than to say: Jesus died as man,

but not as God. This is the inevitable double-talk. What then about the

trinitarian creed as stated at Chalcedon: “One Christ in two natures

(notice how God is spoken of in terms of a “nature”) united in one
person...without division, without separation”? Obviously, this dogma is
simply impossible to sustain in the light of the Biblical revelation of God.

Moreover, if Jesus is God, then the term “God of our Lord Jesus

Christ” must mean, inescapably, that God is the God of God! Alas,
trinitarianism! For this inevitably raises the question: What kind of

“God” is the Jesus of trinitarianism? For God is indeed known as “the
God of gods” (Deut.10.17; Ps.136.2; Dan.2.47; 11.36), but who these
“gods” are must be left to the trinitarians to discover.

God as Jesus’ God and Father—and ours; John 20.17

The term “God and Father” occurs 12 times in the NT; of these 6 relate to
Christ, and another 6 relate to believers. All 12 references are here given
in full for convenience of reference:

God as the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, or “his God™:

Romans 15.6, “that together you may with one voice glorify the
God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.”

2 Corinthians 1.3, “Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord
Jesus Christ, the Father of mercies and God of all comfort”.

2 Corinthians 11.31, “The God and Father of the Lord Jesus,
he who is blessed forever [cp.R0.9.5], knows that I am not

lying.”
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Ephesians 1.3, “Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord
Jesus Christ, who has blessed us in Christ with every spiritual
blessing in the heavenly places”.

1 Peter 1.3, “Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ! According to his great mercy, he has caused us to be

born again to a living hope through the resurrection of Jesus
Christ from the dead”.

Revelation 1.6, “and made us a kingdom, priests to his God
and Father, to him be glory and dominion forever and ever.
Amen.”

God as our God and Father:

Galatians 1.4, “who gave himself for our sins to deliver us from
the present evil age, according to the will of our God and
Father”.

Ephesians 4.6, “one God and Father of all, who is over all and
through all and in all.”

Philippians 4.20, “To our God and Father be glory forever and
ever. Amen.”

1 Thessalonians 1.3, “remembering before our God and Father
your work of faith and labor of love and steadfastness of hope
in our Lord Jesus Christ”.

1 Thessalonians 3.11, “Now may our God and Father himself,
and our Lord Jesus, direct our way to you”.

1 Thessalonians 3.13, “so that he may establish your hearts
blameless in holiness before our God and Father, at the coming
of our Lord Jesus with all his saints.”

Muslim scholars have accused Paul of being the one who deified the man
Jesus by making him God the Son, and that Paul thereby became the true
founder of Christianity as it is today. But apart from the fact that the
term “God the Son” was never used by Paul, what we see from the above
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given list of verses concerning “God and Father” it will immediately be
apparent that most of the references to God as “the God of Jesus Christ”
are found in Paul’s letters (4 out of 6 refs.), and that he writes in precisely
the same way about God being our God (all 6 refs.).

Jesus spoke of God as “my God” (Jo.20.17; Mt.27.46 = Mk.15.34);
these words echo Ps.22.1, but they do not thereby lose their significance.
In John 20.17 Jesus says to Mary Magdalene, “Do not cling to me, for I
have not yet ascended to the Father; but go to my brothers and say to
them, ‘I am ascending to my Father and your Father, to my God and
your God.”” This is powerfully reflected in Revelation 3.12 where the
risen Christ speaks of “my God” four times in this one verse:

“The one who conquers, I will make him a pillar in the temple
of my God. Never shall he go out of it, and I will write on him
the name of my God, and the name of the city of my God, the
new Jerusalem, which comes down from my God out of heaven,
and my own new name.”

The meaning of this verse would not have been essentially affected if
instead of “my God” it simply read “God”. So what is brought out power-
fully is the affirmation of the risen Christ that God is his God in the most
personal way this can be stated. This is most significant for the under-
standing of the Christology of the book of Revelation (cf. also 3.2).

As trinitarians we argued that the words “my Father and your Father,”
“my God and your God,” distinguished Jesus from us more than it unites

» <«

him with us because he did not say “our Father,” “our God”. But we
ignored the fact that in the same sentence he also said “go to my
brothers”; was he also thereby distinguishing himself from them? If so,
how? Did he not also say that all who do God’s will are his brothers
(Mt.12.49,50; Mk.3.34,35; Lk.8.21), meaning that all who do God’s will
have God as Father? That Jesus fulfilled God’s will more fully than his
brothers is not disputed, but does that make God his Father in a different
way?

But here, as everywhere else, we read our trinitarianism into the text,

and our dogma required that a distinction between our humanity and

Christ’s be made because Christ is not a human being in the way that we

are: he is the God-man, God and man in one person. This means that he
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is not really a human being as we are. This means, further, that in the
trinitarian mentality Jesus is more God than man; his humanity is
overshadowed by his deity. This raises the question whether the trinita-
rian Jesus is anything more than a human body in which the one driving
personality is his divine nature. The trinitarian Christ is God, but can it
honestly be said that he is “truly man”? A God-man, in the nature of the
case, is not a man such as we are. So trinitarianism has to alter both the
Biblical definition of “God” and of “man” to accommodate their deified
Jesus! If we consider ourselves at liberty to re-define Biblical terms in
whatever way is required by our dogma, then we have chosen to do with
the Bible whatever we wish. But what else can be expected when the
foundation rock of Biblical monotheism, in which Yahweh is the one and
only God, has been rejected in favor of three persons sharing in one
divine substance or nature?

Consequently, it is alleged by the trinitarian “exegesis” of John 20.17
that “Father” is also to be understood in different senses; so when Jesus
says “my Father,” he is allegedly deliberately distinguishing his relation-
ship to the Father from that of his disciples by the term “your Father”.
What logic! But the plain reading of the text (without trinitarian glasses)
indicates that exactly the reverse is true: what he is saying is that from

now on, by the power of the resurrection, and by the Holy Spirit that he

was about to channel to them (as mentioned a few verses later, Jo.20.22),

the disciples will know that “my Father” is “your Father”. This reminds

us of the beautiful words in the book of Ruth, where Ruth says to Naomi,
“Don’t urge me to leave you or to turn back from you. Where you go I
will go, and where you stay I will stay. Your people will be my people and
your God my God.” (Ruth 1:16, NIV)

This brings us to the heart of Jesus’ ministry, the purpose of which the
Apostle Peter described as “to bring us to God” (1Pet.3.18). To accom-
plish this, Jesus does two things that call for a response: first, Jesus calls
the hearer to “come to me” (Mt.11.28; Jo.1.39; 5.40; 6.44,65) and, second,
he calls us with the words, “follow me” (Mt.10.38; Mk.8.34; Jo.10.27, etc);
or simply, “come, follow me” (Mt.19.21; Lk.18.22). Often “follow me”
already implies “come to me”; and “follow me” occurs frequently in all
four gospels (Mat: 6 times; Mk: 4; Lk: 4; Jo: 6 = 20 times in the gospels).
These two steps define the nature of discipleship in the New Testament.
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Ruth’s words to Naomi are rightly seen as expressing the essence and
character of discipleship.

The result of being brought to God through Jesus is that we come to
know God as our Father in the same way he knew God as Father. Every
Christian has learned to pray the “Our Father” (Mat.6.9-13) since
childhood. It is often recited in church services. But how many Christians
know God as Father? What does it mean for Jesus to “bring us to God”
unless it means bringing us to know God, so that we call Him “Abba,
Father” from our hearts (Gal.4.6; Ro.8.15), exactly as Jesus also called
Him “Abba, Father” (Mk.14.36)? He came to save us, and this is what
being “saved” means. “Now this is eternal life: that they may know you,
the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom you have sent.” (Jo.17.3, NIV)

“Know” (ginosko) is a key Johannine word; it appears in both the
Gospel and in 1John far more frequently than in any other NT book
(John: 57 times; Mt: 20; Mk: 12; Lk: 28; Ac: 16; Ro: 9; 1Jo: 25). Thayer’s
Greek Lexicon has a long and instructive section on ginosko (know) as
used in relation to God which begins, “In particular ywvwokw [ginosko] to
become acquainted with, to know, is employed in the N.T. of the know-
ledge of God and Christ, and of the things relating to them or proceeding
from them; a. T6v ®cdv [ton theon], the one, true God, in contrast with
the polytheism of the Gentiles: Rom.1:21; Gal.4:9; also John 17.3”. In
discussing the different Greek words for “know” (in the final section of
ginosko, on synonyms), Thayer makes an important observation about
the meaning of ginosko: “a knowledge grounded in personal experience”
(italics added).

The thorny trinitarian problem of “the two natures” in
Christ, the “God-man”

n Christian theology, a subject of special importance is “Christo-
Ilogy,” which is primarily concerned with the thorny problem of how

Jesus Christ is to be understood as having the two “natures” of God
and man in his one person. This problem does not derive from the New
Testament but from the time that Jesus was deified as God by the Gentile
church; only then did this problem become acute for Christianity. The
deification of Christ had, inevitably, the serious consequence of calling
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monotheism into question by creating a situation in which there was now
more than one person who is God. The Gentile church was fully aware of
the fact that the Bible is monotheistic, so how could it preserve some
form of monotheism while still maintaining the deity of Christ as God
the Son? Some church leaders had a greater concern for monotheism;
others were determined to insist on Christ being God. As a result, the
history of Christology is marked, as might be expected, by conflicts,
schisms, and excommunications (even bishops excommunicating each
other!). In the end the view that Jesus was God triumphed in the Gentile
church. This is something which could never have happened in the early
Jewish church.

What then about monotheism? Well, God was reduced from being
one Person to being one “substance”. This emerged already early in the
Gentile church, very soon after it had lost its connection to its Jewish
mother church. The prominent early Latin “father” Tertullian (AD 155-
220) put the matter like this, “God is the name of the substance, that is,
divinity” (J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, p.114). The influence of
Tertullian can be seen in Kelly’s observation that, “the pope [Dionysius]
may well have inferred, on sound etymological grounds, that hypostasis
was the Greek equivalent of substantia, which he had learned from
Tertullian signified the indivisible concrete reality of the Godhead” (Kelly,
Doctrines, p.136; italics in the last sentence added). Without going
further into the complexities, the twists and turns of the history of
Christology (since this book is not meant to be a theological discourse on
christology), it will suffice to know that the doctrinal position of the
church today remains essentially the same as that of Tertullian, that is,
“the three persons of the Godhead share a common substance” (W.A.
Elwell, Evangelical Dictionary of Theology, “Substance”; interestingly, in
this fairly long article, Tertullian is mentioned only once, which shows
that he is considered only one among many representatives of this view.)

Why do trinitarians speak of Jesus as “God-man”? It is because they
claim that he possesses two “natures,” one divine and one human. How
do these two natures relate to each other in him? The answer given at the
Council of Chalcedon (AD 451) stated that the two natures coexist
“without confusion, without change, without division, without separa-
tion” in the one person. This would seem to indicate a fusion (not
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confusion) of two totally distinct and different natures in the person of
Jesus. How such a “person,” who is essentially two persons, can function
at all is not explained and is, no doubt, inexplicable. So it belongs to the
realm of theological “mysteries”—something which discourages any fur-
ther inquiry. Presumably the person of Jesus must simply be accepted as
an enigma. The person at the center of the trinitarian faith must remain
unintelligible, at least in regard to how he could possibly function as one
who is said to be simultaneously God and man. The Chalcedonian state-
ment is unintelligible if it was supposed to have any meaningful reference
to a real person. As it stands, it is little more than a dogmatic assertion
made by a church council at Chalcedon in the 5th century. This assertion
cannot be demonstrated as having any solid basis in the Scriptures, yet it
is declared by the trinitarian church to be the touchstone of Christian
orthodoxy. But the question that can and must be asked is whether this is
the Biblical teaching or the product of human confusion resulting from a
failure to understand the Biblical revelation?

Down through the centuries, many thoughtful trinitarians found it
unsatisfactory to be content with faith in a Christ who was essentially
unintelligible, an enigma. Many preferred the idea of Jesus as God incar-
nate in a human body. At least this idea appeared to make sense. In their
view of Christ, God (the Son, not the Father) took over the place in man’s
constitution which is normally occupied by the “spirit of man”. This idea
found some support in what is known in theology as “Alexandrian
Christology”.* According to this idea, Jesus had a true body of flesh just
as we do, but the person functioning within him was God the Son
(otherwise there would be two persons functioning in the one person—
which would be something akin to schizophrenia!); in Christ “God the
Son” has taken over (whatever that might mean, or, on another view,
replaced) the human spirit. Thus, he is like us on the level of the flesh,
but it is “God the Son” who lives in that flesh. In this way he could be
considered “true God and true man”. Here we will not consider the
question of “true God,” but can someone constituted in this way really be
“true man” even if he has a real human body?

8 For fuller discussion of the trinitarian conflict between the Alexandrians
and the Antiochenes, see Appendix 11.
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It is not difficult, surely, for anyone to see (unless we are determined
to be willfully blind) that no man who is also God can truly be a human
being without redefining the term “human” into something different
from what it actually means. We may not know very much, but we are
human beings, so even if we don’t know anything else, at least we do
know what a human being is. For this reason we know that, whatever a
God-man might be, he is not a human being as we are, he is simply not
one of us.

To speak of God and of man in terms of “natures” is hardly a good
way to proceed with the christological inquiry. But it is not difficult to see
why trinitarians are compelled to use this term. It is only proper to speak
of God and man in terms of “persons,” which they are. To speak of man
in terms of “natures” is to speak of his characteristics and qualities, not
about his being a “person” as such. But, obviously, given the trinitarian
idea of Christ as “God-man,” it is not possible to speak of God and man
in terms of “persons” because, otherwise, Christ would be two persons:
God and man!

But to speak of God as being a “substance” or “nature” is really

nothing less than an insult to the God of the Bible, and those who do so

may unwittingly be playing with the “consuming fire” (Dt.4.24; 9.3;
Isa.33.14; Heb.12.29). In the Bible, God is certainly not merely a “nature”

or “substance”. Moreover, to possess the “divine nature” is not thereby to

be God, or else on the basis of 2Peter 1.4 we would also be divine. Nor is

being man to be thought of merely as having a human “nature” or
“essence”; rather, it is because we are human beings (or persons) that we
possess a human nature.

What exactly is meant by “nature”? Presumably it refers to things like
intrinsic character, temperament, or essential quality. Such “qualities” in
man derive from his humanity, but his being a human being does not
derive from them. Therefore, to put a “nature” before a person is “to put
the cart before the horse”. An animal may demonstrate human charact-
eristics or behavior (“almost human”), but that does not make it human.
In 2Peter 1.4 what is meant by “the divine nature” is perfectly clear from
its context, which explains that the moral and spiritual qualities of God
are made available to us (cf. “the fruit of the Spirit”, Gal.5.22) as a result
of our having become new persons in Christ (2Cor.5.17).
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To say, therefore, that Jesus had a divine nature is not the same as
saying that he is God. Evidently what the trinitarians want to refer to by
the term “nature” is something more like “essence”. But, again, God is
not an essence, and neither is man. A person is much more than his
“essence,” whatever that may be. It could be said that a person is more
than the sum of his essences or natures or characteristics.

It is little wonder that with such opaque terminologies like “nature”
and “essence,” the two-nature doctrine of Christ became a thorny issue in
the church from the Nicene period onwards, resulting in confusion,
discord, conflicts and schisms. Is there any solution to the problem which
the church itself created?

Scripture speaks of the “Spirit of God” and also of the “spirit of man”
(Prov.20.27; Ecc.3.21; Zech.12.1, etc). Can we speak of “spirit” in terms of
“nature”? If so, then the “spirit of man” would be equivalent to the
“nature” of man, in so far as it is a fundamental constitutive element in
man. But, as everyone knows, in the constitution of every human being
there is also “flesh,” and this “flesh” is likewise an essential constitutive
element in man. It so defines what man is, and is so fundamental to his
character and nature, that the Bible speaks of human existence simply as
“flesh” (e.g. Isa.40.6; Jo.1.14). But if “flesh” defines human life, and if man
also has a “spirit” which is also integral to his “nature” as a human being,
then man has two “natures”: flesh and spirit. Then, if this is indeed the
case, for Jesus to be the God-man would mean that he would have three
“natures”: man’s flesh and spirit (i.e. the “spirit of man”) are added to
him as God the Son! This can hardly be considered a true human being
without changing the definition of what it is to be a “human being”.

One solution was to suggest that God the Son has, as Spirit, replaced
the human spirit in Jesus. But this does not really solve the problem, for
now the human being is minus a human “spirit” and is, therefore, still
not truly a human being, not “true man”. From all this it becomes
evident that trinitarianism, by its deification of Christ, created a problem
for which there is simply no solution. God and man simply cannot be
conjoined or fused together in the way that trinitarianism imagined it in
the idea of the “God-man”. Had they not created the problem, there
would not be the need for a solution. This is not a New Testament
problem, as we shall see, but one created by the Gentile church.
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If Jesus is God, what happens to man’s salvation?

he problem is even more complex than that: If Jesus was God then
I he could not possibly sin, because God cannot even be tempted to

sin (James 1.13), let alone sin. How could he who could not sin
identify with sinners and be their representative? Only he who could sin

(like Adam) but did not—who was sinless not in the sense that he could

not sin but did not sin, who succeeded where Adam failed—only such a

person could die for sinners. It was “through one man’s obedience the

many were made righteous” (Romans 5.19), but if he was obedient
because he could not, in any case, be tempted, disobey or sin, then it is
meaningless to speak about his “obedience”.

If there is any wonder at all about Jesus being our Savior, it surely
consists in this: that he could have sinned, but he did not; he could have
disobeyed the Father, but he remained absolutely obedient under all
circumstances. If that is not a supreme wonder, what is? Anyone who has
ever seriously faced the challenges of living a life pleasing to God must
surely be amazed at the wonder of Jesus’ perfect life. Even someone of
Paul’s spiritual stature confessed, “Not that I have already obtained this
or am already perfect, but I press on to make it my own” (Philippians
3.12).

Is there an answer to this problem in Scripture? The first clue to the
answer may be found in John 1.18 “in the bosom of the Father” which
speaks of a profound intimacy of Christ’s relationship with Yahweh; in
comparison to such intimacy, John’s being “in the bosom” of Jesus (John
13.23, usually thought to refer to John) was but a dim reflection. There
was a depth of union with Yahweh expressed in the words: “I in you, you

in me” which Jesus desired should also eventually become a reality in his

disciples. Some believers have had a tiny taste of the reality expressed in
the words, “He who is joined to the Lord is one spirit with him”
(1Cor.6.17), for this is not just a status but an experiential reality (just as
becoming “one flesh” through marriage is not merely a status but a
reality which is experienced). But we have only a shallow idea of what
such a union in its perfection would be like. Yet in the case of Jesus this
spiritual union with Yahweh resulted in the constant dynamic in which
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he lived his life and which is evidenced by the perfect sinlessness of his
life.

Had the Gentile church understood that the reality in Christ was not a
matter of some kind of metaphysical union through the joining of two
“essences” or “natures” in Christ (“hypostatic union” in trinitarian term-
inology), if they could have been freed from thinking in their polytheistic
(“three Persons”) and Greco-philosophical categories, and grasped some-
thing of the depth and power of spiritual union (“one spirit”, 1Cor.6.17),
they would have grasped the Scriptural truth of the person of Christ and
his union with the Father.

The wonderful words of Deuteronomy 33.12 apply to Jesus at a depth
which could not apply to anyone else, “The beloved of Yahweh ... dwells
between His shoulders.” That is indeed to be “in the bosom of the

Father”! To live “in Him” in the way Jesus taught.

Trinitarian Christology: an even more serious problem to
think about

ut there is a yet more serious problem that trinitarian christology
poses: the union of God and man in such a way that God actually

becomes incarnate in a human body permanently and thereby
becomes a human being, such that God can be said to be man—a
particular man named Jesus Christ. Trinitarianism is represented by the
way in which Anselm could speak of God having become man (in his
well-known book Cur Deus Homo?). This is to go far beyond anthropo-
morphism. It is one thing to say that God appeared in human form in the
Old Testament, but it is something entirely different to say that God
became a man, a human being, in the way trinitarianism conceives of it.
We do well to reflect upon the question of whether we have gone
much too far with our Christian dogma, to the extent that we have trans-
gressed against the transcendent character of God; whether His imma-
nence has been dragged down to the level where theologians do not
hesitate to speak of the immortal God having been crucified and dying
on the cross (cf. J. Moltmann, The Crucified God). Trinitarianism, unfor-
tunately, has made this way of speaking about God possible. The line
between being God and being man has not only been blurred but
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demolished. There are some things which no amount of reverence on our
part can justify. Anyone who has truly absorbed the spirit of the Old
Testament revelation of God would surely shudder at speaking about
God’s having been crucified and having died like mortal man. But
trinitarianism has so desensitized us that we dare speak even of God in
such a way as should be considered blasphemous according to the Script-
ures. We dare to tread where no angel would dare venture (cf. Jude).

Since this work is exegetical and expository in character, and is not
intended as a theological treatise, I shall leave this question as a matter
for sober reflection.

Spiritual union—the highest form of union

eing unspiritual, we are slow to realize that spiritual union is the

highest form of union; there is none higher. Instead, from the 5

century (the Council of Chalcedon, AD 451) onwards, the Gentile
church officially demanded faith in a creed that declared “the union of
the two natures (dyo physes) of deity and humanity in the one hypostasis
or person of Jesus Christ” (“Hypostatic Union,” Evangelical Dictionary of
Theology, W.A. Elwell, Ed.). Notice that what is thereby explicitly
affirmed is the union of God and man through the union of “the natures
of deity and humanity”.

If the intention Is to state the union of God (even if it be “the Second
Person”) and man in Christ, why not state this plainly? Why speak of
“two natures”? For it should be obvious that the “nature” of a person is
not the whole person. And if the whole person is meant, why speak only
of his “nature”? In 2Peter 1.4 we, too, are declared to be “partakers of the
divine nature (physis, the same word as “nature” in the creed)”. Does our
possession of “the divine nature” make us God or equal to God or cause
us to be included in the “Godhead”? Certainly not. Then why would
possession of the divine “nature” constitute Christ as God, or show that
he is a member of the “Godhead”?

And since “nature” is not equivalent to the whole person, then would

not the union of “two natures” in one person result in a person who is
neither wholly God nor wholly man? Yet trinitarianism wants thereby to
affirm that he is “truly God and truly man”!
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How could the church have landed in such a befuddled, confused
state of affairs? It was the failure to perceive the Scriptural truth that
spiritual union (“one spirit,” 1Cor.6.17) is the highest and profoundest
form of union, that led to the seeking of some form of metaphysical union
of “essences” or “natures” in Christ, for which they invented the term
“hypostatic union,” evidently assuming this to be some higher form of
union. But, as we have seen, a union of “two natures,” that of God and of
man, cannot really mean much more than a possession of the attributes

represented by, or contained in, those “natures”.

Yet what the Chalcedonian creed wants to affirm by this doctrine of
“hypostatic union” is that God and man are truly united in Christ such
that “a human nature was inseparably united forever with the divine
nature in the one person of Jesus Christ, yet with the two natures remain-
ing distinct, whole, and unchanged, without mixture or confusion so that
the one person, Jesus Christ, is truly God and truly man” (“Hypostatic
Union”, Evangelical Dictionary of Theology, W.A. Elwell, Ed.). How can
one have the “whole” nature without the whole person?

What the trinitarians failed to see is that only in the case of spiritual
union is it possible for God and man to be united in such a way as to
remain “distinct, whole, and unchanged, without mixture or confusion”
in the one person: 1 Corinthians 6:17 “But he who is joined to the Lord
becomes one spirit with him.”

Moreover, the idea of some kind of metaphysical “union of natures”
(whatever that actually means) inevitably compromises the understand-
ing of the true humanity of Christ, and this has the most serious soterio-
logical consequences.

Yet the Church insisted on her dogma, and ignored the fact that the
Biblical doctrine of salvation was thereby compromised, but the average
Christian is not aware of this. It is essential that we realize that a Christ

who is not truly human cannot save those who are truly human. It is

precisely because Christ Jesus, in the New Testament, was truly human

that he could truly save us. No one who is “truly God” can be “truly man”

in the Biblical sense of being “man”. For this reason, too, any discussion

about the meaning of the Logos in John 1 must bear this salvific truth in

mind, and not allow itself to be carried away by metaphysical ideas and

opinions.
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But as the church became more and more filled with Gentiles as a
result of the effective expansion of the Gospel into the world, the world
also expanded into the church, and by the time of the Council of Nicaea
in AD 325 the world (notably in the form of the emperor Constantine)
began to take effective control of the church. It was Constantine who first
made Christianity the predominant religion of the Roman Empire, and it
was he who convened the Council of Nicaea.

The “Mystery of Christ”

hat are we saying when we speak of Jesus as “true God and
Wtrue man”? What are we really talking about? We surely do

not mean that he is part God and part man. Yet, what else
Canmeant That he is all God and all man, wholly God and wholly man,
100% God and 100% man (thus adding up to 200%!")? But this is not an
ontological (nor even a logical) possibility. What, then, does “true God
and true man” mean? Here, as might be expected, the convenient (and
only) recourse is to retreat into “mystery”. This, however, was certainly
not what Paul meant when he spoke of the “mystery of Christ” (Eph.3.4;
Col.4.3), for by this term he did not refer to some logical or ontological
puzzle, but to God’s wonderful plan of salvation hidden in ages past but
now revealed in Christ and brought to fruition through his death and
resurrection.

But the problem lies not only in the elevation of Jesus to the level of
being “God,” but in the consequence of worshiping him as God, thereby
relegating “God our Father” to a secondary place in the hearts and minds
of most Christians, if indeed He has any meaningful place at all. “The
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first person” of the “Godhead” has for all practical purposes become “the

second person,” even though He is still left with the honorary title of “the

First Person”—made more presentable by writing the words with cap-

itals. The Son has replaced the Father as the center of Christian devotion.

Paul, as also all the other NT writers, would have been horrified at this

state of affairs. I am now coming to realize that Christ himself finds this

abhorrent. His teaching has been twisted into something that he did not

teach. Even the elect have been deceived (cf. Mt.24.24). Now we can

understand why judgment will commence at the house of God

(1Pet.4.17).

Thus, once the church had taken the dogmatic position that Christ is
God and therefore equal in all respects with the Father, then it followed
that to worship Christ is equal to, the same as, worshipping God, our
Father. From worshipping him with the Father, we slip imperceptibly in-
to worshipping him instead of the Father. Moreover, even when “Father”
is used in prayer it often turns out that it is actually Christ who is being
referred to by that term. The justification for this is claimed from Isaiah
(9.6, “Everlasting Father”), whereas Jesus’ own instruction to call no man
“Father” except God Himself (Mt.23.9: “for you have one Father, who is
in heaven”) is, as usual, ignored.

The “Mystery of Christ”, A Blessing or a Curse—
depending on one’s attitude
There are undoubtedly different aspects to the mystery of Christ; it is a

complex rather than a simple reality. One aspect involves the principle

that the same reality can be either a blessing or a curse depending on

one’s attitude towards that reality. Thus, 2Cor.2.15,16, “we are to God the
aroma of Christ among those who are being saved and those who are

perishing. To the one we are the smell of death; to the other, the fra-
grance of life”—the same aroma of Christ brings life to one and death to
another. In Lk.20.17 the cornerstone of the divine structure for God’s
people becomes (in v.18) the cause of destruction for those who reject it
and those who fall under judgment. In the same way the “mystery of
Christ” includes the remarkable fact that it can mean salvation for some
and destruction for others. The consequences of misinterpreting that
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“mystery” is, therefore, serious in the extreme; it is a matter of life or
death.

The general principle that a blessing can become a curse is also seen in
the principle, “To whom much is given, much is required” (Lk.12.48). To
be given much is a blessing, but to misuse that blessing is to come under
judgment. And the greater the blessing, the greater the judgment if the
blessing is misappropriated. The greatest blessing ever given to man is
God’s “unspeakable gift” (2Cor.9.15, KJV)—Christ. The misappropriat-
ion of this gift will also have unspeakable consequences.

The Scriptural revelation makes it clear that Jesus is the way to God,

not the destination, which is God Himself. He is the means, not the End.
If now we make him the end rather than the means, we have distorted

God’s purpose, and the blessing of Christ will become a curse. To make

Christ _equal to the Father in the trinitarian sense, to make him a

“partner” with God, is to subscribe to ditheism or tritheism, and there-
fore to idolatry, which results in falling under God’s curse. The LORD

has given the warning, “You shall have no other gods before {Or besides}

me” (Ex.20:3; Deut.5.7); we disregard it to our own eternal cost.

Jesus himself taught his disciples to be wholly devoted to “the one and
only God” (Jo.5.44; Mk.12.29,30), yet we (Christians) chose to worship
Jesus as God! Anyone who studies his teaching with care will realize that
such a thing would have horrified him. If we hold to Biblical monotheism
and worship God alone we will be in line with Jesus’ teaching, and we will
certainly not be on the wrong road and head in the wrong direction,
going towards spiritual disaster.

All this means is that, in the wisdom and purpose of God, Christ is the
means whom God uses to separate between the sheep and the goats, the
true and the false believers. In fact, in the Parable of the Sheep and the
Goats, Christ is both the standard used to separate between the sheep and
the goats as well as the one who separates them based on that standard
(Mt.25.31-46). The parable speaks in terms of practical acts, but the point
is that true “faith works by love” (Gal.5.6) and is never a merely intellect-
ual or abstract belief.
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Something extremely disturbing

hat I find exceedingly disturbing is that what we have done
in trinitarianism is that we have taken what is in itself very

good, namely the person and work of Jesus Christ, and by it

displaced the absolute good, namely, the Lord God Yahweh Himself as
the center of our faith and worship. This was, no doubt, done as the

result of our having been deceived by Evil, and not by any willful intent-
ion to do evil; but it is the acme of evil, nonetheless, to use good against
the supreme Good by replacing the latter with the former. It is devilish in
its subtlety in serving as the most effective method of deception that is
calculated to appeal to those who desire the good, namely, the “saints”.

It seems that Jesus himself foresaw this prophetically when he said,
“Why do you call me good? No one is good except God alone”
(Mk.10.18; Lk.18.19). He was surely not denying that he was good, but he
did not intend to be used as the ‘good’ to replace Him who alone is the
absolute Good, nor did he ever claim to be that absolute Good himself.
Jesus strikingly declares that “good” is a quality that belongs to Yahweh
God alone and to no one else (oudeis, “no one, nobody,” BDAG). All that
is truly good derives from Him.

In the present dismal circumstance of the church, it is surely time to
issue the rallying call which Moses did when the Israelites had turned
from Yahweh to set up their own god: ‘then Moses stood in the gate of
the camp and said, “Who is on the LORD’s (Yahweh’s) side? Come to
me.” And all the sons of Levi gathered around him’ (Exodus 32:26). We
do not live in the era in which Moses lived, so the command (in the next
verse) to “Put your sword on your side each of you, and go to and fro
from gate to gate throughout the camp...” would, of course, not mean
the use of any literal sword, but it would today mean the sword of the
Spirit, the Word of God (Eph.6.17; Heb.4.12).

The serious danger of idolatry

The First Letter of John (1John) ends surprisingly and abruptly with the
warning: “Little children, keep yourselves from idols” (1Jo.5.21). This
abrupt and terse ending seems designed to lodge this serious warning
firmly in our hearts and minds. But surely, we think, “true” Christians
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are not likely to fall into the “sin that leads to death” (1Jo0.5.16,17),
namely, that of idolatry, and if it is unlikely, then the warning is redun-
dant. But God certainly knows us better than we know ourselves, and
therefore issues this trenchant warning through His servant. To fail to
heed it is to perish.

It was precisely because of idolatry that Israel perished as a nation
when it was sent into Exile. How Israel allowed itself to be seduced into
idolatry forms a large portion of the Old Testament. It was “bewitched”
(Gal.3.1) by other gods and their worshippers to such a degree that they
not only turned a deaf ear to Yahweh’s urgent appeals and warnings
through His prophets but went so far as to silence their voices through
killing them (cf. Mt.23.34,35; etc).

The character of idolatry is, first, that it is man-made, and contrary to
what God has revealed. One can, however, take something revealed, such
as the Bible, and turn it into an object of worship in itself. This is called
“bibliolatry”. But this is relatively rare, because usually a second vital
ingredient in idolatry is its anthropoid character, that is, a god made by
man generally bears some human features, which makes it easier for man
to identify with it.

In the case of Jesus, something very subtle and dangerous can happen

(and has happened). If he is both God and man, then it follows that, not

only is he said to be man, but ke is more than God, because God is “only”

God, while Jesus is both God and man. Clearly, it is harder to identify

with a God who is wholly transcendent, invisible, and therefore prac-

tically unreachable; but if Jesus is God who has a real human body such

as we have, identification with him is much easier. Little wonder that he

can easily supplant the Father in our prayers and our worship.

We hardly notice in all this that we have done something extremely
serious, namely, we now see God as “only” God, but Jesus is God plus
man. God’s perfection is, for us, imperfect because it lacks manhood. But
this is found in the perfection of Christ, who is both God and man in one
person. Trinitarianism (unwittingly no doubt) has produced a super-idol,
greater even than God himself, for this doctrine implies, almost imper-
ceptibly, that God is “perfected” (from the human point of view) by the
addition of manhood! This is the inevitable result of a doctrine that
insists on Christ being 100% God (“true God”) and 100% man (“true
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‘man”) (200% () in contrast to God as 100%, “only” God—how close is all
((RISHECIBIASPIREHR) [s there still the “fear of God” in man’s heart?). The

effect is that God the Father, who is actually the heart and center of all
things, is marginalized in trinitarian Christianity.

In asserting that Jesus is true God and true man, trinitarianism seems
to have given no thought as to whether it is actually possible to make any
kind of sense of such a statement when one comes to think about it
carefully. Is it the case that Christians will really be satisfied to treat it as a
“mystery” beyond the reach of human reason? It is a sad day for truth if
something which does not make sense is simply classified as “mystery”.
This is most certainly not the definition of the word “mystery” as it is
used in the New Testament.

But for someone who does stop to think about it, the logical (not to
mention spiritual) absurdity of the claim that a person could be “100%”
man and also “100%” God, would become evident by the fact that such a
“person” would be 200% and is, therefore, two persons not one! 100% (as
a mathematical equivalent of “true”) is not meant in purely quantitative
terms, but as a means of including whatever is required by the descript-
ion “true”. For if a person is not 100% man, how can he be true man? A
chimpanzee is said to have about 98% of human DNA, but does that
qualify it to be a human being? Beyond the lacking 2% of human DNA, it
surely also lacks “the spirit of man” without which one cannot be a
human being as far as Scripture is concerned, and this is far more
important than the DNA.

Ultimately, the trinitarian dogma represents a failure to understand
both God and man. God is absolutely perfect in Himself and nothing can
be added to His perfection—if we had any idea of the reality of God as to
who He is in Himself. And as for talking about Jesus as the God-man,
“true God and true man,” if one talks by way of mathematical metaphors
in terms of percentages, and recognizing the fact that when speaking of
what it means to be one “person”—not his performance—no one can be
more than 100%, then does it not follow that if Jesus is “God-man” he
could only be 50% God and 50% man? And that would be to say that he
would not be either really God or man, when God and man are under-
stood in Biblical terms. But, as we have seen, the God-man idea was
commonplace in Greek thought which dominated the culture of the
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Gentile world. The Greek and Roman gods were, for the most part, glori-
fied and deified human beings; they had become mythological entities,
and the requirements of truth and logic do not apply to mythology. No
one can read Greek classical literature without coming across the names
of their “many gods,” exactly as Paul described them (1Cor.8.5). Those
brought up in this kind of culture would find nothing difficult about
believing in Jesus as the God-man.

Misled by Greek religious and philosophical ideas

We did not realize that we were being led into error by Greek theological
“wisdom” or sophistry and, consequently, away from the wisdom of
Biblical revelation (these different and opposing wisdoms are discussed
in 1Co.1.17-2.13). In the Bible, for example, God (Yahweh) is not a
“substance”. Has anyone ever produced so much as one scrap of Biblical

evidence to substantiate (pardon the pun) this idea that one can speak of
God in terms of “substance”? Yet this is a term which the Greek leaders
of the church did not appear to have had qualms about using. Every
theologian is (or should be) aware that this definition of God as a

“substance,” in which three persons coexist, is the product of Greek

theological sophistry—a sophistry legitimized by using a collection of

Scripture verses, and which has successfully misled us all. Greek philoso-
phical speculations have carried us away from the word of God.

But there is something even more serious to consider: Has it ever
crossed our minds that to speak of God as “substance” could possibly be

blasphemous? Can it be that our minds and spirits have become so de-
sensitized through cultural “acclimatization” that we have become accus-
tomed to that term to such an extent that we take no such possibility into
account? Is it not somewhat like the person who swears habitually and
who is not aware of the offensiveness of his speech? Will God hold us to
account for describing Him as “substance,” or the “essence” (Latin
‘substantia’; Gk. hupostasis or ousia) of three divine persons?

As for Greek ideas, Garry Wills (Professor of History Emeritus at
Northwestern University) puts the matter succinctly, “Paul never pre-
sents Jesus as the God of the Greeks, as the Wisdom of Plato, as the
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Unmoved Mover of Aristotle” (What Paul Meant, Penguin Books, 2006,
p.127).

The trinitarian search for proof-texts

What is the psychology behind our determination to prove that “the Lord
Jesus Christ” is absolutely equal in all respects to “God our Father”? In
our eager pursuit of this objective we did not stop to consider the fact
that not one book in the NT has that objective in view, so we find our-
selves out of line with the NT. In fact, it cannot be demonstrated that the
word “God” (in the trinitarian sense of a being who is coequal with the
Father) is ever applied to Christ in the NT. So the attempted proofs of
Christ’s deity have to rely chiefly on the kind of titles we have looked at
above, such as “the son of God”.

For my part, I do confess again that, at least in the matter of
Christology, I have in the past allowed my trinitarianism to govern my
exposition. I searched the Scriptures to find proof-texts for Christ’s deity.
I still have the old Bible which is marked in every place where such texts
could be found, often accompanied by copious notes. Nowadays I am a
little amused or even bemused when I hear people quoting those same
texts to me in support of their trinitarianism.

The practical consequences of Trinitarianism

What are the consequences of trinitarian Christology? With the deifica-
tion of Christ to equality with God, “Christ” and “God” have essentially
the same meaning. The result is that praying and worshipping Jesus is

praying and worshipping God. God the Father is reduced to being just
one of three, and not even the central one at that. Once the Father is

marginalized, the door is open to making other persons the chief object
of prayer and devotion. As a result, Jesus is central in “mainline” Protest-
antism; in Pentecostalism the Spirit is central; while in a considerable
part of Roman Catholicism the Virgin Mary supplants the divine
‘persons,” she having been elevated to a similar status.

If any of them were asked to stop praying to, and worshipping, the
figures they have deified, they would become so disorientated that they
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would hardly know what to do. It seems clear that, misled by their trini-
tarianism, they would scarcely have any idea how to pray and to worship
if they were to stop worshipping the deity of their choice. They have been
so misled that they may have some difficulty praying to the Father, for it

would be like praying to a stranger.

New Testament teaching is entirely different. In it, it is clearly taught
that God the Father (not in a trinitarian sense) is always the central object
of our prayers and worship. This was precisely how Jesus himself prayed,
and he taught his disciples to do likewise. He always taught us to pray to
the Father, which should have been obvious from the “Lord’s Prayer”.
The central aim of his ministry was in fact to bring us into a direct
relationship with the Father whom he knew and loved. He wanted us to
pray to “Abba, Father” in the way he did. This is seen from his teaching,
from his death (to open the way to reconciliation with Him), and the
sending of the Spirit to inspire and strengthen us to pray to Abba.

The risen Christ must doubtless be horrified that his teaching has
been abandoned by a doctrine that marginalizes the Father in his name.
Instead of following his teaching and example, his disciples have placed
him at the center, and thereby displaced the Father from the position that
He certainly has in the NT as a whole—and all this, moreover, in utter
disregard for Jesus’ own teaching. “Why do you call me ‘Lord, Lord’, and
do not do what I say?” (Lk.6.46; cf.Mt.7.21-23)

So does it really matter if we continue to hold on to the doctrine of the

Trinity? Will it really affect our salvation? No—if it doesn’t matter whe-
ther we listen to and obey the Lord Jesus’ own teaching or not. Perhaps
we never really thought that the Lord’s words in Mt.7.21-23 might apply
to us. But we would do well to take to heart Paul’s exhortation to “work
out your salvation with fear and trembling”, something that the
Evangelical church assures us is unnecessary; indeed, “fear and trem-
bling” (2Cor.7.15; Phil.2.12) is said to express a lack of faith which, they
declare, walks in holy boldness! Paul could get a lesson on faith from
these bold preachers!

Can it be that we, too, “listen but do not understand”? Are our hearts
also hardened in some way because we have come under the power of
deception? Can we look at the Lord’s teaching in all the four gospels and
miss the point? The “Kingdom of God,” as we ought to know by now, is a
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central element in Jesus’ teaching. It is first and foremost God’s, the God
whom Jesus called “Father”. But we are deceived by trinitarianism which
tells us that it is Jesus’ kingdom, because he is God.

Now, it is true that in an important sense it is Jesus’ kingdom. In what
sense? In the sense that God has appointed him king in His kingdom, in
the same sense in which David, his father (“son of David” was one of the
titles by which Jesus was addressed in the gospels), was anointed king of
Israel which, as a theocracy, was God’s kingdom. It is this kind of admix-
ture of truth and falsity that gives trinitarianism its grip on people. But
surely everyone who reads the gospels without prejudice would know
that when Jesus proclaimed the Kingdom, he was proclaiming God’s
kingdom, not his own.

Another central element in Jesus’ ministry was, in view of the near-
ness of the Kingdom (emphasized in the Synoptic Gospels), to bring
people into a life-saving relationship with God which must commence
with repentance. Once there was repentance, Jesus called them into the
next step: A trusting and intimate relationship with the Father as “Abba”.
In John, Jesus teaches the disciples that this intimacy is based on mutual
indwelling, which one could borrow the theological term “coinherence”
to describe (“I in them and you in me,” J0.17.23, etc). In all this it should
be perfectly evident, especially in Jesus’ teaching in John’s Gospel, that
the Father is central in Jesus” ministry.

This point about the Father’s centrality in John (and indeed also in
Paul and the rest of the NT) causes us to pause and reflect on the general
doctrine of God (“theology proper”) in Christian theology as it is today,
and ever since the 4th century. God is taught as first and foremost a
transcendent Being, where transcendence means “existence above and
apart from the material world” (Encarta). God the Father, in trinitarian
doctrine, is indubitably transcendent; while the Son of God is presumably
immanent, at least in regard to his earthly ministry. In this doctrine
Father and Son really function in different spheres.

What needs to be understood is that this doctrine of divine transcend-
ence derives from Greek philosophy (Plato and Aristotle) and not from
the Hebrew Bible. This Greek notion of divine transcendence is strikingly
shattered in Jesus’ teaching in John, where he makes it absolutely clear


Peter
Highlight

Peter
Highlight


Chapter 1 — The Explicit Monotheism of Jesus 137

that the Father is intimately involved in every aspect of his (Jesus’) life
and work, and in the whole work of the salvation of mankind.

This emerges also in the three Synoptic gospels, where the Kingdom
of God is not something solely in heaven or only in the future, but which
is already operating in the world now, and will ultimately triumph over
every opposing power on earth. This is also what Paul teaches; and his
perspective is very close to John’s. The Revelation puts it like this, “The
kingdom of the world has become the kingdom of our Lord and of his
Christ, and he shall reign forever and ever” (Rev.11.15). But the Greek
idea of the supreme God, the Father, as wholly transcendent and uncon-
cerned with the affairs of the world is, therefore, incompatible with the
Scriptures, and effectively alienates Him from us as Someone remote and
rather inaccessible.

Not surprisingly, we don’t really identify with 1John 1.3, “Our fellow-
ship is with the Father and with His Son Jesus Christ”. Given the Father’s
(supposed) remoteness implied in the Christian teaching we have
received, how can we fellowship with the Father? Consequently, almost
all Evangelical Christians today fellowship with the Son while occasion-
ally paying some lip service to the Father as an act of courtesy to Him. All
this is born out of our failure to perceive the Scriptural teaching of the
Father’s immanence and deep involvement in our salvation. As a result,
our spiritual lives become unbalanced and even distorted when seen in

the light of God’s word. If one day we are, by grace, granted the privilege
of being admitted to heaven, we would probably go straight to Jesus, and
worship him in thanksgiving and praise, and will not (like all the heaven-

ly multitudes described repeatedly in the Revelation) worship the Father

seated upon the throne first and foremost. How out of tune we will be

with all those multitudes in heaven—including our Lord Jesus Christ!

And what was the purpose of the cross, that is, of Jesus’ death? Was it
Jesus’ primary purpose to reconcile the world to himself? Was the reason
for the sacrifice of the “Lamb of God” that mankind was to be reconciled
to the Lamb rather than to God? To ask such questions is already to
answer them, at least for anyone who has some understanding of the
Scriptures. What then has so blinded us that what should have been
obvious is no longer obvious? May the Lord grant mercy.
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Jesus as Lord

he situation with trinitarianism is not a simple matter of our
either taking it or leaving it, that is, if you want to stick to it fine
and if you want to leave it that’s also fine. It should now be
plainly evident that this dogma is a transgression of the word of God, that
is, it literally “goes beyond” (“transgresses”) His word. Nowhere in the

apostolic preaching in Acts, and in the teaching of the NT, is belief in the

deity of Jesus required for salvation. This is how the apostle sums up the

faith needed for salvation, “If you confess with your mouth that Jesus is

Lord and believe in your heart that God raised him from the dead, you

will be saved” (Ro.10.9). Peter explained the meaning of “Lord” already
in his first message (the first message of the Gospel proclaimed after
Pentecost) in Acts 2:

3 “For David did not ascend into the heavens, but he himself

says, ‘The Lord said to my Lord, Sit at my right hand,

%> until I make your enemies your footstool.” [Ps.110.1]

% Let all the house of Israel therefore know for certain that God
has made (poied) him both Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom
you crucified.”

The exaltation of Jesus as “Lord and Christ” is directly related to his
having been “raised up” at his resurrection by God (Acts 2.31-32).

The meaning of “Lord” is clearly expounded in these passages. It is
not to be read as “the second person of the Godhead”. To do so is to
perversely disregard, and thereby to transgress, God’s word. Peter makes
it clear that “Lord and Christ” is to be understood in terms of Ps.110.1
which refers to the promised Davidic Messianic king who had now come
in Christ. Yet trinitarianism asserts that if you don’t believe that Jesus is
God according to their definition then you are a heretic, and heretics will
not be saved.

Yet strangely enough, evangelists calling people to repentance and
salvation in Christ do not usually mention that you must believe in him
as God before you can be saved. Some only say that he must be accepted
as Savior, and some demand that he is to be accepted also as Lord. Do
they assume that non-Christians (e.g. in Asia) are already supposed to
know that they are expected to believe that Jesus is God? Why then is the
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deity of Christ not always stated explicitly in evangelism? Is the intention
to get people to first make a “decision for Christ” and only afterwards tell
them that they must believe that Jesus is God the Son? Is this being
honest? Or are evangelists not entirely sure that this doctrine is necessary
for salvation?

A restoration to Biblical monotheism will be accomplished when the
Father is adored as the undisputed center of the life of the Church in ac-
cordance with the teaching of Jesus, whom Christians profess as “Lord”.
That is, when all who profess to be disciples of the Lord Jesus Christ take
their Lord’s example as the one to follow in praying to the Father and
doing His will. Christ strengthens his disciples through God’s Spirit to do
what by nature they are unable to do. If discipleship means to follow
Jesus, then that following must refer both to his teaching and the example
of his life in its absolute devotion to Yahweh God, the Father, whom he
endearingly addressed as “Abba”. This is surely what Jesus is doing even
now, according to Scripture, interceding on behalf of all who trust and
follow him; for is it not written that, “he is able to save to the uttermost
those who draw near to God through him, since he always lives to make
intercession for them” (Heb.7.25)? This shows how vital for our salvation
is his present ministry of intercession for us before the Father, Yahweh
God.

But will he intercede for those who call him “Lord, Lord” but do not
obey him? On the contrary, Jesus warns such people to expect to hear this
from him “on that day” (i.e. the day of Judgment, Mt.7.22): “Then I will
tell them plainly, ‘T never knew you. Depart from me, you evildoers!”
(Mt.7.23, see vv.21-23) Interesting, the last statement echoes Psalm
119.115 where the psalmist expresses his absolute commitment to obey
God and His word: “Depart from me, you evildoers, that I may keep the
commandments of my God.” Jesus repeatedly spoke about his keeping
God’s commands: John 10.18; 12.49; 15.10; also 14.31. Notice, too, that
Jesus uses the term “my God” also after his resurrection (Jo.20.17; cf.
Mat.27.46); but what is seldom noticed is that the glorified Christ in the
Revelation still speaks of Yahweh God as “my God” (Rev.3.2,12). The
intercession of such a high priest (Heb.7.24,25; and note that in Rev.1.12,
Jesus appears in the heavenly temple as indicated by “the seven golden
lampstands”) will undoubtedly be heard.
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The Bible is God-centered

o understand anything in Scripture correctly, we must begin b

understanding that it is God-centered, which finds clear express-

ion in Ephesians 4.6, “one God and Father of all, who is over all
and through all and in all”; notice the four “all”’s. “Father of all” in the
present context speaks of God as the Father of all believers. “Over all”

(epi panton) is exactly the same as in R0.9.5 (which is why Ro.9.5 applies
to “the one God and Father,” not to Jesus as the trinitarians want to have
it) and speaks of His supremacy and lordship over all; “through all”
“expressing (His) pervading, animating, controlling presence” (The
Expositor’s Greek Testament); “in all” His indwelling presence by His
Spirit. J.A. Robinson puts it like this, “Supreme over all, He moves
through all, and rests in all” (Commentary on Ephesians, Exposition of
the Greek Text). In short, He is all or everything in every conceivable
respect—He is absolutely all.

This all-ness is put in another way in Ro.11.36, “For from him and
through him and to him are all things. To him be the glory forever!
Amen.” The New Jerusalem Bible translates this thus, “Everything there
is comes from him and is caused by him and exists for him. To him be

» <« » o«

glory for ever! Amen.” “From”,
everything.

What all this means is that there is absolutely nothing and no one who

through”, and “to”—that encompasses

stands outside the all-ness of God. Whatever exists, exists for Him (“for
whom and through whom all things exist,” Heb.2.10), because of Him,
and in dependence upon His sustaining presence. That is to say, every-
thing and every being great or small, exists in relation to Him, relative to
Him who alone is absolute. There are no two (even less, three) absolutes.
All this means that, as far as the Scriptural revelation is concerned, Christ
must be understood in relation to “the one God and Father of all”
(Eph.4.6), even if his relation to Him is on a far higher level as compared

to anyone clsc’s. (IO SPEAKIONSCHpFE SO ECenEred S EHOEouS)
((AhImSEIENeNGod@ There cannot be two absolutes, or else neither is

absolute. For the same reason, absoluteness cannot be shared between

two or more beings. In Scripture, there is no demonstrable instance
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where there is a “God” (whether he be called “Son” or “Spirit”) who exists
independently of “the one God and Father” and on equal terms with
Him. All beings exist always and only in relation to Him, and have
absolutely no existence or function apart from Him.

In view of these facts, the discussion about who Jesus is in himself is
futile since an answer can only be found relative to “the one God and
Father of all” (Eph.4.6). That is to say, Christology is impossible apart
from theology proper, and is meaningless apart from it. This is evident
from the titles used of Christ in the NT. The paramount titles of Jesus,
‘Lord’ and ‘Christ’, were both conferred on him by God, as is made clear
in the first message preached after Pentecost and the outpouring of the
Spirit (Acts 2.36). No other title is an exception. This is a reality which
Jesus himself not only recognized but gladly and joyfully embraced. He
always affirmed his total dependence on, subjection to, and commitment
to the Father (as is clearly seen in John’s Gospel), while constantly teach-
ing his disciples to follow him in doing so.

The stating of these Biblical truths is in no way to denigrate Jesus, but
to correct the perspectives which have been distorted by trinitarianism.
God has chosen to exalt Jesus high over all others, glorifying him because
of his total self-abnegation on the cross (esp. Phil.2.6-11), and we may
not (nor would we desire to) diminish that God-given glory by one iota.
On the other hand, we may not give to Christ the glory that belongs to
the one God and Father alone.

How great is the glory God was pleased to confer upon Jesus comes to
magnificent expression in Eph.1.19-23:

' “what is the immeasurable greatness of his power in us who

believe, according to the working of his great might

* which he accomplished in Christ when he raised him from
the dead and made him sit at his right hand in the heavenly
places,

2! far above all rule and authority and power and dominion,
and above every name that is named, not only in this age but
also in that which is to come;

> and he has put all things under his feet and has made him
the head over all things for the church,
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» which is his body, the fulness of him who fills all in all
(cf.4.10).”

The eternal purpose of this is revealed in 1Cor.15,

“For he ‘has put everything under his feet.” Now when it says
that ‘everything’ has been put under him, it is clear that this
does not include God himself, who put everything under Christ.
When he has done this, then the Son himself will be made
subject to him who put everything under him, so that God may
be all in all.” (1Cor.15.27, 28)

The firm Monotheism of Jesus is rooted in the
uncompromising Monotheism of the Old Testament
he monotheism of the OT is stated so clearly and unequivocally
Tthat it leaves absolutely no room to argue or quibble about it. The
Biblical texts speak for themselves with complete clarity:

“No other god”

Deuteronomy 4.35 To you it was shown, that you might know
that the LORD (Yahweh) is God; there is no other besides him.

Deuteronomy 4.39 know therefore today, and lay it to your
heart, that the LORD (Yahweh) is God in heaven above and on
the earth beneath; there is no other.

Exodus 34.14 you shall worship no other god, for the LORD
(Yahweh), whose name is Jealous, is a jealous God

1 Kings 8.60 so that all the peoples of the earth may come to
know that Yahweh is God indeed and that there is no other.
(NJB)

Isaiah 45.5 I am the LORD (Yahweh), and there is no other,
besides me there is no God
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Isaiah 45.18 For thus says Yahweh, the Creator of the hea-
vens—he is God, who shaped the earth and made it, who set it
firm; he did not create it to be chaos, he formed it to be lived in:
I am Yahweh, and there is no other. (NJB)

Isaiah 45.21,22 Was it not I, Yahweh? There is no other god
except me, no saving God, no Saviour except me! Turn to me
and be saved, all the ends of the earth! For I am God, and there
is no other.

Let us notice carefully that in all these verses what is stated is not only
that there is one God, but that this one God is Yahweh, and that there is
“no other besides Him”. This makes it impossible to talk about God as a
“substance” in which three persons share. No one in his right mind will
argue that Yahweh is a substance, or that there are three persons called
Yahweh. The consequence of offering worship and sacrifice to any god
besides Yahweh is stated with absolute clarity:

Exodus 22.20 “Whoever sacrifices to any god, other than the
LORD (Yahweh) alone, shall be devoted to destruction.”

Again, there is no room to argue about the meaning of “alone” (Heb: bd;

Gk: monos). Where there are two or three persons, no individual in this

number can be said to be alone. The same word “alone” as used in
Exodus 22.20 is used frequently of God:

Deuteronomy 32.12 the LORD (Yahweh) alone guided him,
no foreign god was with him.

2 Kings 19.15 And Hezekiah prayed before the LORD
(Yahweh) and said: “O LORD (Yahweh) the God of Israel, who
is enthroned above the cherubim, you are the God, you alone,
of all the kingdoms of the earth; you have made heaven and
earth” (also Isa.37.16).

2 Kings 19.19 So now, O LORD (Yahweh) our God, save us,
please, from his hand, that all the kingdoms of the earth may
know that you, O LORD, are God alone." (also Isa.37.20)
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That Jesus fully endorsed this strongly stated and clearly defined mono-

Nehemiah 9:6 You are the LORD (Yahweh), you alone. You
have made heaven, the heaven of heavens, with all their host,
the earth and all that is on it, the seas and all that is in them;
and you preserve all of them; and the host of heaven worships
you.

Psalm 4.8 In peace I will both lie down and sleep; for you
alone, O LORD (Yahweh), make me dwell in safety.

Psalm 72.18 Blessed be the LORD (Yahweh), the God of Israel,
who alone does wondrous things.

Psalm 83.18 that they may know that you alone, whose name is
the LORD (Yahweh), are the Most High over all the earth.

Psalm 148.13 Let them praise the name of the LORD
(Yahweh), for his name alone is exalted; his majesty is above
earth and heaven.

Isaiah 2.11 The haughty looks of man shall be brought low,
and the lofty pride of men shall be humbled, and the LORD
(Yahweh) alone will be exalted in that day (also 2.17).

Isaiah 44.24 Thus says the LORD (Yahweh), your Redeemer,
who formed you from the womb: “I am the LORD (Yahweh),
who made all things, who alone stretched out the heavens, who
spread out the earth by myself”.

theism can be seen right from the beginning of his ministry:

What is striking about Jesus’ quoting from Deuteronomy 6.13 becomes

Matthew 4.10 Jesus said to him, “Away from me, Satan! For it
is written: “‘Worship the Lord your God, and serve him only
(monos).” {Deut.6:13} (NIV) (also Lk.4.8)

evident when we compare it with that verse:

Deuteronomy 6.13 It is the LORD your God you shall fear.
Him you shall serve and by his name you shall swear.
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The word “only” appears neither in the Hebrew text nor in the Greek text
of this verse though, but in view of the foregoing OT verses and the OT
context as a whole, it is certainly implied. What Jesus does is to state

explicitly and authoritatively what is implied by inserting the crucial
word “only” (monos) into this verse. Jesus’ monotheism is thereby made
very clear.

The same is true also in Luke 4.8, so that it cannot be argued that the
“only” (monos) was added in by Matthew because his gospel was more

“Jewish” in character as compared with the other gospels.

Luke 4.8 And Jesus answered him, ‘It is written, “You shall
worship the Lord your God, and him only (monos) shall you

»>

serve.

It should also be noticed that “the Lord your God” in both Matthew and
Luke is “the LORD (Yahweh) your God” in Deuteronomy. Jesus chose a

verse which does not just speak of serving God only, but specifically one
which speaks of serving Yahweh only. This fact, taken together with
Jesus’ strong monotheistic affirmation in John 5.44 where he speaks of
God as “the only God” and his addressing the Father as “the only true
God” in John 17.3, means without doubt that Jesus did not merely adhere
to some generalized idea of monotheism which could think of God mere-
ly as “substance” but that he was firmly committed to the monotheism of

Yahweh, a monotheism in which Yahweh alone is God “and him only
shall you serve” (Lk.4.8). This, in fact, is true Biblical monotheism;

Biblical monotheism is the monotheism of Yahweh.

Another point of importance that calls for attention is that these
monotheistic statements of Jesus are all “situational,” by which is meant
that they were not uttered as part of his public teaching but were spoken
in a particular situation, addressing a specific incident. The Jews were

ardent monotheists; Jesus did not need to preach monotheism to them.
So these situational statements of Jesus tell us about his own mono-
theism, rather than that of the Jews generally. It is for this reason that
these statements are particularly significant. The first of these, where he
quoted Deuteronomy 6.13, was when he was confronted by temptation,
and we have noticed that Jesus chose to add in the word “only” (monos),
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which occurs frequently in other OT texts with reference to Yahweh, but
not in this particular text.

John 5.44 stands in the context of a dialogue with an unreceptive
audience: “How can you believe, when you receive glory from one
another and do not seek the glory that comes from the only God?” Two
verses earlier he said, “I know that you do not have the love of God
within you” (Jo.5.42), the evidence of this charge is that they seek praise
(“glory”) from men, not that which comes from God. In other words,
man not God is central to their lives; they are man orientated, not God
orientated. This tells us something of great importance about Jesus’
monotheism. For him, monotheism is not just a religious dogma that one
espouses but involves a form of life totally orientated towards God, not
man. It involves the commitment to do His will, to seek always to live in
a manner pleasing to Him. To profess the monotheism of Yahweh and
yet live a self-centered life is, for Jesus, unthinkable and intolerable; it is
utter hypocrisy. His stern denunciations in Matthew 23 were directed at
the religious elite whose professed monotheism was not in question, but
whose life and conduct were worse than questionable. True monotheism
must find expression in a life that honors Yahweh, driven by love for
Him.

This comes out strongly in another situation, mentioned in all three
Synoptic gospels, where Jesus was asked a question about which of the
many commandments was the most important.

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.” The second is this: “You
shall love your neighbor as yourself” There is no other
commandment greater than these” (Mark 12.29-31).

Jesus underlines the fact that the monotheistic confession (“the Lord is
one”) is inseparably tied to a love that is totally committed to God, that
is, a love that involves one’s whole being, and which also involves love for
one’s neighbor. This is to say that monotheism is not just a confession
that one makes with one’s mouth, but one which is made with the heart
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and governs one’s whole person and lifestyle. This was perfectly exem-
plified in Jesus’ own life.
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CHAPTER 2

ONLY THE PERFECT MAN
CAN BE THE SAVIOR OF
THE WORLD

The Biblical teaching on One True God and One Perfect
Man

ome years ago, motivated by a concern for the evangelizing of
SIndia, my wife and I, while traveling in that great country, were

struck by the huge multitude of images of gods; only a few of these
appeared to stand out as more prominent objects of worship. Larger and
smaller temples were everywhere to be seen, often thronged by worship-
ful devotees. One question inevitably comes to mind: What need is there
for such a multiplicity of gods? If there is one all-sufficient God who
meets the needs of all, would that not render all other gods redundant? Is
it not because they have not found one such all-sufficient God that man
must resort to a variety of gods to meet a variety of needs?
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Indeed, if there is one such all-encompassing personal God, a second
or a third divine person would be unnecessary. But evidently this one
God is unknown to men, hence the need to look for others. This reminds
us of Paul’s words in Athens regarding “the unknown God” (Acts 17.23).
For someone like Paul who knows the wonderful God of Israel, Yahweh,
the need for other gods was incomprehensible. What would he think of
trinitarianism that goes so far as to attribute to him (Paul) the teaching of
a second and even a third divine person besides Yahweh? The more one
understands the OT with its 6,828 references to Yahweh without any
reference to any other divine person associated with Him, and the better

one understands Paul’s teaching on salvation, the better we will realize
that any suggestion that he taught Christ as being a second coequal

divine person besides Yahweh would have ignited in him a towering
wrath. Worse than that, it will ignite Yahweh’s own burning wrath

(Ex.32.10f). But what the trinitarian may least expect is that, because their

teaching is fundamentally contrary to Jesus’ own teaching, they will

discover on the great and final Day not the “gentle Jesus meek and mild,”

described so soothingly in a well-known Christian song, but the awesome
“wrath of the Lamb” (Rev.6.16; cf.14.10).

Gentile Christianity today no longer knows that “Jewish Christianity

always insisted on the historical fact that the Messiah and the Lord Jesus
of Nazareth was not a divine being, a second God, but a human being
among human beings” (Hans Kiing, Christianity, p.97).

No need for another God, but a desperate need for a
perfect man
hat was the essence of the NT teaching on salvation in
general, and of Paul’s teaching in particular, which is so vital
for mankind’s eternal well-being? The whole New Testament
teaching on salvation is tied to the essential concept of the perfect man,
without whom there can be no salvation. What is the perfect man? He is

a man who, unlike Adam, was flawless and blameless (“a lamb without
blemish or spot,” 1Pet.1.19), and who for that very reason can be the

savior of the world. Man does not need another God (Yahweh is more
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than sufficient), so man does not need Jesus as God, but what man des-
perately needs is a perfect man if he is to have any hope of being saved.
Being God does not make Jesus a perfect man; on the contrary, being
God would not make him a real human being at all apart from having a
human body. Is this not something which should be perfectly obvious?
Or has our trinitarianism blurred our minds to the extent that we are
unable to perceive even the obvious? What is at stake is this: If Jesus was
not a human being as Adam was—and as we are—then all hope of our

salvation vanishes into thin air. The reason we do not understand this is

that we have not understood the fundamental principle of our salvation
according to the Biblical revelation. Put in a nutshell, what this means is
that_if we are to be saved, God had to provide mankind with a perfect

man who could undo the deadly effects of Adam’s (and man’s) sin. How

does God save us through this perfect man? Paul puts it neatly like this:

“For _as by the one man’s disobedience the many were made

sinners, so by the one man’s obedience the many will be made

righteous.” (Romans 5.19)

This one verse lucidly and concisely sums up the New Testament doc-
trine of salvation. To understand it thoroughly is to understand the way
of salvation fully. But a huge amount of spiritual material is packed into,
and condensed, in this verse.

This “one man’s obedience” by which “the many will be made right-
eous” was something established “through suffering”:

Hebrews 2.10: For it was fitting that he [the Father God], for
whom and by whom all things exist, in bringing many sons to
glory, should make the founder of their salvation [Christ, the
Son] perfect through suffering.

Hebrew 5.8: Although he was a son, he learned obedience
through what he suffered. >’And being made perfect, he became
the source of eternal salvation to all who obey him.

Hebrews 7.28: a Son who has been made perfect forever.
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These important verses are a real problem for trinitarianism because
trinitarians have been indoctrinated to read “God the Son” into every
reference to “Son”. The notion, therefore, that the Son was in some sense

imperfect and that the Father had to perfect him—and perfect him speci-

fically through suffering—is theologically indigestible to the trinitarian.

Any argument to the effect that this refers to the Son as man runs into
the serious Christological problem of splitting up the “two natures” to
make them function independently of each other, thereby bringing into
question the unity of the two natures. And if the two natures cannot be
separated to the extent needed to escape the sharp edge of these state-
ments in Hebrews, it raises a trenchant question regarding the divine
Son: What kind of a son is it that had not yet learned obedience to his
father? That a human son, even a good one, needs to learn obedience to
his father is perfectly understandable; and his being good consists pre-
cisely in his obedience. But how is one to explain the case of the preexist-
ent, eternal Son who has not yet learned obedience to the Father, and
only finally learns it when he comes to earth?!

What is also necessary to observe about these verses in Hebrews is
that it is consistently stated that it is the Father God, Yahweh, who
perfected the Son; it was not the Son perfecting himself, so reference to
the alleged “two natures” is irrelevant. Thus in Hebrews 2.10 “make
perfect” in the Greek is the one word “perfected” in the active form,
because it is Yahweh God who was active in perfecting the Son. In the
other two verses “being made perfect” is passive because the Son, not the
Father, is the subject. The perfecting of Christ was the Father’s will, and
initiated by Him for the sake of mankind’s salvation.

In Hebrews, as in the New Testament as a whole, the “Son” refers to

the messianic titles “the Son of God” or “the Son of Man” but never to the

trinitarian term “God the Son” for the simple reason that the title “God

the Son” does not exist in either the New Testament or the Old.

The importance of the three passages in Hebrews, cited above, is
found in the fact that all three passages illuminate the truth that God
made the Son, the Messiah Jesus, perfect through the process of suffering
so that he could be “the founder of their salvation” (2.10). What this
means is that the perfecting of “the man Christ (which, let us remember,
means “Messiah,” the Savior, Lk.2.11, etc) Jesus” was absolutely essential
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for man’s salvation. Only the Messiah as perfect man could be “the savior
of the world” (Jo.4.42; 1Jo.4.14).

Put in sacrificial terms, only if the animal being offered up on the altar
was “without blemish,” that is, perfect, could the sacrifice be acceptable
to God. No imperfect animal, having even the slightest blemish, could be
offered as a sacrifice. This point is repeatedly stressed in the Law of the
Old Testament. Even someone who knows no Hebrew can see for
him/herself that “without blemish” occurs in 17 verses in Leviticus and
also 17 in Numbers in the ESV (English Standard Version) in regard to
animals offered as a sacrifice. In some verses the phrase occurs more than
once: e.g. Numbers 6:14, “and he shall bring his gift to the LORD
(Yahweh), one male lamb a year old without blemish for a burnt offering,
and one ewe lamb a year old without blemish as a sin offering, and one
ram without blemish as a peace offering”.

Accordingly, the Lord Jesus Christ, the Perfect Man, was able to offer
himself up for the salvation of the world. In the words of Hebrews 9.14,
“how much more (than the animal sacrifices, v.13) will the blood of
Christ, who through the eternal Spirit offered himself without blemish to
God, purify our conscience from dead works to serve the living God,”
and 1Pt.1.18,19, “knowing that you were ransomed from the futile ways
inherited from your forefathers, not with perishable things such as silver
or gold, but with the precious blood of Christ, like that of a lamb without
blemish or spot.”

The Uniqueness of the Perfect Man Jesus Christ

The perfect man is a man perfect in his obedience to God. Such a man
never existed in the history of the world. This is what Apostle Paul
highlights in Romans 3.10, “As it is written: “There is no one righteous,
not even one” (NIV), a verse often misused to argue for man’s “total
depravity,” disregarding the fact that Paul does recognize that there are
righteous and good people in the world, as can be seen from the follow-
ing statement, “Very rarely will anyone die for a righteous man, though
for a good man someone might possibly dare to die.” (Romans 5.7)
Although there may be “good men” in the world, there has never been
a perfect man as measured by Yahweh God’s standards. Yet nothing less
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than such a man was needed for man’s salvation. Only if Jesus is such a
man can he save us. Had trinitarian theologians better understood
Biblical soteriology (doctrine of salvation) they would have avoided the
error of constantly harping on the theme of Jesus being God. Nowhere in
the New Testament is faith in Jesus as God required for salvation. But it is
essential to believe that “the man Christ Jesus” is the one mediator whom
God appointed for our salvation (1Ti.2.5,6); he is the one and only perfect
man who has ever appeared on the face of this earth; this is a new thing
which God has done in order to accomplish the salvation of mankind.

The perfection of Jesus consisted precisely in his utter voluntary sub-
mission and total functional obedience to the Father God, Yahweh. It is
for this very reason that his full voluntary subordination to the Father’s
will is so constantly, almost repetitiously, emphasized by Jesus himself as
described extensively in John’s Gospel, which we shall study later in this
work.

But this leads us to consider the question: What is implied by the term
“perfect man”? What needs to be perceived in this connection is that
perfection in its absolute sense is an attribute of Yahweh God, not of man
(“your heavenly Father is perfect” Mat.5.48). Thus, to be made perfect is
to become like Him; it is to acquire His character. But can suffering,
though necessary in the process of perfection, of itself make anyone
perfect? Suffering, after all, is something which a large portion of man-
kind has had a great deal of experience of, and many have endured it with
dignity and even outstanding heroism, but would that make them perfect
persons in the sense in which Hebrews is speaking about? Some people
who have suffered could perhaps have reached a high level of moral
excellence; but reaching Christ’s perfection is not within the realm of
human attainment.

Christ’s perfection rests on the fact of the unique divine involvement
in his person as the one in whom the Word (Memra) was-inearnate or
“became flesh” (Jo.1.14); “For in him all the fullness of God was pleased
to dwell” (Col.1.19); “in him the whole fullness of deity dwells bodily”
(Col.2.9). This means that Christ’s perfection was attained through the

unique_indwelling presence_and power of God in _him. Yahweh God

established a union with Christ at the deepest level of his being (“I and

my Father are one,” J0.10.30); in this union Christ was empowered to
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attain what no man could of himself attain. It was for this reason that he
was called “the only son,” or “only begotten son” (Jo.1.14; 3.16,18;
1J0.4.9); this is what distinguished him from Adam, the man “from the
earth,” as “the man from heaven (i.e. from God)” (1Cor.15.47). Without
Yahweh God’s unique indwelling in Christ, the necessary perfection

could not have been achieved. The perfect man was the man in whom

Yahweh’s fullness lived bodily here on earth among men to accomplish

, .
man’s salvation.

But it needs to be emphasized that Christ’s perfection as man was not
something in which Christ was only a passive participant. For Hebrews
5.8 says, “Although he was a son, he learned obedience through what he
suffered.” “Learned” is in the active form in Greek. This was no mere
passive submissiveness, but wholehearted obedience to the Father; Jesus
expresses it like this, “I always do the things that are pleasing to him”
(Jo.8.29). He could fully echo the sentiments of the Psalmist, “My delight
is to do your will; your law, my God, is deep in my heart” (Psalm 40.8,
NJB); he could speak of God’s will as his food (Jo.4.34), from which it can
be seen that he certainly knew what it meant to “delight yourself in the
LORD (Yahweh)” (Ps.37.4; Isa.58.14).

Perfect man as perfect teacher

We often speak of “the teaching of Jesus” without taking due note of the
fact that his teaching originates from the Father, it is not his own. What
Jesus taught was the Father’s teaching of which he was the channel, as he
himself affirmed unequivocally in John 7:16, “My teaching is not mine,
but his who sent me.” It is the Father speaking to us in all of Jesus’

teaching. Jesus repeats this point many times. In addition to John 7.16,

there are the following:

3.34: For he whom God has sent utters the words of God, for he
gives the Spirit without measure.

12.49: For I have not spoken on my own authority, but the
Father who sent me has himself given me a commandment—
what to say and what to speak.
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14.10: The words that I say to you I do not speak on my own
authority, but the Father who dwells in me does his works.

14.24: Whoever does not love me does not keep my words.
And the word that you hear is not mine but the Father’s who
sent me.

17.8: For I have given them the words that you gave me.

Jesus was the perfect man also for this reason, namely, he always “utters
the words of God” (3.34) and was, therefore, perfect in speech. As it is
written in James 3.2, “For we all stumble in many ways, and if anyone
does not stumble in what he says, he is a perfect man, able also to bridle
his whole body.”

Without Jesus we would not have the Father’s teaching; we therefore
thank the Father from the depth of our hearts for Jesus. But we must not
forget that his message is the Word of God, the God whom Jesus
repeatedly referred to as “Father”.

The Word which Jesus declared and embodied is truth and life
precisely because it is the Word of God, the Father. The Word of God is
God’s self-revelation, which is the means by which all men are drawn to
Him. The Father draws through His word. This is consistent with what
we saw earlier, namely, that Jesus as the embodiment of God’s word is
the Way to the Father. Put in another way, he is the Bread sent down by
the Father that men may have life through the process of “eating” it. All
the other metaphors similarly portray the picture of Jesus as the instru-
ment of the Father’s revelatory and saving work. This comes out particu-
larly strongly in John’s Gospel, in which the truth that Jesus is the one
sent by the Father and functioned in total subordination to, and depend-
ence on, the Father, is more strongly emphasized than anywhere else in
the NT. We shall now consider the evidence for this statement.
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Jesus’ emphasis on his having been sent by the Father
and therefore acting under His authority in all that he
does

n the Father sending Jesus, a look at the statistics will immed-
iately reveal its importance in John. Two Greek words are tran-
slated as “send”:

apostello

Matthew: 3 times (if 21.37, in a parable, is counted)
Mark: 2 times (if 12.6, in a parable, is included)
Luke: 4 times

John: 17 times

pempo
Synoptic Gospels: 0
John: 24 times

Apostello and pempo, in reference to the Father sending the Son, together
add up to a total of 41 times in John.

This emphasis is striking. What is also striking is not only that they
appear in John’s Gospel, but that the references are all in Jesus’ own
teaching in that Gospel. And as though to ensure that we do not miss the
point, Jesus says in 13.16, “Truly, truly, I say to you, a servant (doulos,
slave, as applied to Jesus see Phil.2.7) is not greater than his master, nor is
a messenger greater than the one who sent him”; hence, “the Father is
greater than I” (14.28).

This huge number of 41 references in the Lord’s sayings in John’s
Gospel shows that it constitutes the heart and essence of his teaching. A
study of each of these sayings would give the details of Jesus’ teaching in
John. But that would be beyond the scope of this book.’

° For those who would like to study these references, you might like to know
that if you have the Modern Concordance of the New Testament (M. Darton,
Ed.), all 41 references are conveniently listed under “Send,” section 1 of both
apostello (17 refs.) and pempo (24 refs).
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I shall not here attempt to analyze the semantic differences (if any)
between apostello and pempo, except to provide a quotation from A Trea-
sury of New Testament Synonyms (Stewart Custer, Bob Jones University
Press, Inc., 1975) where he gives the summary of his discussion of the
two words as follows, “The word anootéA\w (apostello) denotes ‘T send
with a commission’ or ‘I send officially.” ITéunw (pempo) is a general term
for ‘I send.” In some contexts it certainly means ‘I send officially,” but by
no means always; the context must decide.”

But Custer’s study is more strongly based on classical Greek than on
NT Greek where the distinction between the two words appears to be less
marked, though some such distinction as given by Custer can still be
admitted, though to a lesser extent. For example, both apostello and
pempo appear in John 20.21 where the difference does not seem at first to
be very obvious; it disappears altogether in the various translations. But
are the two different words used merely for literary variation? Or could it
be that the Lord (in Jo.20.21) did not want to put his sending out the
disciples on the same level as the Father’s sending him into the world,
and thus again honoring the Father as greater than he?

Jesus’ total dependence on the Father as seen in his
teaching
e who sends is obviously greater than he who is sent by him.
Hence, to be sent in itself expresses the subordination of the
one who is sent to the one who sends him (Jo.13.16). But Jesus

affirms even more than that: he expresses himself as being totally

dependent upon the Father. John 6.57 ‘JliSHlasiheNivingiFatheRsentime)

According to Jesus’ own teaching in John 6.57, just as we cannot live
without Jesus, so also Jesus cannot live without the Father. C.K. Barrett
(The Gospel According to St. John, Commentary and Notes on the Greek
Text, SPCK) puts it like this, “The life of the Son is entirely dependent
upon the Father (1 tov natépa) [dia ton patera], he has no independ-
ent life or authority, and it is because he abides in the Father that men
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may live abiding in him” (p.248, on Jo.6.57; italics mine). M. Dods, “The
Father is the absolute source of life; the Son is the bearer of that life to the
world; ¢f. 5.26, where the same dependence of the Son on the Father for
life is expressed” (Expositor’s Greek Testament, on Jo.6.57; italics mine).
John 5.26: “For as the Father has life in himself, so he has granted the
Son to have life in himself.” The Son has life in himself, but only because

the Father has granted (£dwxev, edoken aor. of didomi) it to him. And
because the Father has given the Son this life, the Son can also give it to
others: “just as the Father raises the dead and gives them life, even so the
Son gives life to whom he is pleased to give it” (5.21). The Son has been
granted full authority to pass on the life which the Father had given him.

Didomi in John

Didomi (give) is another statistically significant word in John’s Gospel; it
occurs more frequently in John than in any other book in the NT (Jo: 75
times; Mt: 56; Mk: 39; Lk: 60); it is frequent also in the Apocalypse of
John, the Revelation (58 times).

For most Christians, probably the best known instance of “give” in
John is found in 3.16, “For God so loved the world, that he gave (didomi)
his only Son, that whoever believes in him should not perish but have
eternal life.” This is what Paul described as “God’s unspeakable (inex-
pressible, indescribable) gift” (2C0.9.15) to us. It was God who gave Jesus

to us for no other reason than that He loved us. For basically unloving,

self-centered people such as we are, it is hard enough to understand that
anyone should love us so deeply and genuinely, but it is well-nigh incom-
prehensible (unless, of course, we are extremely conceited, which is
possible) that God should have any reason to love us. But the point being
made in this verse is not only that God loved us, but that He loved us to
the extent of actually giving His Son. What gratitude do we have for the
Father in return? We love the Son (rightly), but we marginalize the
Father as though He was less involved in our salvation.
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Jesus emphasized his obedience to the Father

CC yesus said to them, ‘If God were your Father, you would love me,
Ifor I came from God and I am here. I came not of my own accord,
but he sent me™ (Jo.8.42, ESV). As we have seen, Jesus emphas-

ized not only his subordination to the Father as the one sent by Him, but
also his complete dependence on the Father for life. In this verse (8.42)
he underlines his obedience to the Father: his coming into the world was
not primarily a matter of his own choice or initiative, but it was in
obedience to the Father’s will. On this verse C.K. Barrett (The Gospel
According to St. John) comments, “Once more the mission of Jesus is
emptied of every suggestion of self-will or self-seeking. This is a very
common and essential Johannine emphasis; see especially 5.19-30. Jesus
did not come into the world of his own accord; he came because he was

sent. His ministry has significance not in any wisdom or virtue of his
own, but in the fact that he is the delegate of God himself.”
It is clear that with the words “I came not of my own accord, but he

sent me” (8.42), Jesus established firmly that his coming was an act of
obedience to the Father, not an act of his own will. Presumably, he could
have disobeyed, and in that act of disobedience (like Adam) clutched at
equality with God. Yet, do we not read Phil.2.6f as though his coming
was of his own initiative, an act of his own volition? This, as it turns out,
is wrong, and distorts our understanding of that important passage.

Romans 5.19, “For as through the one man’s disobedience the many
were made sinners, even so through the obedience of the One the many
will be made righteous” (NASB). Obedience, if it is to be meaningful,
must involve choice. Jesus repeatedly maintained that he had made that
choice to obey the Father: John 4.34 (NIV), “My food,” said Jesus, “is to
do the will of him who sent me and to finish his work”; the Father’s will
is like food to him, he lives on it. John 5.30, “I seek not my own will but
the will of him who sent me.” John 6.39 “And this is the will of him who
sent me, that I shall lose none of all that he has given me, but raise them
up at the last day.”
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His subordination and dependence

John 14.10, “The words that I say to you I do not speak on my
own authority, but the Father who dwells in me does his
works.”

John 5.19, “So 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.”

John 12.49, “For I have not spoken on my own authority, but
the Father who sent me has himself given (didomi) me a com-
mandment (entolé)—what to say and what to speak.”

In this last verse Jesus makes it clear that he always lives by the com-
mands (entolé) the Father has given (didomi) him. As we might now

come to expect, the word “command” (entolé) appears more often in
John as compared to the synoptic gospels (Jo: 10 times; Mt: 6; Mk: 6; Lk:
4). Jesus refers to the Father’s commands repeatedly:

John 10.18, “No one takes it from me, but I lay it down of my
own accord. I have authority to lay it down and authority to
take it up again. This command I received from my Father.”

John 15.10, “If you obey my commands, you will remain in my
love, just as I have obeyed my Father’s commands and remain in
his love.”

Compare this with the following verse (the NIV translation is given
because it helps to bring out the meaning more clearly):

John 14.31, “but the world must learn that I love the Father
and that I do exactly what my Father has commanded
(entellomai) me.”
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Jesus always does the Father’s will

God’s will (thelema) is another key word in John, again occurring more
frequently than in the other gospels (Jo: 11 times; Mt: 6; Mk: 1; Lk: 4).
Here we cite only those verses directly relevant to what is being discussed
in this section. Apart from 4.34, quoted earlier, there are the following:

John 5.30, “I can do nothing on my own. As I hear, I judge, and
my judgment is just, because I seek not my own will but the will
of him who sent me.”

John 6.38, “For I have come down from heaven, not to do my
own will but the will of him who sent me.”

John 7.17, “If anyone’s will is to do God’s will, he will know
whether the teaching is from God or whether I am speaking on
my own authority.” Only those who live according to God’s will
are granted to know Jesus—the one who teaches and lives
according to God’s will. The Word of God and the will of God
cannot be separated.

We note that Jesus did not simply say in a dogmatic way: If you want

to be saved, you have to believe me and accept whatever I say or teach

(this is the way we are used to hearing the Christian church speak). How

does anyone know whether he (or the Church) is really speaking God’s

word, God’s truth? That is surely a fair question. Jesus’ answer is: If you

are truly willing to live totally and uncompromisingly according to God’s

will, God will surely grant you to know whether I—and my teaching—am

true or not.

Knowing the truth is not a matter of theory or dogma, it is a matter of
life (or death)—and life is no mere theory or dogma. If our lives are lived
in the light (i.e. not in darkness) through doing God’s will faithfully, He
will certainly grant us to see His light, just as it is written in Psalm 36.9,
“For with you is the fountain of life; in your light do we see light.”

John’s Gospel is written in a clear and uncomplicated style. If in spite
of this fact we still cannot understand the message it contains, then we
must examine our spiritual condition (“Let a person examine himself,”
1Co.11.28). Those who search in it for proof-texts, which they take out of
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context to support their unscriptural ideas and doctrines, do well to
consider the consequence: “And this is the judgment: the light has come
into the world, and people loved the darkness rather than the light
because their deeds were evil” (John 3:19). “Their deeds were evil” does

not necessarily mean that these people are robbers or fornicators, but

that they live according to their own (or men’s) will, rather than live

wholly in glad obedience to God’s will. Doing or not doing the will of the

Father God is what, in Jesus teaching, defines good or evil; how each

person lives in relation to the will of God is what determines whether it

will be evaluated as good or bad, whether it will lead to life or to death.

Christ’s true and full humanity is essential for man’s
salvation
here is another important observation that we need to take note

of in view of the foregoing points: If the humanity of Christ is in
any way called into question or compromised, we would likewise

compromise our salvation, for as we have noted, if Christ is not truly

man he cannot be our savior. But trinitarianism has done precisely that;

it compromises Christ’s humanity by dogmatically asserting that Christ is
both “truly man and truly God”. If we have not been blinded by the
twisted logic of trinitarianism, it should not have taken us more than a
moment to see that this is logical nonsense. The plain fact is that no one

can be truly man who is truly God. No one can be 100% man and also be
100% God, for that adds up to 200%—two persons.

Is there anything impossible with God? The answer is ‘Yes’ if what is
involved is logical contradiction or nonsense. It is like asking: can God

make something both 100% black and 100% white all over at the same
time? Can 100% salt also be 100% sugar? The point is that self-contra-
dictory nonsense can never be attributed to God; He is the God of truth,

not irrationality and falsehood.

Yet this is precisely the kind of self-contradictory Christology which
results in Christians saying “Jesus is God”; these Christians generally
have a weak concept of his humanity. The fact is that we cannot hold two
contradictory ideas about Christ in balanced tension without the one
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dominating over the other, and since God must be the One who domin-
ates, therefore the humanity of Christ is eclipsed by that dominance.
Also, this dogmatic God-man notion about Jesus results in Christians

having to engage in the art of double-speak: one moment we may speak

of him as God and then at another moment we talk about him as man,

without even noticing the contradictions involved. We are hardly con-

scious of this swinging to and fro, having become immune to self-
contradiction in a thought world in which truth and falsehood, reason
and irrationality, are forced into coexistence.

This mental “achievement” has come at a terrible price: we need only
look around in the world and see that, far from the church being “the
light of the world” (Mat.5.14) as it is meant to be, it has become irrele-
vant, because it has itself fallen into the darkness of error. How can the
church function as light unless it is delivered from the bondage of error?
In view of the evil of error, the relevance of the words which Jesus taught
his disciples to pray, “deliver us from evil,” begins to become strikingly
clear.

Let us take one example: the temptation of Christ in Matthew 4 and
Luke 4. How is trinitarianism to explain these passages in the light of the

principle stated in James 1.13, “God cannot be tempted by evil”? This

means that if Jesus cannot really be tempted, then he is not man; and if he

can be tempted, he is not God. To argue in the usual double-talk way, as

trinitarians unashamedly do, that he can be tempted as man, but not as

God, is to reduce sense to nonsense, and truth to falsehood, for when it

comes to temptation, he is not God—but if he were God, then he could

not be tempted and the temptation of Christ would be an exercise in
meaninglessness. What happened to the claim that he was both 100%
God (true God) and 100% man at one and the same time? How can one
properly and responsibly interpret the Scriptures with this kind of teach-
ing?

Trinitarianism wants to have it both ways: Jesus, the God-man, is one
person yet functionally he is really two persons simultaneously, i.e. God
and man. So when there is the question of facing temptation, Jesus who is

God, is instantly switched to being man. This constant switching back

and forth as the situation requires is the inevitable way in which the
trinitarian Christ functions, but which immediately reveals the fact that
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he cannot be both God and man simultaneously. For the truth of the
matter is that no one can both be tempted yet not tempted simultan-
eously, as this is both logically and factually impossible, and to maintain
that it is possible is simply to insist on speaking nonsense. Is it really that
difficult to see that any statement to the effect that Jesus can be tempted

but at the same time and in the same sense cannot be tempted is non-

sensical? Yet it is this kind of double talk that trinitarians are obliged to
engage in to argue for the God-man doctrine. Their “yes” is “no,” and
their “no” is “yes” (cf. Mt.5.37; 2Cor.1.17,19; Jas.5.12)—whatever suits
their purpose to sustain a dogma which in the end proves sustainable
neither by Scripture nor by logic.

The origins of Trinitarianism

n the light of Scripture, the origin and development of the trinitarian
error can be analyzed in three steps:

(1) The misinterpretation of “the Word” to refer to “God the Son,”
who exists nowhere in the Scriptures (or anywhere else) yet who is
created by trinitarianism as a result of the mistaken interpretation, in
particular of John 1.1. Because of the importance of this matter and its
serious consequences for the church, careful attention will be given to
examining it in the following chapters.

(2) “Incarnation” is interpreted to mean that two different and distinct
persons, one who is said to be “God”—namely, “God the Son”—and the
man named Jesus, are quite literally compressed or condensed into
becoming one person, one individual. Two persons are made to become
one person! This is not meant as a metaphorical union such as that of
husband and wife becoming “one flesh” (Gen.2.24; Mat.19.5, etc), but
actually becoming one person! By this doctrine two persons are conflated
into one—without any concern whether this is logically or factually
possible. But this raises the problem that such a “person” ends up being
neither truly human nor divine, being some kind of combination of both.
But, worst of all, there is absolutely no basis for any of this in Scripture. It
is nothing more or less than a misguided trinitarian fabrication. Yet this
is the sort of doctrine that Christians are expected to believe in!
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(3) The Western church failed to see that it was Yahweh God who was

“in Christ reconciling the world to Himself” (2Cor.5.19) in spite of the

fact that, as Jesus himself had clearly stated, the Father, Yahweh, is “the

only true God” (Jo.17.3), being “the only God” (Jo.5.44); who else but He
who was “in Christ reconciling the world”? Yet Western theology closed

out this option because, under the influence of the Hellenistic (Greek)

philosophy which maintained that God was transcendent, they thereby

made unthinkable the possibility that Yahweh could come into the world

in Christ. Apparently, “the Word” was actually thought of as being less
than transcendent, perhaps as some kind of intermediate being (as in
Philo); otherwise, how could the Word avoid the man-made ban on
God’s coming into the world because of His “transcendence”? It did not
seem to occur to trinitarians that the Word’s exemption from this ban in
itself calls into question their claim about the full deity of the Word, since
it would be an admission that he was not transcendent to begin with.

Jesus’ own teaching

hat “God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself”

(2Cor.5.19) was not Paul’s invention (Paul is often wrongfully

accused of being the originator of later Christian doctrines); it
was undoubtedly Jesus’ own teaching. As we shall see when studying his
teaching in John’s Gospel, Jesus consistently maintained that it was the
Father, Yahweh, who was the dynamic power at work in him, enabling
him to fulfill the mission of accomplishing the salvation of mankind.
This can be clearly seen summed up in the words “the Father who dwells
in me does His works” (Jo.14.10).

There does not exist in Jesus’ teaching any notion that Yahweh’s
transcendence prevents Him from coming into the world in Jesus; Jesus
can even speak metaphorically of earth as Yahweh’s “footstool”
(Mat.5.35)—His feet are firmly planted on this earth which He created!
No philosophy, Greek or otherwise, will be permitted to ban Him from
His world, over which He reigns. “The Kingdom of God” is one of the
central elements of Jesus’ teaching.

It can, therefore, easily be seen in the light of Jesus’ teaching that the
three points on which the trinitarian dogma is based find no support in
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his teaching. In regard to the first point, “the Word” as a metonym for

“Yahweh” was something familiar to Jesus and the Jews of his day

because it was rooted in the OT and in the Aramaic Bible (Targums)

which were commonly used in the synagogues in Israel. This will be

discussed in greater detail in the following chapters.

Regarding the second point, that in Jesus, God and man were
“condensed” into one (how else does one describe two persons being
reduced to one person?!), such an idea is totally foreign to Jesus’ teach-
ing, and incompatible with it. Once we begin to understand something
about the fundamentals of Jesus’ teaching, we begin to feel an uncom-
fortable queasiness about the trinitarian idea of reducing God and man
into one person; it seems to border on the blasphemous. But how else can
we deal with this falsehood without mentioning it? What is strange is
that, as trinitarians, we had no qualms about this dogma of the merging
of God and man into one person. This is probably, in part at least,

because few of us had any real idea what such a merging really meant or

entailed; the concept was extremely vague to us, and hence its real impli-

cations did not strike us. But the other reason is that most people have an

extremely shallow concept of God; the lofty awe-inspiring majesty of the
living God is very remote from most people’s thoughts about Him. So it
simply did not occur to us that we may be saying something which is
deeply displeasing to Him. Moreover, if people believe anything about
God at all, it is often the idea that anything is possible with him, and this
makes it possible to speak even of absurdities as though these might also
be possible for God.

Jesus warned us about how we make reference to God. This, for
example, is what lies behind his warning not to swear:

“But I tell you, Do not swear at all: either by heaven, for it is
God’s throne; or by the earth, for it is his footstool; or by
Jerusalem, for it is the city of the Great King. And do not swear
by your head, for you cannot make even one hair white or
black. Simply let your ‘Yes” be “Yes,” and your ‘No,” ‘No’; any-
thing beyond this comes from the evil one” (Mat.5.34-37; NIV).

What is striking about what Jesus says here is his warning that even
though direct reference to God is avoided when swearing “by heaven”, or
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“by earth”, etc, your oath (usually made to support what you want to
affirm) still unavoidably has reference to God, so you will answer for it
before Him, and you could be “subject to judgment” or even to “the hell
of fire” (Mat.5.22) because it “comes from the evil one” (Mat.5.37). This
is a level of reverence for God in daily life and speech that is far beyond the
concept of the average Christian, and is almost inconceivable to him. It is
hard to imagine, therefore, what Jesus must think about the merging of

God and man into one person as dogmatically defined in trinitarianism!

This trinitarian reduction of two persons into one in no way repre-
sents what Jesus meant by being “one” with the Father and our becoming
“one” with both him and the Father through a similar union. This union
is always spoken of in terms of “abiding” or “living” in one another, not

some kind of quasi-physical absorption into one another. The identity of

each person is fully ensured in this union, and indeed enriched and

enhanced by it.
Jesus never engaged in ‘double talk,” that is, sometimes speaking as

man and at other times as God. Anyone who does this could rightly be

considered schizophrenic, if not something worse. But throughout John’s
Gospel, as we shall see, he speaks consistently as “the son” who lives in

total love and obedience to his Father. But trinitarianism, in its determin-
ation to maintain the Scripturally (and logically) untenable idea of Jesus
as being both ‘true God and true man,” finds that it cannot do this with-
out resorting to alleging that Jesus would in one place speak as God yet in
another place as man (e.g. “I thirst,” Jo.19.28). They thus admit that he
functioned schizophrenically, but unavoidably so, because of his dual
natures. There is absolutely no basis for this kind of notion in the gospels.

It must be clearly borne in mind that, from the point of view of the
salvation of mankind, the deity of Christ does not matter, but the reality
of Christ’s humanity is of the greatest importance. If we do not wish to be
misled, we must keep this in our minds: Nowhere in the NT is faith in the
deity of Christ required for salvation. These facts will become clearer to
the reader as we proceed through the present study.
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Perfect Man as Mediator

“For there is one God, and there is one mediator between God
and men, the man Christ Jesus.” (1Timothy 2.5)

oses served effectively as a mediator between Israel and
MYahweh. On several occasions, rebellious Israel was saved
from God’s wrath through Moses’™ intercessions. But who
stands between mankind and God? “All have sinned” (Ro.3.23), all have
disobeyed God, all are in the clutches of death and condemnation; who is
there to speak on mankind’s behalf in the way that Moses did for Israel?
This is where the necessity of Christ’s ministry as the “one mediator”
becomes evident. Not surprisingly, therefore, Christ is compared with
Moses as mediator (Gal.3.19-22). Even in John’s Prologue there is refer-
ence to Moses (John 1.17), for through him the Word (logos) of God
came to Israel in the form of the Law.
The Letter to the Hebrews discusses in detail Jesus’ mediatorial role in
terms of being the great high priest. The function of the high priest is

explained in Hebrews 5.1, “For every high priest chosen from among
men is appointed to act on behalf of men in relation to God [i.e. act as

» <«

mediator], to offer gifts and sacrifices for sins.” “And no one takes this
honor for himself, but only when called by God” (v.4). “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’ [Ps.2.7]” (v.5).
“For Christ has entered, not into holy places made with hands, which are
copies of the true things, but into heaven itself, now to appear in the
presence of God on our behalf (huper hemon)” (9:24). “On our behalf”
crystallizes the character of the mediator’s role, and especially that of the
high priest as mediator. But “on our behalf” is just one translation of
huper hemon, which is literally: “for us”. These words appear many times
with reference to Christ’s work as high priest and savior; there are too
many references to study here, but the following are the occurrences in
Romans:

“For while we were still weak, at the right time Christ died for
the ungodly.” (5.6)
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“But God shows his love for us in that while we were still sin-
ners, Christ died for us.” (5.8)

“He who did not spare his own Son but gave him up for us all,
how will he not also with him graciously give us all things?”
(8.32)

“Who is to condemn? Christ Jesus is the one who died—more
than that, who was raised—who is at the right hand of God,
who indeed is interceding for us.” (8.34)

It is important to notice from the foregoing references that it was Yahweh

God who provided the mediator by appointing Jesus as high priest

(Heb.5.5), and that He also provided the sacrifice for sin by giving up His
own Son (Ro.8.32), so “Christ died for us” (Ro.5.8). These are the reasons
why Yahweh is called “God our Savior” (1Tim.1.1; 2.3; etc). These pro-
visions for man’s salvation remind us of what happened at the sacrificing

of Isaac by Abraham. When Isaac asked his father where the animal for
the sacrifice was, Abraham, “the father of all who believe” (Ro.4.11),
replied, “God himself will provide the lamb for the burnt offering, my
son.” (Gen.22.8). This foreshadowed a faith that could and would believe
in Yahweh’s provision of “the Lamb of God” (Jo0.1.29,36; and, in Rev.,
“the Lamb”); the phrase means: a Lamb that God Himself provided—to
make possible the salvation of mankind.

What is also important for us to know is that “for us” (huper hémon,
and therefore, “for you,” huper sou) has its roots in the language of
redemption in the OT. The following is an example from Isaiah 43:

> For I am the LORD (Yahweh), your God, the Holy One of
Israel, your Savior; I give Egypt for your ransom, Cush and
Seba in your stead [LXX, huper sou, “for you”]. * Since you are
precious and honored in my sight, and because I love you, I will
give men in exchange for you [LXX, huper sou], and people in
exchange for your life.” (NIV)

This passage illustrates several significant points:

(1) Yahweh is the Redeemer of His people. This is an important theme in
the Hebrew Bible, but is given special emphasis in Isaiah. “Of thirty-three
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passages in the Old Testament in which go’él [redeemer] is applied to
God, nineteen occur in Isaiah... In spiritualizing the term go’el, Isaiah
(49.26; comp. Psa.19.14) places it on a par with ‘savior’”. (Unger’s Bible
Dictionary, “Redeemer”)

(2) Redemption involves the paying of a “ransom”. In this case, since
Egypt also belongs to God, He chose to give it as a ransom to liberate His
people from the bondage they were subjected to there. The ransom is the
“price” (timé) paid to redeem a slave. Hence Paul writes to the
Corinthian church, “You are not your own, for you were bought with a
price (time). So glorify God in your body.” (1Cor.6.19,20; also 7.23)

(3) A ransom is something given in exchange for the prisoner or slave for
whom the ransom is paid. Thus, when we read in Romans 5.6 that
“Christ died for the ungodly,” we understand that he gave his life as a
ransom for us in order to secure our life through his death. He gave
himself in exchange for us. Jesus himself put it like this, “the Son of Man
did not come to be served, but to serve, and to give his life as a ransom for
many.” (Matthew 20.28, NIV) Jesus was the ransom who freely gave

himself for us (Gal2.20). (HEENKEIRENSTOVEHoOREEn

(BEPPAIANGTESY The beauty of the mediator is that he is the willing
ransom-sacrifice. The beauty of Yahweh is that He was willing to “give
up” His “beloved son” for our salvation-liberation from sin and death.
From the fact of Jesus’ willing self-giving we can appreciate why he is
Yahweh'’s “beloved son”.

The Apostle Peter put it like this, “knowing that you were ransomed
[by God] from the futile ways inherited from your forefathers, not with
perishable things such as silver or gold, but with the precious blood of
Christ, like that of a lamb without blemish or spot.” (1Pet.1.18,19) Why
does he speak of Christ’s blood as “precious”? Is it not because it is the
blood of God’s “beloved Son” (2Pet.1.17; Mat.3.17; 17.5, etc)? Notice, too
as a matter of relevance to this section, that “blood” speaks of Jesus as
man, and “without blemish or spot” describes him as perfect; hence it

speaks of him as the perfect man.
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(4) Those who have been ransomed become the possession of the one
who redeemed (or ransomed) them. This is stated with exquisite inten-
sity in Isaiah 43.1, “And now, thus says Yahweh, he who created you,
Jacob, who formed you, Israel: Do not be afraid, for I have redeemed you;
I have called you by your name, you are mine.” (NJB) This sentiment was
expressed already much earlier in Deuteronomy 14.1,2: “You are the sons
of the LORD (Yahweh) your God... For you are a people holy to the
LORD your God, and the LORD has chosen you to be a people for his
treasured possession.” So also Deuteronomy 26.18, “And the LORD has
declared today that you are a people for his treasured possession.” These
same sentiments are applied to the church in the New Testament, as in
1Peter 2.9,10:

° But you are a chosen race, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, a
people for his own possession, that you may proclaim the
excellencies of him who called you out of darkness into his
marvelous light. '® Once you were not a people, but now you are
God’s people; once you had not received mercy, but now you
have received mercy.

It is for this reason, too, that the church is called “the church of God” (7
times in the NT). In our “Christ-centered” trinitarianism we always
spoke of “the church of Jesus Christ”. How great was my surprise to
discover that the term “the church of Christ” cannot be found in the New
Testament! This reminds me of Matthew 22.29: “Jesus replied, ‘You are
in error because you do not know the Scriptures or the power of God”—
and I had assumed that I knew both reasonably well!—a stinging but
much needed lesson in humility!

In God’s loving kindness and tender mercy He redeemed us through
Christ and made us His own. But what we have forgotten (or have chosen
to disregard?) as trinitarians is that it is not only we ourselves who belong
to Him, but that Christ Jesus our Lord is also Yahweh’s own possession,

just as the Apostle states so clearly yet so concisely in the words, “you are
Christ’s, and Christ is God’s” (1Cor.3.23). I finally understood something

which, because of my trinitarian Christology, I had never understood

before: Christ was not an independent mediator standing between God
and man; he is and always was God’s. That is to say, he is not a third party
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who came to act as an arbiter or negotiator between God and man. He
was indeed a mediator, but only in the sense of someone sent by God and
appointed by Him to be both high priest and sacrifice; for it was God
Himself who “was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself”
(2Cor.5.19). “He spared not His own Son but gave him up for us all”
(R0.8.32) in order to secure our redemption. The whole initiative was
Yahweh God’s from the beginning; it was He alone who provided the
mediator.

Finally T began to understand what the Apostle was saying in

Galatians 3.20. Understandably, all the translations try to make sense of

this highly condensed sentence, but they seem hardly successful in their
attempts. A literal word for word translation would read, “Now a

mediator is not of one; but God is one.” What does this mean? As we

have seen, the entire initiative for the salvation of mankind came from

God alone; man had no part in it, he made no contribution to it whatever;

it came only from the one God—there was no other party involved in the

lanning and implementing of man’s salvation, it was of God’s grace

alone. So in Galatians 3.20, while Paul agrees that usually a mediator is

not put forth or provided by one side only, yet in the case of man’s
salvation, Christ the mediator was indeed provided by only one side: the
one God, the one who alone is God. “God is one” echoes Deuteronomy
6.4 and Mark 12.29; it is here applied to the specific matter of salvation.

Jesus’ God-given name “Yeshua”

s is (or should be) generally known, Jesus’ Hebrew name is

Yeshua. This is rendered in English as “Jesus,” following the

Greek form, not the Hebrew. “Yeshua” means “Yahweh saves”

or “Yahweh is Savior”. It would be extremely strange if the one whose

very name proclaims Yahweh as Savior should substitute Him as savior!
Indeed, it would not only be strange but false, and even evil.

The meaning of the name “Yeshua” was, clearly, that Yahweh would

save in and through the person who was given that name. At various

times in Israel’s history Yahweh saved His people through deliverers or
saviors whom He raised up. For example:


Peter
Underline

Peter
Underline


Chapter 2 — Only the Perfect Man can be Savior 173

Nehemiah 9.27: “Therefore you gave them into the hand of
their enemies, who made them suffer. And in the time of their
suffering they cried out to you and you heard them from
heaven, and according to your great mercies you gave them
saviors who saved them from the hand of their enemies” (ESV).

Obadiah 1:21: “Saviors shall go up to Mount Zion to rule
Mount Esau, and the kingdom shall be Yahweh’s.”

Jesus, too, was a Savior sent from God, as it is written in 1John 4:14,
“And we have seen and testify that the Father has sent his Son to be the
Savior of the world.” Moreover, as we recall, Jesus constantly affirmed
that it was the Father who did the work through him: “the Father who
dwells in me does his works” (Jo.14.10; cf.5.19); “His works” here are,
above all, what is needed to be done for the salvation of mankind.

“God my Savior” (or “God my Salvation” in other translations) is
frequent in the OT. The words “God” (elohim) and “save” (Yasha, the
Hebrew root from which the name “Yeshua” is formed) occur together
no less than 70 times in the OT; and “Yahweh” occurs together with
“save” 131 times. Ultimately, there is no other savior apart from Yahweh:
“And there is no other god besides me, a righteous God and a Savior;
there is none besides me” (Isa.45.21).

The glory of Christ—as man

The reference to Ephesians 4.13 requires fuller explication. This is

how this verse reads in the New King James Bible: “till we all come to the
unity of the faith and of the knowledge of the Son of God, to a perfect
man, to the measure of the stature of the fullness of Christ”. A look at
other translations will show that most of them translate “perfect man” as
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“mature man” or “mature manhood”. What the Greek text has are the
two words “anér” and “teleios”. The basic meaning of aneér is “an adult
human male, man, husband” (BDAG); so the word is not anthropos, the
word for man as a human being. Why is the specific word for an adult
male used here in Ephesians and not the word for man in a general
sense? The answer should be obvious: the “perfect man” here has specific
reference to Christ, which is confirmed by what immediately follows: “the
stature of the fullness of Christ”. As for “teleios” its primary meaning is
“l1. pertaining to meeting the highest standard, perfect,” but it can also
mean “2. pertaining to being mature, full-grown, mature, adult” (both
quotes are from BDAG). The point in Ephesians 4.13 is surely not that
we are to grow up spiritually into maturity in a general sense, but specifi-
cally to grow up into the full stature of Christ as the “perfect man”. The
New Jerusalem Bible combines both points by translating the Greek word
élikia as “maturity” instead of “stature” (which is possible): “until we all
reach unity in faith and knowledge of the Son of God and form the
perfect Man, fully mature with the fullness of Christ himself” (italics
added).

Another striking point to observe about this verse in Ephesians is how
“the Son of God” is understood. “The Son of God” is none other than the
“perfect man”! The two phrases are clearly linked to each other in the
text, and cannot be correctly understood separately.

The perfect man was no mere human puppet, but one who in total
obedience and devotion to Yahweh carried out His saving purposes in
joyful submission (“who for the joy that was set before him endured the
cross,” Heb.12.2). We can exclaim from the heart, “What a savior!” All
the more so when we understand that it was possible for him to be
tempted and fall in the way Adam did (which would not have been
possible if he were God), but he “triumphed over them” (Col.2.15; cf.
Rev.5.5) in his steadfast obedience to the Father (Yahweh) dwelling in
Him, who sustained him, constantly empowering him in everything he
said and did, thus ensuring his triumphal success.
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Christianity’s negative view of man

he Augustinian and Calvinistic degradation of man as being

nothing more than a wretched, “depraved” sinner, made it seem

unworthy for Christ to be “mere” man. (He could not have been
an angel or archangel, or it would have to be said that man was saved by
an angel!) And if Christ—so the logic goes—had to be more than man
and more than an angel, how could he be less than God? Paul’s teaching
of man as “the image and glory of God” (1Cor.11.7) was swept aside by
this Christian Gentile dogmatism which selectively quoted verses such as
those found in Romans 3.10-18, which is a collection of OT verses des-
cribing the level of vileness to which men who choose to be evil can, and
do, descend. But to suggest that the dregs of humanity are representative
of all mankind is not true to fact (such as the numerous instances of
people such as fire fighters, who even if they are non-Christians, risk life
and limb, and even die, to save others in times of natural and other
disasters), nor is it true to Paul’s statement about man being (present
tense) “the glory of God” (1Cor.11.7)—a rather strong statement, is it

not? Why then is speaking of Christ as man something that degrades
him?

“Glory” in John: Jesus does not accept glory from men—
declined to be made king by force

A person whose life has God’s will as its one and only overarching con-
cern is, consequently, utterly unconcerned about receiving glory from
men. Jesus began his teaching ministry with the Beatitudes (Matthew 5);
these delineate the principal ways in which a person who lives according
to the will of God functions in daily life. It is this kind of person who is
the object of God’s blessings. In the last section of the Beatitudes Jesus
says:

“19 Blessed are those who are persecuted for righteousness’ sake,
for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.

' Blessed are you when others revile you and persecute you
and utter all kinds of evil against you falsely on my account.
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1> Rejoice and be glad, for your reward is great in heaven, for so
they persecuted the prophets who were before you.”

Those who seek the reward or glory that comes from God alone, because
their only desire is to live for God and to please Him, are unconcerned
about the hostility of men. To be reviled and persecuted is cause to
“rejoice and be glad”. By the end of the gospel the reader knows that it
was not only the prophets who were persecuted but above all Jesus him-
self; and so will all those who do the Father’s will and seek only His glory.

“Glory” (doxa, §6&a) is a statistically significant key word in John’s
Gospel where it occurs 19 times compared to 13 times in Luke (which is
more than 20% longer than John), Matthew 7 times, and Mark only 3
times. The only book in the NT where doxa occurs almost as frequently
as in John is the Johannine book of Revelation, where it appears 17 times.

A look at the place of doxa in Jesus’ teaching reveals something of
great importance about the mind of Christ which few have noticed:

John 5.41: I do not receive glory from people.

John 5.44: How can you believe, when you receive glory from
one another and do not seek the glory that comes from the only
God? (Notice monotheism as the motivating factor: from “the
only God”, monos theos)

John 7.18: The one who speaks on his own authority seeks his
own glory, but the one who seeks the glory of him who sent
him is true, and in him there is no falsehood.

John 8.50: Yet I do not seek my own glory; there is One who
seeks it, and he is the judge.

John 8.54: Jesus answered, “If I glorify myself, my glory is
nothing. It is my Father who glorifies me, of whom you say, ‘He

>

is our God.

John 12.43: For they loved the glory that comes from man
more than the glory that comes from God.
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All this is summed up by Jesus’ action 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.”

We may have read the Gospel of John many times but have we ever
really understood its message and, in particular, the significance of these
words and actions of Jesus? Do we think that we please Jesus by forcibly
crowning him as our king, just as the people in John 6 sought to do
because they recognized him to be “the Prophet who is to come into the
world” (6.14), the great Messiah they had been expecting? They may have
wanted to crown him because they saw that he could meet their physical
needs; but are we better than they because we don’t have such urgent
material needs (‘bread’ or food) as they had but desire for ourselves the
bread that gives us eternal life? Are spiritual desires necessarily less
selfish than material ones? Is the desire for happiness, for example,
necessarily less selfish than the desire for food?

But the whole point here is that Jesus refuses to be crowned as king by
anyone—except by God alone. We sing such hymns as “Crown Him,
Crown Him” with great enthusiasm as though this is something which
glorifies him and pleases him. But is it possible that he would no more
accept it from us than from those in John 6.15? It never crossed our
minds because we have never understood his mind—“the mind of
Christ” (1Cor.2.16). It was always his desire first and foremost that the
Father God be glorified, and never that he should be glorified apart from
the Father. This is also something which finds clear expression in the
Revelation. Jesus accepts the glory of kingship only from the Father, and

from absolutely no one else. How little we understand him.

The Christian error is even more serious than that

n John 6.15 the people wanted to make Jesus king “by force”. Can the
Iking of Israel ever be appointed by popular acclaim, or is he

appointed by God alone? Can God’s people ever arrogate to them-
selves the authority to choose their own king in God’s kingdom? The
Israelites had done this before in their history when they chose Saul to be
their king—with disastrous consequences. Do we dare to do the same
thing as they did? Do we suppose the Kingdom of God to be a democracy
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rather than a theocracy? If so, then we have not even begun to grasp the
nature of salvation which is inseparable from God’s kingship. Nor have
we really grasped the fact that Jesus proclaimed God’s Kingdom, i.e. His
kingship, as the central message in his teaching, as can be seen in the
Synoptic Gospels. According to God’s eternal plan, Jesus was appointed
by God as king in His kingdom and thus, as all the kings of Israel were
meant to be, he would be (and now is) God’s regent.

It is worth noting that in Revelation the greatest of spiritual beings
cast their own crowns before the Lord’s feet. Unlike us, they are never so
presumptuous as to imagine that they have the right (by reason of their
spiritual status) to crown anyone, least of all the Lord Jesus Christ. If
Jesus is king, or even king of kings, that is only because Yahweh elevated

him to that position, not because he seized that position for himself,

much less because we accorded him that dignity.
But trinitarian Christianity has gone very much further than the Jews

in John 6 ever did. We have deified Jesus to the level of equality with God
the Father, Yahweh Himself—and Jesus’ own affirmation of the Father

being “the only true God” is ignored. We have consequently made Jesus

the object of our worship and our prayers. As a result, the Father has

been consigned to a relatively marginal place in both worship and prayer.

Indeed, for many Christians even the word “Father” is a form of

addressing Jesus (Isaiah 9.6 being used as a justification for so doing).

If Israel’s arrogating to themselves the right to choose their own king,
as the neighboring nations did, was regarded as an act of rejecting
Yahweh (“they have rejected me from being king over them”, 1Samuel
8.7), what words are left to describe what the Gentile Christian church
has done to Yahweh?!

Jesus as both “Lord” and “servant”

Jesus’ principle was never to seek or even accept glory from men. He
never taught his disciples to honor him other than to accept him as their
teacher because he was to teach them the words of eternal life and to be a
living example to them, a living embodiment, of all that he taught. This is
hardly surprising when we realize that he came not to be served but to
serve (Mk.10.45); he took “the form of a slave/servant” (Phil.2.7) and
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demonstrated this by washing his disciples’ feet (Jo.13.1ff). It would have
been obviously inconsistent for one who came to be a servant to demand
honor for himself. He also taught, as we recall, that the greatest in God’s
kingdom is to be the servant of all (Mk.10.42-44; Mt.20.25ff; Lk.22.25ff).
All this expressed the central principle of his life and his mind.

Were the principles of God’s Kingdom changed after
Jesus’ exaltation?

Was this principle of not seeking glory from men discarded after Christ’s
resurrection? Have the principles of the Kingdom been changed since
then or, specifically, after he was given the Name above every name? If
they have been discarded or changed then it is evident that the nature of
the Kingdom of God itself has changed and, if so, into what? But there is
nothing whatever to indicate that anything has changed in regard to the
nature of God’s Kingdom, whether on earth or in heaven. If it has
changed at all, then it is we (the church) that have changed it, behaving in
the same way as those in John 6.15. How then will the Lord deal with us?
Will he not reject us in the same way as he rejected those in 6.152 If we
really seek to glorify God in Christ we must do so in God’s way—or face
His rejection and exclusion from His Kingdom.

If then the spiritual principles of the Kingdom have not been abro-
gated or changed, then does it not follow that it remains true that the
greatest will serve as the least? Does it not therefore follow that the King
of kings is also the Servant of servants? This is beyond the comprehen-
sion of the world, but that is precisely the point of the Lord’s teaching,
that the Kingdom is radically different in character from the world, and
those of the world cannot understand or accept it. If then we wish to
honor the Servant-King in God’s Kingdom, how do we go about it? The
consistent answer to this question in all of the Scriptures is to obey him.
“Why do you call me ‘Lord, Lord’ and do not do the things I say?”
(Lk.6.46). We call him Lord but we act, even in relation to Christ, like
those in the world. We honor him in much the same way as those of the
world honor their worldly sovereigns and potentates, and we are worldly
to the extent that we imagine that by so doing we are pleasing him. His
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desire is that we follow him in giving glory to God alone, and honor him
by faithfully obeying his teaching.

We may also ask, in connection to the question of whether or not the
principles and character of the Kingdom were changed after Jesus’ exalta-
tion, and his having been given the name above all other names, whether
in consequence of that exaltation he ceased to be in “the form of man”
and, if not, did he cease to be in “the form of a servant (slave)”? In view of
what was stated a little earlier, it should be evident that he retains both
his “form” of being man as also that of being servant/sacrifice (cf. Jesus as
“Lamb,” his foremost title in the Revelation). In Jesus’ teaching, servant
and sacrifice are inseparably linked together as in Mark 10.45: “For even
the Son of Man came not to be served but to serve, and to give his life as a
ransom for many” (so also Mat.20.28) and in the important spiritual
symbolism of washing his disciples’ feet just before going to the cross.

Yet Christians generally seem to have assumed that with his exaltation
Jesus ceased being a servant, because in our carnal view the two appear to
be incompatible; but this is not so in the Kingdom of God: in the

Kingdom, the moment one ceases to be a servant, one also ceases to be a

king (or leader) in God’s eyes. Unless we understand and apply this in

our lives, we cannot function in God’s kingdom or in His church in the
way He requires; Jesus warned of the danger of ending up as “goats,” not
“sheep” (Mat.25.31-46).

“King of kings” as a proof-text for Christ’s deity

ne of our favorite “proof texts” as trinitarians is the title “king of

kings, and lord of lords” (since kings were generally higher in

status than lords, or else ‘lords’ was just another way to describe
kings; the use of both titles was intentionally repetitive and thereby a
means of giving emphasis and resonance in the offering of praise). In
Rev.17.14 it is applied to the Lamb, and in 19.16 to the Word of God; but
in 1Tim.6.15 the title is used with reference to God. So the conclusion is
readily drawn that the Lamb is God in the sense that he is God’s equal,
something which (as we shall see) is not substantiated in the book of
Revelation.
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When I checked my old Bible I found that 1Tim.6.15 was indeed the
cross-reference that I had written in the margin of Rev.17.14. But char-
acteristic of the trinitarian use of Scripture, I neglected to include other
references to the title “king of kings” in the Bible as a whole. The fact is
that in Scripture this title is also used of human sovereigns. In Ezra 7.12 it
is used of Artaxerxes; and in Ezekiel 26.7 God Himself speaks of
Nebuchadnezzar as “king of kings”; so also in Dan.2.37. So the argument

for the deity of Christ is here accomplished by a selective use of texts,

ignoring texts that are contrary to our case. Does this not indicate a lack

of spiritual and intellectual honesty, a lack of openness to the truth?
In Mat.28.18 the risen Christ announces to the disciples that “All
authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me”. This being the

case, he is rightly spoken of as “King of kings and Lord of lords”. But
what needs to be noted is that this cannot be turned into an argument for
Christ’s equality with God our Father because it is a sovereignty given to
him by the God who alone has the right to confer it, for it is His by right
as God. But for some reason we were not content with the fact that God
has thus “crowned (Jesus) with glory and honor” (Heb.2.9), we must
settle for nothing less than his innate (as distinct from conferred) divine
glory or deity, namely, that he is eternally equal with God our Father in
every sense, even though there is no Biblical justification whatever for
doing so. The one time Paul used the title “King of kings” is in 1Tim.6.15,
and by that title he undoubtedly referred to God our Father, as is made
perfectly clear in the verse itself.

1Timothy 6.15 may well carry an echo of Deuteronomy 10:17, “For
Yahweh your God is God of gods and Lord of lords, the great, the
mighty, and the awesome God, who is not partial and takes no bribe.”
This is also echoed in Psalm 135.1-3, “Give thanks to Yahweh, for he is
good, for his steadfast love endures forever. Give thanks to the God of
gods, for his steadfast love endures forever. Give thanks to the Lord of
lords, for his steadfast love endures forever”. (Psalm 135.1-3 in LXX is
136.1-3 in English Bibles.)

These passages are reflected in 1Corinthians 8.5,6, “For although
there may be so-called gods in heaven or on earth—as indeed there are
many ‘gods’ and many ‘Tlords’—yet for us there is one God, the Father,
from whom are all things and for whom we exist, and one Lord, Jesus
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Christ, through whom are all things and through whom we live”. Both
passages (in Deuteronomy and the Psalms) speak of the LORD i.e.
Yahweh, who Jesus certainly referred to as “the Father,” and by Paul as
“God our Father”.

“The First and the Last”
Concerning the proof texts used in trinitarianism, let us consider

another related example of the methodology used to “establish”

an argument. Returning again to the Johannine Apocalypse (or
book of Revelation), consider the title “the first and the last” (Rev.1.17;
2.8) which is expanded to “the alpha and the omega; the first and the last;
the beginning and the end” (22.13) where all three titles are synonymous,
that is, they mean basically the same thing. Since these are here titles of
Christ, they are used to argue for his deity.

Unlike the case of “king of kings” where the OT evidence was simply
ignored, this time everything depends on using two texts in the OT to
establish our case. The two texts are Isa.44.6 and 48.12 where God is “the
first and the last”. There we have our “proof” of Christ’s deity. Thus the
case can seemingly be established with surprising ease. Of course, we
have not stopped to consider one small problem: Since God is “from
eternity to eternity” and therefore without beginning or end (see too
Rev.4.9,10), how can He be “the beginning and the end”, “the first and
the last”? This is possible only in one sense as the context of Scripture
makes clear: He is the beginning and the end specifically in relation to
His creation (which includes mankind), and in relation to His people in
particular.

Creation began with Him (came into existence through Him) and will
reach its final consummation in Him (at His appointed time when His
purpose has been accomplished). In regard to His people, they owe their
redemption to Him. He is our beginning because He called us to Himself
and thus constituted us as His people through the covenant He esta-
blished with us. He is our end in that our final fulfillment will be found in
Him and only in Him.

What was true under the old covenant is equally true under the new,
but with the new reality that God now makes us a new creation in Christ.
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Christ is “the mediator” of the new covenant (Heb.9.15; 12.24; 1Ti.2.5);
under this covenant God has chosen to do everything “through Christ”
(or, more frequently in the Biblical text, “through him”) and “in Christ”
because “God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself’
(2Cor.5.19). For this reason God is still “the first and the last” in and
through Christ; and since this is effected “in Christ,” Christ can also be
described as the “first and the last” in relation to God’s people. Thus, in
Heb.12.2 Christ is described as “author and completer” of our faith. The
word translated “completer” (teleiotes) is semantically related to the word
“end” (telos) in the words “the beginning and the end” in Rev.22.13.

In relation to mankind as a whole, Scripture speaks of Christ as “the

first fruits” of those who have died (i.e. the first man who was raised from

death permanently, 1Cor.15.20); the final resurrection has begun with

Christ’s resurrection—he is the beginning of the final resurrection and its
guarantor. Notice that “first fruits” is ap-arché (hyphen added), while
“beginning” in Rev.22.13 is arché. He is also “the last Adam (‘Adam’ is
Hebrew for ‘man’)” in 1Cor.15.45, where “last” (eschatos) is exactly the
same word as in Rev.22.13. So it is true that “the man Christ Jesus” is “the
first and the last” in relation to mankind and his salvation.

But there is another not so small problem for the trinitarian attempt
to use “the first and the last” to prove the deity of Christ, and that is the
fact that this title is not a general title for God, but it is specifically a title
of Yahweh: Isaiah 44:6, “Thus says the LORD (YHWH), the King of Israel
and his Redeemer, the LORD (YHWH) of hosts: ‘I am the first and I am
the last; besides me there is no god.”” Do trinitarians really want to prove
that Christ and Yahweh are one and the same person?

Christ as the all-sufficient sacrifice provided for us by God
(Yahweh)—used as an argument for Christ’s deity

have in the past argued for the deity of Christ on the grounds that
Ione man could only die for one other person; if Christ were only
human, how could his death avail for all mankind? This argument
sounded convincing because of its apparent self-evidence: how can the
death of one human individual atone for the sins of all men? But the
wisdom of God is not established by human wisdom or reasoning. The
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error of this kind of reasoning became evident to me when I perceived
the truth in John 3.14,15, “as Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilder-
ness, so must the Son of man be lifted up, that whoever believes in him
may have eternal life.”

This refers to the incident recorded in Numbers 21.6-9 in which the
people were dying from the bites of the poisonous snakes. Moses was
instructed by God to make a serpent of brass and set it on a pole for all to
see; those who believed as they looked were saved from the poison of the
snakes. Jesus compares this incident to faith in him: “And as Moses lifted
up the serpent in the wilderness, so must the Son of Man be lifted up,
that whoever believes in him may have eternal life” (Jo.3.14,15). The
point here should be extremely clear: the saving of the thousands who
looked to the brass serpent had nothing whatever to do with anything
inherent in that serpent—they were saved by God through faith in His
promise that whoever looked would be saved: “Yahweh said to Moses,
‘Make a fiery serpent and set it on a pole, and everyone who is bitten,
when he sees it, shall live.”” (Num.21.8) The next verse confirms that
those who had the faith to look lived. The same is true for all those who

are looking to Jesus for salvation through faith (Heb.12.1,2); it is God’s
saving power in Christ which saves them from sin and death. It is, there-

fore, not something inherent in the constitution of Christ that saves, but

it is God our Father (Yahweh) who saves us in and through Christ. For

salvation is entirely God’s work; it is by faith and through His grace

alone.

Ro.3.21-26 is acknowledged to be the heart of the teaching on salva-
tion in Romans (cf. also Dunn, Christology I, p.219). These six verses,
which together constitute one sentence (!) is summarized in v.26: God is
“the justifier of the one who has faith in Jesus.” This is precisely the point

made in the previous paragraph. We fail to properly present Biblical

soteriology (doctrine of salvation) if we fail to make it clear that God our

Father is the ultimate or fundamental author of our salvation while Jesus

is the mediating, or instrumental, agent for our salvation. This point

emerges not only from Ro.3.26 but from the passage as a whole:

“2l But now the righteousness of GOD has been manifested

apart from law, although the law and the prophets bear witness
to it—
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*? the righteousness of GOD through faith in Jesus Christ for
all who believe. For there is no distinction;

* since all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God,

** they are justified by HIS grace as a gift, through the
redemption which is in Christ Jesus,

* whom GOD put forward as an expiation by his blood, to be
received by faith. This was to show GOD’s righteousness,

because in HIS divine forbearance HE had passed over former
sins;
% it was to prove at the present time that HE himself is

righteous and that HE justifies him who has faith in Jesus.”

“God” is mentioned 10 times (including pronouns) in these 6 verses
concerning our salvation, making it perfectly clear that He is the subject
in the grammatical sense. “Jesus” (including “Christ Jesus” or “Jesus
Christ”) is mentioned 4 times (including the pronoun in v.25). God’s
righteousness is referred to 4 times, and “justify” (a word related to
righteousness in Greek) twice; while “faith” appears 3 times. The statistics
of this passage gives us a good summary of the soteriology (doctrine of
salvation) of Romans as a whole."

Romans is the only writing in the NT that provides a full and
relatively systematic teaching about salvation. In it, God is by far the
central figure. The references to Christ are about half of the number of
references to God, reflecting the similar statistic in Ro.3.21-26. It is

10 Statistics for Romans (Greek text):

e “God”: 153 times (not counting pronouns) in 135 verses.

o “Jesus Christ” or “Christ Jesus™: 31 times; “Jesus” (alone): 5; “Christ”
(alone): 34 = total: 70 times (the most occurrences in the NT, even
without counting pronouns);

e “Righteousness™ 29 times (by far the most frequent in NT; Mt is next
with 7 times)

e  “Righteous” (verb): 14 times (the next most frequent is Gal: 6)

e  “Faith” 35 times (next most frequent: Heb: 31).

These figures show that all these are key words in Romans.



186 The Only True God

always God (the Father) who justifies (saves) “through faith in Jesus
Christ” (Ro.3.22).

All Jesus’ miracles were done by God (Yahweh) through
him

1l sorts of attempts have been made to explain, or explain away,
A]esus’ miracles, even by some Christian scholars unable or un-

willing to accept the supernatural. But short of denying the vera-
city of the gospel accounts, there are many miracles that simply cannot
be explained in terms of psychosomatic healing, coincidence, etc. I
recently heard an ophthalmologist acknowledge that even with the latest
(2007) knowledge and equipment (lasers, etc), he could not restore the
sight of a man born blind and had already grown up, as in the case of the
man who Jesus healed in John 9. Jesus certainly did not perform miracles
as a spectacle to impress the multitudes; the miracles carried a spiritual
message for those who had ears to hear and eyes to see (Mt.13.15,16).
The healing of the blind man, for example, would remind a perceptive
observer of a passage such as that in Isaiah 29:

'® In that day the deaf shall hear the words of a book, and out
of their gloom and darkness the eyes of the blind shall see.

' The meek shall obtain fresh joy in the LORD (Yahweh), and
the poor among mankind shall exult in the Holy One of Israel.

I also heard a discussion with a meteorological expert, who had studied
the Lake of Galilee for 25 years, to find out whether some scientific
explanation could be found for Jesus’ stilling of the storm on that Lake
(Mat.8.24-27); the expert acknowledged that there is no known explan-
ation. But this miracle on “the Sea of Galilee,” as it is often called, is an
enactment of a portion of Psalm 107:

» Some went down to the sea in ships, doing business on the
great waters;

** they saw the deeds of the LORD (Yahweh), his wondrous
works in the deep.
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*» For he commanded and raised the stormy wind, which lifted
up the waves of the sea.

¢ They mounted up to heaven; they went down to the depths;
their courage melted away in their evil plight;

7 they reeled and staggered like drunken men and were at their
wits” end.

*8 Then they cried to the LORD (Yahweh) in their trouble, and
he delivered them from their distress.

2% He made the storm be still, and the waves of the sea were
hushed.

** Then they were glad that the waters were quiet, and he
brought them to their desired haven.

31 Let them thank the LORD (Yahweh) for his steadfast love,
for his wondrous works to the children of men!

A comparison of the account in Matthew 8 with this passage in Psalm
107 immediately shows the striking correspondence between the two,
which is certainly no coincidence but is designed to show who actually
was stilling the storm in Galilee. Notice that Yahweh is mentioned three
times in this portion of the Psalm.

These and other miracles are constantly used by trinitarians to argue
for Christ’s deity. But like the “I am” sayings (which, as we have seen,
point to Yahweh), the miracles do the same. They do not “prove” that
Jesus is God, but if they prove anything, they would prove either that
Jesus is Yahweh, or that Yahweh indwells Jesus bodily (Jo.1.14) and does
His works through him. Which one is the correct alternative is made
perfectly clear by Jesus himself and in the NT. That it was the God of

Israel, Yahweh, who did His works in Christ is stated plainly in Acts 2:22,
“Men of Israel, hear these words: Jesus of Nazareth, a man attested to you

by God with mighty works and wonders and signs that God_did_through
him in your midst, as you yourselves know.”

Jesus affirmed this himself: “The words that I say to you I do not
speak on my own authority, but the Father who dwells in me does his
works.” (John 14.10) “Work” (ergon) can include specific reference to
miracles, i.e. supernatural works. The Greek English Lexicon (BDAG) on
ergon (work) has, “of the deeds of God and Jesus, specifically, miracles”.
“He (John) frequently uses the term ‘works,” not indeed exclusively with
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reference to the miracles of Christ, and yet often with particular reference
to them; as if miraculous works were only the natural and appropriate
works of one who was himself miraculous” (Unger’s Bible Dictionary,
“Miracles”). Here, appropriately, the Bible Dictionary quotes John 5.36,
“For the works that the Father has given me to accomplish, the very works
that I am doing, bear witness about me that the Father has sent me”; John
10.25, “The works that I do in my Father’s name bear witness about me
[i.e. that I am the Messiah, v.24]”; John 10:32, “Jesus answered them, ‘I
have shown you many good works from the Father”. To this can be
added John 5:19, “Jesus gave them this answer: T tell you the truth, the
Son can do nothing by himself” (NIV). The “mighty works and wonders
and signs” (Acts 2.22) were all a part of God’s work of saving mankind,
for “God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself” (2Cor.5.19).

This means that it is completely erroneous to use the miracles as
evidence of Christ’s deity. For whether it was the feeding of the thou-
sands, walking on water, raising the dead, these were all because, as Jesus
said, “the Father who dwells in me does His works” (Jo.14.10). Why don’t
we listen to him when he said, “I can do nothing on my own” (Jo.5.30,
and his many other sayings on this matter) instead of fabricating our own
doctrines?

The significance of Psalm 8 for understanding the person
and work of the Messiah (Christ)

Psalm 8 (ESV):

' O LORD (Yahweh), our Lord, how majestic is your name in
all the earth! You have set your glory above the heavens.

? Out of the mouth of babes and infants, you have established
strength because of your foes, to still the enemy and the
avenger.

> When I look at your heavens, the work of your fingers, the
moon and the stars, which you have set in place,

* what is man that you are mindful of him, and the son of man
that you care for him?
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> Yet you have made him a little lower than the heavenly beings
and crowned him with glory and honor.

® You have given him dominion over the works of your hands;
you have put all things under his feet,

7 all sheep and oxen, and also the beasts of the field,

% the birds of the heavens, and the fish of the sea, whatever
passes along the paths of the seas.

> O LORD (Yahweh), our Lord, how majestic is your name in
all the earth!

he whole Psalm is quoted to make it more convenient to view its

structure and substance. Notice, first, that the Psalm begins and

ends with exactly the same words of praise to Yahweh (“LORD”).
In verse 1 it says, “You have set your glory above the heavens.” That is to
say, Yahweh’s glory is higher than the heavens; Yahweh’s supernal majes-
ty and glory are exultingly extolled.

But the 2nd verse, in striking contrast to the 1st, suddenly descends to
the level of “babes and infants,” from whose mouths Yahweh “established
strength” in the face of His enemies. What is this contrast intended to
signify? Does it not remind us of the words that His “power is made
perfect in weakness” (2Cor.12.9)? And this prepares us effectively for the
next pair of contrasts: v.3 “When I look at your heavens...” versus v.4,
“what is man...” Yet it is precisely in the relative weakness of man that
Yahweh, as in the case of babes and infants, has chosen to manifest his
power and glory: “You have... crowned him with glory and honor” (v.5).

Notice that in the structure of this Psalm, v.5 is at the center of the
Psalm, being its middle verse. Notice, too, how its substance also corres-
ponds to the first and the last verses of the Psalm, namely, Yahweh’s
glory and majesty, which in v.5, is conferred upon man! Notice, too, that
“man” and “the son of man” are synonymous in v.4. It is evident that the
Psalmist knows nothing of the degradation of man such as that taught in
the Christian doctrine of man’s “total depravity”. Nor does the Apostle
Paul teach any such doctrine, seeing that he speaks of man as “the glory
of God” (1Cor.11.7), by which he proclaims the same truth as in this
Psalm.
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Let us consider verses 5 and 6 of Psalm 8 more closely. Several
important things are stated in these verses:

(1) “Yet you have made him a little lower than the heavenly beings.” The
ESV translation “heavenly beings” is a compromise between other
English translations which vary from “angels” to “God”. The word in the
Hebrew text is elohim which generally means “God” or “god” (over 2600
times in the OT), but it can sometimes mean “angels” or heavenly beings
generally. Since the word is in most instances in the OT applied to
Yahweh, why is “God” not used in all translations of Ps.8.5¢? The answer
is to be found in the influence of the Septuagint, where the translator has
chosen to translate elohim as “aggelous” (plural of aggelos) from which,
obviously, comes the word “angels”.

What, then, should the correct translation be? The word “angel” or
“angels” appears a number of times in the Psalms but in each instance the
usual Hebrew word for “angel,” malach, is used. I have not found any
instance in the Psalms where elohim definitely means “angels”. There
does not, therefore, seem to be any good reason why Ps.8.5 should not be

translated as “a little lower than God”, as in some English translations
(RSV, NRSV). This would not mean that man is necessarily higher than
the angels (although see 1Co.6.3, “Do you not know that we will judge

angels?”), nor that he is lower. But is not the whole point of the verse that
God has conferred “glory and honor” on man so that His divine glory
and majesty will be revealed through him in the entire universe? In the
Scriptures, therefore, man as “the glory of God” is only “a little lower
than God”.

(2) Verse 6a, “You have given him dominion over the works of your
hands”. The reference here to Genesis 1.26,28 and 9.2 is unmistakable.
This statement is re-emphasized and strengthened in the following sen-
tence:

Verse 6b, “You have put all things under his feet”; this important
affirmation appears repeatedly in the NT with reference to Christ, while
it also has a significant link to the Messianic words in Ps.110.1, “The
LORD (Yahweh) says to my Lord: “Sit at my right hand, until I make
your enemies your footstool”. Obviously, to “make your enemies your
footstool” is equivalent to putting them “under (your, i.e.) his feet”
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(Ps.8.6). Jesus saw Psalm 110.1 as fulfilled in his ministry (Mk.12.36;
14.62; and pars).

That God has “put all things under his feet” (Ps.8.6) is a statement
applied to Christ as the representative man, “the last Adam”
(1Cor.15.45). In 1Co.15.27 it serves as the key to understanding the
section from 15.24-27. Being “seated at God’s right hand,” in Eph.1.20,
means that “he (God) put all things under his (Christ’s) feet and gave
him as head over all things to the church” (1.22).

Christ’s God-given authority is extended to, and implemented
through, the church, as in Romans 16:20, “The God of peace will soon
crush Satan under your feet” (cf. Rev.3.9); this reflects the promise to the
righteous in Ps.91.13, “You will tread on the lion and the adder; the
young lion and the serpent you will trample underfoot” (cf. Gen.3.15).

As in the Messianic Psalms generally, Psalm 8, too, is prophetic in
character, as can clearly be seen in the references to it in Hebrews 2:

¥ “Now in putting everything in subjection to him (Christ), he
(God) left nothing outside his control. At present, we do not yet
see everything in subjection to him.

’ “But we see him who for a little while was made lower than
the angels, namely Jesus, crowned with glory and honor be-
cause of the suffering of death, so that by the grace of God he
might taste death for everyone.” (The references to Ps.8 are
clearly evident.)

(3) In view of the foregoing points, there can be no doubt that Ps.8 is one
of the foundational passages in the OT for understanding Jesus’ consist-
ent use of the title “son of man” (Ps.8.4). This finds confirmation in his
teaching such as that in Mt.11.27 (par. Lk.10.22) and Mt.28.18; also
Jo.3.35; 13.3.

(4) From Psalm 8 and related passages it can be seen that the Scriptures
have an exalted view of man in God’s eternal plans. All this finds full and
perfect fulfillment in the person of Christ. In Christ, man as “the image
and glory of God” (1Cor.11.7) reaches the acme of resplendent express-
ion: “He is the radiance of the glory of God and the exact imprint of his
nature” (Heb.1.3). But Christ reveals God’s glory and power as man, for
it would hardly be saying anything significant to say that God reveals
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God’s glory, nor would it make much sense to say that God is “the exact
imprint of his nature”.

Yet, contrary to Scripture, Christianity has a low view of man, who is
seen essentially as a depraved sinner, “rotten to the core”. In this view it
is simply unimaginable that man could ever be “the radiance of the glory
of God” (Heb.1.3); so it is little wonder that passages such as this one in
Hebrews are used to prove Christ’s deity, rather than the wonderful
fulfillment in Christ of God’s eternal plan for man. Once we grasp more
fully the Biblical teaching of man as “image and glory of God”—a glory
now fully realized in the person of Jesus the Messiah (Christ)—we will
see that many of the passages used by trinitarians to “prove” the deity of
Christ actually proclaim something different, namely, that the divine
glory was fully manifested in and through the “one man Jesus Christ”
(Ro.5.15,17; 1Ti.2.5).

Daniel 7 in Jesus’ use of “Son of Man,” and “the man from
heaven” (1Cor.15.47)

Daniel 7.13, “I was gazing into the visions of the night, when I
saw, coming on the clouds of heaven, as it were a son of man.
He came to the One most venerable and was led into his
presence.” (NJB)

Matthew 24.30, “At that time the sign of the Son of Man will

appear in the sky, and all the nations of the earth will mourn.

They will see the Son of Man coming on the clouds of the sky,

with power and great glory.” (NIV)

t can immediately be seen that Jesus’ words in Matthew 24 make
Ireference to Daniel 7: In particular, the term “son of man” (without

the word “like”), and the phrase “on the clouds of heaven” is exactly
the same in the Greek text as in the Greek OT (LXX). “Coming” is the
same Greek word though in a different tense.

The connection of Daniel 7 with Psalms 8 is seen in the references to

“the Son of man” in both places. But, more importantly, “dominion” is
given to “the Son of man” in both passages; for Daniel 7.14 reads, “And
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to him was given dominion and glory and a kingdom, that all peoples,
nations, and languages should serve him; his dominion is an everlasting
dominion.” Here the connection with Psalm 110.1 is also evident, thus
linking all three passages. These passages provide the background for
understanding what Jesus says in Matthew 24.30.

Daniel 7 is prophetic in character, that is, it concerns the future, not
the past. That is to say, it speaks of “the Son of man” in the future; it is
not about a pre-existent person by that name. Similarly, Psalm 110.1 also
concerns the future; it is God’s promise to the royal Davidic messiah. In
the same way, Jesus’ words about the coming “Son of man” has to do
with a future event which Christians often call the “Second Coming” of
Christ. The same is true of Jesus’ words in the following verse:

Matthew 26.64, “Jesus answered him, ‘It is you who say it. But,
I tell you that from this time onward you will see the Son of
man seated at the right hand of the Power and coming on the
clouds of heaven.”” (N]B)

The link of these words to Daniel 7.13 is again seen in the phrases “the
Son of man” and “coming on the clouds of heaven,” while the connection
with Psalm 110.1 appears in the words “seated at the right hand of the
Power (i.e. God)”.

Jesus’ reference to Daniel 7.14 stands out sharply in Mark 13.26, “At
that time men will see the Son of Man coming in clouds with great power

and glory.” (NIV) Here “great power” is equivalent to “dominion” in
Dan.7.14, so “power and glory” are the equivalents of “dominion and
glory” in Dan.7.

All this helps us to better understand why Jesus used “the Son of man”
as the title of preference in the gospels. It emphasized not only his true

manhood, but especially his messianic ministry in fulfillment of import-
ant prophecies in which God’s promise to His people of future deliver-

ance will also be fulfilled.
Furthermore, without knowing this OT background we cannot

correctly understand what the Apostle Paul says about the “second man”
who comes “from heaven,” and may end up in philosophical speculations
about some Urmensch (German for ‘Primal Man’) or supposed preexist-
ent prototype man—an idea which some theologians have toyed with.
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But this has absolutely nothing to do with what Paul writes in 1Cor.15.47,
“The first man was of the dust of the earth, the second man from
heaven.” (NIV). Anyone familiar with Daniel 7.13,14 would immediately
recognize “the man from heaven” in Paul’s words. Nor is this the only
connection between the two passages. For example 1Corinthians 15.25,
“For he must reign until he has put all his enemies under his feet” is cer-
tainly linked to Daniel 7.14, “And to him was given dominion and glory
and a kingdom, that all peoples, nations, and languages should serve
him.”

But the connection between the two passages goes even further than
this. “The man from heaven” in 1Cor.15.47 is in a context of a discussion
about the resurrection which covers the section from verses 35 to 57. Now
if we look at Daniel 7.13 (quoted at the beginning of this section) we are
told of a heavenly vision of the Son of man coming into the Presence of
God. When we compare this with Jesus’ words in Matthew 26.64, “I tell
you that from this time onward you will see the Son of man seated at the
right hand of the Power and coming on the clouds of heaven,” the picture
becomes clearer: First, the Son of man comes to God (Dan.7.13) and is
granted to sit down at His right hand (Ps.110.1); from the Scriptures we
know that this is what happened after Jesus’ resurrection. Then, second, in
the future the Son of man will be “coming on the clouds of heaven” with
“great power and glory” (Mk.13.26). Paul discusses this second stage in
1Cor.15.24-28, while he writes about “the man from heaven” in the long
section about resurrection (1Cor.15.35-57).

What this means is that Jesus is “the man from heaven,” the
“spiritual” (v.46) man, because of the resurrection. It has nothing what-
ever to do with non-Scriptural metaphysical speculations about some
preexistent eternal man. G.G. Findlay, in The Expositor’s Greek New
Testament, discerned this correctly, “From his resurrection onwards,
Christ became to human faith the anthropos epouranios [man of
heaven]”.

Finally, it is God’s plan for us that through Christ we “also are those
who are of heaven” (1Cor.15.48); and through him “we shall also bear the
image of the man of heaven” (v.49). What does this mean but that we

shall, like Christ, also be people “of heaven” as a result of the resurrect-

ion?
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God was in Christ
That Jesus is man, or “the Son of man,” is abundantly clear in the

Bible. His supreme significance for us lies in the fact that “God

(Yahweh) was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself”
(2Cor.5.19). But as far as trinitarianism is concerned, this could just as
well read that God was Christ (or, Christ was God). Does the change real-
ly matter? What have they changed? What is changed is that whereas in
2Cor.5.19 it is GOD who was the One reconciling, it is now CHRIST as
God who does the reconciling. Yahweh is sidelined by Christ proclaimed

as God. The monotheism of Yahweh has been thereby subverted—an

exceedingly serious matter indeed, where the word of God is concerned.
It should be very obvious that “God was in Christ” and “God was
Christ/Christ was God” are two fundamentally different propositions.
“God was in Christ” also means that although both God and Christ can
properly be called “our savior,” their roles in our salvation are funda-

mentally different: Christ is the indispensable agent in and through

whom God worked out His saving purposes for us; but it was God
Himself who was the Prime Mover of the process of salvation (reconcil-
iation). Where would our salvation be if God had not sent Christ into the
world? And where would it be if He had not raised Jesus from the dead?

Not to mention the Father’s constant empowering of Christ throughout

his ministry: both his teaching and the signs and wonders worked
through him ensure the triumphant completion of his saving work.

On the other hand, Christ’s role was certainly not a merely passive
one, but one of determined, faithful, and glad obedience to the Father
throughout his ministry. He is the unique, new, “last Adam,” who in
God’s purposes was essential for the redemption of mankind. But it must
be clearly understood that, in the NT message, Christ’s role in the salva-
tion of mankind was always and absolutely as man, and that it was GOD
who was in the MAN Christ Jesus reconciling the world to Himself. Any
deviation from this is deviation from the word of God as proclaimed in
the NT, and results in the serious consequence that God the Father,
Yahweh, is sidelined as the absolute Center of the Gospel message. This,
in turn, must inevitably have fearful consequences.
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“Savior” applied to Yahweh God and to Christ in Timothy
and Titus

The word “savior” (soter) occurs 24 times in the NT (the verb “to save,”
$0z0, 106 times) and is applied to God and to Christ. But the title “God
our Savior” is unique to the Pastoral Letters (Timothy and Titus) and
Jude (v.25), where it appears 6 times. The title “Christ our savior” is also
unique to the Pastorals, appearing once in that form (Tit.3.6), and 3
times in variations on that form (“Christ Jesus our savior”, Tit.1.4; “our
savior Christ Jesus”, 2Tim.1.10; and Titus 2.13 “our savior Jesus Christ”),
making a total of 4 times. Thus, God is described as our “savior” more
frequently than Jesus. But the newer English translations boldly try to
“even the score”.

Making Jesus God by way of translation; the alleged “one
article rule”
rinitarianism has daringly given itself a boost by their newer
translations of a few verses in the pastoral letters, notably Titus
2.13. The KJV translated it as, “Looking for that blessed hope, and
the glorious appearing of the great God and our Saviour Jesus Christ”.

But the New King James changes this to, “looking for the blessed hope

and glorious appearing of our great God and Savior Jesus Christ,” and

the same is true of all the newer major English translations. In this way

“our great God” and “Savior” are both applied to Jesus.

Before we examine this matter more closely, it is worth noting that the
ancient Syriac translation called the Peshitta has this translation, “looking
for the blessed hope, and the manifestation of the glory of the great God,

and our Life-giver, Jesus the Messiah” (James Murdock’s translation). As

one would expect in a Semitic translation, “the great God” is distin-
guished from “Jesus the Messiah” by the word “and,” though also united
to him by it. Interestingly, “savior” is rendered as “life-giver”. The
Peshitta is the ancient Syriac Bible which, according to Encyclopedia
Britannica, was “the accepted Bible of Syrian Christian churches from the
end of the 3rd century AD,” that is the century before the Nicene and
Constantinople creeds were formulated as the basis for trinitarianism.
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The important point to notice is that it does not reflect the character or
wording of the modern trinitarian translations of Titus 2.13.

What is the basis for the translation of “our God and Savior Jesus
Christ” in the Pastorals? It was the “discovery” of a grammatical “rule”
(which appears to have first gained prominence in the 20th century) that
says because only one definite article governs the words “God” and
“Savior” in Titus 2.13 it must refer to the same person, namely, Jesus
Christ. What seems surpassingly strange is that the early Greek speaking
Fathers, and other Greek speakers in the early church, appear to have
been unaware of any such “rule” in their language! The Greek speaking
bishops and scholars who supported the trinitarian position in the 4"
century seem never to have thought of using such an obvious “rule” to
their advantage—if such a rule existed! This “rule” had to wait until some
European scholars, whose native language was not Greek, elevated it to
the level of a “discovery”. Needless to say, all of us who were trinitarians
were delighted by this “discovery”; I still recall my joy at hearing about it
in my student days and marking Titus 2.13 in bold letters in my Bible.
Poor 17" century King James Version was, of course, too early to benefit
from it!

One can only wonder what the Greek Fathers would have thought if
they had been told that they had failed to understand a basic rule in their
own language! We may suppose that their response would have been
very much like the kind of response Chinese scholars would have if they
were told by some Western scholar that they had failed to understand a
rule of the Chinese language! But in this case the Greek Fathers are not
available for comment.

It is true that after trinitarianism had established itself as the dogma of
the Western Christian church, the translation “our God and Savior Jesus
Christ” did begin to emerge, as has been found in some papyri; but apart
from the fact of their obvious trinitarian origin and their late date (not-
hing earlier than the 7™ century), Greek had long before that ceased to be
the universal language in the Roman empire (Augustine, 354-430 AD,
though a top leader of the church, hardly knew any Greek), so the level of
competence in the language was not likely to be comparable to that of
earlier times, even assuming that the language itself had not already
undergone substantial changes (as, for example, in the case of NT Greek
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as compared to classical Greek, and Modern Greek as compared to NT
Greek).

In regard to the question of the correct translation of Titus 2.13, it is
significant to note that N.J.D. White, who as a trinitarian accepts the
deity of Christ, indicates in The Expositor’s Greek Testament (where he
discusses the matter at some length) that the grammatical evidence for
the translation “our God and Savior Jesus Christ” is simply inadequate
and rejects it unequivocally. In regard to the alleged “rule” mentioned
above, Dr. White writes,

“The grammatical argument—‘the identity of reference of two
substantives when under the vinculum of a common article’—
is too slender to bear much weight, especially when we take
into consideration not only the general neglect of the article in
these epistles but the omission of it before cwtrip [savior] in
1Tim.1.1; 4.10.”

Regarding the magnificent phrase “the appearing of the glory of our great
God” (Tit.2.13), White makes the following comment,

“The Second Coming of Christ will be, as we are assured by
Himself, ‘in the glory of His Father’ (Matt.16.27; Mark 8.38).
‘We rejoice in the hope of the glory of God’ (Rom.5.2). The
Second Coming of Christ may, therefore, be regarded as an
‘appearing of the glory of God  [the words between single
quotes are in Greek in White’s text].”

Further on, White writes, “St. Paul is nowhere more emphatic in his lofty
language about God the Father than in these epistles [i.e. the Pastoral
epistles]; see 1Tim.1.17; 6.15,16.” He also mentions that “This is the only
place in the N.T. in which péyag [great] is applied to the true God,
although it is a constant predicate of heathen gods and goddesses, e.g.,
Acts 19.28.”

Very similarly, J.E. Huther, in Meyer’s Critical and Exegetical
Commentary of the New Testament, provides an extended discussion of
Titus 2.13. Dr. Huther (and perhaps it hardly needs to be mentioned that
he is also traditionally a trinitarian) points out that the meaning of this
verse “cannot be decided on purely grammatical grounds”. He then lists
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three decisive points why, on exegetical grounds, the words “our great
God” in this verse does not apply to Christ. But to avoid excessively
lengthening the discussion of this verse, and also because, in the nature of
a commentary on the Greek text of the NT, a lot of Greek is interspersed
throughout Huther’s discussion, I shall leave its details to those who wish
to study this matter for themselves.

However, in regard to the alleged “rule” on which many English Bible
versions base their translation of Titus 2.13, Huther’s comment is directly
relevant, “There are instances enough of two distinct subjects standing
under one article only, and we cannot see why these instances should not
be quoted here” (note 1, p.360, italics his).

We can let A Grammar of New Testament Greek, Moulton-Howard-
Turner, a standard reference work, have the final word on this subject:
“One must look critically at the common view that in Ti.2.13 we have two
clauses in apposition [i.e. referring to the same person]. The same is true
of 2Pt.1.1... The repetition of the article was not strictly necessary to ensure
that the items be considered separately” (Vol.3, p.181, re. Tit.2.13, Greek
texts omitted; italics added). In other words, there is no basis for the
alleged “rule”; one article can refer to two distinct subjects, not necess-
arily to one only. The “bottom line” is really simply this: the trinitarian
translations are ultimately not determined by either grammatical or
exegetical considerations but by the dogmatic predilections or commit-
ments of the translators.

Moreover, in trying to use this verse in the Pastoral letters to elevate
Jesus to being God, they deliberately ignore the fact that it is precisely in
these letters that monotheism and the humanity of Christ are both stated
with absolute clarity: “For there is one God, and there is one mediator
between God and men, the man Christ Jesus” (1Tim.2.5). One must
surely be willfully blind not to see the explicitly and characteristically

Pauline monotheistic declaration at the beginning of this sentence, “For

there is one God,” namely, the God referred to as “God our Savior” two

verses earlier (v.3). The sentence ends with the equally explicit statement,

“the man_Christ Jesus”. Is there any way to make these statements any

plainer such that “even if they are fools, they shall not go astray”

(Isa.35.8)?
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In this respect it must, sadly, be admitted that the Muslim accusation
that Christians have distorted the meaning of Biblical texts does carry
considerable weight. Also, how can one give, with a good conscience,
such distorted translations to Jews or to Muslims who wish to get
acquainted with the NT?

2Peter 1.1

As might be expected, the major newer English translations of 2Peter 1.1
apply the same “one article rule” to their translation of this verse, “the
righteousness of our God and Savior Jesus Christ” (the words in italics
translate tod Oeod HUOV kal owTiipog Inood Xpiotod). Yet exactly the
same grammatical structure in 2Thessalonians 1.12 (1o 0god Nu®v kai
kvpiov Inood Xpiotod) is translated by these same versions as “the grace
of our God and the Lord Jesus Christ’; why is the “one article rule”
discarded here? Is it because these words have become part of a tradition-
al pronouncement of a blessing used in church services that they don’t
wish to change or infringe upon? Is it tradition that again determines the
translation here?

Jude 4

But consider how the ESV (English Standard Version, 2001), like many
other modern versions, translates the last phrase in Jude 4 as “our only
Master and Lord, Jesus Christ” (tov poévov deondtnv kai koptov fuUdv
‘Inoodv Xpiotov: literally, the only Master and our Lord Jesus Christ).
The Greek text (like the verse in Titus discussed in the previous para-
graphs) has only one definite article, which is not translated in ESV, but
is replaced by “our” for both “Master” and “Lord”. But what is the reason
or excuse for so doing? Is it again because of the alleged “one article
rule”? But the translators should surely know that this is unjustifiable
because “our,” which in the Greek text stands immediately before “Jesus
Christ,” can stand in place of the definite article—which they admit by
replacing the “the” at the beginning of the Greek phrase by “our”. Once
again they do not hesitate to misapply the supposed “one article rule” in
order to achieve their trinitarian translation.
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There can be no doubt whatever that here the King James translation
gives the correct sentence structure: “the only Lord God, and our Lord
Jesus Christ.” This is followed by the New King James version. So, too,
the ancient Peshitta: “him who is the only Lord God and our Lord, Jesus
the Messiah” (Murdoch). Tyndale, who evidently had not heard of any
“one article rule”, translates it as, “God the only Lorde and oure Lorde
Iesus Christ.” (Tyndale’s New Testament, 1534)

Now this verse may not seem relevant to our present discussion since
Jesus is not referred to as God in it. But the matter is not quite so simple
because of the phrase “our only (monos) Master” which NIV translates as
“our only Sovereign”. If Jesus Christ is our only Sovereign and Lord, then

that clearly leaves no room for God the Father! This displacing of God
the Father is precisely the kind of thing that Western Christianity has

been doing all along, even using the NT to justify its doing so.

Here consider again the ancient Peshitta, “Him who is the only Lord
God and our Lord, Jesus the Messiah”; the distinction between “the only
Lord God” and “our Lord Jesus” stands out clearly. But is this reading
justified? Let us consider the following facts:

(1) The second part of this verse (Jude 4) reads, “ungodly people, who
pervert the grace of our God into sensuality and deny our only Master...”
What is being perverted? It is “the grace of our God”. Who then is being
denied by this act of perversion? Is it not the God whose grace is
perverted? Does it not therefore follow very evidently that the God whose
grace is perverted, and who is thereby openly denied, is the One spoken
of as “the only Master”? Of course, in denying God, the only Sovereign,
His Christ is also thereby denied; but the verse itself makes it clear that
the primary reference is to God, the Father.

(2) The word translated as “Master” (despotés) was used as a title for God
both in the OT and the NT. All other instances of this word when used as
a divine title in the NT demonstrably refer to Yahweh God: Lk.2.29;
Ac.4.24; 2Pet.2.1 (“bought” cf. Ac.20.28); Rev.6.10 (“Sovereign Lord” cf.
Ac.4.24), not to Jesus, so there is no reason to suppose that Jude 4 is an
exception, and especially not when the qualifier “only” (monos) is used.
In the Greek OT (LXX) despotés (Master) appears many times as a form
of addressing Yahweh God, especially in Daniel where it occurs 7 times.
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In view of the foregoing evidence, the extent to which some trinitarians

are willing to go to mistranslate and mishandle even the Scriptures,

which they claim to believe to be the word of God, is truly astonishing—
and saddening. Is there no commitment to truth?

What is the psychology that operates in trinitarian
thinking?

s Jesus only precious to us if he is God? Is he of less value to us as

man? Would we, therefore, love him less if he is “only” man? Does

his preciousness to us lie in his “divine nature,” such that only if he is
God is he to be treasured? Or is he precious because “he loved me and
gave himself for me” (Galatians 2.20) regardless of what his “essential
nature” might be? Does status determine the value of love? Is the love of a
king worth more to me than the love of my mother only because he is a
king? If it were possible that the love of the king was of a purer (e.g. less
self-interested) kind than my mother’s, that would be a different matter,
but it would have nothing to do with his status.

Jesus, because of his sinlessness, can (and did) love with a purity and
power that exceeds all human love we have ever known, hence his love is
of a quality that no human being, not even a mother, can match. Is the
love of the one who “gave himself for me” (that is, for my salvation and
eternal life) worth less because it was the love of “the man Christ Jesus”
rather than “the God Christ Jesus”?

And, speaking of sinlessness, was Jesus sinless because he was God? If

this were so, then he was sinless by nature (because God cannot sin) and

not because of victory over sin and the flesh. The Scriptural teaching

would thereby be declared false, for it would be contrary to the fact
encapsulated in the statement in Romans 5.19, “as by the one man’s
disobedience the many were made sinners, so by the one man’s [Jesus’]
obedience the many will be made righteous.” This is the fundamental
principle of NT soteriology, the fundamental basis of our salvation: the
obedience of the “one man”.

Everything hinges upon Christ’s obedience as man. It was not a

question of God’s obedience to God that mattered for the salvation of
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man. It was a matter of man’s obedience to God which Christ fulfilled by

being “obedient unto death, death on a cross” (Phil.2.8). So it must be
clearly grasped that the love of “him who loved me and gave himself for

me” was the love of the man Christ Jesus. Again we ask: Is this love worth
less because it was the love of this man Christ Jesus? Well, it is certainly
not worth less to me; he is not less precious to me if he is “only” man. His
love for us is absolutely vital for our salvation.

Certainly Jesus remained sinless not solely by his own unaided effort

but by the fullness of Yahweh who dwelt or “tabernacled (tented, John

1.14)” in him bodily (Col.2.9). In much the same way we, too, can

triumph over sin through God’s indwelling presence in us as His temple
(1Cor.3.16; 6.19). In 1John 3:9 we read, “No one who is born of God
practices sin, because His seed abides in him; and he cannot sin, because
he is born of God.” If this verse has application to us, how much more to
Christ, the “only begotten™?

Trinitarianism has blinded us to what we might describe as the
“marvelous phenomenon of Christ,” namely, that a true man succeeded
in being sinless even though he was “one who has been tempted in every
way, just as we are—yet was without sin” (Heb.4.15, NIV). The astonish-
ing reality of this amazing triumph over sin is lost in trinitarianism
because, as God, Christ could not possibly sin—for if he could sin, he
wouldn’t be God. If he could not sin because of being God, then Hebrews
4.15 would be meaningless—and so would be his being tempted in the
wilderness (Mt.4; Lk.4). Inherent sinlessness (because of being God)
would have disqualified Jesus from being the atoning Sacrifice for sin
(which required the obedience of “the one man,” Romans 5.19); it would
also have made him incapable of being tempted “just as we are,” so he
could, therefore, not act on our behalf as a compassionate High Priest
(again contradicting Heb.4.15).

But let us return to the question of the psychology of trinitarian think-
ing which implies that Christ’s worth consists primarily in his deity, and
that he is devalued by the suggestion that he is “merely” man. The quest-
ion “What is man?”, taken as a rhetorical question, expects the answer,
“Not much more than dust”. This may apply on the physical level, but it
is not true of him on the spiritual level (see earlier discussion on Ps.8). If
our thinking is dominated by an unscriptural concept of man, it is little
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wonder that any suggestion that Jesus is man, not God, will be resisted
with the utmost determination as a devaluation of his person.
But let us ask again: does his value for us consist in his deity? Or does

it not rather consist in what he accomplished for us as our Savior and

Lord? In order to get a clearer grasp of the heart of this matter, we could
put the question like this: In Scriptural teaching, what exactly does our
salvation depend on? Does it depend on his “essence” (whether he was
God or man) or on his “works” (his function). Jesus pointed to his
“works” as evidence of his authenticity (John 10.25,37,38).

To put the question less abstractly, we could ask by way of an
illustration: In what does the importance of a key consist? Does it consist
in what it is made of (its “essence”), that is, whether it is made of some
precious metal such as gold or platinum, rather than iron or steel? Or
does it consist in its function, namely, that of opening the door to the
house? Does it matter what it is made of so long as it enables us to gain
access into the house? Does not its value lie in what it accomplishes for
us, rather than in what kind of metal it is made of?

It is both interesting and significant that Jesus spoke of “a pearl of
great price” (Mat.13.46). Whether the pearl is a picture of the Kingdom
(or reign) of God, or of Christ himself as the one appointed by God to
reign, does not matter for our present purpose. What is significant is his
choice of a pearl as the symbol. In what exactly does the value of a pearl
consist? Does it consist in what it is made of (its “essence”)? If a pearl
were ground down to powder, would it still have much value? If the
powder were made into a cosmetic paste, it would be worth a little, but
not very much compared to this valuable pearl. So, whatever the reason a
pearl has value, the value evidently does not lie in its “essence” or its
chemical constituents.

Is not the matter quite different with gold? Would one ounce of gold
powder be worth less than one ounce of a gold bar? The value would, of
course, be the same. But the matter would be different if an artist of great
skill created something very beautiful with that gold, for now what he
creates has a totally different value; now it has become (or, we may sayj, it
“functions”) as a work of art. A great painter can even use materials
which are not necessarily of much value in themselves (canvas, oil or
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water paints) and with these create a masterpiece worth millions of
dollars.

The materials are not the important issue in this case, it is what was
done (or accomplished or achieved) with them that is all important.
Likewise, Scripture is not primarily concerned with the “essential nature”
of Christ, as though he must be something more that “mere man”; its
central theme is about what Yahweh God in His loving-kindness accom-
plished in and through Christ Jesus for our salvation.

Is the salvation which God has made available for us worth less if
Christ cannot be shown from Scripture to be a being eternally coequal
with Yahweh God in every respect? Is the saving work of Christ by the
empowerment of God worth less if his deity cannot be demonstrated
from Scripture? Surely not. For, as we have seen, what matters for us is
what was accomplished for us by God in Christ; as for other matters we (I)
shall “know even as I am known” (1Cor.13.12) on that Day.

From all this it should be clear that the trinitarian mentality does not

correspond to the NT revelation. Yet, regardless, they persistently insist

that Jesus is God, even going so far as to “translate” Scripture according

to their own interpretation, thus providing themselves with verses they

use to support their doctrine! May God have mercy upon them—and on

us who did the same thing.

The crucial issue: What really is the Biblical revelation
about the person and work of Jesus Christ?

o even begin to answer this question, we have been obliged to first
clear a path through the trinitarian arguments for Christ’s deity,
the claim that he is “God the Son,” a title which (it must be
emphasized) does not exist in the Bible. Where the Bible is concerned,
Jesus Christ is firmly in the realm of humanity, a genuine human being.
It was impossible, both in the light of Scripture and of reason, for him to
be a real human being such as we are if he was also “truly God”. It is cer-
tain that we become fools and talk spiritual nonsense when we depart

from the Scriptures.

We can be sure that we are on firm Scriptural ground when we affirm

that Jesus is truly and certainly man. Is this to say that he is “just” a man
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like the rest of us? Not at all. No? But did we not say just now that he is
truly human? Certainly, but which of us can be described as a “perfect
man” or a “sinless man”? None of us. So it is clear that in this most

important sense he is unlike us. SCEOREAIOREIS A PErTECHmMANIA0Es)

(cf. Heb.5.9; 7.28; 11.40; 12.23). The great Apostle obviously did not con-
sider this a possibility in this life when he said, “Not that I have already

obtained this or am already perfect, but I press on to make it my own, be-
cause Christ Jesus has made me his own” (Philippians 3.12). This means
that Jesus is the only true man who has ever existed on the earth because
he is the only perfect, sinless person who has ever lived.

Where Scripture is concerned, there is therefore no question about
Jesus being human and, indeed, the only truly human person. Herein is
his absolute uniqueness; he is incomparable. This is precisely why he

alone could be the savior of the world. For the problem with humanity is
that because of its self-centeredness and sin it has often behaved as less

than human, less than what God intends man to be. This is, sadly, some-

thing many people experience all too painfully on the personal and social
levels, as also on the international level —something we are reminded of
daily by simply turning on the world news reports and hearing about the
interminable conflicts and wars going on in the world. But there is hope
in Christ, because in him Yahweh God will reconcile all things to Himself
(Col.1.20).

The Biblical revelation brings us to the realization that there is only
one true God and there is also only one true man. Moreover, between
them, as might be expected, there exists a unique relationship of oneness,
which Jesus repeatedly spoke about. This oneness or union he described
in terms of a mutual “abiding” or indwelling: “I am in the Father and the
Father is in me” (Jo.14.11). Because Jesus alone was sinless, he alone was
the “place” (Jo.2.19) where the holy God could dwell in His fullness. This
divine fullness is represented by God’s Word (Jo.1.1) which, as words do,

might be described as having welled up from the innermost depth of His
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being and having come forth to dwell in the one true man, and in Christ
to dwell among us (Jo.1.14).

In the early church there was a description of this oneness of God in
Christ in terms of the picture of a piece of iron placed in the fire until it
glows in the fire; thus the iron is in the fire, and the fire is in the iron, yet
the fire is still fire and the iron is still iron, the one does not change into
the other, but it beautifully and effectively illustrates Jesus’ words, “I am
in the Father and the Father is in me” (Jo.14.11). The union is such that
Yahweh could freely speak and work through Christ to accomplish His

eternal purposes in the world, and Christ could speak and act for Yahweh

as His fully empowered plenipotentiary. That is why there are some

places in Scripture where it is not always clear whether the reference has
to do with Yahweh or with Christ. Yet it must be remembered that the
union of iron with fire does not mean that the iron becomes fire, or that
the fire becomes iron; they are united but remain distinct. Likewise, the
union of Yahweh with Christ does not mean that Christ is Yahweh or
that Yahweh is Christ.

So_the Biblical revelation reveals not only that Jesus is the only true

man, which in itself would be marvelous enough, but just as amazingly,
that Yahweh God came into the world in Christ to reconcile the world to

Himself, that is, to save it. Thus it was not some unknown divine being

called “God the Son” that came into the world to save us; it was none
other than Yahweh Himself that came into the world for our salvation. It
is this fundamental and wonderful truth of Biblical revelation that trin-
itarianism has distorted and lost by substituting “God the Son” for
Yahweh as the one who came into the world. How great is that loss!

Jesus, therefore, is uniquely Yahweh’s “temple” (Jo.2.19) in the world
where atonement for sin was made through his truly human and sinless
blood, and from which Yahweh God’s truth is proclaimed to the ends of
the earth. And because he is the only true man, he is the only mediator
acting on man’s behalf (1Ti.2.5), just as Moses mediated on Israel’s
behalf. His is also the only name effective for mankind’s salvation; for
“there is salvation in no one else, for there is no other name under heaven
given among men by which we must be saved” (Acts 4:12). “Given” by
whom? Who else but by Yahweh God Himself?
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From our study of the Scriptures it emerges that whereas trinitarian-
ism is erroneous on the one hand, yet on the other hand, the teaching of
various Christian groups both ancient and modern (e.g. Arians, Unita-
rians, etc) whose teaching about Jesus is that he was only an outstanding
person, a great prophet, and an adopted “son” of God, are totally inade-
quate, completely missing the most important element about Christ’s
humanity, i.e. his unique perfection, and was rightly rejected by the early
church.

Since it pleased Yahweh God, the Father, to exalt Jesus over all other
beings, such that every tongue should confess him as “Lord,” that is how
he is to be regarded and honored “to the glory of the Father” (Phil.2.10-
11). But the difficulty for us now is that as trinitarians we were Christ-
centered, we did everything for the honor and glory of Christ, and
because we thought of Jesus as God, we thought that in glorifying him we
were glorifying God. So the idea of honoring Christ “to the glory of the
Father (Yahweh)” is actually an alien concept to us. In our minds
Yahweh hardly figured at all, and even the trinitarian “God the Father”
had little, if any, real significance in our Christo-centric way of thinking.
This is where a radical change, a renewal of our minds (Ro.12.2), will be
necessary if we are to return to Biblical monotheism.

But our trinitarian past will not make this easy; it is difficult to let go
of something that has been at the center of our lives and thoughts for so
long. It is hard for us to realize that in deifying Jesus and idolizing him
(what else can we call it?) we have disobeyed both Yahweh God and His
Christ. We have failed to see that Jesus is the way, not the destination; he
is the mediator, the high priest who offered the sacrifice to Yahweh on
our behalf, but he is not the Yahweh God with whom we need to be
reconciled. We are eternally grateful that he is the perfect man who
“loved us and gave himself for us” in order “to bring us to God”
(1Pet.3.18). And now we are eternally united with God and with Christ in
“the body of Christ,” which is the church of God, and of which Christ is
the head and we are the members. In this new life we now learn to relate
to Yahweh God as the center of our lives, while always gratefully remem-
bering and honoring Christ, the perfect sacrifice (as at the Communion,
or Eucharist) that Yahweh provided for us. Christ Jesus, the only perfect
man, made the salvation of mankind possible.
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CHAPTER 3

THE NEED TO EVALUATE
THE CHRISTIAN UNDER-
STANDING OF MAN

The low view of man in trinitarianism versus the Biblical
teaching of man as “the image and glory of God”
(1Cor.11.7)

serious obstacle to our acceptance of Jesus as true man and as
Aperfect man is the extremely low view of man in Christian
thought, especially since the time of Augustine, some four cen-
turies after the time of Christ. The notion of the total depravity of man,
which began to dominate Christian teaching from that time on, reduced
man to a state of total moral degradation. All this was done in the name
of exalting God’s grace as man’s only hope of salvation.
It was not enough for these dogmatists to show that man’s righteous-
ness, no matter what level of righteousness he could attain to, could
never be sufficient to merit salvation, because no man of himself could
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reach the required standards of God. That is why salvation is available
only by grace through faith. No, it was thought necessary, on the basis of
a few verses quoted out of context, to insist that all men are utterly and
thoroughly depraved, rotten to the core, their righteousness being
nothing more than “filthy rags”.

Do these dogmatists really want to assert, for example, that the actions
of those who courageously laid down their lives to save others (of which
there are numerous instances almost daily, such as the more recent
example of the firemen who died in trying to save others from the fires of
the Twin Towers on 9/11) were not righteous, even in God’s eyes, and
does anyone dare to speak of such righteousness as “filthy rags”? The
Biblical statements about hypocritical or “show” righteousness, which
Jesus condemned most severely, are misapplied by the dogmatists to
human righteousness in general. “Give honor where honor is due.” But if
all men are depraved, why give honor to anyone? Paul spoke of a “good
man”; will we insist that he meant “good” only in man’s eyes? And is “a
man of peace” a righteous person or not?

Moreover, if this extraction of “filthy rags” from the context of Isaiah
64.6 (KJV, NIV, etc) to defile all human righteousness serves as an
example of Christian “exegesis” of Scripture, then the way Scripture has
been mishandled in trinitarian “exegesis” is hardly surprising. A look at
the passage in Isaiah will readily show that the dogmatists really cared
nothing about what Isaiah was actually saying. The words “all our
righteous acts are like filthy rags” (NIV) is a contrite confession of sin
before God on behalf of the nation of Israel, a confession of the hollow-
ness of their religious observances, because the fact was that “No one
calls on your name or strives to lay hold of you” (v.7); and for this reason
“you (God) have hidden your face from us and made us waste away
because of our sins” (v.7, NIV). But the immediately preceding verses
make it very clear that none of this was meant to deny that there were
those in Israel who “wait for” the Lord and who “joyfully work righteous-
ness”: “Since ancient times no one has heard, no ear has perceived, no eye
has seen any God besides you, who acts on behalf of those who wait for
him. You meet him who joyfully works righteousness, those who remember
you in your ways” (Isa.64.4,5).
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The careless and callous way these Christian dogmatists treat the
Scriptures in order to achieve their dogmatic objective of painting all
mankind in the lurid colors of depravity for the sake of establishing their
doctrine of grace must surely be astonishing to any responsible exegete of
the Bible. Thus, man who is portrayed as “a little lower than God, and
crowned with glory and honor” (Ps.8.5; RSV, NRS, NASB) is now
painted as being scarcely better than the devil! One Christian writer
quotes the Austrian writer Karl Kraus (d.1936) with some degree of
approval when Kraus wrote, “The Devil is wildly optimistic if he thinks
he can make human beings worse than they are.”

The one-sided emphasis on man as depraved sinner in
Christian teaching and its consequence: we are reluctant
to speak of Christ as man

So much of Christian teaching goes on the supposition that God is glori-
fied and His salvation magnified by degrading man as a degenerate or
depraved being. Typically, in a book on Christian theology, for example,
the writer puts together a list of verses which speak of man’s sinfulness
and depravity, while God’s glorious purpose for man gets scarcely a
mention. The words of Psalm 8, “What is man...?” is treated in writings
and songs as though these words posed a rhetorical question expecting
the negative answer, “He is nothing”. Evidently, no one had even
bothered to look at the whole verse: “what is man that you are mindful of
him, and the son of man that you care for him?” (Ps.8.4; 144.3) Far from
being a rhetorical question, it is actually an expression of wonder, praise,
and gratitude, moved by God’s mindfulness and care for him!

Job, even in his disgruntled state, also acknowledged this: “What is
man, that you make so much of him, and that you set your heart on him,
visit him every morning and test him every moment?” (Job 7.17,18) God
has set His heart on man! He makes so much of him! Job’s question
“what is man?” does not propose the answer “nothing,” or “just a de-
praved sinner,” but “someone precious to God,” “one on whom God has
set His heart”.

Certainly, the Bible does not whitewash man’s sins, but it never sug-
gests that mankind has become degraded and worthless because of sin.
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Man’s preciousness to God even as a sinner must always be kept in view
even when the seriousness of his sin is not overlooked; this is the Biblical
viewpoint. The Prodigal Son is still a son, at least in the Adamic sense
(Lk.3.38), even if not yet in the sense of one who is a child of God in
Christ.

Undoubtedly, sin has reduced mankind to a state of spiritual penury,
and worse, to the fearful consequences of slavery under sin and death.
But the evidence that God has at no time abandoned His predestined
eternal plan for man is clearly evinced by the redemptive plan for man
He had already established “before the foundation of the world” through
“the man Christ Jesus”.

But the low view of man so prevalent in the Christian church makes
Christians reluctant to speak of Christ as man, except by way of the
concession that unless Christ was man he could not be man’s savior. He
is portrayed as one who magnanimously humbled himself to this lowly
state of being human for the sake of our salvation though, in actuality, he
was God not man, for at the center of his being he was “God the Son”.
This is the kind of thinking which dominates the Christian mind and
which, unfortunately, is out of touch with Biblical anthropology and
God’s glorious eternal plans for man revealed in it.

The high view of man in Scripture

od’s glorious plans and purposes for man are clearly revealed,

not concealed, in Scripture, so there is little excuse for failing to

see it. We have already noted the fact that, in Genesis 2.7,
Yahweh breathed into man’s nostrils so that he became a living being.
What did God impart to man by breathing into his nostrils? Was it air or
oxygen? Hardly! Many other creatures which He formed also breathe air
and oxygen, but He did not breathe into them. What He breathed into
man was His own breath or spirit. Both in Hebrew and Greek, “breath”
and “spirit” are one and the same word, that is, the Hebrew word ruach
and the Greek word pneuma can be translated as either “breath” or
“spirit”. When a man dies “the spirit returns to God who gave it”
(Ecclesiastes 12:7).
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It is precisely because man has a spirit which was given him by God
that he is, in this sense, a divine being. It may be that Jesus was also
drawing attention to this fact in John 10.34-36. It is a quotation from the
Psalms: “I said, “You are gods, sons of the Most High, all of you; never-
theless, like men you shall die, and fall like any prince” (Ps.82.6,7).
Beyond the possible reference to people of power and authority by the

word “gods,” could it be that Jesus wants to go deeper by indicating that

man is divine in the sense that he has received his spirit from God? If so,

how much more is Jesus divine as being the one in whom God dwells in
His fullness as inearnate Logos (word)? As a matter of fact, we are unable
to speak a word without breath or spirit. That is how closely related
breath or spirit is to word.

If Psalm 8.5 could speak of man even in his present state as being
“crowned with glory and honor,” how much greater will his honor and
glory be when Yahweh has completed His redemption of man! And in
what exactly does man’s glory and honor consist? “You have given him
dominion over the works of your hands; you have put all things under
his feet” (v.6). And what exactly is the extent of the dominion that God
has given to man in putting “all things under his feet”? The astonishing
answer is that the “all things” includes absolutely everything excepting
God alone!

‘For “Godhas put all things in subjection under his feet.” But
when it says, “all things are put in subjection,” it is plain that he
is excepted who put all things in subjection under him’
(1Cor.15.27).

This means that God’s purpose in Christ is to make man His vice-regent
over all of creation, second only to God in the universe! All this is what
God will accomplish in and through Christ—as man, for the words in
Psalm 8 concern man and Yahweh’s exalted purpose for him.

This finds a good illustration in the well-known story of Joseph,
whom Pharaoh appointed ruler over everything in Egypt—everything,
that is, excluding Pharaoh himself (Gen.45.26), thus making him second
only to Pharaoh in the whole land. Such is God’s glorious predestined
plan for man in Christ. The exaltation of Christ in Philippians 2.9-11 can
be illustrated by the exaltation of Joseph as ruler of Egypt in the following
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manner, “Then Pharaoh took his signet ring from his hand and put it on
Joseph’s hand, and clothed him in garments of fine linen and put a gold
chain about his neck” (Genesis 41:42). These were not merely ceremonial
acts, for by them Pharaoh conferred his own authority and glory upon
Joseph, most notably by giving Joseph his signet ring which bore his
personal seal, with which the king’s official orders were sealed. That
meant that Pharaoh entrusted the full weight of his personal authority to
Joseph, thereby empowering him to act on Pharaoh’s behalf. In the same
way, in Philippians 2.9-11, Yahweh conferred on Jesus His own divine
glory and authority. Just as the signet ring bore Pharaoh’s name (the
name above all names in Egypt) upon it, so, too, Yahweh conferred on
Jesus the name above all names, and thereby fully empowered Jesus to act
on His behalf.

Yet the fact that the man Christ Jesus will be second only to Yahweh
God in all of creation (and we in Christ) seems not good enough for
trinitarians. Out of a misguided “zeal for God, but not according to
knowledge” (Ro.10.2; in which I also shared), they insist that Christ has
to be absolutely equal with God in every way—something which Christ
himself refused to grasp at (Phil.2.6). For some strange (perhaps per-
verse?) reason they will not have it that Yahweh alone must be “all in all”
(1Cor.15.28), even though this is what the Son himself affirms by his own
subjection to God, who subjected all things to him (v.28). We do well to
be careful lest we allow our misguided “zeal” to bring us into condemn-
ation.

Man’s worth in the Genesis Account

The Genesis account has its own powerful affirmation of man’s worth to
God. Looking carefully at the creation narrative we would be entirely
correct to say that a label could be attached to man with the words,
“Handmade by God”. This is because, physically, man is described as
having been individually “formed” by God personally (not via an agent);
and spiritually, man is “God-breathed™ “Yahweh God... breathed into
his nostrils the breath of life” (Gen.2.7). Is it too far-fetched to see here a
picture somewhat like “mouth to mouth resuscitation”? Or was such a
picture actually intended by this vivid description? Whatever the case,
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man was created as God’s personal image (Gen.1.26,27), designed to
make His glory known to all creation.

What is the Biblical basis for speaking of Adam as “handmade” by
God? It is the word “formed” in Genesis 2.7, “Yahweh formed the man
from the dust of the ground”. This word is used of potters forming, with
their hands, the vessels they make out of clay on their potter’s wheel. The
Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament (BDB) gives the follow-

ing definitions of the word “form” (7X?, ysr) “1. of human activity: a. of a
potter who forms out of clay a vessel Is 29.16; 41.25; Je 18.4 (x2); 18.6
(x2); 1Ch 4.23; La 4.2; Zc 11.13 (x2). 2. of divine activity: a. (as a potter)
forming Adam out of MDY [‘pr, ‘dust’] from 7NTN [admh, ‘earth, land’]
Gn 2:7; 2:8 (J)”.

It is mentioned in Genesis 2.19 that God also formed other creatures,
but not to carry His image, as in the case of man. There is also no men-
tion of God breathing into them as He did in Adam’s case. This seems to
indicate that Yahweh could have brought Adam to life without breathing
into his nostrils, but that He specially chose to do so for His own divine
reasons.

The woman, too, was specially “handmade” by God as is stated in
Genesis 2.21,22: “Yahweh God fashioned [banah, “to make, build, con-
struct”] the rib he had taken from the man into a woman” (v.22, NJB).
Since Eve was made from Adam’s living bone and flesh, it was not
necessary for Yahweh to breathe into her nostrils separately, as He did in
the case of the lifeless dust out of which Adam had been formed. And,
just like Adam she, too, is the bearer of God’s image (Gen.1.27).

No doubt someone will tell us that the Genesis account of God’s
forming man is anthropomorphic in character, and is to be understood
metaphorically not literally. We shall consider the question of anthropo-
morphism later. For now we will only ask: In that case, what would be the
“metaphoric” message of the account of man’s creation? Are the details
about God forming man merely a literary device to add vividness to the
story? This is what some writers mean by the “creation myth”. But even
they cannot deny that the Genesis account intends to show God’s
intimate involvement in man’s creation, and that man’s value for Him is
thereby indicated.
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The image of God
erses speaking of Jesus as “the image of God” are often quoted as
though they serve as evidence of his deity. But man is likewise
spoken of as “the image of God,” yet no trinitarian would cite

this as evidence of man’s deity. Moreover, speaking of an image which is
adored or worshipped, raises the question: What is idolatry? Is it not the
worship of an image? If Jesus is the image of God, as is repeatedly stated

in the NT, is it the case that worshipping him is not idolatry? If it is

argued that it is all right in Jesus’ case because he is God, then it follows

that Jesus as God is being worshipped as the image of God. Can God be

His own image?

Or else is it being suggested that the 2nd person of the Trinity is the
image of the first person, that is, the Son is the image of the Father? But
an image in Scripture is by definition derived from that of which it is a
copy or image, such as a picture or statue; and if the Son is derived from
the Father so as to be His image, then he is clearly inferior to the Father.
On what basis, then, do the trinitarians reject the subordination of the
Son? Likewise, a word derives from the speaker, so how can the Word of

God be equal to God Himself?
It is important to notice that the Johannine writings, which are the

favored source of trinitarian proof-texts, close the first letter with a
warning about idolatry in its concluding verse: “Little children, guard
yourselves from idols” (1Jo.5.21). We must joyfully and gratefully honor
and love, praise and adore, our Lord Jesus Christ, but there is a line
which we may not cross without falling into the heinous sin of idolatry.

We go beyond that line when we proclaim Christ to be God, equal in
all respects to the Father, and therefore to be worshipped equally with
Him. In the book of the Revelation, the book in which God is worshipped
as the One who is supreme, God (Yahweh) is absolutely the central and
sole Object of worship, while Jesus is accorded adoration and praise in
several places, and always as “the Lamb”.
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Jesus the Image of God
n Genesis 1.26,27; 9.6, we are told that man was created in God’s
“image” (D]_?,g). An image is a picture, likeness, or representation of
someone or something. In Genesis 5.3 Seth is said to have been in
the “likeness” (NN37) and “image” of his father Adam, that is, he bore a

physical resemblance to his father and, perhaps, also resembled him in
his character. Does this not mean that Seth could have rightly said, “He
who has seen me has seen my father”? This reminds us of Jesus’ words in
John 14.9, “He that has seen me has seen the Father.” Jesus was clearly
speaking of himself as God’s image. This was not a claim to be God but
on the contrary, was a claim to be the true man, the “last Adam”
(1Cor.15.45), the one who truly represents mankind as God intended
man to be, namely, the image through whom God reveals Himself.

Both these words, “likeness” and “image,” are applied to man in

Genesis 1.26; and, as we have seen, they can refer to the resemblance of a
son to his father, as in the case of Seth. Does this not explain why Adam,
because he was created in God’s image, is called “son of God” (Lk.3.38)?
Man is nothing less than God’s representation of Himself for all creation,
in heaven and on earth, to see. How exalted is God’s purpose for man!

In Numbers 33.52 the same Hebrew word for “image” as in Gen.1.26-
27 is used of idols made of metal representing a god that was worshipped
by the local people. The word is frequently used of “images” which were
statues of gods (2Ki.11.18; 2Chr.23.17; Ezek.7.20; Amos 5.26), and of
“images of men” or “male idols” (Ezek.16.17; 23.14). From this it is
evident that these “images” were often in human form. Isaiah 44.13 des-
cribes a craftsman making an idol of this kind, “The carpenter measures
with a line and makes an outline with a marker; he roughs it out with
chisels and marks it with compasses. He shapes it in the form of man, of
man in all his glory, that it may dwell in a shrine” (NIV). The words
“form of man” in the Greek are the words morphé and anér, which mean
a “male form” just as in Ezekiel 16.17.

All this shows that “image” and “form” are essentially the same in
meaning. But what is significant for our inquiry here is that the word
morphé (“form”) is the word used in Philippians 2.6, “form of God,”
which shows that “image of God” and “form of God” are evidently
synonymous. This means that the phrase “form of God” is to be under-
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stood in terms of God’s image as in Genesis 1.26,27; 9.6. Man as created
in God’s image and likeness can properly be described as being in “the
form of God”. Yet as trinitarians we did not hesitate to read our own
interpretation into this phrase, in spite of the fact we could not produce
one shred of Biblical evidence to support our interpretation of it as
meaning that Jesus was God.

Now we must ask the question: do we actually see God’s image and

olory in man as he is now? Probably almost everyone will answer in the

negative. Why? Is it not obviously because of man’s present imperfect-

ion? Only the perfect man can truly reflect God’s glory. Now, we begin to

understand the significance of Jesus as the only perfect man.
That Jesus is the true image of God is unambiguously affirmed in the
NT:

2 Corinthians 4.4: “In their case the god of this world has
blinded the minds of the unbelievers, to keep them from seeing
the light of the gospel of the glory of Christ, who is the image of
God.”

Colossians 1.15: “He is the image of the invisible God, the first-
born of all creation.

An image is a representation of that of which it is the image; it must bear
his/its likeness or form. Therefore, unless Christ is in God’s “form”

(Phil.2.6, uopen, morphé, “form, outward appearance, shape,” BDAG), he

cannot be God’s image.

Yet Paul also sees man in general as being in God’s image. Contrary to
Christian teaching, the Bible does not consider that man has lost God’s
image because of Adam’s sin, nor does it suggest that that image has been
destroyed or marred by Adam’s sin. This is not a purely doctrinal matter,
but one with a serious practical consequence for man. For if man were in
any sense no longer in God’s image, then the principle enunciated in
Genesis 9.6 would no longer be valid, “Whoever sheds the blood of man,
by man shall his blood be shed; for in the image of God has God made
man.” The sanctity of human life is rooted in his being in God’s image.
Hence killing a person carries serious consequences. But if man is no
longer in God’s image, then killing a human being would be little differ-
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ent from killing an animal. Jesus” endorsement of Genesis 9.6 is reflected
in his words to Peter, “Put your sword back into its place. For all who
take the sword will perish by the sword” (Mat.26.52, NKJV). This shows
that Jesus did not concur with the now generally accepted Christian
doctrine. It also shows that when Paul spoke of man as “the image and
glory of God” (1Cor.11.7), he was entirely in tune with the OT and with
his master’s teaching.

Yet the image of God in man remains to be perfected when Christ
appears, for only then shall we be like him, who is the perfect image of
God, as is stated in the following verse:

1John 3.2: “Beloved, we are God’s children now, and what we
will be has not yet appeared; but we know that when he appears
we will be like him, because we shall see him as he is.”

The image of God in Christ is evidently far superior to that in man gener-
ally; but since both Christ and man are bearers of God’s image and,
therefore, have His “form” (though in different degrees of excellence),
Phil.2.6 cannot be used to argue for Christ’s deity in the trinitarian sense
of being essentially or inherently coequal with God.

“Let us make man”

Some of the more learned trinitarians are aware that the lack of OT
evidence for this doctrine poses a serious problem for its validity; they are
aware of the fact that there is scarcely a grain of evidence to be found
there. So some trinitarians clutch at any straw they think might provide a
modicum of support. Pathetically, they would even point to the thrice-
holy in Isaiah 6.3 (“Holy, Holy, Holy, is the Lord of Host”), as though
they did not know that the three-fold proclamation of “Holy” is meant to

express holiness at the highest level, much as we speak of the three levels

of great, greater, greatest; or high, higher, highest; so also holy, holier,

holiest. This is somewhat like Jesus’ use of “Truly, truly” for greater

emphasis.
That Genesis uses the first person plural in Genesis 1.26 (“let us make

man in our image”) is constantly used to argue for the Trinity. The
problem with this argument is, first, that “us” and “our” do not tell us
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anything about the number of persons referred to, because it can include

any number. Secondly, it proves nothing about the equality of any per-
sons comprehended within the first person plural. For example, a

commander-in-chief of a nation’s armed forces could say, “Together we
shall win this war”; the first person plural “we” in this statement does not
give any indication as to how many officers and men will fight under his
command, and even less does it suggest that any of them are his equal.

So, what more can be accomplished by using the “us” in Genesis 1.26
than to try to make a case for polytheism, where neither the number nor
the rank of the gods matter? But within the monotheism of the Bible no
such case can be made because it acknowledges no other than “the only
God” (Jo.5.44). Moreover, within the context of the OT, we see from
Proverbs 8.30 that Wisdom, spoken metaphorically as a person, co-
worked with God in the creation, so the most obvious way to understand
Gen.1.26 is that the “us” refers to God and His Wisdom. It could also
refer to His Word if the “Word of Yahweh” in Ps.33.6 is portrayed as
personified.

Regarding the plural in “let us make (3Y¥, yasah) man in our image”
(Gen.1.26), what the average Christian does not know is that, when it

came to actually creating man in the next verse, the verbs for “create” are

all singular in Hebrew, meaning that only God Himself was engaged in the
act of creating man. This is how v.27 reads: “So God created [singular]

man in his own image, in the image of God he created [sing.] him; male
and female he created [sing.] them”. The verb “created” (X732, bara)
appears 3 times in the singular—as though for emphasis! The same is true

in the Greek text. But one would not know this from the English transla-

tions because whether it is “they created” or “he created” there is no

difference in the English form of the verb “create”. In Genesis 9.6, “for

God made [sing.] man in his own image,” the verb “to make” is the same
as that in Genesis 1.26 and is singular. Also, in all subsequent references
to this act of God creating human beings, the Scriptures always speak of
it in the singular whether within Genesis (5.1; 9.6) or in the rest of
Scripture (Job 35.10; Ps.100.3; 149.2; Isa.64.8; Acts 17.24; etc).
Interestingly, this same verb dsah (“to make”) used in Genesis 1.26 in
plural form is used in 9.6 in the singular. So it is probably the “we” in
Genesis 1.26 which made it possible for Proverbs 8.30 to speak of
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Wisdom as being involved in the fashioning and forming of all created
things, though perhaps not directly with reference to bringing them into
existence.

In regard to the difference in meaning between the two words tran-
slated “make” (yasah) and “create” (bara), the Theological Wordbook of
the OT (TWOT) has this to say: “The root bara has the basic meaning “to
create.” It differs from ydsah “to fashion” in that the latter primarily
emphasizes the shaping of an object while bara emphasizes the initiation
of the object” So this would indicate that Wisdom’s role was in the
fashioning of what had been created, which finds confirmation in the
description of Wisdom in terms of a “master craftsman” (Prov.8.30); as
such it is described as working alongside (“I was beside him”, Prov.8.30)
Yahweh in the making of man in God’s image, and would thus be in-
cluded by the word “us” in “let us make man”. Apart from this, Wisdom
has an important place in the OT. Under “Wisdom” the International
Standard Bible Encyclopedia has the following: “the verb Heb: chakham,
with the adjective Heb: chakham, and the nouns Heb: chokhmah, Heb:
chokhmoth, with over 300 occurrences in the Old Testament.”

Isaiah 9.6

“For to us a child is born, to us a son is given, and the govern-
ment will be on his shoulders. And he will be called Wonderful
Counselor, Mighty God, Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace.”
(NIV)

here is so little of use to trinitarianism in the OT that we are

I obliged to take a huge leap from Genesis to Isaiah! Isaiah 9.6 is
another of the extremely few OT texts that trinitarians can find to

use as “evidence” for the deity of Christ, but as usual without any regard
for the context. A look at the next verse immediately shows that these

words speak of the promised Davidic king, the Messiah:

“Of the increase of his government and of peace there will be
no end, on the throne of David and over his kingdom, to esta-
blish it and to uphold it with justice and with righteousness
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from this time forth and forevermore. The zeal of the LORD of
hosts will do this.” (Isa.9.7)

So the “child” or “son” in 9.6 is the heir to David’s throne as verse 7
makes clear. It is to this promised heir that the words in Ps.2.7 are
addressed, “you are my son, this day have I begotten you.”

“Mighty God”: That the king could be addressed as “God (elohim)” is
seen in Ps.45.6. In the very next verse Ps.45.7 Yahweh is spoken of as
“your God”: “you have loved righteousness and hated wickedness. There-
fore God, your God, has anointed you with the oil of gladness beyond
your companions”. The first verse of this Psalm also plainly states, “I
address my verses to the king” (Ps.45.1). See, too, Psalm 82.6,7, “I said,
‘You are gods, sons of the Most High, all of you; nevertheless, like men
you shall die, and fall like any prince (sar, ruler).” Jesus quoted this verse
in John 10.34. The point is that the word “god” is sometimes used in the

OT with reference to a person of authority such as a ruler or king and
does not imply that that person is divine. But “Mighty God” can also be
understood in terms of the exaltation conferred on Jesus described in

Philippians 2.9.
“Everlasting father” A good king was regarded as a father to his

people; and since his kingdom would be without end (“from this time

forth and forevermore”, Isa.9.7), he could appropriately be called “ever-

lasting father”. In Daniel 7 God gives “the Son of man” an everlasting
kingdom: “And to him (“the Son of man”, v.13) was given dominion and
glory and a kingdom, that all peoples, nations, and languages should

serve him; his dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass
away, and his kingdom one that shall not be destroyed.” (Dan.7.14)

“Wonderful counselor” and “mighty God” explain the reason for “the
increase of his government”. The increase of his government and peace,
being “without end” and “for ever,” in turn explains why he will be called
both “everlasting father” and “prince of peace”.

The capitalizing of the four epithets in the English translations has the
effect of raising them to divine status; that shows the effect on the reader
of capitalizing the words! These capitals are, of course, in the English and
not in the Hebrew text.
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That these prophecies find their ultimate fulfillment in Christ is, in
view of the NT, without any doubt whatsoever. It finds its fulfillment also
in the fact that its accomplishment was carried out by God Himself, who
was in Christ bringing it all to pass. This is expressed in the final part of
this prophecy, “The zeal of Yahweh of hosts will perform this.” It is
Yahweh Himself that will see to its successful attainment.

But there is yet another possibility which is not excluded by the fore-

going exposition: Isaiah 9.6 could be a prophecy of Yahweh Himself
coming in the person of the Messiah Jesus in the sense revealed in

Colossians 2.9. This may be the simplest and clearest way to understand

this prophecy, though it does not rule out the previous exposition as

applying to the Messiah, son of David, as man.
The application of Isaiah 9.6 to Yahweh could find confirmation in
the title “Wonderful” or “Wonderful Counselor” because in Isaiah 28.29

Yahweh is described as “wonderful in counsel”. In Judges 13.18 “the

angel of the Lord” tells Manoah and his wife (the parents of Samson) that

his name is “Wonderful,” and then the couple realized that they had
“seen God” (Judges 13.22).

The title “Mighty God” has a parallel in Ps.50.1, and “Prince (Ruler) of
Peace” is illustrated in the beautiful picture portrayed in Isaiah 11.6-9.

Most people understand the word “prince” to mean the “son of a king,”
but this is not the meaning of the Hebrew word sar, which means “head”
(of a family, a tribe, an army), or “chief,” or “commander”. In Daniel 8.25
God is referred to as “Prince of princes” in the King James version and
this is followed by virtually all English translations. “Prince” is the title of
the “Commander (sar, prince) of Yahweh’s army” in Joshua 5.14f. and
who else can that be but “Yahweh of hosts,” for this is what He is called
in Daniel: “N2X3™ W [sar hasava] the prince of the host (the army) of
heaven, i.e. God (Dan.8.11)” (HALOT). “Everlasting Father” or “Father
from eternity” (HALOT) surely cannot also be claimed as a title of the
Son! In any case, if it be insisted that the titles in Isaiah 9.6 are divine
titles only, that would not prove that Jesus is God in some general sense
but only that he is Yahweh, seeing that these would be Yahweh’s titles!

Conclusion: While the four titles in Isaiah 9.6 can and do apply to the

promised Messiah, it is also true that they apply even better to Yahweh
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Himself. By indwelling the Messiah during his ministry, the divine quali-
ties find expression in the life of the Messiah Jesus in such a way that the
divine glory is revealed through him as “the image of the invisible God”
(Col.1.15).

Is it acceptable to God that we worship His image?
e must return to the discussion about man as having been
created as “the image of God”. We have also seen that Christ
is God’s image par excellence because he alone is the perfect
man. But now we must ask the weighty question: Does the word of God

permit the worship of “the image of God”? In relation to trinitarianism it

is obviously not a purely academic question to ask whether it is right or

wrong to worship God’s image rather than God Himself, or even

alongside God Himself.

The description of Christ as the “image of God” (eikwv ToD Oeod,
eikon tou theou), as we have seen, is found in 2Co0.4.4; Col.1.15; Heb.1.3;
and while the term is not used in John’s Gospel, the idea is expressed
through many important statements, esp. Jo.14.9 and Jo.1.14,18; 12.45;
14.10; 15.24. The emperor’s head on a coin is called an eikon (image), i.e.
a likeness or portrait (Mt 22:20 and pars)._Obviously, the image of the

emperor is not the emperor, so is it not evident that Christ as God’s

image is not God? Is there anything difficult to grasp about this fact? Yet

it seems that as trinitarians we were unable to distinguish between image

and the one represented by it because of the contorted reasoning of

trinitarian dogma.

But the question we set out to answer was: Is it acceptable to God that
we worship His image? If the answer is “Yes”, then there is no reason that
we cannot worship man, since he is created in God’s image. Yet Scripture
forbids not only the worship of man, any man, but even the image of a
man, a male or human idol (as we saw earlier, e.g. Ezek.16.17). Accord-
ingly, the Apostle Paul denounces those who turned away from God and
“claiming to be wise, they became fools, and exchanged the glory of the
immortal God for images (eikon) resembling mortal man” (Ro.1.22,23).
Notice that the word “image” is the same word that the Apostle uses of
Christ and of man generally as God’s image. All men are mortal, and


Peter
Underline

Peter
Underline


Chapter 3 — Reevaluating the Understanding of Man 225

Christ was no exception otherwise he could not have died for mankind’s
sins. He was raised from the dead, and so will all true believers; does that
mean that once raised from the dead it will be permissible to worship
man? And even in the case of a God-man, or divine man, can one
worship the one without the other?

The prohibition of worshipping any image of any kind is enshrined in

Deuteronomy 4.15-19. We need look only at the first two verses,

15 “Therefore watch yourselves very carefully. Since you saw no

form on the day that the LORD (Yahweh) spoke to you at
Horeb out of the midst of the fire, '* beware lest you act
corruptly by making a carved image for yourselves, in the form
of any figure, the likeness of male or female.”

Two things stand out immediately: (1) Yahweh is without visible “form”
(tmunah “likeness, form™), v.15. (2) Four words are used in the next verse
to cover all options: “image”, “form”, “figure”, and “likeness”. No form or
imagery escapes the prohibition of devising any object of worship besides
the living God, Yahweh.

What needs to be realized is that it is the first of the Ten Command-
ments that we are discussing here; it is elaborated in Deuteronomy 5:

¢ “T am the LORD (Yahweh) your God, who brought you out
of the land of Egypt, out of the house of slavery.

7 “You shall have no other gods before me.

¥ “You shall not make for yourself a carved image, or any like-
ness of anything that is in heaven above, or that is on the earth
beneath, or that is in the water under the earth.

® You shall not bow down to them or serve them; for I the
LORD (Yahweh) your God am a jealous God, visiting the ini-
quity of the fathers on the children to the third and fourth
generation of those who hate me,

' but showing steadfast love to thousands of those who love
me and keep my commandments.”

It should be observed that the “iniquity” spoken of (v.9) is not sin in

«

general, but refers to what has just been mentioned, namely, the “bowing
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down” to any “image” or “likeness”. Yahweh alone is the true object of

worship because He alone is the Creator and Deliverer (v.6).
Any suggestion that there is some other “god” (v.7) that could be

worshipped instead of, or alongside, Yahweh is an insult to Him: “To

whom then will you liken God, or what likeness compare with him?”
(Isa.40.18). Trinitarians seem incapable of grasping the character of
Biblical monotheism, hence the notion of other persons besides Yahweh
as objects of worship. “To whom then will you compare me, that I should
be like him? says the Holy One” (Isa.40.25). To this question trinitarians
reply boldly, “Jesus, God the Son”. They do well to consider the First
Commandment carefully, and remember that Jesus himself firmly
endorsed the proclamation in Deuteronomy 6.4: “Hear O Israel, the
LORD (Yahweh) our God, the Lord is one!”

The Divine ban on the worship of any image will be
defied

Not surprisingly there is one individual who will deliberately defy the
divine ban on the worship of images: the Antichrist.

The word “image” is used 10 times in Revelation; all instances refer to
the image of the beast (Rev. 13.14,15 (x3); 14.9,11; 15.2; 16.2; 19.20; 20.4).
“Image” (eikon) is a key word in Revelation, appearing more frequently
by far than in any other NT book—in fact, 3 times more than in any
other NT book.

In Rev.13.15 the image of the beast is given breath of life, that is, it is
animated and appears as a living image of the beast; this is clearly an
intentional imitation of the fact that man (and Christ the “last man”) is
the living image of God (Gen.1.26,27; 1Cor.11.7; cf.2Cor.3.18 and
1Cor.15.49). The worship of the beast and/or its image is idolatry im-
posed upon mankind by the beast as the expression of supreme rebellion
against God the creator and redeemer.

Rev.14 verses 9 and 11 speak of the worship of the beast and its image.
Rev.16.2 and 19.20 speak of that image as itself the object of worship;
receiving the mark of the beast and worshipping its image are insepar-
able. The refusal to worship the image of the beast will be punishable by
death, 13.15. And 20.4 indicates that worshipping the beast or its image is
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actually one and the same thing. From all this it becomes clear that com-
pelling people into idolatry is the central purpose of imposing the “mark
of the beast,” and it sums up the aim of the beast’s anti-God campaign.
Those who had not already been deceived into idolatry will be forced into
it, or be killed.

In the Revelation those who worship the beast or its image are equally
culpable before God, and will face His wrath. To worship the idol of the
beast or the beast itself is essentially the same thing. Is the same true in
principle (even though the object of worship is different) of worshipping
God or His image? That is: Is it essentially the same whether we worship
God or His image, at least if that image is Christ and not some other
human being?

Is Jesus to be worshipped as, or because he is, God’s
image?

e have already noted that Christ is the image of God (and so
Wis man generally). Does this mean that it is Biblically accept-

able to worship the image of God together with God Himself,
because, after all, this is the image of God, not of the beast? And since
man is also the image of God, as we have seen above, is it then alright to
worship man as God’s image? If the answer is no, then why is it right to
worship the “man Christ Jesus” (1Ti.2.5)? Is not the worship of any
image an idolatrous act? Did not Jesus himself uncompromisingly
declare, “For it is written: “‘Worship the Lord your God, and serve him
only (or, alone, monos)’”; “worship” (proskuneo) and “serve” (latreuo) are
synonymous (Mt.4.10; Lk.4.8). Do we call ourselves his disciples and yet
disregard his teaching? If we have decided that it is all right to worship
Jesus who is God’s image, then have we not already fallen into idolatry
before ever being compelled to another form of idolatry? Is there perhaps
a more acceptable form of idolatry than another? If the elect are deceived
into one form of idolatry (Mat.24.24), will their state be very much worse
if coerced into another?
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Could Jesus become an idol?

The question could be asked in another way: Is it possible to make Jesus
Christ into an idol? And would that be an exception to the rule against
idolatry? Or is it that worshipping Jesus is not idolatry? The trinitarian
will, of course, insist that Jesus is God the Son, but can they deny his
humanity? If not, then does it not follow that worshipping Jesus still
means worshipping a man, even if one insists that he is a divine man? So
is it acceptable to worship this particular man? But acceptable to whom?
To the trinitarian or to God? Why is it that it is hard to find evidence of
worshipping Jesus (as distinct from according him the utmost honor) in
the NT? The doxologies in the NT are addressed to the only God,
without mentioning Jesus. For example, 1Timothy 1.17, “Now to the

King eternal, immortal, invisible, the only God, be honor and glory for
ever and ever. Amen.” (NIV) Similarly, the word “worship” (proskuned

is never used with reference to Jesus, “the Lamb,” in the Revelation, but

only and always in relation to Yahweh God.
And if it is all right to worship “the man Christ Jesus,” why would it

be wrong to worship his mother Mary? And then why not all the saints,

as the Catholics do? If man is “the image and glory of God,” then once we

consider it permissible to worship one man, on what principle are other
human beings to be excluded, and who decides what that principle of
exclusion is? Where will the line against idolatry be drawn once the
floodgates are opened? We would do well, for the sake of our eternal
well-being, to keep the final words of 1John in our hearts and minds,
“Little children, keep yourselves from idols” (5.21).

So we need to press the important question: Is it ever justifiable in
Scripture to worship the image? The image of God is not God. If the
image is God, we need only worship the image; why do we still need to
worship God? The image of the Father is not the Father, but the Son.
Even if I had a twin exactly like me so that anyone looking at my twin
will think it’s me, that twin is still not me. Yet is not worshipping the
image of God as God precisely what trinitarianism does?
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Does Philippians 2.10 give us the justification to worship
Christ?

? Therefore God has highly exalted him and bestowed on him
the name that is above every name,

' so that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, in
heaven and on earth and under the earth,

"""and every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the

glory of God the Father.

esus did not exalt himself; it was God who highly exalted him and

gave him a name above every name. Scholars are uncertain whether

this means that the name “Jesus” is henceforth exalted as the name

above every name, as the next verse seems to indicate; but it is much
more likely that the name or title given him is “Lord,” since every tongue
will confess him as Lord (v.11). “Lord” here is not “LORD” (Yahweh),
but is exactly what the Apostle Peter declared in Acts 2.36, “Let all the
house of Israel therefore know for certain that God has made him both
Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom you crucified.” “God had made him
Lord” reflects exactly what is said in Phil.2.11.

It is, after all, hardly likely that Yahweh would share His own Name

with Jesus, for then there would be two persons by the same name,

making them practically indistinguishable! Moreover, Yahweh’s words in

Isaiah 48.11 rules this out, “For my own sake, for my own sake, I do it, for

how should my name be profaned? My glory I will not give to another.” In
Scripture “glory” and “name” are often synonymous. What needs to be

kept in mind here is that it is God who exalts Jesus and that this is done fo
the glory of God the Father (v.11). That is to say, God is both the initiator
(the beginning) and the goal (the end) of the exaltation of Jesus. The
failure to see this results in misinterpreting this section of the hymn.

It is well-known that Phil.2.10-11 derives from Isaiah 45.23, “To me
every knee shall bow, every tongue shall swear allegiance.” To understand
it properly we need to look at its context in Isaiah 45,

'“I, the LORD, there is no other god besides me, a righteous
God and a Savior; there is none besides me.
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2 Turn to me and be saved, all the ends of the earth! For I am
God, and there is no other.

> By myself I have sworn; from my mouth has gone out in
righteousness a word that shall not return: “To me every knee
shall bow, every tongue shall swear allegiance.’

** Only in the LORD, it shall be said of me, are righteousness
and strength.”

This passage begins and ends with Yahweh, “the LORD,” and there is no
mention of anyone else in these four verses. Notice, too, that precisely the
words, “every knee shall bow, every tongue shall swear allegiance,”
appear in Philippians. But these words are the contents of an oath which
Yahweh Himself has sworn, such that they cannot apply to anyone other
than Yahweh. How then can these verses have anything to do with Jesus
in Philippians? The answer is not difficult to find if we do not allow our
dogma to cloud our perception. A careful comparison of the Philippian
passage with the one in Isaiah provides the answer. There is a crucial
difference between the two passages: In Isaiah it is “to me (i.e. Yahweh)”
that every knee shall bow, but in Phil.2.10 it is “at the name of Jesus”
where the Greek is literally “in the name of Jesus (en to onomati Iesou)”.
Now the meaning becomes clear: It is in, by, or at the mention of the
name of Jesus that every knee will bow to Yahweh, “to me”. So, too,
“every tongue will confess Jesus Christ as ‘Lord’ to the glory of God the
Father (namely, Yahweh)” (Phil.2.11).

It is not to Jesus that every knee shall bow, it is to Yahweh that every
knee shall bow “in Jesus’ name,” or at the mentioning of Jesus’ name.
This is how BDAG Greek-English Lexicon (onoma) translates this sen-
tence, “that when the name of Jesus is mentioned every knee should bow”.
BDAG provides many examples of this; one such is, “To thank God év
ov.Inood Xp. while naming the name of Jesus Christ, Eph.5.20,” which in
essence means to thank God because of Jesus. BDAG also makes this
the effect brought
about by the name is caused by its utterance”. Thus the effect brought
about by the uttering of Jesus’ name is that every knee will bow to
Yahweh, just as Yahweh had sworn would happen.

By now it should begin to be clear from Phil 2.6-11 and the NT as a
whole that the superlative value of Jesus’ name does not lie in his

» o«

interesting remark about “through” or “by the name”:
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allegedly being “God the Son,” but rather in his being uniquely the
perfect man who alone was able to say, “I always do the things that are
pleasing to him” (Jo.8.29), and of whom Yahweh said, “This is my
beloved Son, with whom I am well pleased” (Mat.3.17; 17.5). Little
wonder Jesus could say, “Truly, truly, I say to you, whatever you ask of
the Father in my name, he will give it to you” (Jo.16.23; 15.16). In what-
ever Jesus did or does, his aim is always and only to glorify the Father,
“Whatever you ask in my name, this I will do, that the Father may be
glorified in the Son” (Jo.14.13).

The “form of God” and the “image of God”; Phil.2.6

Though we have discussed the terms “image” and “form” when conside-
ring Genesis 1.26,27, for the sake of thoroughness we will here consider
them via another route. BDAG:

“Form” (morphé) “popen, N, 1 (Hom.+) form, outward
appearance, shape gener. of bodily form 1 CI 39:3; ApcPt 4:13
(Job 4:16; ApcEsdr 4:14 p. 28, 16 Tdf; SJCh 78, 13). Of the
shape or form of statues (Jos., Vi. 65; Iren. 1, 8, 1 [Harv. I 67,
11]) Dg 2:3. Of appearances in visions, etc., similar to persons.”
(BDAG)

Similarly, Thayer, Greek-English Lexicon:

“uopen| [morphe], popeiig, 1| from Homer down, the form by
which a person or thing strikes the vision; the external appear-
ance: children are said to reflect yvxfic 1€ xai popefig
opotdtnta (of their parents).”

From the first few lines of the definition given in BDAG we see that its
primary reference is to “bodily form,” which would clearly be inappli-
cable in this case. But the next definition, “Of the shape or form of
statues” shows that the word can mean “form” in the sense of an “image”.
But since an actual bodily form of God is not what is in question here,
then its meaning must point to the spiritual idea of an image of God, and
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the NT (and Paul himself) does indeed speak of Jesus as God’s image
(2Cor.4.4; Col.1.15).

The use of form in relation to making an image can be seen, for
example, in Isaiah 44.13, “The carpenter measures with a line and makes
an outline with a marker; he roughs it out with chisels and marks it with
compasses. He shapes it in the form (morpheé, poper) of man, of man in
all his glory, that it may dwell in a shrine.” (NIV) The context is about the
making (forming) of idols. See the whole section Isa.44.13-17; verse 17
reads, “And the rest of it he makes into a god, his idol, and falls down to
it and worships it. He prays to it and says, ‘Deliver me, for you are my
god!”” Clearly, the form has to do with an image, in this case an idol.

The idea of “form” in the sense of “image,” can be seen also in Paul’s
use of the verb morphoo in Galatians 4.19, “My dear children, for whom I
am again in the pains of childbirth until Christ is formed (morphoo) in
you.” What else can this mean but that Paul agonizes for the Galatians
through prayer and teaching until they finally are “formed” or con-
formed in their inner being to the image of Christ?

Phil.2.7 also speaks of Christ “taking the form of a servant” (ESV)
(Hoperyv SovAov AaPwv, morphén doulou labon). Jesus was not actually a
servant or slave (doulos), but it expressed his attitude of heart, i.e. it is to
be understood spiritually, just as “the form of God” is to be understood
spiritually. Jesus’ attitude of being a servant is seen in his own words in
Matthew 20.28, “the Son of Man came not to be served but to serve, and
to give his life as a ransom for many” (NJB) (=Mark 10.45).

Jesus is the image of God as man, for “he is the image of the invisible

God” (Col.1.15), that is, the character of the invisible God is made visible

in Jesus. The fact that he was already God’s image during his earthly life

(“he that has seen me has seen the Father,” Jo.14.9) would indicate that

he had a status before God which might have caused him to consider

grasping at equality with God. Could this have been a central element in

the temptations of Mt.4=Lk.4? Was it not at this point that Adam failed,

“you will be like God” (Gen.3.5)?
Was it then not necessary that at precisely this point where Adam

failed through disobedience, Christ had to succeed in order to be our
Savior (Ro.5.19, “For as by the one man’s disobedience the many were
made sinners, so by the one man’s obedience the many will be made
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righteous.”)? But if this obedience (this refusal to grasp at equality with
God) was in a preexistent state, then it was not as man, not as the “last
Adam,” and it could not therefore cancel Adam’s disobedience, for as is
written in Ro.5.19: “by the one man’s obedience”. This means, therefore,
that Phil.2.6 cannot be considered in terms of an assumed preexistent
state without negating mankind’s salvation “by the one man’s obed-
ience”. For this reason James Dunn’s view that this passage in Phil.2 is to
be understood in terms of an “Adam Christology” can be appreciated
(see his The Theology of Paul the Apostle, p.282)."' Adam failed precisely

because of his disobedience, and disobedience is in essence an act of

rebellion; and rebellion as a rejection of authority is an implicit claim to

equality with that authority. It is in this sense that Adam expressed a
claim to equality with God. But Christ, “the last Adam” (1Cor.15.45)

refused to grasp at equality with God. He was content with his God-given
role as the “last Adam,” with the result that God could make him “the
savior of the world” (Jo.4.42; 1Jo.4.14).

And speaking of a God-given role, “form” appears again in the next

verse (Phil.2.7) which is usually translated as “taking the form of a
servant,” where “taking” is the translation given for the word lambano.
But lambané can mean either “take” or “receive”, “accept”. So the phrase
can just as correctly be translated as “receiving the form of a servant,” the
role given him by God. “Receiving” or “obeying” need not be considered
as merely passive. For example, the same word lambané which is tran-
slated as “take” in Phil.2.7 is translated as “receive” (in Gk. aor. active) in
John 20.22, “Receive the Holy Spirit” (also Ac.19.2, etc).

The trinitarian interpretation of Phil.2.6ff has been singularly
unconvincing. A major reason for this is that the term “form of God” is a
major stumbling block for them. The case would have been clear-cut for
them if it had simply said, “Though he was God...” But unfortunately for
trinitarianism, it does not say this. Refusing to accept the well-founded

! Adam Christology represents the attempt to study Christ as man, “Adam”
being the Hebrew word for “man”. But the low view of man generally held by
Christians means that this kind of Christology is not widely welcomed by them.
During a conversation I had with a certain professor of theology some time ago,
he described Prof. Dunn’s Christology as “low”. This is because man in Christian
theology is “low”.
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meaning of “form” as indicating a representation or image, they fail to
come up with an interpretation that properly expresses what the text
says, so they daringly read their own interpretation into it.

BDAG states dogmatically that “form” is the “expression of divinity in
the preexistent Christ” but gives no explanation whatever as to how,
lexically, the word can have this meaning. Thus a trinitarian lexicon is
seen to engage in the dissemination of trinitarianism rather than be faith-
ful to its task of lexicography. Hence, it is often necessary to turn to a
secular and authoritative Greek-English lexicon such as that of Liddell
and Scott to look for an unbiased view. Consulting my massive
unabridged (2042 large pages with small print, not counting the 153 page
Supplement) Greek-English Lexicon by Liddell, Scott, and Jones (Oxford,
1973), I look in vain for so much as a hint of any connection between
morphé and the idea of preexistence in any shape or form (pardon the
pun!). For this reason, too, there is no intrinsic connection between
morphé and the word “God”. Add to this the fact that morphé means
“outward appearance, shape, bodily form” (on BDAG’s own definition),

and it is obvious that none of these applies to God because “God is Spirit”
(John 4.24). This is why there is absolutely no way to connect “form”

with “God” except by way of the Biblical teaching about man as “the
image of God”. In Biblical language, “the form of God” means “the image
of God,” which undoubtedly refers to man as God’s image (Gen.1.26,27,
etc).

Thayer’s (Greek-English Lexicon, popen]) argument that Christ in his
preexistence was in “the form of God,” in that it was in this form that “he
appeared to the inhabitants of heaven” is, sorry to say, purely the product

of imagination; and, not surprisingly, not one piece of Scriptural evid-
ence is produced to substantiate it. Moreover, while it is true that one
way that we, as human beings, recognize people is by their form or shape
(esp. of the face), we also recognize people by their voices (e.g. over the
phone) even without seeing their “form”. It is baseless, therefore, to
imagine that heavenly beings recognize each other by their “form”!"?

2 Though God as Spirit is without morphé, “bodily or external form,” so that
one cannot properly speak of “the form of God” except in the Biblical sense of
“the image of God,” it need not be denied that God could assume “form” if He so
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An analysis of Philippians 2.6-7

“Who (Jesus), though he was in the form of God, did not count
equality with God a thing to be grasped” (Philippians 2:6)

nce we have been freed from the trinitarian indoctrination
which insists that being “in the form of God” simply means
“being God,” and once we have regained some degree of clear-
mindedness, we should easily be able to see that_if Jesus were God there

would have been absolutely no reason or need for him to “erasp” (harpag-

mos) at equality with God, since he already possessed it. Only someone

who did not possess equality with God (as in the case of Adam) might

desire to grasp at it (cf.Gen.3.5,6). Therefore, to make this verse say that

“being God he (Jesus) did not grasp at equality with God” is to reduce

this Scripture to meaninglessness, indeed, to the verge of making non-

sense (lit. “no sense”) of God’s word. This is surely a serious offence

against the Lord and His word.
In the KJV translation of Phil.2.6 (“who, being in the form of God,
thought it not robbery to be equal with God”) there is something which

does not quite make sense: If the statement is about two equal persons,

under what circumstances would it be necessary to use a word like

“robbery” in relation to the question of equality? Even allowing for poetic

license, how does robbery come into this kind of discussion? Where two

equal persons are concerned, there is obviously no relevance whatever for
any reference to one “robbing” the other of equality. But even in the case
of two non-equal persons, is equality a thing or status that one person can
be deprived of by the other by means of “robbery”? For, to rob is not only

chooses. Perhaps the special “angel of the Lord” is an example of this in the OT.
Perhaps the book of Revelation is another example, if we do not confuse the
spiritual with the physical. In the Revelation, the Almighty is “seen” as the One
who sits upon the throne (mentioned 12 times). In John’s God-given visions in
the Apocalypse, heavenly beings were made “visible” in some spiritual way in
order to convey the divine message to John; another possibility was that John
was granted spiritual sight, being unable to see what is invisible to the eye of
flesh for, as Paul said, “The things which are seen are temporal, but the things
which are not seen are eternal” (2Cor.4.18).
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to seize what is not one's own, but to remove what rightfully belongs to
the other person. So to “rob” is not merely a question of trying by un-

scrupulous means to attain to equality with the other person, but it is to
take away his status so as to make it one’s own. The other person would,

if the robber were successful, not only lose his equality but also become

subservient to the one who had taken away that equality, and be thereby

reduced to an inferior position.

All of this makes absolutely no sense in regard to Phil 2.6. For if Jesus
were God, the question of attaining equality with God would be utterly
redundant, and what purpose would the word “robbery” serve in this
redundant statement? “Rob” in this sentence would make the statement
not only meaningless but absurd._On the other hand, if Jesus were not

equal to God, in what sense would it be meaningful to speak of “robbery”

in regard to his acquiring equality with God? The only sense one could

think of is that the attempt to seize equality would be an act of robbery
against God, an act of rebellion, and this was something Jesus definitely

did not contemplate. This would make sense—except for the fact that the

KJV has, instead, inverted the meaning by saying that Jesus did not think
of it as robbery! What a thought to serve as the centerpiece of the “Christ
hymn”! Is it even imaginable that this is what Paul called the believers to
emulate (v.5)?! What is more, it becomes impossible to make such an
outrageous statement connect in any meaningful way to the following
sentence: “but made himself nothing, taking the form of a servant...”
(v.7). Furthermore, if Jesus was already equal with God, then the state-
ment that “God has highly exalted him and bestowed on him the name
that is above every name” etc (v.9) would have no significance or mean-
ing whatever, since that would not add one iota to the status he already
possessed.

Because this verse is of exceptional importance to trinitarians, and
because the KJV was the only version of the Bible in general use in the
English speaking world for some 300 years (early 17th to early 20th
centuries), and still holds considerable sway over many Christians today,
it is necessary that we bring the matter into even sharper focus.

In the previous verse (Phil.2.5) Paul exhorts believers to “have this
mind in you which was also in Christ Jesus”. For this reason Phil.2.6
reveals to us what Jesus thought, what went on in his mind; this is to


Peter
Underline

Peter
Underline


Chapter 3 — Reevaluating the Understanding of Man 237

encourage us to learn to think as he did. Because this verse describes
Jesus” way of thinking, his attitude, his mindset, this could be brought out
with greater clarity if we hear Jesus expressing it himself. Let us try to
understand his mind described from the point of view of either of the
two possibilities: (1) that he is God; (2) that he is not God.

What emerges when Phil.2.6 is read from the first point of view? (1)

Jesus is God, and he thinks: I do not consider it robbery to be equal with
God. What does such a thought tell us about his attitude and character?
He does not think it robbery to be equal with God because he thinks it is
his by right? But even if it were his by right, why does the idea of robbery
come into the thought? Does it not suggest an adversarial attitude
towards God? At the least, this way of expressing his thought would
suggest some element of arrogance. (2) If Jesus is not God, but expresses
his thought in the words: I don’t think it robbery to be equal with God,
what does that tell us about his “mind”? Would the thought not plainly
indicate that seizing equality with God is not seen by him as robbery; it is
for him an acceptable act, not an act of rebellion!

It should now be perfectly evident that there is simply no way to make

this statement in the KJV express anything but some form of spiritual
perversity. It expresses the precise reverse of what Paul intended to exhort
the believers to think, namely, that Jesus would never entertain in his
mind the thought of seizing equality with God; instead he chose the
status of a servant (slave, doulos), and was obedient unto death.

What then has happened in regard to the KJV translation? The
thought expressed here is in essence the thought of the devil, whose aim

has always been to seize equality with God, indeed, to exalt himself above

God’s throne, if possible, and whose ambition is declared in the words, “I

will ascend to heaven; above the stars of God I will set my throne on
high... I will make myself like the Most High.” (Isa.14.13,14) How is it
that Satan’s mind has been allowed to subtly creep into this verse and be
attributed to Christ!?

No less serious is the problem: Why is it that as trinitarians we com-
pletely failed to detect the fearful problem in the translation of this verse?
Not only did we not see the problem, we constantly used it to “prove”

that “Jesus is God”. (OWIANASIPORIHENA A ERGHASHIES)


Peter
Underline

Peter
Underline

Peter
Underline

Peter
Highlight


238 The Only True God

robbed Yahweh God of His central position as the supreme Object of our
faith. It has sidelined Him in order to give the central place to Jesus
‘whom it elevated to deity, making him co-equal with God, and none of
((RiSvasiconsiderediasifobben [n other words, Phil.2.6 in KJV perfectly

expresses the thoughts and mentality of trinitarianism. It was precisely

for this reason that as trinitarians we saw no problem with it.

Returning to the Greek text of Phil.2.6, and examining the word
harpagmos, which KJV translates as “robbery,” and considering the word
in the light of several Greek-English lexicons, we find that only BDAG
gives “robbery” as one of the definitions for harpagmos. But then it
immediately goes on to make the following striking comment regarding
that definition: “robbery, which is next to impossible in Phil.2:6” and adds,
“the state of being equal with God cannot be equated with the act of
robbery”. So BDAG affirms that this equation makes no sense. From all
this it becomes evident why most English translations do not use a word
such as “robbery”" and do not structure the sentence as KJV did. They
thereby save the sentence not only from absurdity but from what must be
described as spiritual perversion.

Trinitarians simply refuse to face the fact that this verse makes it
clearly evident that Jesus was not God, and that he made no attempt

(unlike Adam and Eve) to grasp at equality with Him. Some trinitarians,

not surprisingly, do not hesitate to go so far as to try to make the word

which is translated as “grasp” in a number of English translations (a few,
like KJV, translate it as “robbery”) to mean something like: he did not
“hold on to” it. But the Greek word harpagmos is not amenable to such

word-twisting; here is its meaning in BDAG Greek-English Lexicon, “1.a
violent seizure of property, robbery 2. something to which one can

claim or assert title by gripping or grasping”; but regarding this second
definition, the Lexicon admits that “This meaning cannot be quoted from
non-Christian literature, but is grammatically justifiable”. This second
meaning is not given in the other authoritative Greek-English lexicons
such as that of Liddell and Scott, or Thayer. The primary meaning of the

B Actually this is not the usual word for robbery in Greek; Woodhouse's
English-Greek Dictionary gives harpageé as the equivalent for “robbery,” but not
harpagmos.
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word harpagmos, “robbery,” is to seize that which does not belong to you.
The second meaning given by BDAG aims at removing the violent
character of the act of “robbery,” and makes it refer merely to the claim-
ing of something by gripping or grasping it._ But even this toned down

meaning does not remove the fact that it is to grasp at something that

does not belong to the one who grasps at it.

All this shows that the meaning of Philippians 2.6 is patently clear: it

states the exact opposite_of what trinitarianism tries to argue from this

verse. What this verse does say is that Jesus, though he was God’s

supreme image, “the form of God,” made no attempt to seize or claim

equality with God. He stood in perfect contrast to Adam. He did not sin

as Adam did. As perfect man he could fulfill the exalted role of being the

Savior of the world.

Far from wanting to claim equality with God, he “emptied” (kenoo)
himself. In view of the foregoing discussion, we need not waste time
discussing the trinitarian speculations about Jesus in his alleged preexist-
ence emptying himself of his divine prerogatives. If they had paid more
attention to what this passage actually says, instead of making every
effort to read their own interpretations into the text, they would have
seen that the meaning of “emptied himself” is explained in this hymnic
passage by the poetic parallelism found in the very next line: “he
humbled himself” (Phil.2.8), which is the poetic equivalent of “emptied
himself” (this translation is not given in some modern versions; NIV, for

«

example, renders it: “made himself nothing”).
By refusing to snatch at, or even to claim, equality with God (in stark

contrast to Adam and Eve), it was thereby unquestionably established
that Jesus was the image of God par excellence. But he went much further
than not claiming that equality. For though Jesus in the Wisdom of God
was “born in the likeness of men” (Phil.2.7; cf. Mat.11.19; Lk.7.35;
11.49)—and according to John 1.14 the Word (Logos) was-inearnate in
the man Jesus (was “found in human form,” Phil.2.7), something that
Jesus was profoundly conscious of, as can be seen in John’s Gospel—yet
“he humbled himself by becoming obedient to the point of death, even
death on a cross” (Phil.2.8).
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The spiritual yet practical purpose of Philippians 2.6-8

In interpreting this “Christ hymn” (Phil.2.6-11), trinitarians lose sight of
the reason why the Apostle Paul placed this hymn in this letter to the
Philippians. But his purpose was stated explicitly in the sentence imme-
diately preceding the hymn: “Have this mind among yourselves, which is
yours in Christ Jesus” (v.5). This hymn was not placed in the midst of a
theological discourse. Its chief purpose was to point to Jesus as the
exalted example for every believer to emulate. Paul’s purpose, therefore,
was intensely practical. He was not here intending to teach what later
theology called “Christology”; and if the general opinion of scholars is
correct, namely, that Paul was here quoting a hymn used in the early
church, then he was not the author of the hymn, but quoted it because it
eminently suited the practical purpose he had in mind.

We get sidetracked from the original purpose of this whole passage
when we drift off into theological speculations, while losing sight of its
call to live a Christ-like life. But if Christ is God, as trinitarians want to
use this passage to assert, precisely how can he serve as an example for us
human beings? We have no “divine prerogatives” to divest ourselves of,
and indeed most people have no real prerogatives or even exceptional
privileges to give up, even if they wanted to. Some of those who belong to
privileged levels of society might consider giving up some of their priv-
ileges, but what about the majority of people? What practical application
did Paul have in mind, seeing especially that most of the believers in his
time could be classed as “common people”™?

This is where the important connection between Phil.2.17 (“poured
out”) and 2.7 has generally gone unnoticed, even though the semantic
connection between “emptied” (kenoo) and “poured out” (spendomai)
should have been fairly obvious, because a vessel that has been poured
out is thereby emptied. Paul always made it his aim to teach by example;
what he had said about Christ in 2.7 he applied to himself within the
scope of 10 verses!

But just as important (indeed, even more so for exegesis), Phil.2.17
throws light on the meaning of v.7, because it is in this light that the
meaning of “emptied himself” becomes clear, all the more so because, as
we have noted, it is evident that its meaning is explained in verse 8, “he
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humbled himself to the extent of becoming obedient unto death”. This
obedience unto death, this pouring out of oneself, is precisely what Paul
imitates in being ready to let his life-blood be poured out for the sake of
God and His church. In 2Timothy 4.6 he is “already being poured out
(spendomai, the same word as in Phil.2.17)... the time of my departure
has come”. The practical spiritual purpose which Paul aims to emphasize
in Philippians 2 can be summed up in his words, “Be imitators of me, as I
am of Christ” (1 Cor.11.1).

It should now be clear to us that the trinitarian speculations about

Jesus’ “emptying” himself of his divinity, or its prerogatives, are ideas

which are read into the text and are practically impossible for us to

emulate or imitate—and emulation is, after all, the reason for Paul’s
referring to Christ’s “emptying himself” in this passage: “Let this mind be
in you which was also in Christ Jesus” (Phil.2.5). Moreover, even if the
word “emptied” here did not refer to divine privileges, but only to human
ones, there would scarcely be anything for the Philippians (to whom Paul
addressed this letter) to emulate because they belonged to the lower
social classes (like most believers at the time, 1Cor.1.26) and were gene-
rally very poor (2Cor.8.2). What privileges or rights did they possess that
they could empty themselves of? They could, however, be faithful and
obedient unto death (Rev.2.10); they could be ready to be “poured out” as
Paul himself was (2Tim.4.6; Ac.20.24). Paul wrote this letter from prison,
and always lived with the prospect of imminent death for the sake of the
gospel. The believers, too, constantly lived either under the threat or the
reality of persecution. Paul was therefore calling believers to be especially
mindful of the example of Christ, which was now exemplified for them in
his own life, and the death which he readily anticipated.

Philippians 2.6-11

he trinitarian interpretation of this passage is based on the
trinitarian interpretation of John 1.1ff. Thus it is assumed that

Phil.2.6f refers to the preexistent Logos interpreted to mean God
the Son. Take away that assumption and the interpretation of Phil.2.6 in
terms of a preexistent Jesus Christ is left without anything to stand on


Peter
Underline

Peter
Underline


242 The Only True God

because it depends on the erroneous equation Logos = Jesus Christ
which, as we have seen, is without foundation in John’s Gospel.
Moreover, Philippians was written before John (in the opinion of most

scholars, about 30 years before John), so is there any reason to think that

the church at Philippi would have understood Paul’s letter to them in

terms of John 1.1, not to mention the trinitarian interpretation of it?

They had been taught by the Apostle Paul personally; where in his teach-
ing does he speak of a preexistent Christ? And there is nothing in the

Philippian passage that requires it to be understood in terms of preexist-

ence. Preexistence is read into the text, not out of it (eisegesis, not

exegesis). This includes the term “form of God,” as understood by trin-

itarianism.

Even if the attempt is made to interpret Philippians 2 in terms of
preexistent Wisdom, one would still be caught by the question: When did
Wisdom ever make any attempt to grasp at equality with God? None of
the other metaphorical “entities” such as Torah or Logos did this. This
means that even if Christ is thought of as being the preexistent Logos in
Phil.2.6, the clutching at equality with God is without any point of
reference. The plain fact is that only Adam through his disobedience did
something of this kind, and only Adam is relevant in terms of Pauline
christology in which Christ is “the second man” (1Cor.15.47), “the last
Adam” (1Cor.15.45).

Philippians 2.6-8

As trinitarians brought up on the doctrine of original sin and the total
depravity of man, we were totally at a loss to know how to understand
Paul’s statement that “man is the image and glory of God” (1Cor.11.7);

not that man was (i.e. before “the Fall”) but “is” in the present tense! Of

course, we had no grounds for saying that Paul had made a mistake, nor

is there evidence of error in the textual tradition.

Had Paul only said that “man is the image of God” that would have
been problematic enough, because according to the doctrine of original
sin, that image was tarnished at the very least, or even totally destroyed,
as a result of Adam’s sin. But the Scripture goes beyond this with the
“double-barreled” statement that man is both “the image and glory of
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God”. That should have left our doctrines in total shambles but, nothing
daunted, we simply ignored the Scriptures (as usual) when these contra-
dicted our doctrines.

Had we not ignored these Scriptures we would not have had any diffi-
culty understanding the term “the form of God” in what some scholars
have called a “pre-Pauline hymn” in Phil.2.6-11; for “the form of God” is

a term that appears nowhere else in the Bible, but is nevertheless an

entirely appropriate way of speaking of “the image and glory of God” in
poetic language, such as is used in a song or hymn. This will be discussed
more fully below.

God is Spirit (Jo.4.24) and is, therefore, without visible form

discernible to the physical eye. Yet He makes Himself “visible” by

revealing His glory; Scripture repeatedly speaks of His visible glory:
Ex.16.10; Lev.9.23; Num.14.10; 16.19,42; 20.6; Ps.102.16; Ezek.1.28; 3.23;

8.4; Acts 7.2,55. Thus His glory is His visible “form, outward
appearance,” which is what the word morphé means. Thus Christ as man

and therefore as “the image and glory of God” (1Cor.11.7) is “in the form
of God” that reveals God to the world—he is “the light of the world”
(Jo.8.12; 9.5; of believers, Mt.5.14).

Considering further the question of “invisibility” and “form” in speak-
ing of God, we may ask: Why is God said to be “invisible” (1Tim.1.17)? Is
it not precisely because God as Spirit (John 4.24) does not have “form”?

How then can one speak of “the form of God”? Our only options are:
either “form” is understood as “image,” or the term “the form of God” is
a self-contradiction. Exegetically, therefore, we only have the first option.
As was noted earlier, the term “form of God” occurs nowhere else in
Scripture outside this poetical phrase in Philippians 2.6.

Philippians 2:

¢ who, though he (Christ) was in the form of God, did not
count equality with God a thing to be grasped,

” but made himself nothing, taking the form of a servant, being
born in the likeness of men.

$ And being found in human form, he humbled himself by
becoming obedient to the point of death, even death on a cross.


Peter
Underline

Peter
Underline


244 The Only True God

This important passage has already been mentioned several times earlier
in this book. Here we will make a few further observations:

Two things should be borne in mind in the interpretation of this passage
which are generally overlooked or undervalued, and which consequently
result in its misinterpretation:

(1) It is not usually noticed that this passage is about “Christ Jesus”

(Phil.2.5) in which “Christ (Messiah)” is placed in the emphatic position

before “Jesus” 2, so the whole Philippian passage refers to Jesus as the
Messiah. The problem is that the title “Messiah” is virtually meaningless
to_the non-Jew and that is why he reads “Christ” (the Greek form of
“Messiah”) as though it is a personal name rather than a title. The

Apostle Paul was a Jew and he certainly did not think of “Christ” as some
sort of personal name; to him, as to most Jews of his time, the title

Messiah” carried great significance as the long awaited savior/king; but
the Jews did not think of the Messiah as a divine being. The importance

of the title “Christ” to Paul can be seen by a comparison of the statistics:

In a relatively short letter like Philippians, Christos (Messiah, Christ)
occurs 37 times in the 104 verses of this letter (35.6% or an average of
more than 1 occurrence in every 3 verses); in Romans it occurs 65 times
in the letter’s 432 verses (15.04% or an average of 1 in 6.6 verses); com-
pare this to John: 18 in 878 verses (2.05% or 1 in 48.7 verses), and
Matthew’s 16 times in 1068 verses (1.49% or 1 in 66.7 verses). Statist-
ically, the title “Messiah” or “Christ” occurs far more frequently in
Philippians than in any other NT book; in terms of percentages, more
than double that of Romans. This clearly indicates that the emphasis on
Christ as the Messiah, man’s hoped for savior and king, is a key to our
understanding of Philippians 2.6-11.

The Hebrew “Messiah” (“Christ” in Greek) means an “anointed one”.
To explain the significance of this title I shall here simply quote ISBE
[International Standard Bible Encyclopedia]:

The term is used in the Old Testament of kings and priests,
who were consecrated to office by the ceremony of anointing. It

14 “Christ Jesus” occurs 95 times in the NT, “Jesus Christ” 135 times, while

“Tesus” is found 917 times.
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is applied to the priest only as an adjective—“the anointed
priest” (Lev 4:3,5,16; 6:22 (Hebrew 15)). Its substantive use is
restricted to the king he only is called “the Lord’s anointed,” e.g.
Saul (1 Sam 24:6,10 (Hebrew 7,11), etc.); David (2 Sam 19:21
(Hebrew 22); 2 Sam 23:1, “the anointed of the God of Jacob”);
Zedekiah (Lam 4:20). Similarly in the Psalms the king is
designated “mine,” “thine,” “his anointed.” (Italics added)

Notice the italicized words in this quotation, which when applied to
“Messiah Jesus” (Phil.2.5) mean that Jesus is Yahweh’s anointed king. To
quote ISBE again: “The Messiah is the instrument by whom God’s king-

dom is to be established in Israel and in the world.” This fact provides an

explanation for why every knee is to bow to Jesus and every tongue
confess him Lord to the glory of God the Father (Philippians 2.9-11). It is
clearly for this reason that Jesus is “the Lord’s anointed,” the “king of
kings” (Rev.17.14).

It is a historically well attested fact that kings had the tendency to
claim divinity and/or to be deified by others. Nebuchadnezzar was one
such case in the OT, and Herod Agrippa I is a case recorded in the NT
(Acts 12.21ff). The deification and/or self-deification of the Roman
emperors is also well known. The Chinese emperors were called “sons of
heaven”. This was precisely something that Christ/Messiah Jesus refused
to do (Phil.2.6).

Adam was also a king because he was given the world as his domain
over which to rule (Gen.1.28). Judaic lore had some exaggerated descript-
ions of Adam’s greatness both in physical proportions and in spiritual
powers. Yet he fell because of yielding to a perverse desire to “be like
God” (Gen.3.5).

This clutching at divinity, or a certain equality with God, is what
Jesus, the new man, God’s anointed Messianic king, declined to do.
Instead, he humbled himself in total submission to the Father, Yahweh,
“becoming obedient unto death” (Phil.2.8). He demonstrated a funda-
mental spiritual principle of the kingdom: that spiritual greatness is not a
matter of arrogating glory to oneself but of serving others, for “the
greatest in the kingdom is the servant of all” (Mt.23.11; Lk.22.26). For
this reason God exalted him above all others.
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(2) The whole passage is poetry: a song about Christ/Messiah Jesus as
“the Second Man” (1Cor.15.47).

Most people have little understanding of the characteristics of poetry.
The result is that poetry is read as if it were prose, and poetic language is
read as literal statements. Many English translations help the reader to
distinguish poetry from prose by printing poetry in verse form. Those
who have such a Bible will quickly see that large portions of the OT,
especially the Psalms and much of the prophetic books, are in verse form.

Philippians 2.6-11 is generally considered to be a hymn which Paul
incorporated into this letter and, as such, is poetry; yet it is often inter-
preted as though it is making prose statements. Consider what happens
when one tries to read poetry as prose in Ezekiel 28:

2 Son of man, raise a lamentation over the king of Tyre, and
say to him, Thus says the Lord GOD: “You were the signet of
perfection, full of wisdom and perfect in beauty.

" You were in Eden, the garden of God; every precious stone
was your covering, sardius, topaz, and diamond, beryl, onyx,
and jasper, sapphire, emerald, and carbuncle; and crafted in
gold were your settings and your engravings. On the day that
you were created they were prepared.

" You were an anointed guardian cherub. I placed you; you
were on the holy mountain of God; in the midst of the stones of
fire you walked.

'* You were blameless in your ways from the day you were
created, till unrighteousness was found in you.

' In the abundance of your trade you were filled with violence
in your midst, and you sinned; so I cast you as a profane thing
from the mountain of God, and I destroyed you, O guardian
cherub, from the midst of the stones of fire.

' Your heart was proud because of your beauty; you corrupted
your wisdom for the sake of your splendor. I cast you to the
ground; I exposed you before kings, to feast their eyes on you.

'® By the multitude of your iniquities, in the unrighteousness of
your trade you profaned your sanctuaries; so I brought fire out
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from your midst; it consumed you, and I turned you to ashes
on the earth in the sight of all who saw you.

' All who know you among the peoples are appalled at you;
you have come to a dreadful end and shall be no more forever.

This passage is about the king of Tyre. Another king of Tyre called
“Hiram” is mentioned earlier in the OT as helping to supply the cedar
wood needed for the construction of the first Temple (2Sam.5.11; 1Ki.5.1;
etc). The attempts to take this passage in Ezekiel as making literal state-
ments meant that no human being could fit the descriptions given, with
the result that the passage was made to apply to Satan.

The problems with this idea are many, not least that Satan is nowhere
in Scripture specially associated with Tyre, least of all as its king. For
other interpretive problems for this idea, reference can be made to any of
the more scholarly commentaries or even to such popular commentaries
as The Expositor’s Commentary, which rejects the application of the
passage to Satan as exegetically unsustainable.

The same kind of problem arises when one takes every statement, or
even every word, in Philippians 2.6-11 literally. This is done even by
scholars who are (or should be) aware of the fact that this is poetry. They
don’t even ask the basic question, “If these are literal statements, then
why is it in poetic form?” Of course, this is not to say that no factual or
literal statements can be made in poetry, but only that when the state-
ments are evaluated, the fact that they are made as poetry should not be
overlooked. There is no doubt factual content in Ezekiel 28.12ff, but it is
stated in florid poetic language, and when this florid language is taken
literally, then it is supposed that the reference is to a supernatural being.

Prof. James D.G. Dunn, in The Theology of Paul the Apostle writes, “A
vigorous debate still continues around this hymnic passage. However, the
suggestion that the hymn has been constructed with strong allusion to
Adam or even modeled on the template of Adam christology is still
persuasive.” (Paul, p.282.)

“On the nature of allusion” Dunn writes,

“For the fact of the matter is that too much of the debate on the
exegesis of this passage has displayed rather crass artistic or
literary insensitivity. As we have occasion to observe more than



248

The Only True God

once in the present study, allusions by their nature are not
explicit. Poets or literary critics who had to spell out every allu-
sion and echo would undermine their art and deprive their
more perceptive readers of the moment of illumination, the
thrill of recognition. Their artistic skill would be reduced to the
level of high school examination cribs.

“So with Paul in particular, we have already suggested a num-
ber of allusions to Jesus traditions. And in his use of Adam
motifs we noted the allusions (hardly explicit) in Rom.1.18-25
and 7.7-13; indeed, if our earlier analysis of Paul’s christology is
at all justified, then Adam was a figure who lay behind a great
deal of Paul’s theologizing. To make recognition of such
allusions depend on precision of meaning in individual terms
would run counter to the art of allusion. On the contrary, it is
often the imprecision of meaning of a term or the multifaceted
imagery of a metaphor that enables the interconnection or
imaginative jump, which is the stuff of allusion. The import-
ance of the point justifies its reiteration: exegesis of particular
terms which insists on only one referential meaning for each
term and denies all the other possible meanings will often be
wrong exegesis because it unjustifiably narrows meaning
(“either-or” exegesis) and rules out associations which the
author may have intended to evoke precisely by using a
sequence of such evocative terms. It need hardly be pointed out
that such hermeneutical considerations have particular rele-
vance when the passage is a poem or a hymn. The relevance of
these reflections in this case should become clear as we
proceed.

“In assessing Phil.2.6-11 it is not too difficult to identify four or
five points of contact with Adam tradition and Adam christ-
ology as we have now become familiar with it.

“2.6a—in the form of God;
(Cf. Gen.1.27—"in his own image.”)
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“2.6bc—tempted to grasp equality with God;
(Cf. Gen.3.5—“you will be like God.”)

“2.7—took the form of a slave [to corruption and sin];
(Cf. Wis.2.23; Rom.8.3,18-21; 1Cor.15.42,47-49; Gal.4.3-4;
Heb.2.7a,9a,15.)

“2.8—obedient to death;
(Cf. Gen.2.17; 3.22-24; Wis.2.24; Rom.5.12-21; 7.7-11;
1Cor.15.21-22.)

“2.9-11—exalted and glorified.
(Cf. Ps.8.5b-6; 1Cor.15.27,45; Heb.2.7b-8,9b.)”

(Paul, 283-4 and, in brackets, footnotes 78-82)

Regarding Phil.2.6a Dunn writes,

The hymn uses the term “form (morphé)” rather than the term
used in Gen.1.27, “image (ikon).” In a discussion of allusion,
however, the argument [i.e. objection] carries little weight. The
terms were used as near synonyms, and it would appear that
the writer preferred “form of God” because it made the appro-
priate parallel and contrast with “form of a slave.” Such a
double function of a term is precisely what one might expect in
poetic mode. (The Theology of Paul the Apostle, 284-285)

Lexical comparison of “form” with “image”

Phil.2.6: “form”, popen, morphe, “form, outward appearance, shape”,
BDAG. Outside of Phil.2.6,7 only in Mark 16.12 where it means a differ-
ent but visible form.

Let us compare this definition of the word morphé (“form”) with the
definition of eikon (“image”) which BDAG gives as follows: “1. likeness,
portrait, 2. living image, 3. form, appearance”.

The similarity in meaning is evident. This means that “the form of

God” is semantically similar to “the image of God,” for only if Christ was
in “the form of God” could he be “the image of the invisible God”
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(Col.1.15; 2Cor.4.4). Jesus has made the invisible God visible. What Paul
means by speaking of Jesus as “the image of God” in 2Cor.4.4 is
explained two verses later by the fact that we see or experience “the glory
of God in the face of Jesus Christ” (2Cor.4.6). Thus “image” and “glory”
are again seen to be linked together.

Misinterpretation resulting from trinitarian dogma

ut the doctrine of man’s total depravity has blinded us to seeing
that “the form of God” is a poetically expressive way of speaking
about man as “the image and glory of God” (1Cor.11.7). As a
result, we exerted ourselves, as trinitarians, to “prove” the deity of Christ
from the words “the form of God”. Often we found it simpler not to exert
ourselves in pursuing a rather futile enterprise and simply assume “the
form of God” to be equivalent to “God,” even if we cannot demonstrate
that to be the case. Most Christians are trinitarians anyway, so what need
is there of proof? We were, after all, just “preaching to the converted”.
Also for this reason, it is hardly worth commenting on some of the
commentaries on this verse because it is hard to believe that what is
written there can pass for serious scholarship, and therefore any evaluat-
ion of these commentaries will appear to be harsh. To illustrate the point,
one scholarly commentary (The Expositor’s Greek Testament), unable to
determine the meaning of morphé (form) beyond something which it
admits to be merely “probable,” nonetheless concludes without further
ado (in the next sentence) that “He (Paul) means, of course [!], in the
strictest sense [!] that the pre-existing Christ was Divine” (exclamation
marks mine). The “of course,” though a logical non sequitur, is made to
do duty for the lack of evidence, that is, the “of course” simply replaces
the needed evidence! In any other academic discipline this way of pre-
senting a case would be thrown out with contempt.


Peter
Highlight

Peter
Highlight


Chapter 3 — Reevaluating the Understanding of Man 251

Three important synonyms

In Phil.2.6,7 three synonymous words are used:

(1) morphé vv.6,7; “form, outward appearance, shape” (BDAG);
the only other instance in the NT is in Mark 16.12, “After these
things he (Jesus) appeared in another form to two of them, as
they were walking into the country.”

(2) schéma, v.7, “the generally recognized state or form in
which someth. appears, outward appearance, form, shape”
(BDAG).

(3) homoioma, v.7, “state of being similar in appearance, image,
form” (BDAG), in Rom.1.23 with ref. to idols; it is used 6 times
in Deut.4.16-18, and is used with eikon (image) in v.16; in
1Sam.6.5 it means “image”, see also 1Macc.3.48.

From this, the synonymity of “form” with “image” is made even clearer.
This is to say that the identity of meaning between “form of God” and
“image of God” is well-founded linguistically even without necessarily
bringing in the fact of allusion. In contrast, linguistically there appears to
be no way to argue for the deity of Christ on the basis of the words “the
form of God.”

Christ “the second man” is in the form and image of God
he ideas of form and image are so clearly linked even in the
definition of the word morpheé itself that it seems hardly necessary
to point out once more that_the Apostle Paul repeatedly spoke of

Jesus as “the image of God,” 2Cor.4.4; Col.1.15. The reason why trinita-

rianism finds it so difficult to accept this meaning in Phil.2.6 seems to
have no other evident explanation than that trinitarianism has relatively
little else to hold on to in the NT, so it must try to make “form of God”
mean something it can use to support its dogma.

15 See further Appendix 8: “More evidence from the Hebrew Bible”.
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To summarize the foregoing discussion, the point being made in
Phil.2.6-11 is that Christ, “the second man” (1Cor.15.47) was, like the
first Adam, in the “form” or “image” of God, but unlike the first, he did
not grasp at equality with God or clutch at becoming “like God”
(Gen.3.5). On the contrary, “he became obedient unto death, death on a
cross” (Phil.2.8), and it is precisely this by which he was “made perfect”
(Heb.5.9; 7.28), making him the perfect man necessary for mankind’s
salvation.

The early date of Philippians as another important factor

he relatively early date of Philippians (AD 63 or 64) needs fuller
consideration. The church at that time was still predominantly

Jewish and therefore strongly monotheistic. Paul made it his
objective to reach “the Jew first” (Ro.1.16), so whether at Philippi or in
any other city where he preached, the Jews were always his primary
“target” of evangelism. His passion for his own people, the Jews, is
powerfully expressed in Romans chapters 9-11. He was more concerned
about their salvation than his own, something which he expresses
passionately at the beginning of that passage (esp. R0.9.1-3). We can,
therefore, easily imagine with what zeal he preached to the Jews wherever
he went, and what hostility that zeal incited in some of the places he went
to, as recorded both in Acts and in Paul’s own account in 2Cor.11.23-27.

The point here is that Paul was not writing primarily, let alone
exclusively, for Gentiles as we usually mistakenly suppose when we read

Paul’s letters. Certainly, his letters were addressed to cities in the Greek-
speaking world, but these were commercial centers where, in many cases,
large numbers of Jewish businessmen and craftsmen resided with their
families. Paul himself is an example of a Jew who was born and grew up
in the Greek-speaking city of Tarsus (“no mean city”, Ac.21.39), and
learned tent-making as a skill. In writing to Jews, Paul would certainly
not have tried to alienate and antagonize them by including as a center-
piece in his letter (e.g. Phil.2.6-11) something contrary to monotheism.
That the congregations to whom Paul wrote were quite certainly
largely Jewish at the time of his writing to them, and the early date of his
letters (generally considered the earliest of the N'T writings), are consid-
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erations that have an important bearing upon our understanding of the
passage we are considering in Phil.2. For one thing, it cannot simply be

assumed that the “pre-Pauline hymn,” as some scholars consider this

passage in Phil.2.6-11 to be, was originally written in Greek. It is not
unreasonable to assume the possibility that this song about (not to)

Christ was written in Aramaic or Hebrew in the early Jewish church, and

then translated by someone into Greek. It is even possible that Paul

himself translated it (no scholar to my knowledge has suggested that Paul
composed it himself).

In view of these observations, it is relevant to bear in mind the Semitic
background, especially that of the OT, because the passage abounds with
allusions to OT passages as James Dunn has pointed out (quoted above).
Its Semitic origin, including Paul’s authorship—we keep forgetting that
he was a Jew, and was not ashamed to declare himself “a Hebrew of
Hebrews” which he stated precisely in this Philippian letter (3.5!)—
practically “guarantees” the monotheism of this passage. If we still insist
on forcing a polytheistic trinitarian interpretation upon Phil.2.6f by

laiming that it speaks of Jesus as a “second divine person,” that surely, in

C
the light of all the gathered evidence, is to “adulterate (doloo, also falsify,
distort) the word of God” (2Cor.4.2) to suit our dogma.

Conclusion

e have examined the word “form” as used in the Greek OT,

which was the Bible of the early Greek-speaking part of the

church, such as those at Philippi. We have also looked at
some of the Hebrew words underlying the Greek translation to gain a
more precise idea of the concepts expressed by those words. We looked
at the Hebrew word tmunah which the Greek OT translates as morphe
(“form”). The fact that the Hebrew word appears in an ancient work like
Job does not at all mean that it is obsolete and that its meaning may have
changed. This same word (tmunah) was used much later in rabbinic
literature with much the same meaning. An example of this is given in M.
Jastrow’s Dictionary of the Talmud, under tmunah:
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“form, shape. Mekh, Yithro, s, 6 (ref. to Ex.XX,4)... I may think
(from the word pesel [idol]) that one must not make for himself
a carved figure, but may make a block: therefore the text says,
‘nor any shape’” (Hebrew script omitted).

It will be recalled that Ex.20.4 appears in the earlier quote from BDB that
entered in the discussion on Job 4.16 above. This quotation from Jastrow

serves to confirm the definition of tmunah and thus also of morphe. '*

Christ’s obedience

The trinitarian interpretation of Philippians 2.6 is that the preexistent
Christ at some point in eternity refused to grasp at equality with God but
emptied, or humbled, himself so as to become man. This self-emptying
or humbling of oneself is the very essence of obedience, an obedience
which submitted even to death on the cross. Now if Jesus was already
perfect in obedience in heaven, an obedience which reached its conclus-
ion and climax on the cross, then why does Hebrews speak of his having
“learned obedience through what he suffered” (Heb.5.8), and that he was
“made perfect through suffering” (Heb.2.10)? This clearly shows that
Hebrews has a very different understanding of the matter than that of

trinitarians. Hebrews indicates that Jesus learned obedience on earth; it is
not something that a supposedly preexistent Christ already possessed in
heaven. The gospel accounts confirm this when they describe Jesus’
submission to God in the Garden of Gethsemane in the words, “Father, if
you are willing, remove this cup from me. Nevertheless, not my will, but
yours, be done” (Lk.22.42).

! Full name of Jastrow’s work: Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud
Babli and Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic Literature, by Marcus Jastrow.

7 Which Hebrew word would a modern Hebrew translation use to translate
“form” in Phil.2.62 The Salkinson-Ginsberg Hebrew NT translates “in the form
of God” as D’ﬂbN DT bdmuth elohim. The definition of bduth is given as
“likeness, similitude, of external appearance” in BDB, where Genesis 1.26 (man
was made in God’s “likeness”; and “image” and “likeness” are used as synonyms)
is cited as an example.
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Moreover, a careful look at the whole Philippian passage (2.6-11)
shows that the only element characterizing Jesus’ life and death is his
obedience. And as far as his salvific ministry was concerned, nothing else
was needed: “For as by the one man’s disobedience the many were made
sinners, so by the one man’s obedience the many will be made righteous.”
(Romans 5:19). It is this “one man’s obedience,” not that of a divine
being, which is absolutely crucial for mankind’s salvation; and it was
precisely this obedience that was the key element of Jesus’ life and death
on earth. This means that his refusal to grasp at equality with God
(Phil.2.6) had to do with his life on earth, and not his alleged preexist-
ence. Now it should also be evident why it is a serious misinterpretation
of John’s Gospel to allege that Jesus did actually claim equality with God
in that Gospel.

Philippians 2.9-11

? Therefore God has highly exalted him and bestowed on him
the name that is above every name,

% so that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, in
heaven and on earth and under the earth,

"""and every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the

glory of God the Father.

First, the exalted name was given to Jesus by God the Father. The word
charizomai means “to give freely as a favor” (BDAG). If the divine glory
had belonged to Jesus by right in his preexistence, it could not now be
conferred on him as an act of grace or favor. For, to simply return to him
what had already been his before cannot correctly or truthfully be
described as giving him something “freely as a favor”.

Secondly, because of the conferring of the exalted name, every knee is
to bow and every tongue is to confess “Jesus is Lord” (vv.10,11a; cf.
Isa.45.23). From this it is evident that the title “Lord” (kurios) is also
“given freely as a favor” (BDAG) to him by “God the Father” (v.11). Here
again it is not his by right. He is spoken of as “the Lord Jesus Christ”
precisely because this title was given him by God. That is why Peter
proclaimed that “God has made this Jesus, whom you crucified, both Lord
and Christ” (Acts 2:36).
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Notice again that it is God who has made him Lord. Lordship was
conferred on him by God, and the same is true of his messiahship
(Christ). The remarkable thing about Jesus is that everything he has was
given him by the Father, including the name “Jesus” (Mt.1.21). Jesus was
happy to go even further than that by saying that “the Son can do
nothing of his own accord” (Jo.5.19,30). What we usually fail to see is
that precisely herein is found the secret of Jesus’ spiritual greatness—
which is something at the opposite pole of grasping at equality with God.
And it is precisely for this reason that Yahweh, the Father, confers upon
him the highest possible honor.

Thirdly, this super-exaltation of Jesus is “to the glory of God the
Father” (Phil.2.11). What can this mean but that this astonishing act of
favor given to Jesus reveals God’s unspeakable graciousness and magna-
nimity such as to cause everyone to praise and glorify Him? For “God
our Father,” by bestowing on Jesus “the name,” in some significant sense
bestows on him a place of honor which practically places him on a level
with Himself.

In terms of Biblical exegesis our work on this passage is not yet
complete until we have examined the evident reference to Isaiah 45.23 in
this passage.

“Turn to me (Yahweh) and be saved, all the ends of the earth!
For I am God, and there is no other (also v.21). By myself I
have sworn, from my mouth has gone forth in righteousness a
word that shall not return: ‘To me every knee shall bow, every
tongue shall swear (allegiance)” (Isa.45.22,23).

It will immediately be noticed that this passage contains strong affirm-
ations of monotheism, “I (Yahweh) am God, and there is no other”
(vv.21,22). Given Paul’s own explicit monotheism (1Cor.8.6, 1Ti.1.17,
2.5, etc.), how is the reference to Isaiah 45.23 in Phil.2.10 to be under-
stood? Consistent with the synonymity of “form of God” with “image of
God,” and Paul’s repeated aftirmations of Jesus as God’s image (2Co.4.4;
Col.1.15), what else can “every knee” bending to the image of God mean
except adoring Yahweh in His image? And to acknowledge as Lord the
one whom the Father has chosen to appoint as Lord, this can surely mean
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nothing else but the acknowledging of the Father’s absolute sovereignty
in what He chooses to do. All this is evidently “to the glory of the Father”.

An image is, in its very nature, a reflection of the one whose image it
is, so any honor paid to a true image is honor given to the one repre-
sented by that image. This was what Adam was meant to be but failed
through disobedience; yet this was precisely what Jesus attained through
his absolute obedience, thereby becoming the perfect image of God,
reflecting God’s glory and drawing all men to Him. In this way the first
part of the quotation in Isaiah is fulfilled in Christ Jesus, “Turn to me
(Yahweh) and be saved, all the ends of the earth!” (Isa.45.22). “Christ our
savior” (Tit.1.4; 3.6 etc) is the exact reflection of “God our Savior”
(Tit.1.3; 2.10; 3.4 etc); in God’s plan of salvation as revealed in the NT,
men are drawn to “the only true God” (Jo.17.3) through Christ Jesus the
Lord. Yahweh God is adored and glorified through His image; for the
fundamental principle in Scripture is that everything comes to us from
God through Christ. God is the ultimate source of all things; and He has
appointed Christ as the channel. Thus God is the source of salvation,
hence He is “God our savior”; Christ is the one through whom God’s
salvation comes to us, hence he is “Christ our savior”. Paul puts it like
this: “for us there is but one God, the Father, from whom all things came
and for whom we live; and there is but one Lord, Jesus Christ, through
whom all things came and through whom we live” (1 Corinthians 8:6,
NIV).

Finally, an important principle is established here: Jesus is only properly
exalted when his exaltation brings glory to the Father; this was the aim of
his entire ministry as is also the teaching of the NT. But exalting Jesus at
the expense of the Father’s glory, in particular the exalting of Jesus
instead of the Father—making Jesus the center, the God, of the Christian
religion—is certainly false and therefore “heretical” where the Scriptures
as a whole are concerned. This Biblical principle—that all things are “to
the glory of God the Father”—is definitely beyond any dispute.

It cannot be otherwise because, as God’s image, Jesus is the embo-
diment of God’s glory as is splendidly stated in Hebrews 1.3: “He is the
radiance of the glory of God and the exact imprint of his nature.” There
is, therefore, no way to glorify the Biblical Jesus without glorifying God
the Father whose glory he represents—unless another Jesus and another
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gospel is preached contrary to what is in the Bible. If false teaching is to
be avoided it is absolutely necessary to adhere to the principle clearly
enunciated here: all true teaching is “to the glory of God the Father”, “the
Father” being none other than Yahweh God, the LORD God."®

1Corinthians 15.45-47, 49, “the image of the man of
heaven”

* Thus it is written, “The first man Adam became a living
being” [Gen.2.7]; the last Adam became a life-giving spirit.

* But it is not the spiritual that is first but the natural, and then
the spiritual.

47 The first man was from the earth, a man of dust; the second
man is from heaven.

The phrase “the second man is from heaven” has led some to assume that
Jesus, “the second man,” is here said to be preexistent. But Prof. Dunn
has pointed out that this meaning is negated by the statement in the
previous verse that the natural man “is first,” that is, he existed before the
spiritual man (James Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apostle, p.289).
Even apart from this valid observation, “from heaven (ex ouranou)”
provides no proof of preexistence as can be seen from the way this term
is used in the NT. For example, Matthew 21:25, “The baptism of John,
from where did it come? From heaven (ex ouranou) or from man?” (also
Mk.11.30; Lk.20.4) Clearly, the question here is whether John’s baptism
was from God or from man. This meaning corresponds with “from
heaven” in John 6:31, “Our fathers ate the manna in the wilderness; as it
is written, ‘He gave them bread from heaven to eat.”” There is no suggest-

'8 In what way does trinitarianism glorify God in maintaining that Jesus as
the Son was in all aspects equal with the Father from all eternity, and merely laid
down his glory temporarily at his incarnation? For, if this were the case, the
Father merely returned to the Son what was his from eternity. How can this
bring glory to the Father? But the trinitarian is, after all, not really concerned
about the glory of the Father because he has already replaced the Father with the
Son as the true center of the Christian religion, which they declare to be
Christocentric.
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ion here about the manna being something preexistent but that it was
sent down from God. Likewise, Jesus is “the true bread from heaven”
(vv.32,33, etc).

“From heaven” can also mean “spiritual” as distinct from “earthly” or
“natural”. Thus, 2Cor.5.2, “For indeed in this house [earthl