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The Necessity of a Definition 
 

There is nothing more important to our comprehension of any subject than the definition 
of words and terms.  Words are what the Lord has given us as a means of communication and 
without them, although not impossible, it is very difficult to express our thoughts.  We see a 
perfect example of this in Genesis 11:1-9.  The Bible records an account of a time when the 
entire earth was of one language and of one speech.  What this basically means is that they were 
all using the same words to say the same things.  In other words, they understood each other.  
They purposed in their hearts to build a tower whose top would reach unto heaven.  God saw 
what they were doing and knew that they could accomplish anything that they imagined, so in 
turn he confounded their language so they could not understand one another.  After this he 
scattered them throughout the earth and they did not build the city or the tower.   
 

The reason of citing this story is to show that once we cannot understand one another, we 
cannot get anything accomplished.  For this reason it is imperative that we make the meaning of 
the words we use crystal clear so as to not cause any confusion.  Any Christian who has ever 
spoken to a Jehovah’s Witness or a Mormon will realize quickly that although the same words 
are being used throughout the course of the discussion, completely different things are being 
said.  That is because the words being used have different definitions.  For this reason it is a must 
that we identify what it is that we are saying from the onset.  If we can clearly and firmly 
establish our speech then there is much less of a chance of misunderstanding what it is that we 
are saying.  There is also less of a chance that what is being said can be distorted.  We will begin 
with a very basic definition of the Trinity and then build upon it from there while defining the 
other major themes and terms of this writing. 
 
The Trinity Defined 
 

The late James Petigru Boyce defined the Trinity by saying,  
 

“God is revealed to us as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit each with distinct personal 
attributes, but without division of nature, essence or being.”1 

 
St. Augustine said, 

 
“All those Catholic expounders of the divine Scriptures, both Old and New, 
whom I have been able to read, who have written before me concerning the 
Trinity, Who is God, have purposed to teach, according to the Scriptures, this 
doctrine, that the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit intimate a divine unity 
of one and the same substance in an indivisible equality…”2 

 
To elaborate on the above definitions, the Trinity is the teaching that there is “One 

Indivisible Being” who is God, namely YHWH.  This “One Indivisible Being” exists as “Three 
                                                 

1 “Trinity” in The New Encyclopedia of Christian Quotations (ed., Mark Water; Grand Rapids, MI: 
Baker Books, 2000), 1068-69  

 
2 Augustine. “On the Holy Trinity, 1.4.7” in NPNF1 3:20.  



Distinct Persons.”  The “Nature” or “Substance” of this “One Indivisible Being” is shared 
equally by these “Three Distinct Persons.”  This is the definition that we will use for the Trinity 
throughout the course of this book. 
 
Distinct Not Separate 
 

Notice that the word “separate” is never used yet the words “without division” and 
“inseparable” are.  The persons of the Trinity are not “separate” persons they are “distinct” 
persons.  They are eternally connected in the substance they share as God.  The difference 
between “distinct” and “separate” must be recognized as it is imperative to properly defining 
the Trinity.  Now, everything that is separate is distinct, yet not everything that is distinct is 
separate.  An example of this would be a coin and its inscription.  The coin and the inscription on 
the coin are distinct yet not separate.  Another such example would be a finger and its print.  
Many Trinitarian authors see no problem in using the term “separate” in reference to the Persons 
of the Trinity because they do not intend it in any way to mean a separation of substance or 
nature, but I have found that the use of the term opens the door to attacks of tri-theism and 
legitimately so.  If each Person were indeed separate from the other, and each Person were fully 
God, then the conclusion is naturally that there are three gods.  At this point we will follow the 
lead of the Athanasian Creed when it states we worship God in Trinity and Trinity in Unity, 
neither confounding the persons nor dividing the substance.     
 
A Misconception Cleared Up 
 

At this point allow me to dispel a common myth about Jesus while he was on the cross.  
Right before Jesus’ death he uttered the words, “My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?”  
(Matt. 27:46 & Mark 15:34) 
 

It is commonly taught that because Jesus took the sin of the world upon himself and that 
sin separates from God, that Jesus and the Father were separated while Jesus hung on the cross.  
Nothing could be farther from the truth.  It must first be pointed out that Jesus did not become a 
sinner while on the cross.  The Bible is very plain in telling us that Jesus was without sin. 
 

For we have not an high priest which cannot be touched with the feeling of our 
infirmities; but was in all points tempted like as we are, yet without sin. (Heb. 
4:15) 
 
Who did no sin, neither was guile found in his mouth: (1Pet. 2:22) 

 
It has always been personal sin that separated man from God; Adam is a prime example 

of this as it was his personal disobedience that expelled him from the garden of Eden.  
 

But your iniquities have separated between you and your God, and your sins have 
hid his face from you, that he will not hear. (Isa. 59:2).   

 
2Corinthians 5:19 clearly states that “God was in Christ reconciling the world unto 

himself.”  This of course refers to the entirety of Jesus’ earthly ministry from his baptism straight 



through to his resurrection.  Jesus’ words from the cross were a direct quote of Psalm 22:1.  This 
is a Messianic Psalm and Jesus’ cry would have turned the attention of those who stood in 
attendance directly to it.  It was a declaration of his being the Messiah more than it was an actual 
question.  And when we reference the Psalm in question, we come across the proclamation made 
in vs. 24 which says, “For he hath not despised nor abhorred the affliction of the afflicted; 
neither hath he hid his face from him; but when he cried unto him, he heard.”   
 

Suffice it to say, there was never a time when they were separated from one another.  If 
the Persons of the Trinity could be separated then their unity would amount to nothing.  Their 
relationship would be no more intimate than the average human being’s.    
 
Being 
 

The terms “nature, essence, being and substance” will be used interchangeably and all 
with the intent of describing what YHWH is.  To put it simply, they will be used to describe the 
“stuff” (for lack of a better term; but God is incorporeal and does not actually consist of “stuff” 
in the sense of having material being) that God consists of.  To put it not so plainly, they will be 
used as an ontological description of YHWH.  Ontology is simply the study of the nature of being 
and existence.   
 
Person 
 

The term “persons” will consistently be used in reference to each member of the Trinity.  
Now we are human beings who speak a human language and as such we are limited as to the 
words we may use to describe an infinite God.  When we use the word “person” in reference to 
the members of the Trinity it is not in the sense of humans.  “Person” is a word that describes 
someone who is conscious and has the ability to reason.  It denotes one with personality.  A 
“Person” thinks and has intelligence.  The term “persons” will be used in reference to who 
YHWH is.  Just as we must recognize the difference in the terms “distinct” and “separate,” the 
distinction between “Being” and “Persons” must be made at all times.  Each Person is not a 
separate Being.  Each Person shares One Being/Essence.  
 

Christian apologist and theologian James White says, 
 

“The Bible tells us there are three classifications of personal beings---God, man, 
and angels. What is personality? The ability to have emotion, will, to express 
oneself. Rocks cannot speak. Cats cannot think of themselves over against others, 
and, say, work for the common good of "cat kind." Hence, we are saying that 
there is one eternal, infinite being of God, shared fully and completely by three 
persons, Father, Son and Spirit. One what, three who's.”3 

 
It is when these two things are confused that heresy arises.  For example, if there were 

three beings who were each God then we would arrive at the error of Tri-theism.  If there is only 
one person who is God then we arrive at the errors of Unitarianism or Modalism, but when we 
make the distinction between “Being” and “Persons” we come to Biblical Trinitarianism.   
                                                 

3 James White,  “A Brief Definition of the Trinity.” http://aomin.org/trinitydef.html 



The Law of Non-Contradiction 
 

“Something cannot be both true and false at the same time and in the same 
sense.”4 
 
“Being cannot be nonbeing, for they are direct opposites. And opposites cannot be 
the same. For the one who affirms that ‘opposites can both be true’ does not hold 
that the opposite of this statement is true.”5 

 
Many who deny the Trinity often posit the argument that because the Trinitarian uses the 

phrase, “God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost” that they are teaching three 
Gods.  This is false for the phrase describes each Person as being God at the same time but not in 
the same sense. This doesn’t violate the law of non-contradiction in that each Person is not the 
next. Observe how equating Being and Persons can confuse an explanation of the Trinity. 
 
Illogical Definition 
 

Theologian Jeff Patton wrongly defines the Trinity,  
 

“There is one God, and there are the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, 1 Pet. 
1:2. When we see the Father, we see a person; when we see the Son, we see a 
person; when we see the Holy Spirit, we see a person; and when we see all three 
of them, we still see a person, and only one person, God. This is commonly 
known as the TRINITY.”6 

 
It is precisely because of definitions like this that people reject the Trinity or are so 

confused as to think it is beyond comprehension.  This definition defies logic and is can only be 
labeled a “mystery” in the most mysterious sense of the word. 
 

Mr. Patton goes on to unwittingly acknowledge the absurdity of his definition saying,   
 

“The Trinity must remain a mystery to our finite minds. To most, the Trinity is an 
incomprehensible concept. This fact should help us to better understand our own 
finiteness, and the greatness our God.”7 

 
Well, such a definition is certainly incomprehensible since it violates the law of non-

contradiction.  Three Persons cannot be One Person at the same time and in the same sense.  The 
Trinity is comprehensible and in comprehending it, we still see the vast greatness of our God and 

                                                 
4 Norman L.  Geisler, Baker Encyclopedia of Christian Apologetics (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 

2005), 417. 
 

5 Baker Encyclopedia of Christian Apologetics, 250-51. 
 

6 Patton, Jeff.  “God–There is Only One True God.” 
http://www.eternalsecurity.us/biblical_theology%20God.htm 
 

7 Ibid. 



Savior, we still see how finite we are when compared to an infinite and eternally existent God.  
He need not be an unknowable mystery to us for us to see these things in fact if He was an 
unknowable mystery to us then we wouldn’t know these things at all. 

 
Essential/Ontological Trinity 
 

Unbeknownst to most Trinitarians is the difference and distinction between the 
Essential/Ontological Trinity and the Economic Trinity.  Above we have defined the 
Essential/Ontological Trinity.  As we have seen, this deals simply with who and what God is.  It 
addresses the issues of Substance/Nature and Persons.   
 
Economic Trinity 
 

But then there is the Economic Trinity, which addresses God’s actions and function in the 
world, in other words, what God does as opposed to what God is.  The Economic Trinity focuses 
on How the Ontological Trinity operates within the history of mankind dealing with every issue 
from creation to salvation.  This may not seem like an important thing, but it is necessary to 
define it here and now.  The heretical doctrine of modalism affirms the Economic Trinity while 
denying the Essential/Ontological Trinity.  Modalists believe that God is a single person who 
throughout history has manifested in three modes or roles.  Thus when speaking to them they 
may appear to believe in the Trinity because they agree with the function and actions of the 
Trinity, while denying the Essence or Persons of the Trinity.  This is another area where clear 
distinctions must be made. 
 
Foolish Arguments 
 

Universalist L. Ray Smith says,  
 

“Whenever someone tries to teach you a doctrine that is UNscriptural, he will 
always be forced to use words that are unscriptural.”8 

 
Now this statement leads me into the next point, and this is very important.  Everything 

that is extra-Biblical is not necessarily anti-Biblical!  Mr. Smith claims that one must go outside 
of scriptural language to teach unscriptural doctrine, but this is far from truth.  The Jehovah’s 
Witnesses and Mr. Smith for that matter needn’t go outside of scripture to teach the heretical 
soul sleep doctrine.  Mr. Smith also teaches the false doctrine of universal salvation using you 
guessed it, Bible language!  Mormons use scriptural language in an attempt to prove polytheism 
from the Bible.  There are thousands of teachings that deviate from scripture whose words are 
found in scripture, as well as wonderful truths from God whose words are found outside of 
scripture.   

 
The Bible never says that we must use only the words in the Bible to teach doctrine and 

anyone claiming such would have to employ language not found in scripture.  In other words, the 
argument is self-refuting.  Languages are wonderful and are composed of many, many words and 
                                                 

8 L. Ray Smith, “Is God a Closed TRINITY or an Open FAMILY? [A Scriptural Refutation of the Trinity 
Theory].” http://bible-truths.com/trinity.html 



some of these words do not appear in scripture nor would we expect to find them there.  But they 
can still be used to convey the truth of the scripture in a more detailed and clear way.  The true 
definition of “unscriptural” is not that which appears outside of scripture, but rather that which 
opposes and is contrary to scripture.  For instance, the Bible never once tells us that God is not a 
hippopotamus yet I can accurately and truthfully say that God is not a hippopotamus.  I just used 
language that is not found in scripture to describe God, but the words and description were true 
nonetheless.     
 

F.F. Bruce said,  
 

“Let us not be misled by the foolish argument that because the term “Trinity” 
does not occur in scriptures, the doctrine of the Trinity is therefore unscriptural.”9  

 
The description of this argument as “foolish” is accurate and warranted.  The common 

rebuttal to this is that the word "Bible" does not appear in the Bible yet we read one anyway.  
There are many doctrines taught in the Word of God whose titles do not appear there.  Two such 
examples would be the “Rapture” and the “Millennium.”  While Christians have been debating 
the timing of the Lord’s return and the details concerning the catching away of the saints for 
years, there is no doubt that the doctrine of the rapture is present in scripture (1Thes. 4:15-18).  
The same is true of the millennial reign of Christ (Rev. 20:4).   

 
The word “Monotheism” does not appear in scripture yet we see that Judaism and 

Christianity were strictly monotheistic religions based on the commands of God in scripture to 
believe in, worship, and serve him alone.  “Incarnation” is another word foreign to scripture yet 
we read of the Word becoming flesh (John 1:14), Jesus taking upon himself the form of a servant 
(Phil. 2:7), and God sending forth His Son born of a woman (Gal. 4:4).  I could go on and on but 
I believe the point has sufficiently been proven.   

 
So please, do not be alarmed or thrown by arguments such as this, but rather deal with 

them quickly and move forward in stating your case by first, defining the terms you are using 
and then showing how these terms, although not necessarily Biblical in language are Biblical in 
teaching.  As Robert Letham said, “This [is] necessary because heretics [misuse] the Bible to 
support their erroneous ideas.”10 
  

                                                 
9 The New Encyclopedia of Christian Quotations (ed., Mark Water; Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 

2000), 1069. 
 

10 Robert Letham, The Holy Trinity: In Scripture, History, Theology, and Worship (Phillipsburg, NJ: P&R, 
2004), 2. 



The Trinity: A Divine Mystery 
 

Confusion 
 

So why is there all this confusion over the Trinity and why do so many people 
misunderstand the teaching?  Why do cults make the claim that it isn’t taught in the Bible and 
how come most people who profess Christ as their Lord say they believe in a Triune God but are 
unable to provide any scriptural support for the doctrine?   

 
I believe the answer to these questions is that the average believer accepts the Trinity on 

blind faith without having endeavored to understand the doctrine.  Many times they hide behind 
its being a divine mystery.  The myth is perpetuated that this mystery cannot be grasped and we 
must rely solely on blind faith in order to believe it.  But on the other hand we have a host of 
believers that have done the research and offer up much in terms of explanations.   
 
Explanations  
 

“The Trinity is one of the great mysteries of the Christian Faith. Unlike an 
antinomy or paradox, which is a logical contradiction, the Trinity goes beyond 
reason but not against reason. It is known only by divine revelation, so the 
Trinity is not the subject of natural theology but of revelation.”11  
 
This is a very important point.  Simply because something transcends reason does not 

mean that it violates reason.  Any Unitarian, whether Oneness Pentecostal, Jehovah’s Witness, or 
so-called Biblical Unitarian can claim that the Trinity violates logic because it is beyond it, but 
they place themselves in a self-defeating position because they would then have to claim to know 
and understand logically all there is to know about God.  Who would do this?  If God transcends 
logic and reason without going against it, then there is no reason why the doctrine of the Trinity 
cannot as well—and remember, our position is that the Trinity is Who and What God is. 
 

“TRINITY – Theological term used to define God as an undivided unity 
expressed in the threefold nature of God the Father, God the Son, and God the 
Holy Spirit. As a distinctive Christian doctrine, the Trinity is considered as a 
divine mystery beyond human comprehension to be reflected upon only through 
scriptural revelation.”12 
 
Once again we have an important point that was also noted above.  The Trinity is known 

only by scriptural revelation; it is not the conclusion of natural theology, the Trinity itself being 
supernatural!  

 

                                                 
11 Baker Encyclopedia of Christian Apologetics, (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2005) p. 730. 

 
12 Jerry M Henry, “Trinity” in Holman Illustrated Bible Dictionary (eds., Chad Brand, Charles Draper, 

Archie England; Nashville, TN: Holman Bible, 2003), 1625. 



“Trinity – Ultimately, Christians base their belief in the Trinity not on any ability 
to understand or explain the concept, but rather on the evidence of Scripture that 
our God is Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.”13  
 
This quote is somewhat misleading and in the hands of the wrong person could possible 

be used against the doctrine, but when understood in context it is in harmony with the above 
quotes—point being that scripture is the ultimate source for our faith in the Triune God. 

 
“TRINITY – 3. No Rational Proof of It: As the doctrine of the Trinity is 
indiscoverable by reason, so it is incapable of proof from reason. There are no 
analogies to it in Nature, not even in the spiritual nature of man, who is made in 
the image of God. In His trinitarian mode of being, God is unique; and, as there 
is nothing in the universe like Him in this respect, so there is nothing which can 
help us to comprehend Him.”14 
 
Again we have a comment that could be misconstrued if not considered in context.  The 

author of this article is simply saying what the others have said in that the Trinity is the product 
of special, supernatural revelation.  The divine origin of scripture is the foundation of man’s 
knowledge of the Persons and Being of God.  No true analogy is found for the being that 
ultimately transcends all things, therefore we must rely upon his revealed word to know Him, but 
as you will read in the quotes below, He has left traces of his Trinitarian Being in His creation. 

 
237 “The Trinity is a mystery of faith in the strict sense, one of the "mysteries that 
are hidden in God, which can never be known unless they are revealed by God". 
To be sure, God has left traces of his Trinitarian being in his work of creation and 
in his Revelation throughout the Old Testament. But his inmost Being as Holy 
Trinity is a mystery that is inaccessible to reason alone or even to Israel's faith 
before the Incarnation of God's Son and the sending of the Holy Spirit.”15 
 
261 “The mystery of the Most Holy Trinity is the central mystery of the Christian 
faith and of Christian life. God alone can make it known to us by revealing 
himself as Father, Son and Holy Spirit.”16 

 
I have selected these particular quotations in order to demonstrate that there is no 

contradiction in the doctrine of the Trinity being a mystery while having an explanation from 
scripture.  We must now ask the question of what exactly a mystery is.   
 
                                                 

13 “Trinity” in Richards Complete Bible Dictionary (ed., Lawrence O. Richards; Iowa Falls, IA: World 
Bible, 2002), 996. 
 

14 “Trinity” in International Standard Bible Encyclopedia (E-Sword Bible Software Download) 
http://www.e-sword.net/dictionaries.html 
 

15 Catechism of the Catholic Church (New York: Image Book-Doubleday, 1995), 70. 
 

16 Catechism, 78. 



Mystery 
 

The online etymological dictionary defines “mystery” saying,  
 

“c.1315, in a theological sense, "religious truth via divine revelation, mystical 
presence of God," from Anglo-Fr. *misterie (O.Fr. mistere), from L. mysterium, 
from Gk. mysterion (usually in pl. mysteria) "secret rite or doctrine," from mystes 
"one who has been initiated," from myein "to close, shut," perhaps referring to the 
lips (in secrecy) or to the eyes (only initiates were allowed to see the sacred rites). 
The Gk. word was used in Septuagint for "secret counsel of God," translated in 
Vulgate as sacramentum. Non-theological use in English, "a hidden or secret 
thing," is from c.1300. In ref. to the ancient rites of Greece, Egypt, etc. it is 
attested from 1643. Meaning "detective story" first recorded in Eng. 1908.”17 

 
Aside from what this definition does say, let’s focus on what it does not say.  We do not 

read that a mystery is something that is impossible to know, understand, comprehend, or explain.  
Nor does it say that every mystery must remain mysterious.  I would now like to pay special 
attention to the last underlined definition, a hidden or secret thing.  Although this is listed as the 
word’s non-theological use, I would point out that this very definition has its foundation in 
scripture.   
 
Concealed Truth 
 

In the book of Proverbs King Solomon recorded these words,  
 

“It is the glory of God to conceal a thing: but the honor of kings is to search out a 
matter.” (Pro. 25:2) 

 
The word conceal is the Hebrew sathar and in this particular passage refers to the act of 

God concealing or hiding a thing.  The words thing & matter are the same Hebrew word davar 
which literally means word.   

 
There are two ways to view hiding something.  Sometimes when someone hides 

something they do it with the intention of keeping it hidden.  They hide something so that no one 
else will find it and only they will have access to it.  I can attest to this as I hide the key to my 
safe with the express intention that no one finds it and breaks into my safe.  Then there are the 
times when something is hidden with the express intent of it being found, (e.g. Easter egg hunts).  
We see the same behavior with God in scripture.  When Moses died the Bible tells us that God 
“buried him in a valley in the land of Moab over against Bethpeor and no man knows of his 
grave unto this day”  (Deut. 34:5-6).  It is speculated that had the Israelites known where Moses 
was buried they would have mourned indefinitely and never moved on.  Then again at times 
when He hides something He does it with every intention of it being found.   

 

                                                 
17 “Mystery” in Online Etymological Dictionary.  http://www.etymonline.com/index.php?term=mystery 



Every verse of scripture is a trail on God’s map to the treasure of his mysteries.  The born 
again believer may certainly consider themselves royalty.  Peter told us that we were a “chosen 
generation, a royal priesthood” (2Pet. 2:9).  If not us then who should take the honor of 
searching out a matter?  Moses said, “The secret things belong unto the LORD our God: but 
those things which are revealed belong unto us and to our children for ever…” (Deut. 29:29) 

 
The word secret in this verse is the same Hebrew word for conceal that Solomon used.  

In this passage it refers to the thing hidden.  The thing hidden or concealed belongs to God but 
once he reveals it, it belongs to us and our children forever!  These treasures are ours already—
All we have to do is search them out and lay claim to them! 
 
Good Stewards 
 

The above quotes that speak of the mystery of the Trinity state that it must be revealed to 
the believer by scriptural revelation, and I agree 100% with these comments.  Moses seems to 
have agreed as well.  I believe this is true for nearly every biblical doctrine and I also agree with 
the statement that God has left traces of his “Trinitarian being in his work of creation” but not in 
the same sense that many Trinitarians do.  We will touch on this in just a moment.   

 
But mysterious or not, we have to remember that as saints, we are, “The ministers of 

Christ and stewards of the mysteries of God” (1Cor. 4:1).  Jesus speaking to his disciples 
informed them that, “Unto them it was given to know the mysteries of the kingdom of God” 
(Matt. 13:11).  Paul said that, “By revelation God made known unto him mysteries” (Eph. 3:2-5).  
Paul again commented saying that, “The mystery which had been hid from ages and from 
generations was now made manifest to his saints” (Col. 1:26).  If we as stewards of God’s 
mysteries can’t explain the Trinity then who can?  If we as teachers cannot expound upon the 
Word of God and draw the truth from it, then who can?   
 
  



Blind Faith 
 

The sad but true fact is that most people who believe in the Triune Godhead do so 
ignorantly and blindly.  Contrary to popular belief, you can be indoctrinated with truth.  
Indoctrination is simply accepting something without questioning it.  I thank God for placing me 
in a congregation where my pastor preaches and teaches the incorruptible Word of God, but not 
only does he teach it—he encourages us to go out and see if what he teaches is true.  This is 
precisely what the Bereans did when Paul came preaching the gospel of grace, and they were 
commended for doing so, being described by Luke as “more noble than those in Thessalonica” 
(Ac. 17:11).   

 
But contrary to scripture, most people just accept what their pastors or teachers teach 

them without endeavoring to see if what they have said is true or lines up with what the Word of 
God says.  There are many reasons for this, but those reasons are beyond the scope of this 
project.  What I will say is that this is the same error that the heretics and cultists fall into.  This 
is what I call blind faith.  You might be saying to yourself, well, you have to have blind faith in 
order to believe in God, right?  Not really.  God never commands us to believe in him blindly, 
He only tells us that we need faith to please him (Heb. 11:6).  
 
Now Faith is…  
 

Hebrews 11:1 defines faith for us saying, “Now faith is the substance of things hoped for, 
the evidence of things not seen.”   
 
Substance 
 

OK, so we can see that faith is the substance of things hoped for.  Now we can’t see these 
things but faith is our substance.  Faith is tangible.  Not tangible in the carnal sense of being able 
to reach out and grab a hold of it physically, but it is something that our spirit and soul (intellect) 
can attach itself to.  The Greek word is hypostasis18 and means essence, assurance, or 

                                                 
18 This same Greek word hypostasis is also translated as person in Hebrews 1:3 of the King James Version.  

This was a controversial word in the early Church because it was used in the East by the Greek speaking Church to 

denote the Persons of the Trinity, while its Latin equivalent substantia was used in the West to denote the 

Substance/Essence of the Trinity.  For this reason the Latin speaking Western Church accused the Greek speaking 

Eastern Church of tri-theism, while the Eastern Church accused the Western Church of Sabellianism (modalism).  

Here is a chart to clarify the situation. 

 
Theological Term Eastern Church (Greek) Western Church (Latin) 

Substance/Essence Ousia Substantia (equal to hypostasis) 

Person Hypostasis (equal to substantia) Persona 
 
Note that this is a perfect example of the necessity of a definition. 



confidence.  So we can reason that faith is personal—one has a relationship with faith and 
subsequently a relationship with God through faith. 
 
Evidence 
 

Faith is also described as the evidence of things not seen.  The word for evidence is 
ἔλεγχος and simply means proof.  We have assurance, confidence, and proof that God is real.  
Now there is nothing wrong with believing in God without having seen him.  The fact is that 
none of us have seen him (John 1:18, 1John 4:20), at least not as he truly is (Spirit).  But simply 
not seeing something with our physical eyes does not mean that we are exercising blind faith. 
 

After Jesus rose from the grave he appeared to the disciples.  John tells us that, “Jesus 
came and stood in the midst, and saith unto them, Peace be unto you. And when he had so said, 
he shewed unto them his hands and his side. Then were the disciples glad, when they saw the 
Lord.” (John 20:19c-20)  They told Thomas about it but Thomas said, “…Except I shall see in 
his hands the print of the nails, and put my finger into the print of the nails, and thrust my hand 
into his side, I will not believe.” (John 20:25)  Did the disciples rebuke Thomas for this 
statement?  No, in fact eight days later Jesus walks into the room while Thomas was there and 
said, “…Reach hither thy finger, and behold my hands; and reach hither thy hand, and thrust it 
into my side: and be not faithless, but believing.” (John 20:27)   
 

Jesus gave him a sign… How many times do we read of God bringing the children of 
Israel out of Egypt showing signs and wonders (Deut. 26:8)?  The prophet Isaiah describes the 
very conception and birth of Jesus as a sign (Isa. 7:14)!  Jesus said that He would manifest 
himself to those that love Him and keep His commandments (John 14:21).  The word manifest is 
the Greek ἐμφανίσω and means to exhibit, view, or show one’s self. 
 

Now notice what He said to Thomas after all of this—“Jesus saith unto him, Thomas, 
because thou hast seen me, thou hast believed: blessed are they that have not seen, and yet have 
believed.” (John 20:29)  Notice that He didn’t say, “blessed are they that believe without 
evidence”… because the word believed used there in Greek is πεπίστευκας which means to have 
faith, commit trust, or place confidence in, and we know that faith is our evidence, confidence, 
and assurance!   

 
Let me give one quick example.  We can’t see the wind but we believe in it because we 

can hear and feel it.  Jesus compared the Holy Spirit to wind while speaking to Nicodemus when 
he said, “The wind blows where it wishes, and you hear the sound of it, but cannot tell where it 
comes from and where it goes. So is everyone who is born of the Spirit.” (John 3:8, NKJV)   
 

We can’t see our new birth but we have evidence that it occurred.  Even though we 
cannot see God we have plenty of evidence that he is real.  He is visible through his creation, and 
his creation reveals who and what he is.  We will see this demonstrated in the pages to come.  
  



The Inadequacy of Analogy 
 

“For that which is known about God is evident to them and made plain in their 
inner consciousness, because God [Himself] has shown it to them. For ever since 
the creation of the world His invisible nature and attributes, that is, His eternal 
power and divinity, have been made intelligible and clearly discernible in and 
through the things that have been made (His handiworks). So [men] are without 
excuse [altogether without any defense or justification]” (Rom. 1:19-20, AMP) 

 
Trinitarian Presuppositions 
 

God has declared in his Word that he is clearly seen in his creation, but from this can we 
conclude that there are truly representative pictures of his Tri-unity in nature?  I don’t believe so 
for the reason that if there were, then the doctrine of the Trinity could indeed be the result of 
natural theology rather than special revelation.  Now please do not think that I’m saying there are 
not things that at first glance might appear to be analogous of the Trinity, of course there are 
many such things and we will address them in a moment—but if we are to remain honest then we 
have to admit that as Christian theists we view the world through Trinitarian lenses.    

 
We take the product of God’s special revelation which is the doctrine of the Trinity and 

then read it back into nature, which in reality is no different methodologically than scriptural 
eisegesis or let’s say anachronistically reading a 19th century Mormon belief such as eternal 
progression back into the 2nd-4th century Patristic writers’ reflections on theosis (deification).  As 
keeping with the great commandment to “love the Lord with our entire mind” (Matt. 22:37) we 
must at all times remain intellectually honest.  That being said, let’s now examine the most 
commonly used analogies when trying to support the doctrine of the Trinity from a source 
outside of scripture. 
 
Zeal without Knowledge 
 

Now there are many believers in the Trinity who are zealous to prove the doctrine to 
unbelievers or opponents, and who are also very sincere in their attempts to do so, but one of the 
worst things that the Trinitarian can do is draw false analogies to prove their position.  I can’t tell 
you how many debates I’ve witnessed where a Trinitarian has relied on wrong examples and 
false analogies to explain the Trinity, and I can’t tell you how many times they have been called 
on their error.  Aside from being embarrassing, it is a poor witness and simply not the truth.  I 
can speak from experience in this area, as I have used quite a few of these analogies at times in 
the past, but in wanting to remain faithful to God and his Word I was forced to abandon them 
and rely solely on the scriptural revelation as a form of proof.   

 
Of the many problems that these analogies present I believe that the worst is them serving 

as examples for positions that Trinitarians are accredited with but do not hold (i.e. tri-theism or 
modalism).  I have a sneaking suspicion that the use of these analogies has provided anti-
Trinitarians with ammunition for years in order to erect their straw man arguments which they 
knock down with ease.  It is for this reason that I believe we need to address the issue of false 
analogies as Trinitarian proofs. 



 
Love 
 

In the 4th century Augustine used love as an example for the Trinity.  The reasoning 
behind such an analogy seems simple enough as scripture explicitly states that ‘God is love’ 
(1John 4:8, 16).  Augustine presented the analogy as thus:  
 

“But love is of some one that loves, and with love something is loved. Behold, 
then, there are three things: he that loves, and that which is loved, and love. What, 
then, is love, except a certain life which couples or seeks to couple together some 
two things, namely, him that loves, and that which is loved? And this is so even in 
outward and carnal loves. But that we may drink in something more pure and 
clear, let us tread down the flesh and ascend to the mind. What does the mind love 
in a friend except the mind? There, then, also are three things: he that loves, and 
that which is loved, and love.”19 

 
 So we have the lover, the beloved, and the love itself.  Norman Geisler commenting on 
Augustine’s illustration said, “…love does not exist unless these three are united as one. This 
illustration has the advantage of being personal, since it involves love, a characteristic that flows 
only from persons.”20  But when reflecting on this analogy it presents us with only two persons, 
the lover and the beloved.  The love itself is not personal but simply an impersonal force or 
emotion flowing between the two.  This leans toward a Jehovah’s Witness view of the Holy 
Spirit being an active force as opposed to the Trinitarian view of a personal Spirit.   
 

Robert Letham also points out that, “It also implies that the Father and the Son need to be 
united, for love ‘seeks to couple together some two things’ [which] is in contrast to the accepted 
teaching of the full mutual indwelling of all three persons which Augustine does not seem to 
have grasped.”21  

 
The Universe 
 

Christian apologist Matt Slick of the Christian Research and Apologetics Ministry 
advances an illustration of the Trinity via the Universe and it’s components on his website 
CARM.org.  He says, “Basically, the universe consists of three elements: Time, Space, and 
Matter. Each of these is comprised of three 'components.'”22  From here he goes on to list the 
various components of each ‘element’ respectively (i.e. Time = Past, Present, Future; Space = 
Height, Width, Depth; Matter = Solid, Liquid, Gas) saying of each that they all share the same 
nature.  He concludes by saying, “Note that there are three sets of threes. In other words, there is 

                                                 
19 Augustine, “On the Holy Trinity, 8.10.14” in NPNF1 3:124. 

 
20 Baker Encyclopedia of Christian Apologetics, 733. 

 
21 The Holy Trinity: In Scripture, History, Theology, and Worship, 167-177. 

 
22 Matt Slick, “Another Look at the Trinity.” http://www.carm.org/doctrine/trinitylook.htm 



a trinity of trinities. If we were to look at the universe and notice these qualities within it, is it fair 
to say that these are the fingerprints of God upon His creation? I think so. Not only is this simply 
an observation, but it is also a good source for an analogy of the Trinity.”23 

 
Well, I would have to disagree in saying that they are truly good sources for analogy.  As 

stated above, at first glance they appear sound but upon further reflection they all break down in 
some way, shape, or form.  Let’s begin with the Universe as a whole and continue through to 
each component. 

 
The intimate link between time, space, and matter appears to be a good analogy of the 

Trinity but we have to admit that time is not the universe all by itself, neither is space, and the 
same is true concerning matter.  Each Person of the Trinity enjoys an equal and complete 
ownership of the nature of deity.  When we speak of any one Person we speak of God, but in 
speaking of any one component of the universe we are not speaking of the universe.  Next as is 
evident with most analogies, it eliminates any personal relationship (even more so than 
Augustine’s analogy of Love) because the things being compared are simply not personal.  At 
best the universe can be used to describe a triad (3 things operating as one) rather than a Trinity 
of Persons.   
 
Time  
 

Time is another seemingly good analogy of the Trinity and in my opinion perhaps the 
best that exists, but still it is not without its deficiencies.  We all know that time consists of Past, 
Present, and Future.  They are all equal and necessary for time to exist and function.  Much like 
the Trinity, we view each increment of time in relation to the others.  For instance past and future 
are only known in relation to the present.  We view the past as that which was before the present 
and the future as that which comes after the present, yet all three increments of time are time in 
and of themselves.   

 
They all share equally the essence or nature of time—these three are one yet their 

distinction is maintained and made known in their relationship to each other.  But once again 
time lacks personality—the increments of time do not interact with one another on a personal 
level as the Persons of the Trinity do and they also do not co-inhabit one another in their 
distinction.  The past is not in the present or the present in the past yet it is said that the Father is 
in the Son and the Son is in the Father (John 14:10-11).      
 
Space  
 

Where this analogy fails aside from the lack of personal relationship is that each is a part 
of the whole similar to the universe example.  Now some would argue inadequacy based on the 
perception of two-dimensional objects which have height and width but possess no depth, but I’d 
point out that nothing is truly two-dimensional.  If a simple square were drawn on a piece of 
paper and we examined it under a microscope, the lines of that would have a height, a width, and 
a depth, be it ever so small.  But the analogy still fails for the abovementioned reasons.   
                                                 

23 Ibid.  



 
Matter  
 

Matter is probably the most commonly used false analogy, but more for the reason of 
scientific ignorance than blatant illogic.  In the mind of most, matter consists of Solid, Liquid, 
and Gas, which would be three in one.  I must admit that I have used this analogy many times 
myself, but upon researching this matter (no pun intended) I discovered that there are actually 4 
dominant forms which occur naturally and a fifth form that appears via manipulation.  Aside 
from Solids, Liquids, and Gases, we have the form of matter known as Plasma.   
 

The Perspectives on Plasmas web site said this of plasmas,  
 

“Plasmas are conductive assemblies of charged particles, neutrals and fields that 
exhibit collective effects. Further, plasmas carry electrical currents and generate 
magnetic fields. Plasmas are the most common form of matter, comprising more 
than 99% of the visible universe, and permeate the solar system, interstellar and 
intergalactic environments.”24 

 
There is yet another form of matter known as “Bose-Einstein Condensation” (BEC) 

which is named for Satyendra Nath Bose and Albert Einstein who first predicted the theory in 
1925.  Linda Uhlman summarizes the theory saying,  
 

“At very low temperatures Einstein's theory predicted that a significant proportion 
of the atom's in the gas would collapse into their lowest energy level. This would 
lead to the formation of what has become known as the Bose-Einstein 
Condensate, or BEC. The BEC is essentially a new state of matter where it is no 
longer possible to distinguish between the atoms… As the atoms are cooled to 
these very low temperatures their de Broglie wavelengths get very large when 
compared to the atomic separation. Hence, the atoms can no longer be thought of 
as particles but rather must be treated as waves. As we approach BEC 
temperatures the wavelengths of neighbouring atoms are beginning to overlap. 
Finally, if the atomic gas is cooled enough, what results is a kind of fuzzy blob 
where the atoms have the same wavefunction.”25  

 
The simple fact that matter exists in more than three states proves that it cannot be truly 

analogous with the Trinity, but like the other analogies it fails on the personal level as well.     
 

Triangles 
 

                                                 
24 Perspectives on Plasmas http://www.plasmas.org/basics.htm 

25 [Linda Uhlman], “Bose-Einstein Condensate” in Signs of the Times Esoteric Glossary, 
http://glossary.cassiopaea.com/glossary.php?id=925.  For in depth explanation of BEC see M.H. Anderson, J. R. 
Ensher, M. R. Matthews, C. E. Wieman, and E .A. Cornell’s “Observation of Bose-Einstein Condensation in a 
Dilute Atomic Vapor,” Science 269 (14 July 1995): 198-201.  See also Journal of Research of the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology, 101/4 (Jul.-Aug. 1996): 419-600. 



A Triangle is up there with Time as one of the best apparent analogies of the Trinity 
because it consists of three lines/corners that are all united and form only one triangle.  If any 
one line or corner were taken away then the triangle would cease to exist.  But still we lack the 
personal connection needed to be a true analogy as well as the possession of the entire nature of 
the triangle by each side/angle.   
 
Human Beings 
 

Often, man is used as an example of the Trinity.  While on the surface this may seem to 
be a good example, in actuality it is not.  It is true that the first man was created in God’s image 
after God’s likeness (Gen. 1:26-27). This does not mean that man was created a little god or 
exactly like God, nor does it assert that God has physical body as the Mormons teach.  However 
it does mean that he was fashioned in a like manner to God, i.e. as having intelligence, a will, 
emotions, the ability to reason, love, etc…   

 
According to 1Thessalonians 5:23 man consists of a spirit, soul, and body.  It is often said 

that we are triune in our makeup in that all three elements are united to form one man.  The 
difference is that the soul is not fully man, the spirit is not fully man, and the body is not fully 
man.  Man is a trichotomy and many would argue even a dichotomy, choosing to equate soul and 
spirit or even those like the Jehovah’s Witnesses who wish to assert that man is a bipartite being 
claiming that body + spirit = soul, but this idea is refuted by the words of the Lord Jesus in 
Matthew 10:28 when he drew a distinction between the body and soul—in other words, the body 
cannot be one half or part of the soul when it is spoken of in addition to the soul.   

 
The main difference between this trichotomy of man and the Trinity of God is that the 

distinct members of man are only parts of the whole.  They can be separated while the Persons of 
the Godhead cannot.  Our spirit and soul are eternal at the present moment and after the 
resurrection our bodies will be eternal as well (1Cor. 15:42-54).  At this present moment when 
we die our bodies return to the dust of the earth (Gen. 3:19) and our spirits and souls go to be 
with God in heaven (2Cor. 5:8).  The souls of the wicked go to Hades (Luke 16:22-23) and wait 
for the day when they will be cast into the Lake of Fire (Rev. 20:13-15).  Ecclesiastes 12:7 
illustrates the separation between the body and spirit upon death in saying, “Then shall the dust 
return to the earth as it was: and the spirit shall return unto God who gave it.”  Hebrews 4:12 
also attests to the fact that spirit and soul can be divided.  But we will never find separation 
between the Persons of the Godhead.  
 
The Egg 
 

I have often seen an egg referenced as an example of the Trinity, but just like man is 
made up of three parts, so is an egg.  The yoke is not the egg it is simply a part of the egg.  The 
same is true for the shell and the white.  In fact, the shell traditionally should not be eaten and is 
usually discarded while the yoke seems to be a part that gets laid aside quite often as well.  Many 
people who worry about their cholesterol see fit to throw the yolk away and eat just egg whites.   

 
The truth is that an egg would be a much better analogy for man than for God.  For 

instance, the shell corresponds obviously to the body.  It is what houses the yolk and white, 
which would correspond to the soul and spirit.  The yolk and the white are intimately connected, 



but much like Hebrews 4:12 shows about the soul and spirit, they can be separated.  The shell 
which is usually discarded would point towards the fact that all men die (Heb. 9:27).  As you can 
see, an egg is a pretty close fit to humans but not so close to God.  I’d urge the reader to please 
avoid this analogy, as it is erroneous and harmful to defending the doctrine of the Trinity. 
 
I’m a Father, a Son, and a Brother 
 

The problem with using the analogy of a man being a father, son, and brother yet only 
one man is that not all men are fathers and not all men are brothers.  It should also be pointed out 
that these are simply roles that a single man can play.  This is an analogy for modalism and not 
the Trinity.  The modalist believes that Jesus is the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.  They 
believe that God is one person who plays three roles, as opposed to the biblical truth of One God 
eternally existing simultaneously as Three Persons.   

 
There are different forms of modalism, but the form that is prevalent today claims that 

Jesus is in fact all three roles simultaneously.  This is opposed to the older heresy, which asserts 
that the Father became the Son who became the Holy Spirit.  But this analogy is an analogy that 
modalists use often.  There are many ways to show the error of this argument besides what I 
have just listed.  You could also show the absurdity of it by saying something to the effect of, my 
father is a man who is (1) a father, (2) an uncle, (3) a brother, (4) a cousin, (5) a nephew, (6) a 
grandfather, (7) a grandson, (8) a godfather, (9) a son, (10) a godson, (11) a great-grandson, 
etc… If you show someone where this error can lead they might be more easily persuaded to 
abandon it.  But also by showing that this analogy is not limited to three in one, you completely 
disprove the claim that it is fitting for the Trinity. 
 
The Rock Band 
 

Surprisingly, people actually use the rock band analogy quite often.  They say singer, 
drummer, guitarist, three members, one band, and somehow think that they have proven the 
Trinity beyond a shadow of a doubt.  This analogy crumbles as easily if not easier than the others 
do.  The majority of bands that I have ever seen have had at least four members, (1) a singer, (2) 
a guitarist, (3) a bass player, and (4) a drummer.  But there are bands with hundreds of members.  
A marching band is a perfect example.  I have also personally walked the streets of New York 
City and seen one-man bands, where a man was playing multiple instruments such as a 
harmonica, guitar, and drum, while singing.  The other thing to note is that to eliminate a band 
member does not mean the band no longer exists.  Many bands have had many members to leave 
while the band played on.  If any person of the Trinity ceased to exist, then the Trinity would as 
well. 
 
The Family  
 

The argument of Father, Mother, and Child being one family is similar to the argument of 
man being a father, son, and brother.  The same way you would show that error, you can show 
this one.  All that must be shown is that a family can consist of two or more people.  I’m quite 
sure that a newlywed couple who has yet to have children would object to the thought that they 
were somehow not a family.  I personally am a single father and can assure you that my daughter 



and I constitute a family.  But then there are families like Jacob’s.  Jacob had 12 sons, 2 wives, 
and a couple of concubines.  His group, no matter how dysfunctional was a family.  Just as a man 
can be shown to play many more than three roles, a family can be shown to consist of many 
more than three members.  And I’d like to mention that there are heresies that state that God is a 
family (a nearly limitless expanding family at that), as opposed to a Trinity26.   

 
At this point I must mention that it is probably the reflection on the human family 

consisting of Father, Mother, and Child that influenced a great majority of pagan triads (e.g. the 
Egyptian triad of Isis, Osirus, Horus).  Remember, the Trinity is not the product of natural 
theology but rather special revelation.  When man begins with nature he has a tendency to be 
anthropocentric and reason from man to God.  In scripture we begin with God and go to man.   
 
Conclusion 
 

So should the Trinitarian fret in the face of there being more than three states of matter?  
No!  Should we cringe at the idea that we have been using faulty analogies for years?  Probably, 
but we don’t need to worry about analogies, for analogies don’t prove the Trinity!  Even if they 
were perfect—they are simply tools that can be used to help illustrate and support doctrine.  We 
understand that God is absolutely unique and that there is nothing that is 100% analogous to Him 
in creation and this by virtue of the fact that God is uncreated.  There can be nothing 100% like 
Him that isn’t Him or equal to Him.  That being said, let’s now move into the Biblical support 
for Trinitarianism which should be every Christian’s focus when discussing the doctrine.   
 
  

                                                 
26 See David C. Pack’s The Trinity—Is God three in one? (Wadsworth, OH: Restored Church of God, 

2005), 156-167, as well as John Ross Schroeder’s Who is God? (Cincinnati, OH: United Church of God, 2002), 12-
16. 



The Trinity Seen Systematically 
 

Interpretive Method 
 
The Doctrine of the Trinity is primarily a Biblical doctrine which can be arrived at 

systematically by comparing scripture with scripture.  This is precisely the principle of 
interpretation that the Lord laid out for us as spoken through the Prophet Isaiah.  
 

“Whom shall he teach knowledge? and whom shall he make to understand 
doctrine? them that are weaned from the milk, and drawn from the breasts. For 
precept must be upon precept, precept upon precept; line upon line, line upon 
line; here a little, and there a little.” (Isa. 28:9-10) 

 
Doctrine is understood by laying line upon line and precept upon precept.  This is 

precisely the reason that the Trinitarian should never be intimidated or back down when someone 
with an opposing view demands a verse in support of the Trinity.  Just to reiterate what was said 
a few pages earlier, doctrine is not now, nor has it ever been decided by a single verse of 
scripture.  The Trinitarian arrives at the doctrine from observing two undeniable truths in 
scripture.   
 

1. There is only One God in all of existence (Monotheism)  
 
2. There are Three Distinct Persons revealed as God 

 
Monotheism: The Foundation 
 

The Hebrew and Greek scriptures are very clear in their portrayal of one and only one 
God in all of existence.  Monotheism is the core of Trinitarianism.  They are equally clear in 
their portrayal of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit as God.  The apostle Paul was very 
kind to explain to us that references to other gods do not speak of actual gods, but rather things 
that are called gods.  Observe these two statements made by Paul.   
 

“Howbeit then, when ye knew not God, ye did service unto them which by nature 
are no gods.” (Gal. 4:8) 
 
“For though there be that are called gods, whether in heaven or in earth, (as there 
be gods many, and lords many,)” (1Cor. 8:5) 

 
The fact that there is only One God, and the Father, the Son, and The Holy Ghost are all 

not only called God, but They are all also described with the same attributes, many of which only 
God possesses, leaves those who oppose the Trinity at a severe disadvantage when trying to 
argue against it.  The plain sense of the Scripture renders their cry of Roman conspiracy 
laughable at best.  In order to validate their position they must come up with some very creative 
and fanciful ways to explain away the plain wording of the inspired Word of God.   

 



Monotheism is simply the belief in only one God.  There are three monotheistic world 
religions, Judaism, Christianity, and Islam.  Trinitarianism contrary to what its opponents say is 
strictly a monotheistic belief system.  What it is not, is a monistic view of God such as 
Unitarianism.  But suffice it to say we believe in the One and only God that exists.  Trinitarians 
rightly lay claim to monotheism and reject all claims of tri-theism.  We rightly lay claim to the 
God of the Hebrew and Greek scriptures, YHWH.  As we have seen already, as long as the 
distinction is made between Being and Persons, then there is no confusion concerning the One 
God of scripture.  Below is just a brief look at how we arrive at this doctrine from a systematic 
observance of the whole of Scripture.   
 
Outline of Biblical Trinitarianism 

 
This outline will be broken down according to the following criterion: 

 
1. Monotheism (The Doctrine of One God)  

2. Divine Titles (The titles “God” & “Lord” as applied to all three Persons)  

3. Divine Attributes (Qualities that only God possesses)  

4. Divine Functions (Operations and actions that God alone is able to perform)  

5. Personal Characteristics (Traits that show the personality of all three Persons) 
 
1.      MONOTHEISM 
 

a. There is Only One God in all of Existence 
(Deut. 4:35, 6:4; Isa. 43:10-11, 44:6, 8, 45:5-6, 14, 21-22, 46:9; Mal. 2:10; Mark 12:32; 
Rom. 3:30; 1Cor. 8:6; Eph. 4:6; 1Tim. 2:5; Jam. 2:19) 

 
2.      DIVINE TITLES 
 

a. All Three Persons are Called God:  
Father (Galatians 1:3), Son (Hebrews 1:8) Holy Spirit (Acts 5:3-4) 

 
b. All Three Persons are Called Lord: 

Father (2Corinthians 6:18), Son (John 20:28), Holy Spirit (2Corinthians 3:17) 
 
3.      DIVINE ATTRIBUTES 
 

a. All Three Persons are Eternal: 
Father (Psalm 90:2), Son (Micah 5:2), Holy Spirit (Hebrews 9:14) 

 
b. All Three Persons are Omnipotent: 

Father (Daniel 4:35), Son (Matthew 28:18), Holy Spirit (Isaiah 40:12) 
 



c. All Three Persons are Omniscient: 
Father (1John 3:20), Son (John 16:30), Holy Spirit (1Corinthians 2:10-11) 

 
d. All Three Persons are Omnipresent: 

Father (1Kings 8:27), Son (John 3:13), Holy Spirit (Psalm 139:7-18) 
 
4.      DIVINE FUNCTIONS 
 

a. All Three Persons Create: 
Father (Isaiah 64:8), Son (Colossians 1:16), Holy Spirit (Job 26:13, 33:4) 

 
b. All Three Persons Give Life: 

Father (Genesis 2:7), Son (John 5:21), Holy Spirit (2Corinthians 3:6) 
  

c. All Three Persons Resurrect: 
Father (Romans 10:9), Son (John 2:19, 10:17), Holy Spirit (Romans 8:11) 

 
d. All Three Persons Search the Heart: 

Father (Jeremiah 17:10), Son (Revelation 2:23), Holy Spirit (1Corinthians 2:10) 
 

e. All Three Persons Dwell in Believers: 
Father (2Corinthians 6:16), Son (Colossians 1:27), Holy Spirit (2Timothy 1:14) 

 
f. All Three Persons Sanctify: 

Father (1Thessalonians 5:23), Son (Hebrews 2:11), Holy Spirit (1Peter 1:2) 
 
5.      PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
 

a. All Three Persons have a Will: 
Father (John 5:30), Son (Luke 22:42), Holy Spirit (1Corinthians 12:11) 

 
b. All Three Persons Speak: 

Father (Matthew 3:17), Son (John 4:50), Holy Spirit (Acts 8:29) 
 

c. All Three Persons Fellowship: 
Father (1John 1:3), Son (1Corinthians 1:9), Holy Spirit (Philippians 2:1) 

 
d. All Three Persons Love: 

Father (1John 4:9), Son (Ephesians 3:19), Holy Spirit (Romans 15:30) 
 

e. All Three Persons Grieve: 
Father (Psalm 78:40), Son (Mark 3:5), Holy Spirit (Ephesians 4:30)  

 
  



The Johannine Comma 
 

“For there are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the 
Holy Ghost: and these three are one. And there are three that bear witness in 
earth, the Spirit, and the water, and the blood: and these three agree in one.” 
(1John 5:7-8, KJV) 

 
If we were forced to sum up the doctrine of the Trinity in one single verse of scripture, 

then 1John 5:7 would be the obvious choice, but opponents of the Trinity argue that this verse 
was not in any of the Greek manuscripts before the 10th Century.  The truth is that the vast 
majority of Trinitarian scholars would support this claim as well, based on the textual evidence.  
We shall examine some of the evidence that supports its inclusion into English translations such 
as the King James Version as well as the support for its exclusion from more modern translations 
such as the New American Standard Bible or the New International Version. 
 

First we must ask if the Johannine Comma (1John 5:7-8) has appeared prior to the tenth 
century in any early manuscripts or writings. 

  
Bruce Metzger in his Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament says,  
  
“The passage is quoted in none of the Greek Fathers, who, had they known it, 
would most certainly have employed it in the Trinitarian controversies (Sabellian 
and Arian). Its first appearance in Greek is in a Greek version of the (Latin) Acts 
of the Lateran Council in 1215… The passage is absent from the manuscripts of 
all ancient versions (Syriac, Coptic, Armenian, Ethiopic, Arabic, Slavonic), 
except the Latin; and it is not found (a) in the Old Latin in its early form 
(Tertullian Cyprian Augustine), or in the Vulgate (b) as issued by Jerome ... or (c) 
as revised by Alcuin...”27  
  
As early as 250, Cyrian is quoted as saying,   

 
“The Lord says, ‘I and the Father are one’; and again it is written of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, ‘And these three are one.’”28 

 
This quote can be used as support for 1John 5:7 appearing earlier than the 10th century, 

but it cannot be said for certain if 1John 5:7 as it appears in the King James Version of the Bible 
is what was quoted.  It is clear that Cyprian understood the passage to speak of the Trinity, no 
one can dispute that.  What is in question is if the phrase, “…the Father, the Word, and the Holy 
Ghost (ὁ πατήρ, ὁ λόγος, καὶ τὸ Ἅγιον Πνεῦμα)…” appeared in the text that he was quoting.   

 
                                                 

27 Bruce Metzger, Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament 2nd ed. (Stuttgart: German Bible 
Society, 1994), 648. 
 

28 “Treatise I - On the Unity of the Church” Ante-Nicene Fathers, 5.02.17 (E-Sword Bible Software 
Download) http://e-sword.net/files/extras/ante-nicene.exe 



Textual critic Daniel D. Wallace in his article, The Comma Johanneum and Cyprian said,  
 

“Thus, that Cyprian interpreted 1 John 5:7-8 to refer to the Trinity is likely; but 
that he saw the Trinitarian formula in the text is rather unlikely.” [Italics his]29 
 
Dr. Wallace is not casting doubt on the validity of the doctrine of the Trinity or its 

presence in scripture by saying this, but what he is saying is that the specific formula which 
exists in the wording of the Comma was not necessarily present in the text Cyprian was reading. 

 
Modern translations as well as all Greek manuscripts contain the phrase, “…And these 

three are one (καὶ οἱ τρεῖς εἰς τὸ ἕν εἰσιν)…” while the former is omitted in all but 8 
manuscripts.  Textually speaking this is not a very compelling argument for the inclusion of the 
Johannine Comma. 
  

Bruce Metzger once again comments saying,  
 

“The passage is absent from every known Greek manuscript except eight, and 
these contain the passage in what appears to be a translation from a late recension 
of the Latin Vulgate. Four of the eight manuscripts contain the passage as a 
variant reading written in the margin as a later addition to the manuscript. The 
eight manuscripts are as follows: 

 
• 61: codex Montfortianus, dating from the early sixteenth century.  
• 88: a variant reading in a sixteenth century hand, added to the fourteenth-

century codex Regius of Naples.  
• 221: a variant reading added to a tenth-century manuscript in the Bodleian 

Library at Oxford.  
• 429: a variant reading added to a sixteenth-century manuscript at 

Wolfenbüttel.  
• 629: a fourteenth or fifteenth century manuscript in the Vatican.  
• 636: a variant reading added to a sixteenth-century manuscript at Naples.  
• 918: a sixteenth-century manuscript at the Escorial, Spain.  
• 2318: an eighteenth-century manuscript, influenced by the Clementine 

Vulgate, at Bucharest, Rumania.”30  
 

This is not to say that the phrase has never appeared in any earlier manuscripts, but it 
does say that we do not have evidence of such.  We do however have a few quotes that would 
seem to support its existence prior to the 10th century. 
 

                                                 
29 Daniel B. Wallace, “The Comma Johanneum and Cyprian.” 

http://www.bible.org/page.asp?page_id=1185 
 

30 Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament 2nd ed., 647-48. 



Jehovah’s Witness founder C.T. Russell in his 1899 work entitled, The Atonement 
Between God and Man said,  
 

“It is therefore not denied by scholars, without respect to denominational 
proclivities, that the spurious words were inserted to give support to the doctrine 
of the Trinity […] The spurious words were no doubt interpolated by some over-
zealous monk, who felt sure of the doctrine himself […] The monk-scribe or 
priest who committed this forgery, apparently about the beginning of the seventh 
century, has much to answer for, in his addition to the Word of God…”31 

 
That the words in 1John 5:7 are spurious is not in question, as the majority of Trinitarian 

scholars readily affirm that they were a later addition.  But now we must ask if Russell was 
truthful in his evaluation of who added the phrase and why he added it.  Russell claims a 
monk/scribe added the phrase in the beginning of the seventh century in order to support the 
doctrine of the Trinity.  The truth is that in 380 (near the end of the 4th century), Priscillian, the 
bishop of Avila quoted the Johannine Comma as being part of the actual text of 1John.  This is 
interesting because he was considered a heretic by the Church for his views, which were 
influenced by Gnosticism and Manichaeism, as well as Sabellianism.  Observe what he said in 
his Liber Apologeticus,  
 

“As John says ‘and there are three which give testimony on earth, the water, the 
flesh the blood, and these three are in one, and there are three which give 
testimony in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Spirit, and these three are one 
in Christ Jesus.’”32 

 
If we look closely then we will notice that Priscillian quoted the comma words, “in 

Christ Jesus.”  This was done no doubt to support his Sabellian (modalistic) doctrine.  Priscillian 
espoused what we call today modalism or oneness theology.  That is, he believed that God was 
one person as opposed to three and that he assumed different roles or modes instead of having 
distinct personalities.   This line of thought leads the modalist to understand Colossians 2:9 
which says in reference to Jesus, “For in him dwelleth all the fullness of the Godhead bodily,” to 
mean that Jesus is the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.  This seems a fitting reason for his particular 
wording of the passage.  Many scholars credit Priscillian’s students with the insertion of the 
“Three Heavenly Witnesses” into scripture and not simply the last three words, “in Christ 
Jesus.”33  So it would seem that Russell’s claim is false as to the timing and reason for the 
insertion of the comma.  We have no way to know if Russell had access to this information and 
was simply playing guessing games, or if he had been presented with it and simply rejected it in 

                                                 
31 Charles Taze Russell, The Atonement Between God and Man (Edison, NJ: Bible Students Congregation 

of New Brunswick, 2000), 56.   
 

32 Pricillian, Liber Apologeticus as quoted in Don C. Hewey’s “Complete List of New Testament 
Manuscripts that Verify 1John 5:7.” http://www.1john57.com/1john57.htm 
 

33 See “Versions of the New Testament.” http://www.skypoint.com/~waltzmn/Versions.html 



favor of a revisionist history.  To lend more support to the origin of the Comma pre-dating the 
seventh century, there are a few other quotes that may be offered. 
 
Pre-Seventh Century Quotes 
 

African bishop Victor Vitensis quoted the Comma between 484-85 in the Historia 
Persecutionis Africanae Provinciae, saying,  
 

"there are three which bear testimony in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the 
Holy Spirit, and these three are one."34 

 
In 546 St. Jerome said in the Prologue to the Canonical Epistles preserved in the 

Vulgate Codex Fuldensis   
 

“…according to the rule of truth, so these Epistles I have restored to their proper 
order; which, if arranged agreeably to the original text, and faithfully interpreted 
in Latin diction, would neither cause perplexity to the readers, nor would the 
various readings contradict themselves, especially in that place where we read the 
unity of the Trinity laid down in the Epistle of John. In this I found translators (or 
copyists) widely deviating from the truth; who set down in their own edition the 
names only of the three witnesses, that is, the Water, Blood, and Spirit; but omit 
the testimony of the Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit; by which, above all 
places, the Divinity of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit is proved to be 
one.”35 

 
So in essence, St. Jerome was saying that for whatever reason, translators were leaving 

out the Johannine Comma from their translations.  There is an air of conspiracy theory in this 
quote, yet he speaks as if this is a known fact.  This is difficult to believe considering how central 
the teaching of the Trinity is to the Christian faith.  It is an essential doctrine that must be 
believed (although not necessarily understood) for one to be saved.  It boils down to this… Are 
we to accept the word of St. Jerome or rely upon the body of evidence that exists?  It should also 
be mentioned that according to the source from which I received this quote, many scholars 
believe the quote to not have been St. Jerome’s personal writing. 
  
Post-Seventh Century Quotes 
 

Isidore of Seville quoted 1John 5:7 around the year 636 in his work, Testimonia Divinae 
Scripturae, 

  

                                                 
34 Victor Vitensis, Historia Persecutionis Africanae Provinciae, quoted by Hewey 

 
35 Jerome, Prologue to the Canonical Epistles as quoted in the article: “Comma Johanneum” 

http://www.angelfire.com/space/thegospeltruth/trinity/verses/CommaJohanneum.html  



“And there are three which bear testimony in heaven, the Father, the Word, and 
the Spirit, and the three are one.”36 
  
In 1382 John Wycliffe produced the first English Bible the world had ever seen.  In the 

1395 addition of this Bible the Johannine Comma appears in Old English as thus,  
 

“For thre ben, that yyuen witnessing in heuene, the Fadir, the Sone, and the Hooli 
Goost; and these thre ben oon.” 

 
There are other quotes, Late Latin manuscripts, and English translations of the Bible in 

which the passage in question appears, but I feel that this information has been sufficient to 
prove that the passage did exist prior to the 10th century.  Although it has not appeared in any 
Greek manuscripts before then, it is safe to say that the quote was known and at least believed to 
be genuine by many.   
  
So just how did this verse appear in our Bibles? 
 

The answer is that a Catholic priest and scholar by the name of Erasmus in the year 1516 
produced a printed Greek Bible with his Latin version parallel to it which came to be known as 
the Textus Receptus (Lat. Received Text).  He produced this translation from about half a dozen 
late Greek manuscripts and the Latin Vulgate.  Because the manuscripts were incomplete 
Erasmus chose to render certain passages from the Latin back into Greek and include them in his 
text.  This Bible was very successful and soon sold out by 1519.  Another printing was produced 
that corrected many of the errors of the original work (but certainly not all of them) and neither 
of these first two printings contained the Johannine Comma.  His third edition of 1522 did 
however contain the verses in question.  These were derived from the recently written 61 Codex 
Montfortianus (mentioned above in Dr. Metzger’s quote).  Subsequently, the Johannine Comma 
has found its way into nearly every Textus Receptus since. 
  
Why does this matter? 
 

The truth is that it doesn’t.  I can personally testify that I believe what the verse says no 
matter what version of the Bible I read.  This is a point in which people can disagree without 
having to be divisive.  Another fact to consider is that if this passage is indeed an addition (which 
it overwhelmingly appears to be) then the early church would have had no access to it, yet they 
still arrived at the doctrine of the Trinity.  The earliest patristic writings certainly speak of the 
Trinity while clear and concise theological definitions were given to the doctrine in the 4th and 
5th centuries at the councils of Nicaea and Constantinople, as well as in the Athanasian Creed.  
That being said, the doctrine of the Trinity like any other biblical doctrine is not proven or 
founded upon a single verse of scripture.  The Bible makes it clear that at least two or three 
witnesses are required to establish a matter. 
 
Two or Three Witnesses 

                                                 
36 Isidore of Seville, Testimonia Divinae Scripturae, quoted by Hewey. 



 
“One witness shall not rise up against a man for any iniquity, or for any sin, in 
any sin that he sinneth: at the mouth of two witnesses, or at the mouth of three 
witnesses, shall the matter be established.” (Deut. 19:15) 
 
“But if he will not hear thee, then take with thee one or two more, that in the 
mouth of two or three witnesses every word may be established.” (Matt. 18:16) 
 
“This is the third time I am coming to you. In the mouth of two or three witnesses 
shall every word be established.” (2Cor. 13:1) 

 

The Need for Agreement 
 

As important as two or three witnesses are, they are still not enough… No… The 
witnesses no matter how many cannot conflict in their testimony.  They must be in agreement 
with absolutely nothing to the contrary.  The prophet Amos posed the question, “Can two walk 
together, except they be agreed?” (Amos 3:3).  We see this at Jesus trial before the High Priest, 
Chief Priests, Elders, and Scribes.  Look at how Mark put it. 
 

“And the chief priests and all the council sought for witness against Jesus to put 
him to death; and found none. For many bare false witness against him, but their 
witness agreed not together. And there arose certain, and bare false witness 
against him, saying, We heard him say, I will destroy this temple that is made with 
hands, and within three days I will build another made without hands. But neither 
so did their witness agree together.” (Mark 14:55-59) 

 
It didn’t matter how many false witnesses there were to accuse Jesus; they were not in 

agreement.  There was not sufficient cause to yet condemn him.  Observe how the story 
progresses, 
 

“And the high priest stood up in the midst, and asked Jesus, saying, Answerest 
thou nothing? What is it which these witness against thee? But he held his peace, 
and answered nothing. Again the high priest asked him, and said unto him, Art 
thou the Christ, the Son of the Blessed? And Jesus said, I am: and ye shall see the 
Son of man sitting on the right hand of power, and coming in the clouds of 
heaven. Then the high priest rent his clothes, and saith, What need we any further 
witnesses? Ye have heard the blasphemy: what think ye? And they all condemned 
him to be guilty of death.” (Mark 14:60-64) 

 
It wasn’t until Jesus was asked directly and answered himself, that he was condemned.  

This principle applies to scripture as well.  One witness or a hundred contradictory witnesses is 
not sufficient to establish a doctrine.  The Trinity is a doctrine that is taught throughout the Bible.  
In the next section [we] will [review] a list of scriptures that shows this clearly. 
 
  



The Trinity in Scripture 
 

So often the claim is made that the Trinity is simply a man-made dogma.  It is believed 
by many people in general and certainly every opponent of the doctrine specifically, that there is 
no scriptural support for the teaching of a Triune Godhead.  Of course we have already seen this 
claim to be at best nonsensical, but we will now examine the proofs for the Trinity in scripture.   

 
This section is meant as a reference tool for believers to defend the doctrine of the Trinity 

with quick and easily accessible scriptures.  It is vital when debating anything that we have all of 
our ducks in a row.  In other words, we should be ready, not with cookie cutter answers that are 
programmed into our memories, but with the scriptural verification for the doctrine we are 
teaching.  There is nothing worse than having to fumble around for five minutes looking for a 
scripture to support something you know to be true.  This section is a tool to alleviate that 
problem.   

 
It would be great if everyone reading this section could memorize every verse listed, but 

if not, memorizing the references will do you a great service when debating or discussing the 
Trinity.  And I would encourage everyone to personalize their explanations.  It is quite possible 
and very probable that you will find things in these passages that I have not found or been able to 
cover in this book.  But it is always important that when you are engaged in a conversation, that 
it is you who are speaking.  If all we did was quote the work of others, then we could simply 
refer people to the works we were quoting.  And please, by all means, refer people to this [site] 
and feel free to quote as much as you like, but let it be known that this is a doctrine that you 
believe because you have studied the evidence for yourself and know it to be true.   
 

The following references will be divided into these three categories.   
  

1. Verses showing plurality within the Godhead   
 

These will be verses that show God as speaking with plural pronouns.  We will also 
discuss these passages [elsewhere on the site] in more detail under the section heading, “We, 
Us, & Our—Who are They?” 

 
2. Verses showing distinction between the members of the Godhead 

 
These verses will disprove modalism beyond any shadow of a doubt and show that the 

Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are indeed distinct persons as opposed to various 
manifestations of the same person.   

 
3. Verses showing equality   

 
These will be verses that mention all three members of the Godhead on an equal level.  

Often these verses are used to show the unity of the Trinity whereas they show the equality 
of its members more clearly than the unity.  Make no mistake about it, they do not lend any 
doubt as to the unity and oneness of the Godhead, but they absolutely show that the apostles 
recognized each member on an equal level.   



 
1. Verses showing plurality (Gen. 1:26; 3:22; 11:7; Isa. 6:8; John 3:11) 

 
And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them 
have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the 
cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the 
earth. (Gen. 1:26) 
 
And the LORD God said, Behold, the man is become as one of us, to know good 
and evil: and now, lest he put forth his hand, and take also of the tree of life, and 
eat, and live for ever: (Gen. 3:22) 
 
Go to, let us go down, and there confound their language, that they may not 
understand one another's speech. (Gen. 11:7) 
 
Also I heard the voice of the Lord, saying, Whom shall I send, and who will go 
for us? Then said I, Here am I; send me. (Isa. 6:8) 
 
Verily, verily, I say unto thee, We speak that we do know, and testify that we 
have seen; and ye receive not our witness. (John 3:11) 

 
The arguments against Trinitarianism in these passages will be addressed later on the 

book, but notice that in all five examples above, the Lord speaks using the plural pronouns, 
“we,” “us,” and “our.”  There is little room for private interpretation in these passages yet for 
centuries men have wrested the plain sense of God’s words.  If we accept the Trinity as taught 
throughout the Hebrew and Greek scriptures, then these passages are perfectly coherent and 
require no great philosophical shifts or logical leaps.  On the other hand, if we reject the Trinity 
in favor of some monistic or polytheistic view, then we must be willing to force things into the 
scriptures that were never there to begin with.   
 

If we once again look to the words of King Solomon in Proverbs 25:2 then we will read 
that, “It is the glory of God to conceal a thing: but the honour of kings is to search out a 
matter.”   
 

The implication is that we are to draw from the Word of God rather than insert into it.  As 
stated earlier, the Hebrew word translated as “thing” and “matter” is ר  and can also be ָּדָבֽ
translated as “word.”  So it is God’s glory to conceal a word and our honor to search it out.  I say 
that it is our honor because we as believers are described as kings in scripture. 
 

“And hath made us kings and priests unto God and his Father; to him be glory 
and dominion for ever and ever. Amen… And hast made us unto our God kings 
and priests: and we shall reign on the earth.” (Rev. 1:6, 5:10) 

 
If the truth cannot be derived from the text itself, then there is no reason to put it in there.  

On a side note, in Hebrew translations of the New Testament, Jesus is called ַהָּדָבר in John 1:1, 
14; 1John 1:1; Revelation 19:13.  So we can say that it was God’s glory to conceal Him and it is 



our honor to search Him out!  These verses in particular will be dealt with in detail later in the 
book. 

 
2. Verses showing distinction (Isa. 48:16; Matt. 3:16-17; 28:19; John 14:16-17, 26; 

15:26; Acts 7:55; Eph. 2:18; Heb. 9:14) 
 

Come ye near unto me, hear ye this; I have not spoken in secret from the 
beginning; from the time that it was, there am I: and now the Lord GOD, and his 
Spirit, hath sent me. (Isa. 48:16) 

 
Here we see the Messiah whom we know to be Jesus (John 1:41, 4:25-26) saying that 

YHWH and His Spirit hath sent Him.  This shows a clear distinction between YHWH, the 
Messiah, and the Spirit.  Now one might look at this and argue that the Messiah was never 
said to be God, and Jews have never believed in a Divine Messiah.  The Trinitarian could 
easily counter such an argument by pointing out that Psalm 90:2 which speaks of God says 
that He is “from everlasting” while Micah 5:2 which is universally understood as a 
Messianic reference speaks of the Messiah as being “from everlasting.”  If the Messiah were 
not God, then there would be much difficulty in understanding this scripture.  Another 
method of logical reasoning would be to show that Jesus is both the Messiah and God.  If it 
can be shown that Jesus is in fact the Messiah and that Jesus is in fact God, then it logically 
follows that the Messiah is God. 
 

And Jesus, when he was baptized, went up straightway out of the water: and, lo, 
the heavens were opened unto him, and he saw the Spirit of God descending like a 
dove, and lighting upon him: And lo a voice from heaven, saying, This is my 
beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased. (Matt. 3:16-17) 

 
Notice that all three members of the Godhead are present at the same time. This destroys 

all oneness (modalistic) theology.  They assert that since God is omnipresent then all three 
offices could be present at the same time.  It is often said that Jesus’ deity (the Father) spoke to 
Jesus’ humanity (Jesus) while his Spirit (the Holy Ghost) descended upon his humanity (Jesus).  
Confused?  Well you should be… Such talk is confusing!   

 
This argument is refuted by a proper understanding of the person of Jesus.  The fact is 

that Jesus is one person with two natures.  The one person (Jesus) was baptized not one of His 
two natures.  Natures do not get baptized, persons do.  Natures do not speak, persons do.  
Natures do not descend, persons do.  This is an error that Trinitarians often fall into as well.  In 
attempting to explain how or why Jesus did certain things, they often say something along the 
lines of, “Jesus did this in his humanity” or “Jesus in his divine nature did that.”  The truth is that 
whatever Jesus did, Jesus did!  His natures did not do anything although He as a person 
functioned according to his two natures.   

 
The Trinitarian must always remember that just like there is no separation between the 

Persons of the Trinity, there is also no separation between the Natures of Christ.  Neither are the 
two natures so blended together that one is not distinguishable from the other.  He is fully God 
and fully Human, He never stopped being God simply so he could become Human, what He did 



do, was add a human nature and body to His already divine being (this is known as the 
Hypostatic Union).     
 

Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: (Matt. 28:19) 

 
The thing to notice here is the use of the word “name” (ὄνομα) in its singular form.  If 

there were three gods then the plural form, “names” (ὀνόματα) would have been used.  We must 
also notice the use of the definite article “the” (τοῦ) before each member is named implying 
individuality.  The definite article distinguishes each one from the next, while maintaining their 
true oneness in the fact that they share one name.  Had the passage lacked the definite articles 
and said, “in the name of The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit” then oneness theology would have 
some credence, but God made sure this was not the case when inspiring these words.   

 
Also note that this is the proper baptismal formula.  Some teach that baptism in Jesus’ 

name is the correct formula citing the examples in the book of Acts (2:38, 8:12, 16, 10:48, 19:5) 
where believers were baptized in Jesus’ name as proof that Jesus is the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit.  This is patently false!  To baptize in Jesus’ name was to baptize in his authority.  He had 
already given the formula with which the apostles were to baptize believers in Matthew 28:19.  
Unless we are to accept that the apostles deviated from the prescribed formula which Jesus gave, 
then we must reason that they followed His method.   
 

And I will pray the Father, and he shall give you another Comforter, that he may 
abide with you for ever; Even the Spirit of truth; whom the world cannot receive, 
because it seeth him not, neither knoweth him: but ye know him; for he dwelleth 
with you, and shall be in you. (John 14:16-17) 
 
Jesus clearly draws a distinction between Himself, the Father and the Holy Spirit by 

stating that He will pray (ask) the Father (not himself) and the Father will give another 
comforter, the Spirit of Truth.  The word “another” is the Greek ἄλλος and means another of the 
same kind as opposed to ἕτερος which means another of a different kind.  They are of the same 
substance but they are not the same person.     
 

But the Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my 
name, he shall teach you all things, and bring all things to your remembrance, 
whatsoever I have said unto you. (John 14:26) 

 
Here we see the same distinction as above.  The Holy Ghost is sent by the Father in 

Jesus’ name, and Jesus does not say that He will bring all things to our remembrance; He said 
that the Holy Spirit would. 
 

But when the Comforter is come, whom I will send unto you from the Father, 
even the Spirit of truth, which proceedeth from the Father, he shall testify of me: 
(John 15:26) 

 



This is nearly identical to the last reference, the difference being that in this verse Jesus 
says that He will send the Holy Spirit from the Father, once again drawing a definite and 
irrefutable distinction.  This verse appears contradictory when compared to the previous one, but 
in reality it is complimentary.  John 14:26 does not say that the Father alone would send the Holy 
Spirit; it merely says that He would send him in Jesus’ name.  This verse explains further that 
Jesus in cooperation with the Father sends the Holy Spirit.  But once again, Jesus speaks of the 
Holy Spirit proceeding from the Father and testifying of Him.  There is absolutely no allowance 
for the same person to be spoken of in these verses. 
 

But he, being full of the Holy Ghost, looked up stedfastly into heaven, and saw 
the glory of God, and Jesus standing on the right hand of God, (Acts 7:55) 

 
Here is another example of the distinction made between the persons of the Trinity.  We 

can’t conclude one person from this, as it is impossible to stand beside oneself.  Another thing to 
note is that Stephen saw the glory of God, not the Father himself.  And the reference to Jesus 
standing at the right hand of the Father is speaking of seeing Jesus in his position of authority in 
heaven, once again he did not see the Father (as Spirit is invisible, thus impossible to see with 
one’s eyes). 
 

For through him we both have access by one Spirit unto the Father. (Eph. 2:18) 
 

This passage could not be clearer in defining a distinction between the three Persons of 
God.  It is through the Son Jesus whom we have access by the Holy Spirit to God the Father.  
There can be no co-mingling of personality in such a straightforward statement. 
 

How much more shall the blood of Christ, who through the eternal Spirit offered 
himself without spot to God, purge your conscience from dead works to serve the 
living God? (Heb. 9:14) 

 
The distinction made in this passage is irrefutable.  We see all three persons listed and 

distinguished between.  Notice also the interrelationship between the three in the act of 
redemption.  It is the blood of the incarnate Son/Christ which is offered to the Father through the 
Spirit that purges out conscience.  It is this very act of cooperation that enables us to serve the 
true and living triune God of scripture.    

 
3. Verses showing equality (1Cor. 12:4-6; Eph. 4:4-6; 2Thes. 3:5; 1Pet. 1:2; 2Cor. 

13:14; Jude 20-21) 
 

Now there are diversities of gifts, but the same Spirit. And there are differences of 
administrations, but the same Lord. And there are diversities of operations, but it 
is the same God which worketh all in all. (1Cor. 12:4-6) 

 
Here we have the (Holy) Spirit, the Lord (Jesus), and God (the Father) all mentioned in 

the same passage and all are mentioned in equality.  An opponent might say that I am reading 
into the passage that the Holy Spirit or Jesus is mentioned and that every reference is to the 
Father alone.  It can easily be proven that the Spirit mentioned is the Holy Spirit because the 



context of the chapter reveals that the “gifts” are attributed to the Holy Spirit.  1Corinthians 
12:13 tells us that this Spirit is the “one Spirit” by which all believers are baptized into the body 
of Christ.  This is in perfect harmony with Titus 3:5 which names this Spirit as the Holy Ghost.  
The “administrations” (διακονιῶν) are attributed to the Lord and Ephesians 4:11-12 says that 
Jesus gave some apostles, prophets, evangelists, pastors, and teachers for the work of the 
“ministry” (διακονίας).  The reference to God working “all in all” (τὰ πάντα ἐν πᾶσιν) is 
comparable to 1Corinthians 15:28 which says that the Son will subject himself to the Father that 
God may be “all in all” ([τὰ] πάντα ἐν πᾶσιν).  All we have to do is compare scripture with 
scripture and we will always obtain a clear and accurate understanding of the Word.  

 
There is one body, and one Spirit, even as ye are called in one hope of your 
calling; One Lord, one faith, one baptism, One God and Father of all, who is 
above all, and through all, and in you all. (Eph. 4:4-6) 

 
This passage speaks of the unity in God.  Just a verse earlier we read that Paul was, 

“Endeavoring to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace.”  He continues by saying that 
there is One body, which we, as believers are the members (1Cor. 12:27), and One Holy Spirit 
that calls us in the one hope of our calling, One Lord Jesus that saves us and heads the One body 
(Eph. 5:23).  One faith common to all believers, which is in the Lord Jesus (Gal. 2:16), One 
Baptism in which all believers have been baptized into this One body (1Cor. 12:13), and one 
God and Father of us all (1Cor. 8:6), who is above all, through all, and in us all (2Cor. 6:16).  
Please do not let the reference to God the Father being above all in any way make you think that 
he is above the Son or the Holy Spirit concerning his nature or substance.  The Father is superior 
as to his function, not as to the nature that they all share.  

 
And the Lord direct your hearts into the love of God, and into the patient waiting 
for Christ. (2Thes. 3:5) 
 
Elect according to the foreknowledge of God the Father, through sanctification of 
the Spirit, unto obedience and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ: Grace unto 
you, and peace, be multiplied. (1Pet. 1:2) 
 
The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and the communion of 
the Holy Ghost, be with you all. Amen. (2Cor. 13:14) 
 
But ye, beloved, building up yourselves on your most holy faith, praying in the 
Holy Ghost, Keep yourselves in the love of God, looking for the mercy of our 
Lord Jesus Christ unto eternal life. (Jude 20-21) 

 
These Trinitarian greetings and farewells show that the apostles viewed each member of 

the Godhead with enough equality to include them each in their salutations and benedictions.  
It’s strange, but those who oppose the Trinity often attempt use these proof texts to disprove the 
teaching.  They will often ask questions like: (1) The Bible mentions Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob 
all in the same verse, does this make them one person?—or (2) the Bible often refers to Peter, 
James, and John in the same breath, are they one apostle?   
 



The answer is of course not.  These verses in which all three persons of the Godhead are 
mentioned together are not to show their unity per se (there are other verses that show that), but 
rather they are to show their equality as well as the distinction of personalities.  So if the question 
was asked if Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob or Peter, James, and John being mentioned together 
show their equality or distinction, the answer would be yes!  No one was any greater than the 
other was substantially.  The Father, The Son, and The Holy Spirit being put together in the same 
verse demonstrates that they are all on equal footing.  

 
One might then ask, “Well, what about all of the verses that exclude the Holy Spirit and 

mention the Father and Son only?”  To this I would reply, “what about them?”  Every verse in 
the Bible does not need to say the same exact thing to establish a matter, remember, all we need 
are two or three witnesses with none contradicting their testimony.  The Holy Spirit does not 
need to be mentioned in every breath as the Father and the Son for the same reason that the son 
did not need to be mentioned in every passage with the Father and Holy Spirit.  There are times 
when certain members of the Trinity are in view and others are not, but this in no way serves to 
invalidate the doctrine 
 

  



The Trinity in the Early Church 
 

After reviewing such an overwhelming amount of scripture in support of the Trinity, it 
should be no surprise to find out that the early Church was decidedly Trinitarian.  The doctrine of 
the Trinity is as old as Church history.  It is important to note that the doctrine of the Trinity as 
we know it today is the result of development over the years.  As the early Christians read and 
reflected upon the scriptures they began to develop a sometimes systematic and other times 
apologetic approach to explaining the God of scripture, but the foundation of Trinitarianism is 
the Word of God.  The differences in language and the evolution of the philosophy of the 
doctrine do not change the foundation that it has in the Bible.  This teaching has been an 
essential of the faith for as long as there has been a faith.   
 

Philip Schaff notes in the introduction to his History of the Christian Church,  
 

“Every important dogma now professed by the Christian church is the result of a 
severe conflict with error. The doctrine of the holy Trinity, for instance, was 
believed from the beginning, but it required, in addition to the preparatory labors 
of the ante-Nicene age, fifty years of controversy, in which the strongest intellects 
were absorbed, until it was brought to the clear expression of the Niceno-
Constantinopolitan Creed. The Christological conflict was equally long and 
intense, until it was brought to a settlement by the council of Chalcedon.”37 

 
Constantine 
 

The common argument on the part of those who oppose the Triune Godhead is that it was 
an invention of the Roman Emperor Constantine in the early fourth century.  It is wrongly 
implied that Constantine had a pagan influence on church doctrine, and that the early Christian 
belief concerning the nature of God was changed by him.  They believe that the Trinity was 
thought up at the council of Nicaea in 325 which was convened by the Emperor Constantine, but 
nothing could be farther from the truth.  If one were to briefly review the history of the council 
then they would soon find out that the First Ecumenical Council of the Catholic Church (the 
Council of Nicaea) was convened to settle a doctrinal dispute between Arius and his bishop 
Alexander.   
 
Arius 
 

Arius was a Libyan theologian and presbyter of the Church of Alexandria who was 
denying the full deity of Christ while claiming that he was merely a created divine being, albeit 
the first of all of God’s creations.  Arius’ teaching became very popular in the early church and 
he gained a large following.   
 
Alexander  

                                                 
37 Philip Schaff, History of the Christian Church, Vol. 1: Apostolic Christianity, A.D. 1-100 (Peabody, MA: 

Hendrickson, repr. 2006), 10. 



 
Alexander was the Bishop of Alexandria who affirmed the deity of Christ, his eternal 

existence, and his co-equal relationship with the Father.  As you can see, the two were 
completely opposite one another on these issues.   
 
The Dispute 
 

The dispute was over the already accepted teaching of the deity of the Lord Jesus Christ.  
Both sides accepted the fact that Jesus was divine, although the Arians believed in a lesser deity.  
The real argument was over the substance of the Son.  Was the Son of the same substance (Gk. 
ὁμοούσιον) as the Father, or was the Son of similar substance (ὁμοιούσιον)?  The Nicene Creed 
was drafted in response to this heresy and was adopted by all of the 318 bishops in attendance, 
save Theonas of Marmarica and Secundus of Ptolemais.  They were anathematized because of 
their refusal to accept these wonderful truths of the faith.   
 
The Nicene Creed 
 

We believe in one God, the Father Almighty, maker of all things visible and 
invisible; and in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the only-begotten of his 
Father, of the substance of the Father, God of God, Light of Light, very God of 
very God, begotten (γεννηθέντα), not made, being of one substance (ὁμοούσιον; 
consubstantialem) with the Father. By whom all things were made, both which be 
in heaven and in earth. Who for us men and for our salvation came down [from 
heaven] and was incarnate and was made man. He suffered and the third day he 
rose again, and ascended into heaven. And he shall come again to judge both the 
quick and the dead. And [we believe] in the Holy Ghost. And whosoever shall say 
that there was a time when the Son of God was not (ἦν ποτε ὅτε οὐκ ἦν), or that 
before he was begotten he was not, or that he was made of things that were not, or 
that he is of a different substance or essence [from the Father] or that he is a 
creature, or subject to change or conversion all that so say, the Catholic and 
Apostolic Church anathematizes them.38 

 
The creed was later adapted in 381 to refute the Macedonian heresy, which denied the 

deity of the Holy Spirit.39  But it is important to note that the Trinity doctrine was well believed 
before the Creed was ever written.  We notice from church history that official creeds were never 
drafted until heresies arose which challenged the current belief.  Below I will list a brief 
sampling of quotes from the early fathers of the Church concerning the Trinity.40 
 
                                                 

38 Phillip Schaff and Henry Wace, eds., "The Nicene Creed" in NPNF2 14:3. 
 

39 See Robert Letham, The Holy Trinity: In Scripture, History, Theology, and Worship, 167-177 for a 
discussion on the Creed of Constantinople as being an entirely new document rather than a revision of the Nicene 
Creed. 
 

40 All Early Church father quotes taken from: The Ante-Nicene Fathers, ed. Alexander Roberts and James 
Donaldson; 1885-1887; reprint 10 vols. (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2004). [Hereafter cited as ANF] 



Too Early for Technicalities 
 

You will see that this was the orthodox view of God amongst the earliest Christians.  It is 
important to note that the language used in the later creeds is not necessarily the language used 
before they were drafted.  Before there were such disputes, there was no need for such 
definitions.  This is important to remember when opponents attempt to argue that the earliest 
Christians were not Trinitarians because they didn’t employ the language of the Nicene Creed.  
One such example is Tertullian who said,  
 

“For the Father is the entire substance, but the Son is a derivation and portion of 
the whole…”41 

 
Now the Mormons have had a field day with this quote, but A. Cleveland Coxe refutes 

the error that Tertullian taught two gods of separate substances in an explanatory note of this 
phrase saying,  
 

“After Arius the language of theology received greater precision; but as it is, there 
is no doubt of the orthodoxy of Tertullian’s doctrine, since he so firmly and ably 
teaches the Son’s consubstantiality with the Father—equal to Him and 
inseparable from him. [In other words, Tertullian could not employ a technical 
phraseology afterwards adopted to give precision to the same orthodox ideas.]”42 

 
The Ante-Nicene Fathers 
 

Author: Athenagoras the Athenian  
Time of writing: 175-177 
Topic: Trinity   
Years before Nicaea: 148 to 150   

 
“Who, then, would not be astonished to hear men who speak of God the Father, 
and of God the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, and who declare both their power in 
union and their distinction in order, called atheists?”43 
 
“…that they know God and His Logos, what is the oneness of the Son with the 
Father, what the communion of the Father with the Son, what is the Spirit, what is 
the unity of these three, the Spirit, the Son, the Father, and their distinction in 
unity…”44 
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Author: Theopholus, Bishop of Antioch  
Time of writing: 180 
Topic: Trinity   
Years before Nicaea: 145   

 
“In like manner also the three days which were before the luminaries, are types of 
the Trinity, of God, and His Word, and His wisdom.”45 

 
Author: Clement of Alexandria  
Time of writing: 195 
Topic: Trinity   
Years before Nicaea: 130   
 

“…thank the Alone Father and Son, Son and Father, the Son, Instructor and 
Teacher, with the Holy Spirit, all in One, in whom is all, for whom all is One, for 
whom is eternity…”46 

 

Author: Tertullian  
Time of writing: 213 
Topic: Trinity   
Years before Nicaea: 112   

 
“Bear always in mind that this is the rule of faith which I profess; by it I testify 
that the Father, and the Son, and the Spirit are inseparable from each other, and 
so will you know in what sense this is said. Now, observe, my assertion is that the 
Father is one, and the Son one, and the Spirit one, and that They are distinct from 
Each Other. This statement is taken in a wrong sense by every uneducated as well 
as every perversely disposed person, as if it predicated a diversity, in such a sense 
as to imply a separation among the Father, and the Son, and the Spirit.”47 

 
“Still, in these few quotations the distinction of Persons in the Trinity is clearly 
set forth. For there is the Spirit Himself who speaks, and the Father to whom He 
speaks, and the Son of whom He speaks.”48 
 
“With these did He then speak, in the Unity of the Trinity, as with His ministers 
and witnesses In the following text also He distinguishes among the Persons…”49 
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Author: Hippolytus  
Time of writing: 205 
Topic: Trinity   
Years before Nicaea: 120 

 
“Many other passages, or rather all of them, attest the truth. A man, therefore, 
even though he will it not, is compelled to acknowledge God the Father Almighty, 
and Christ Jesus the Son of God, who, being God, became man, to whom also the 
Father made all things subject, Himself excepted, and the Holy Spirit; and that 
these, therefore, are three. But if he desires to learn how it is shown still that 
there is one God, let him know that His power is one. As far as regards the power, 
therefore, God is one. But as far as regards the economy there is a threefold 
manifestation, as shall be proved afterwards when we give account of the true 
doctrine.”50 
 
“In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was 
God.” If, then, the Word was with God, and was also God, what follows? Would 
one say that he speaks of two Gods? I shall not indeed speak of two Gods, but of 
one; of two Persons however, and of a third economy (disposition), viz., the grace 
of the Holy Ghost. For the Father indeed is One, but there are two Persons, 
because there is also the Son; and then there is the third, the Holy Spirit. The 
Father decrees, the Word executes, and the Son is manifested, through whom the 
Father is believed on. The economy of harmony is led back to one God; for God is 
One. It is the Father who commands, and the Son who obeys, and the Holy Spirit 
who gives understanding: the Father who is above all, and the Son who is 
through all, and the Holy Spirit who is in all. And we cannot otherwise think of 
one God, but by believing in truth in Father and Son and Holy Spirit.”51 

 
Author: Cyprian, Bishop of Carthage  
Time of writing: 250 
Topic: Trinity   
Years before Nicaea: 75   

 
“Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” He suggests the Trinity, in whose 
sacrament the nations were to be baptized.”52 
 
“Finally, when, after the resurrection, the apostles are sent by the Lord to the 
heathens, they are bidden to baptize the Gentiles ‘in the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.’ How, then, do some say, that a Gentile 
baptized without, outside the Church, yea, and in opposition to the Church, so that 
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52 ANF 5:380. 



it be only in the name of Jesus Christ, everywhere, and in whatever manner, can 
obtain remission of sin, when Christ Himself commands the heathen to be 
baptized in the full and united Trinity?”53 

 
These quotes are a very brief listing of the literally thousands made by the early church 

fathers concerning the Trinity.  There is no question as to the belief in a Triune Godhead 
amongst the early church.  Opponents of the doctrine must rewrite history and fabricate 
arguments in order to dispute it.  Below I will list probably the most comprehensive Trinitarian 
creed ever written, the Athanasian Creed.  Although the authorship of this creed is in question, it 
bears the name of St. Athanasius, whom was called the “father of orthodoxy” because of his 
fervent defense of the Trinity, but as J.N.D. Kelly said of the creed, "[it] is Augustinian through 
and though."54  His writings stand out as probably the most clearly expressed and authoritative 
defenses of the Trinity and Incarnation of Christ in the early church period.  
 
The Athanasian Creed 
 

1. Whosoever will be saved: before all things it is necessary that he hold the Catholic 
Faith: 
2. Which Faith except every one do keep whole and undefiled: without doubt he shall 
perish everlastingly. 
3. And the Catholic Faith is this: That we worship one God in Trinity, and Trinity in 
Unity; 
4. Neither confounding the Persons: nor dividing the Substance [Essence]. 
5. For there is one Person of the Father: another of the Son: and another of the Holy 
Ghost. 
6. But the Godhead of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, is all one: the Glory 
equal, the Majesty coeternal. 
7. Such as the Father is: such is the Son: and such is the Holy Ghost. 
8. The Father uncreate [uncreated]: the Son uncreate [uncreated]: and the Holy Ghost 
uncreate [uncreated]. 
9. The Father incomprehensible [unlimited]: the Son incomprehensible [unlimited]: and 
the Holy Ghost incomprehensible [unlimited, or infinite]. 
10. The Father eternal: the Son eternal: and the Holy Ghost eternal. 
11. And yet they are not three eternals: but one eternal. 
12. As also there are not three uncreated: nor three incomprehensibles [infinites], but one 
uncreated: and one incomprehensible [infinite]. 
13. So likewise the Father is Almighty: the Son Almighty: and the Holy Ghost Almighty. 
14. And yet they are not three Almighties: but one Almighty. 
15. So the Father is God: the Son is God: and the Holy Ghost is God. 
16. And yet they are not three Gods: but one God. 
17. So likewise the Father is Lord: the Son Lord: and the Holy Ghost Lord. 
18. And yet not three Lords: but one Lord. 
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19. For like as we are compelled by the Christian verity: to acknowledge every Person by 
himself to be God and Lord: 
20. So are we forbidden by the Catholic Religion: to say, There be [are] three Gods, or 
three Lords. 
21. The Father is made of none: neither created, nor begotten. 
22. The Son is of the Father alone: not made, nor created: but begotten. 
23. The Holy Ghost is of the Father and of the Son: neither made, nor created, nor 
begotten: but proceeding. 
24. So there is one Father, not three Fathers: one Son, not three Sons: one Holy Ghost, 
not three Holy Ghosts. 
25. And in this Trinity none is afore, or after another: none is greater, or less than another 
[there is nothing before, or after: nothing greater or less]. 
26. But the whole three Persons are coeternal, and coequal. 
27. So that in all things, as aforesaid: the Unity in Trinity, and the Trinity in Unity, is to 
be worshiped. 
28. He therefore that will be saved, must [let him] thus think of the Trinity. 
29. Furthermore it is necessary to everlasting salvation: that he also believe rightly 
[faithfully] the Incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ. 
30. For the right Faith is, that we believe and confess: that our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son 
of God, is God and Man; 
31. God, of the Substance [Essence] of the Father; begotten before the worlds: and Man, 
of the Substance [Essence] of his Mother, born in the world. 
32. Perfect God: and perfect Man, of a reasonable soul and human flesh subsisting. 
33. Equal to the Father, as touching his Godhead: and inferior to the Father as touching 
his Manhood. 
34. Who although he be [is] God and Man; yet he is not two, but one Christ. 
35. One; not by conversion of the Godhead into flesh: but by taking [assumption] of the 
Manhood into God. 
36. One altogether; not by confusion of Substance [Essence]: but by unity of Person. 
37. For as the reasonable soul and flesh is one man: so God and Man is one Christ; 
38. Who suffered for our salvation: descended into hell [Hades, spirit-world]: rose again 
the third day from the dead. 
39. He ascended into heaven, he sitteth on the right hand of the Father God [God the 
Father] Almighty. 
40. From whence [thence] he shall come to judge the quick and the dead. 
41. At whose coming all men shall rise again with their bodies; 
42. And shall give account for their own works.  
43. And they that have done good shall go into life everlasting: and they that have done 
evil, into everlasting fire. 
44. This is the Catholic Faith: which except a man believe faithfully [truly and firmly], he 
can not be saved.55 
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Doctrinal Distortions 
 
Sound Doctrine 
 

Doctrine is one of the most important parts of our Christian lives.  Without sound 
doctrine we would have no standard by which to live.  We would have no concrete method in 
which we were able to judge whether or not a thing was true.  Doctrine is to scripture as inch 
markers are to rulers.  In other words, the Word of God is the set standard, and the doctrines 
contained within the Word of God are what allow us to measure the accuracy or truthfulness of a 
thing.   

 
The Proverbs speak of God giving us “good doctrine” (Pro. 4:2) while Paul speaking to 

Timothy reveals that the doctrine of God is on par with his name because it can be blasphemed 
(1Tim. 6:1).  We are told to “give attendance to reading, to exhortation, and to doctrine” (1Tim. 
4:13).  It has also been revealed that “all scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is 
profitable for doctrine” (2Tim. 3:16).  We are told to “reprove, rebuke, and exhort with all 
longsuffering and doctrine,” being warned that the “time will come when they will not endure 
sound doctrine” (2Tim. 4:2-3).  Nevertheless we are still to “speak the things which become 
sound doctrine” (Tit. 2:1). 
 
A Little Leaven 
 

On the flip side of this coin we see in scripture that there are “doctrines of devils” (1Tim. 
4:2).  Jesus warned his disciples to “beware of the leaven [doctrine] of the Pharisees and of the 
Sadducees” (Matt. 16:6, 12).  Paul tells us to “be no more children tossed to and fro and carried 
about by every wind of doctrine” (Eph. 4:14) while Peter tells us that those who are “unlearned 
and unstable wrest [twist] the scriptures to their own destruction” (2Pet. 3:16).  Having laid this 
foundation we can now look and see that Jesus revealed one of the most important truths of 
scripture in John 8:44.   

 
Jesus plainly told us that the devil is a liar and the father of lies; he abode not in the truth 

because there was no truth in him.  If we examine the various lies of Satan in scripture there is a 
theme that occurs quite often.  He distorts the truth in order to weaken the strength of its 
message, and many times the lie is believed.  We see this clearly in the Garden of Eden when the 
serpent tempted Eve.  The serpent approached Eve and said to her that God had said not to eat of 
every tree of the garden (Gen. 3:1), when the true command was that they may eat freely of 
every tree in the garden with the exception of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil (Gen. 
2:16-17). 
 
A Lot of Illogic 
 

It is needful to point out that there are a variety of logical fallacies which are used to 
argue against the Trinity.  These include:  
 

• Straw Man Arguments 
 



This is when a person’s argument is deliberately misrepresented so as to weaken its 
strength and subsequently make it easy to knock down.  The problem being that the weaker 
argument is not the actual argument of the person being misrepresented. 

 
• Faulty Analogies  

 
There is no such thing as something that is perfectly analogous.  In other words, all 

analogies fail at one point or another, but a faulty analogy is blatant.  This fallacy occurs when 
the things being compared are relatively dissimilar.   
 

• Circular Reasoning/Begging the Question  
 

Circular Reasoning or Begging the Question occurs when a premise is simply restated in 
the conclusion without actually having been proven true.     
 

• Slippery Slopes 
 

Slippery Slopes come in two forms, either causal or semantic.  A causal slippery slope is 
when a series of small propositions (B-Y) are set forth in order to assert that A will result in Z, 
yet the strength of these steps is not firmly established.  A semantic slippery slope relies on the 
vagueness between opposite terms in a continuum.  This is not common to anti-Trinitarians 
while the first argument is.   
 

• Equivocation 
 
Equivocation is a fallacy of ambiguity.  Most if not all words have various meanings and 

equivocation occurs when one word is used with two or more of its meanings to make an 
argument appear valid, when in fact it is not. 
 

• Appeals to ridicule  
 

An Appeal to Ridicule if a fallacy of mocking; rather than address the actual argument, 
an opponent will mock it and write it off due to the silliness or ridiculousness of the argument.  
There are times when it is proper to reject an argument based on the nonsensicalness of it, but it 
must first be proven nonsensical.  
 

This list is but a sampling, there are various other logical fallacies used to argue against 
the doctrine of the Trinity.  In the next section we will observe the various ways that people and 
groups who deny the truth of the Trinity misrepresent the teaching in order to prove their 
position correct.  In addition to correcting the various errors that are espoused when these groups 
change the Trinity teaching, I will also be giving a little background information on these groups 
as well as their beliefs.  There is one thing that every known non-Christian group has in 
common, and that is a denial of essential Christian doctrine, especially the Trinity. 
 
  



The Nation of Islam on the Trinity 
 

The Nation of Islam’s Straw Man  
 

Former head of the Nation of Islam, Elijah Muhammad in the opening paragraph to his 
now infamous book, Message to the Black Man in America is quoted as saying, 
 

“For thousands of years, the people who did not have the knowledge of the 
person, or reality, of God worshiped their own ideas of God. He has been made 
like many things other than what He really is. The Christians refer to God as a 
"Mystery" and a "Spirit" and divide Him into thirds. One part they call the 
Father, another part the Son, and the third part they call the Holy Ghost-which 
makes the three, one. This is contrary to both nature and mathematics. The law of 
mathematics will not allow us to put three into one.”56  

 
I’m sorry, but I didn’t know that dividing one into thirds was contrary to mathematics.  I 

am not aware of a single mathematical principle that denies that one could be divided into thirds.  
Simple addition shows us that ⅓ + ⅓ + ⅓ = 1.  It would have been contrary to mathematics if it 
was said that three wholes could be made from one whole, but Mr. Muhammad said it himself, 
thirds!  But notice that straw man argument in stating this; in fact the Trinity doctrine doesn’t 
state that each member is a third of God.   

 
As the Athanasian Creed states, “…we are compelled by the Christian verity: to 

acknowledge every Person by himself to be God and Lord” (vs. 19).  No one of the three Persons 
is part of God; all three of them are wholly God.  Because God is a simple being, he is not 
composed of parts.  If he were composed of parts then some form of assembly would have been 
required in order for God to exist as he is; but God is the causeless cause of all things.  Once 
again the Athanasian Creed echoes the words of scripture is stating that the Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit are all uncreated, incomprehensible [infinite], and eternal, yet there is only One 
uncreated, incomprehensible [infinite], and eternal God (vs. 8-12).  This notion precludes any 
possibility of God being composed of parts. 
 
Begging the Question 
 

Then it was asserted that the doctrine of the Trinity is contrary to nature, but we must ask 
how exactly this is so.  Simply asserting a natural contradiction does not prove that one exists.  In 
this argument it is first assumed that a Unitarian conception of God is true, therefore a Trinitarian 
view is unnatural, and from this assumption the conclusion is drawn that the Trinity is contrary 
to nature.  Here’s the problem, the thing assumed is unproven and until it is proven then the 
Nation of Islam (and all other Unitarians) are stuck in an endless cycle of circular reasoning.   

 
Simply because there is nothing in nature that is truly analogous to God does not mean 

that God is contrary to nature.  God is transcendent meaning that he goes above and beyond 
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nature but this doesn’t necessitate a violation of nature.  Yes, nature is a reflection of its creator 
and we can see certain things which on a surface level resemble God’s being and persons (i.e. 
time; space), but we must remember that knowledge of the Trinity is not derived from natural 
theology or reason, but rather special revelation (i.e. God’s Word).   

 
He also says in the opening of the Chapter entitled “The So Called Negroes Salvation,” 

 
“The number one principle of belief is that your God is one God and beside Him 
you have no other god that can help you. I shall begin with this, the most 
important of all principles of belief. How many non-Muslims will we find who do 
not believe in God as being One God? Regardless of the trinity belief practiced by 
the Christians, they (the Christians) claim and agreed that Allah (God) is One 
God. They make fools of themselves when they reject Islam and the Muslim's five 
principals of belief: One God, His prophets, His Books, the Resurrection, The 
Judgment. How, then, did they (the Christians) go astray believing in three Gods? 
Nevertheless, they make one of the three the Father of the other two-and these 
remaining two the equal of the Father.”57  

 
More Straw Man Argumentation and Logical Contradictions 
 

He then says, “regardless of the trinity belief… they (Christians) claim and believe that 
God is One God.”  Allow me to correct this statement… In light of the Trinity belief, we claim 
and agree that God is One God, not regardless of it.  A Trinitarian framework is the only system 
which allows for unity, consistency, and harmony in the Biblical text.  In other words, we’re 
forced into Trinitarianism if we want to maintain a rational view and conception of God.  Now 
obviously the Muslim is not bound by such principles seeing as they reject much of the Bible. 

 
But notice now that Elijah Muhammad has contradicted his above straw man argument 

by presenting another.  First the claim was made that Christians worship one God in three thirds, 
each third being only a part of the one God.  Now we are told that Christians who claim and 
agree that God is one God go astray worshipping three Gods!  Mr. Muhammad needs to make up 
his mind—it’s either one in three parts, one, or three—all of them can’t be true! 

 
Just to reiterate what has been said so many times before, we do not worship three gods.  

We worship one God who exists in three persons.  And for all of you mathematicians out there 
who don’t see how 1 + 1 + 1 = 1, you’re using the wrong equation.  Addition gives you the 
number of persons, which amounts to 3, while multiplication (1 x 1 x 1) gives you the number of 
Gods, which is 1.  This also is not contrary to nature or mathematics.  But we must realize that 
God cannot be reduced to a mathematical equation; just as He transcends the universe He also 
transcends the laws of it to include mathematics.  Once again, this does not necessitate a 
violation of these laws, but it does indicate that he is beyond them. 
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Oneness Pentecostals on the Trinity 
 

Sabellian Heresy 
 

The error of the Oneness believer is Modalism.  This is not an accurate representation of 
the true oneness of God nor is it a new invention.  This error fails to see a distinction between the 
persons of the Godhead, by stating that God is one person who assumes three roles, modes, 
manifestations, or offices.  In other words, the Father is the Son and the Holy Spirit, while the 
Son is the Father and the Holy Spirit, and the Holy Spirit is the Father and the Son, and they are 
all resident bodily in Jesus.  Often you will see the Oneness Pentecostal say something along the 
lines of them worshipping God the Father in the Son as the Spirit or some variation of that. 

 
They rely on a handful of pet scriptures that appear on the surface to support their 

conclusion, but like every other truth, when placed in their proper setting say nothing of the sort.  
This heresy surfaced in the church in the second century but gained momentum in the early third 
century with a man named Sabellius.  I will list two very brief encyclopedic references to 
Sabellius just to get an idea of the origins of this heresy.  I urge the reader to study the various 
heresies condemned by scripture and the church, so that you may have a solid foundation on 
exactly why not to believe them.    

 
“The teaching of Sabellius himself was very closely allied to the older Modalism 
(Patripassianism) of Noetus and Praxeas, but was distinguished from it by its 
more careful theological elaboration and by the account it took of the Holy Spirit. 
His central proposition was to the effect that Father, Son and Holy Spirit are the 
same person, three names thus being attached to one and the same being. What 
weighed most with Sabellius was the monotheistic interest.”58  

 
The “Columbia Encyclopedia, Sixth Edition” states, 

 
“fl. 215, Christian priest and theologian, b. probably Libya or Egypt. He went to 
Rome, became the leader of those who accepted the doctrine of modalistic 
monarchianism, and was excommunicated by Pope St. Calixtus I in 220. 
Opposing the orthodox teaching of “essential Trinity,” Sabellius advanced the 
doctrine of the “economic Trinity.” God, he held, was one indivisible substance, 
but with three fundamental activities, or modes, appearing successively as the 
Father (the creator and lawgiver), as the Son (the redeemer), and as the Holy 
Spirit (the maker of life and the divine presence within men).”59  

 
The Legacy lives on 
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This is the view of the United Pentecostal Church International.  Observe this quote from 
their statement of faith, 
 

“In distinction to the doctrine of the Trinity, the UPCI holds to a oneness view of 
God. It views the Trinitarian concept of God, that of God eternally existing as 
three distinctive persons, as inadequate and a departure from the consistent and 
emphatic biblical revelation of God being one. The UPCI teaches that the one 
God who revealed Himself in the Old Testament as Jehovah revealed himself in 
His Son, Jesus Christ. Thus Jesus Christ was and is God. In other words, Jesus is 
the one true God manifested in flesh, for in Him dwells all the fullness of the 
Godhead bodily (John 1:1-14; I Timothy 3:16; Colossians 2:9). While fully God, 
Jesus was also fully man, possessing a full and true humanity. He was both God 
and man. Moreover, the Holy Spirit is God with us and in us. Thus God is 
manifested as Father in creation and as the Father of the Son, in the Son for our 
redemption, and as the Holy Spirit in our regeneration.”60 

 
The claim is made that the Trinity doctrine is a “departure from the consistent and 

emphatic biblical revelation of God being one” while they state nothing to support their reason 
for this belief, yet another case of begging the question.  The assumption is that one God means 
one Person yet this assumption is never proven.  The Trinity doctrine is a doctrine of God being 
one.  This is yet another misrepresentation on the part of those who stand in opposition, and it is 
done for the express purpose of knocking down a sound doctrine.  
 
Faulty Analogy 
 

The following quotes are taken from the tract, 60 Questions on the Godhead with Bible 
answers: 
 

“53. Can it be proved scripturally that Jesus and the Father are one in the same 
sense that husband and wife are one? No. The Godhead was never compared to 
the relationship of a husband and wife. Jesus identified Himself with the Father in 
a way that husband and wife cannot be identified with each other. John 14:9-11”61  

 
The Trinitarian argument is not that the Father and Jesus are one the same way that a 

husband and wife are one.  The only comparison that would possibly be made here by a 
Trinitarian is that the Hebrew word for “one” (ד  is used to describe both.  This is actually (ֶאָחֽ
two logical fallacies in one.  First they have created a faulty analogy and secondly they attribute 
this fallacious argument to Trinitarians and then attempt to knock it down when in fact we don’t 
hold this argument to begin with.  It is equivalent to beating against the air.  Trinitarians do 
believe that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are one as nothing else in existence is one.  
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Remember, there is no perfectly analogous picture of the intimate relationship shared within the 
Trinity. 
 
Circular Reasoning 
 

“56. Can Trinitarians show that three divine persons were present when Jesus was 
baptized by John? Absolutely not. The one, omnipresent God used three 
simultaneous manifestations. Only one divine person was present--Jesus Christ 
the Lord.”62  

 
This question and response are typical of those who oppose the Trinity.  A question is 

asked by a modalist and then answered by a modalist.  Would one expect to receive a proper 
representation of the Trinitarian view here?  Of course not, but they offer their answer, which is 
completely unfounded.  Notice that all they have done here is re-state their premise in the 
conclusion without actually having shown this to be true.  They’ve assumed that one God means 
one divine person and therefore conclude that three divine persons cannot be shown at Jesus’ 
baptism. 

 
But because Trinitarians can show the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit to be three 

persons and Trinitarians can show the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit to be present at Jesus’ 
baptism, it then logically follows that Trinitarians can show three divine persons present at 
Jesus’ baptism.  It is a common argument from the modalist that the omnipresence of God 
accounts for all three modes or manifestations being at Jesus’ baptism but this claim is light on 
substance.   

 
The fact is that God is omnipresent, but this is a trait shared by each member of the 

Godhead (refer to The Trinity Seen Systematically.).  It is illogical to claim that Jesus in his deity 
(as the Father) spoke to Jesus in his humanity (as the Son) from heaven while Jesus as the Spirit 
(his omnipresent deity) descended upon himself (in his humanity).  This violates the law of non-
contradiction as the modalist would have one person being three persons at the same time and in 
the same sense.  They might claim that these are not ‘persons’ at all but rather ‘three 
manifestations of one person’ but this is shown false in that each ‘manifestation’ exhibits the 
qualities of personhood.  In the account of Jesus’ baptism alone we see at the very least the 
Father speaking and the Son being the subject of the words spoken as irrefutable proof of at least 
two personalities.  Omnipresence does not account for such nonsense and the burden of proof is 
on the modalist to show such.  

 
Semi-Scholarly 
 

I have yet to read as extensive an attempted refutation to the Trinity and defense of the 
oneness position as David K. Bernard’s book, The Oneness of God.  I see this work as probably 
the most representative teaching of modern oneness theology that we have today, and 
consequently this spells out their logic (or lack thereof) when arguing against orthodox 
Trinitarianism.  According to the back cover of this book,  
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“David K. Bernard is the founding pastor of New Life United Pentecostal Church 
of Austin, Texas, the president of the Urshan Graduate School of Theology, the 
superintendent of the South Texas District UPC, a former college professor […] 
He holds a Master of Theology in New Testament from the University of South 
Africa…”63  

 
Considering his credentials, it is fair to say that Pastor Bernard is able to adequately 

represent the oneness position.  For this reason I will be quoting him extensively.  After quoting 
quite a few non-orthodox views of the Trinity by “Trinitarian” authors, Pastor Bernard 
comments saying,  
 
Straw Man Arguments 
 

“It is apparent that many trinitarians interpret their doctrine to mean three 
personalities, three beings, three minds, three wills, or three bodies in the 
Godhead. They deny that by person they mean only manifestations, roles, or 
relationships with man. Instead, they defend an eternal threeness of essence while 
admitting it to be an incomprehensible mystery. They reduce the concept of God's 
oneness to a unity of plural persons. By their definition, they convert monotheism 
into a form of polytheism, differing from pagan polytheism only in that there is 
perfect agreement and unity among the gods. Regardless of trinitarian denials, 
this is polytheism - tritheism to be exact - and not the monotheism taught by the 
Bible and upheld by Judaism.”64  

 
The first error we notice is that Mr. Bernard has taken a decidedly Mormon theology and 

represented it as the Trinitarian position.  Orthodox Trinitarianism asserts one being who is God, 
while the second person of the one being of God was incarnated and possesses a body.  We do 
not hold to the Father or the Holy Spirit having a body, nor do we see the persons of the Trinity 
as separate beings.  
 

Secondly he misrepresents the Trinitarian position as defending “an eternal three-ness of 
essence” which is directly opposed to every known Trinitarian Creed ever written.  The Nicene 
Creed expressly states that Jesus is “of the substance of the Father” and “being of one substance 
with the Father” as well as anathematizing anyone who would say that the Son “is of a different 
substance or essence from the Father.”   The Athanasian Creed clearly says that “we worship one 
God in Trinity and Trinity in Unity, neither confounding the Persons, nor dividing the 
Substance.” 
 

Thirdly we must point out that it is not by the Trinitarian definition that monotheism is 
turned into polytheism, but rather by the distorted definition that Pastor Bernard has credited 
Trinitarians with.  We must also debunk the myth that plurality of persons necessitates 
polytheism.  As has already been set forth numerous times throughout the course of this [site], 
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what God is, is different from who God is.  As stated [in the section The Necessity of a 
Definition] a person is simply one who is self-conscious, rational, and intelligent.  Each member 
of the Trinity meets the definition of a person in that they are self-conscious, they reason, and 
they have intelligence.   

 
We saw that in our systematic examination of the persons of the Godhead.  Each of them 

speaks and has a will, which constitutes personality.  We know that the Son has a will distinct 
from that of the Father from scriptures such as Luke 22:42 where Jesus says, “…nevertheless not 
my will, but thine, be done.”  The substance i.e. God is the what while the three persons are the 
whos.  There is one what and three whos.  There is never at any time a division in substance 
simply because three distinct persons share it.  A division would result in polytheism.  It is 
illogical to say that three gods are one god or that three persons are one person.  This violates the 
law of non-contradiction and Trinitarians do not teach or believe this.  Belief in either of those 
errors would eliminate one from being able to rightly call their belief Trinitarian. 
 
Double Speak 

 
“Speaking of God as a person does not do justice to Him. The word person 
connotes a human being with a human personality - an individual with body, soul, 
and spirit. Thus, we limit our conception of God if we describe Him as a person. 
For this reason, this book has never said there is one person in the Godhead or 
God is one person. The most we have said is that Jesus Christ is one person, 
because Jesus was God manifested in flesh as a human person.”65  

 
Aside from redefining the terms (person does not connote humanity in reference to the 

Trinity), Pastor Bernard has engaged in a form of nonsensical double speak.  In one breath he 
maintains that it’s an injustice to refer to God as a person as well as stating that his book never 
describes God as one person, yet in the next breath he affirms that Jesus who is God is one 
person!  This cannot be veiled in the fact that Jesus has a human nature, because to the oneness 
believer, the Father and Holy Spirit is Jesus!  They would have to separate the oneness they so 
strongly defend if they were to logically argue that God (the Father and Holy Spirit) have no 
human personality, body, soul, and spirit, for they cannot all be one and the same person who 
dwell bodily in the in Jesus, while Jesus is the only one with a body! 
 
Slippery Slope 
 

“The use of the number three in relation to God is also dangerous. If used to 
designate eternal distinctions in God, it leads to tritheism, which is a form of 
polytheism. If used to designate the only manifestations or roles God has, it limits 
God’s activity in a way not done in Scripture. God has manifested Himself in 
numerous ways, and we cannot even limit them to three. The use of three goes 
against the clear emphasis both testaments place on associating the number one 
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with God… Despite the protests of trinitarians, their doctrine inevitably leads to 
a practical form of tritheism.”66  

 
It is asserted that if the number three is used in reference to making personal distinctions 

within the One God, then it leads to tri-theism, which is a form of polytheism.  In other words, to 
be a Trinitarian believing in One God who is eternally existent as Three Persons, will lead tri-
theism which is the belief in and worship of three gods, which of course is polytheism, and as we 
all know, polytheists believe in and worship many multitudes of gods.  So in effect, the author 
demonstrates his inability to differentiate between being and person, and then comes to the 
conclusion that believing in one being who exists as three persons will lead to the belief in three 
beings, which is a form of belief in a multitude of beings.  Does everyone have their skis?  
 

“The Jews and Moslems realize this, for this is one reason they have rejected 
traditional Christendom so vigorously. Throughout history, many Christians have 
also recognized this problem. As a result, some have rejected trinitarianism in 
favor of Oneness belief.  Others have seen the errors of trinitarianism, but, in an 
attempt to preserve the unity of God, have fallen into the greater error of denying 
the deity of Jesus Christ (for example, the Unitarians and the Jehovah's 
Witnesses). In short, trinitarianism emphasizes threeness in God while the Bible 
emphasizes the oneness of God.”67  

 
There is ONE God, namely YHWH → YHWH consists of one substance/essence → This 

ONE substance/essence is shared equally by THREE persons namely the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Spirit.  How is the emphasis on three over one?  And if anyone could honestly claim that 
the Bible does not speak of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit then they are deceiving 
themselves.  Yes, the Bible emphasizes the oneness of God, but so do Trinitarians!  The Bible as 
well emphasizes the fact that there are three persons who are God, and so do Trinitarians!  
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Jehovah’s Witnesses on the Trinity 
 

Amidst the various anti-Trinity writings that I have sifted through, there is none that 
misrepresents the doctrine more so than the work of the Jehovah’s Witnesses founder C. T. 
Russell entitled, The Atonement Between God and Man.  Below is just a brief sampling of 
Russell’s distortion of orthodox Trinitarianism.  Anyone familiar with the doctrine will see that 
he is not attacking the Trinity at all, but rather a caricature of it, and at times he is attacking 
modalism which he equates with Trinitarianism. 
 
Straw Man Arguments 
 

In reference to the Johannine Comma Charles Taze Russell said,  
 

“There is one statement found in the Scriptures, and only one, which seems in the 
slightest degree to even imply the doctrine of a Trinity of Gods; and that passage 
is now admitted by all scholars to be spurious –an interpolation.”68  

 
Notice the reliance on a straw man argument of tri-theism.  There is no Trinity of gods, 

but rather a Trinity of Persons.  As if this fallacious claim was not enough, Russell continues in 
his straw man arguments by claiming the other extreme. 
 

“The doctrine of the Trinity holds that the Father, the Son and the holy Spirit "are 
one in person, equal in glory and in power," as stated in the Church creeds. The 
Bible, while showing the absolute Unity between the Father and Son and holy 
Spirit in the various steps of the great plan of salvation, most positively 
contradicts the thought that the Father and Son are one in person…”69  

 
It is absolutely true that the Bible contradicts the thought that the Father, Son, and Holy 

Spirit are one in person, Trinitarians do also!  Russell moved from accusations of tri-theism to 
accusations of modalism.  
 
Contradiction 
 

“But, strange to say, this doctrine of three Gods in one God, which not only has 
no Scriptural support, but is opposed by the Scriptures from Genesis to 
Revelation…”70 

   
If it weren’t already bad enough that Russell felt the need to label both tri-theism and 

modalism with the title of Trinitarianism, now he has represented the doctrine as being a 
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contradiction.  As has been stated repeatedly throughout this book, the Trinity is not 3 gods in 1 
God because it would violate the law of non-contradiction for 3 to be 1 at the same time and in 
the same sense.  However, 3 Persons in 1 God does not violate this law because they are each 
God at the same time, but in a different sense (i.e. the Father is not the Son, the Son is not the 
Holy Spirit, the Holy Spirit is not the Father). 

 
Role Reversal 

 
“How strange that any should attempt to misuse and pervert these our Lord's 
words, to make them support the unreasonable and unscriptural doctrine of a 
Trinity--three Gods in one person.”71  

 
Russell has run the entire gambit of illogic in this chapter of his book.  He went from 

straw man arguments and false analogies, to contradictions, and now a blatant role reversal.  He 
takes the Christian doctrine of the Trinity which asserts that there is One God in Three Persons 
and flips it into “Three Gods in one person.”  And as I stated earlier, these quotes are only a 
brief sampling.  Russell literally distorts the doctrine of the Trinity dozens upon dozens of times 
in this single volume of a 6 volume work.  Sadly, these are the charges that Trinitarians must 
face when defending the God of scripture. 
 
Faulty Analogies 
 

The following quotes are from the Watchtower Bible and Tract Society Brochure, Should 
You Believe in the Trinity Let’s take a look at how the Jehovah’s Witnesses represent the Trinity 
and see if it is the same doctrine that Christianity teaches…  

 
“Many centuries before the time of Christ, there were triads, or trinities, of gods 
in ancient Babylonia and Assyria. The French "Larousse Encyclopedia of 
Mythology" notes one such triad in that Mesopotamian area: "The universe was 
divided into three regions each of which became the domain of a god. Anu's share 
was the sky. The earth was given to Enlil. Ea became the ruler of the waters. 
Together they constituted the triad of the Great Gods.”72 

  
The only legitimate comparison between this ancient Mesopotamian triad and the Trinity 

of scripture is the number three, but the similarities stop there.  The quote readily affirms three 
gods while the Trinity consists of three Persons.  Each god of the triad presides over a domain of 
a divided universe.  The Trinity teaches one God who is Lord over the entire universe (Ac. 
17:24, ALT).  And what is not mentioned in the quote is that Anu, Enlil, and Ea are only three of 
many more gods in which the ancient Babylonians/Assyrians believed.  The Trinity is the only 
God in which Christians have ever believed.  
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The book “The Symbolism of Hindu Gods and Rituals” says regarding a Hindu 
trinity that existed centuries before Christ: “Siva is one of the gods of the Trinity. 
He is said to be the god of destruction. The other two gods are Brahma, the god of 
creation and Vishnu, the god of maintenance. . . . To indicate that these three 
processes are one and the same the three gods are combined in one form.”—
Published by A. Parthasarathy, Bombay.73  

 
Once again, a weak analogy is drawn between one indivisible God which exists as three 

inseparable persons and three gods in a triad.  The above quote readily admits the Hindu view of 
the “Trimurti” (Hindu Trinity) as three gods.  This is blatant tri-theism.  But there is actually 
another view which is just as inconsistent with Trinitarianism as the above.  This other view is 
explained in The New Book of Knowledge,  
 

“Hindus believe that there is one spirit that runs through everything in the world – 
plants, animals, and human beings. Because a part of the spirit is found in each of 
us, we are all united spiritually. Hindus call this unifying spirit Brahman. […] 
Hindus worship many gods that represent different sides of Brahman, or pure 
spirit. The most important are Siva the Destoyer, Vishnu the Preserver, Ganesha 
the Giver of Success, and Kartikeya, a son of the Divine Mother of the universe. 
Hindus also worship goddesses which represent in different ways the power of 
Brahman called the Divine Mother. Among them are the goddesses Kali, Durga, 
Laksmi, and Saraswati. […] Brahma the Creator is another important god, but 
Hindus do not worship him with the devotion with which they worship the other 
gods.”74   

 
The analogy crumbles in light of the facts presented:   

 
1. Brahma, Vishnu, and Siva are actually various manifestations of the Brahman 

(not to be confused with Brahma).  But they are not the only exclusive 
manifestations, but rather this “unifying spirit” is believed to be in all things!   
 

2. Hindus worship many gods whereas Trinitarians worship only one! 
 

3. There are many other gods that Hindus worship aside from the three in the 
Trimurti.  It seems as though those who oppose the Trinity only like to single out 
three from the many others in order to draw a faulty analogy. 
 

4. The power of Brahman is represented as the Divine Mother, a far cry from God 
the Father! 
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5. Brahma is not afforded the same worship as the other two gods of the Trimurti, 
Siva, and Vishnu.  Brahma is not even given the same worship as the goddesses 
that represent the power of Brahman! 

 
Loaded Question 
 

“… some argue that Jesus is not simply the Son of God but that he is actually God 
himself. They say that he and his Father are both Almighty God. Are they correct? 
Is Jesus somehow part of God?”75  

 
This question presupposes that God consists of parts and Jesus could be one of these 

parts.  The question is flawed from its inception, for it must first be proven that God is a 
combination of parts.  This of course cannot be proven because it is not true.  God is eternal, 
immutable, indivisible, and one.  In other words, God is a simple being.  Innumerable scriptures 
could be set forth to prove this assertion, but I will show it in a brief and concise manner.  I will 
provide the explanation in three points: (1) God’s immateriality, (2) God’s indivisibility, (3) 
God’s self-existence (i.e. pure actuality).  
 
Immaterial Being 
 

Scripture presents a God who is Spirit (John 4:24).  Jesus told his disciples in the plainest 
language that “a spirit hath not flesh and bone” (Luke 24:39).  God is said to be invisible (Col. 
1:15, 1Tim. 1:17) and in conjunction with that we are told repeatedly that no man hath seen God 
(John 1:18 cf. John 6:46).  Parts pertain only to material beings and since God is immaterial He 
has no parts.  All things which are assembled are composed of parts but because God is 
uncreated he could not have been assembled.   

 
Indivisible Being 
 

Scripture affirms that there is but one God Almighty yet applies this title to both the 
Father and the Son (Gen. 35:11, Rev. 1:8).  Jesus said, “I and my Father are one” (John 10:30).  
The Holy Spirit is referred to as both the Spirit of God and the Spirit of Christ (Rom. 8:9).  Isaiah 
44:24 tells us that YHWH made all things and stretched forth the heavens alone; that He spread 
abroad the earth by Himself.  Yet in John 1:3, Colossians 1:16-17, Hebrews 1:2, Genesis 1:2, and 
Job 26:13, we see the Son and the Holy Spirit as active in creation.  If God created alone and by 
Himself (i.e. without partners) as scripture affirms, then it follows that the Son and Holy Spirit 
are not separate beings.  If they are not separate beings then they must of necessity be the same 
being.   
 
Self-Existent Being 
 

The Bible presents us with an eternal God (Deut. 33:27 cf. Rom. 16:26) who is without 
beginning or end.  In fact, God is said to be the beginning and the end (Rev. 21:6, 22:13).  
Genesis 1:1 tells us that “in the beginning God created” proving that whenever the beginning 

                                                 
75 “Who is Jesus Christ?” in Awake! 86/8 (22 Apr. 2005): 4. 



was, God existed prior to it76, in order to be present for the creation of the universe.  We see the 
same theme in John 1:1 which tells us that “in the beginning was the Word…”  When Moses 
asked the name he should tell the children of Israel regarding who sent him, YHWH told him to 
tell them that “I Am that I Am” (ְהֶי֑ה ר ֶאֽ ְהֶי֖ה ֲאֶׁש֣  had sent him.  Now there are many arguments (ֶאֽ
which say that the Hebrew should be rendered “I will be that I will be” but I prefer “I Am that I 
Am” due to the rendering of the Septuagint (= Greek translation of the OT = LXX) which says 
“ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ ὤν” – “ὁ ὤν” is the present participle of “ἐγώ εἰμι” which causes the verse to read “I 
Am that I Am.”   
 

None of the misrepresentations of the Jehovah’s Witnesses are what the Bible teaches 
concerning the Trinity.  If they were to attack the actual biblical doctrine of the Trinity then they 
would find that they couldn’t prove it false.  I am reminded of Jesus’ words in Luke 6:47-49,  
 

"Whosoever cometh to me, and heareth my sayings, and doeth them, I will shew 
you to whom he is like: He is like a man which built an house, and digged deep, 
and laid the foundation on a rock: and when the flood arose, the stream beat 
vehemently upon that house, and could not shake it: for it was founded upon a 
rock. But he that heareth, and doeth not, is like a man that without a foundation 
built an house upon the earth; against which the stream did beat vehemently, and 
immediately it fell; and the ruin of that house was great.”  

 
The Trinity is the foundation laid on the rock while the distortions are built upon sand. 

 
  

                                                 
76 That is ‘logically’ prior, not ‘chronologically’ prior since time came into existence in the beginning.   



Mormons on the Trinity 
 

Tri-Theism 
 

Mormons readily admit to being polytheists, while not admitting to it.  I know, I know, I 
know, that’s a contradiction.  Well, it is what it is and it is what they do.  While polytheism is 
simply the belief in multiple gods, the LDS equate polytheism with idolatry and reject their 
beliefs as idolatrous because they pledge allegiance to the Godhead which for the Mormon is 
three gods.   
 

Mormon Apostle Bruce R. McConkie said,  
 

“It should be remembered that polytheism has reference to pagan deities to whom 
reverence, devotion, and worship are given. It is not to be confused with the 
gospel truth that there are ‘gods many, and lords many, But to us there is but one 
God, the Father, … and one Lord Jesus Christ.’ (1 Cor. 8:4-7.) The [latter day] 
saints are not polytheists.”77  

 
The Godhead of Mormonism is tri-theistic in every sense of the word.  Mormonism’s 

founder Joseph Smith remarked,  
 

“I have always declared God to be a distinct personage, Jesus Christ a separate 
and distinct personage from God the Father, and the Holy Ghost was a distinct 
personage and a Spirit: and these three constitute three distinct personages and 
three Gods. If this is in accordance with the New Testament, lo and behold! we 
have three Gods anyhow, and they are plural; and who can contradict it?”78  

 
The very simple answer to Smith’s question of “who can contradict it?” is, the Bible!  

The Holy Spirit went through a painstaking, systematic process of explaining that there is but 
one God in all of existence.  He went as far as to say that He didn’t know of any other gods.  If 
there were other gods (by nature) who existed then by logical necessity an all knowing God 
would have to know about them.  Yet Joseph Smith claims that “we have three gods anyhow” 
against the plain statements of scripture.  What Smith has done is embrace the error of tri-theism 
that has been attributed to Trinitarianism by the Muslims, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Modalists and 
Rabbinic Jews.   
 

LDS apostle James Talmage in defining the Trinity agreed with Smith saying,   
 

“Three personages composing the great presiding council of the universe have 
revealed themselves to man: (1) God the Eternal Father; (2) His Son, Jesus Christ; 
and (3) The Holy Ghost. That these three are separate individuals, physically 

                                                 
77 Bruce R.  McConkie, Mormon Doctrine (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1979), 579. 

78 Joseph Smith, Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith (ed., Joseph Fielding Smith; Salt Lake City: 
Deseret Book Company, 1976), 370.  



distinct from each other, is demonstrated by the accepted records of divine 
dealings with man.”79  

 
Smith continued saying,  

 
“In the very beginning the Bible shows there is a plurality of Gods beyond the 
power of refutation. It is a great subject I am dwelling on. The word Eloheim 
ought to be in the plural all the way through--Gods. The heads of the Gods 
appointed one God for us; and when you take [that] view of the subject, its sets 
one free to see all the beauty, holiness and perfection of the Gods. All I want is to 
get the simple, naked truth, and the whole truth.”80  

 
It is amazing how one can make the claim that plurality of gods is beyond the power of 

refutation when the scriptures spends so much time refuting it.81   
 
Appeal to Ridicule 
 

“Many men say there is one God; the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost are only 
one God. I say that is a strange God anyhow--three in one, and one in three! It is 
a curious organization. […] All are to be crammed into one God, according to 
sectarianism. It would make the biggest God in all the world. He would be a 
wonderfully big God--he would be a giant or a monster.”82  

 
What we have here is an appeal to ridicule.  This is a logical fallacy that attempts to 

substitute ridicule or mockery for and actual argument.  Rather than prove the orthodox belief of 
the Trinity is wrong, Smith has simply mocked it calling the doctrine “strange” and the Triune 
God “a giant or a monster.”  This does not in any way address the issue, but rather steps around 
it.  Let’s assume that Smith’s statements are true and the doctrine of the Trinity is strange and 
God is a giant or monster—does that in any way show the doctrine to be false?  Of course not! 

 
Curiously enough the Testimony of Three Witnesses that appears in the beginning of the 

Book of Mormon says the very thing that Smith is mocking.  We read, “And the honor be to the 
Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy Ghost, which is one God. Amen.”  Likewise we read in 
the Doctrines and Covenants, “Which Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are one God, infinite and 
eternal, without end. Amen” (D&C 20:28).  Now either Mormon scripture is contradicting 
Mormonism’s founder, or Mormons have a different definition of the term “one God.” 
 
Equivocation: One in Essence or One in Purpose? 
                                                 

79 James Talmage, The Articles of Faith, 12th ed. (Salt Lake City: Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day 
Saints, 1975), 39. 
 

80 Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, 372. 
 

81 See Deut. 4:35, 6:4; Isa. 43:10-11; 44:6, 8; 45:5-6, 14, 21-22; 46:9; Mal. 2:10; Mark 12:32; Rom. 3:30; 
1Cor. 8:6; Eph. 4:6; 1Tim. 2:5; Jam. 2:19. 

82 Ibid. 



 
Mormons are guilty of the fallacy of equivocation in relation to the use of the term “one 

God.”  Equivocation is defined as,  
 

“An informal fallacy in which two or more meanings of the same word or phrase 
have been confused. If used with one of its meanings in one of the propositions of 
the argument but with a different meaning in another proposition of the argument, 
a word is said to have been used equivocally.”83    

 
Talmage said of the unity of the Godhead,  

 
“The Godhead is a type of the unity in the attributes, powers, and purposes of its 
members. […] Immediately before His betrayal, Christ prayed for His disciples, 
the Twelve, and other converts, that they should be preserved in unity, ‘that they 
may all be one’ as the Father and the Son are one. […] Christ desired that all 
should be united in heart, spirit, and purpose; for such is the unity between His 
Father and Himself, and between them and the Holy Ghost.”84   

 
Joseph Smith continued in his discourse saying,  

 
“I want to read the text to you myself--"I am agreed with the Father and the 
Father is agreed with me, and we are agreed as one." The Greek shows that it 
should be agreed. "Father, I pray for them which Thou hast given me out of the 
world, and not for those alone, but for them also which shall believe on me 
through their word, that they all may be agreed, as Thou, Father, are with me, and 
I with Thee, that they also may be agreed with us," and all come to dwell in unity, 
and in all the glory and everlasting burnings of the Gods; and then we shall see as 
we are seen, and be as our God and He as His Father. I want to reason a little on 
this subject. I learned it by translating the papyrus which is now in my house.”85  

 
McConkie claimed,  

 
“Though each God in the Godhead is a personage, separate and distinct from 
each of the others, yet they are ‘one God’…meaning that they are united as one in 
the attributes of perfection. […] Accordingly they all think, act, speak, and are 
alike in all things; and yet they are three separate and distinct entities. […] The 
oneness of the Gods is the same unity that should exist among the saints.”86  

 
                                                 

83 Irving M. Copi and Carl Cohen, Introduction to Logic, 11th ed. (Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice 
Hall, 2002), 630. 
 

84 The Articles of Faith, 12th ed., 40-41. 
 
 85 Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, 372. 
 

86 Mormon Doctrine, 319. 



Mormon apologist Barry R. Bickmore said, 
 

“On the other hand, Latter-day Saints believe the members of the Godhead are 
separate beings, and so in a sense we believe in more than one God. However, 
Latter-day Saints also speak of ‘one’ in will, purpose, love, and covenant. Second, 
the Father is the absolute Monarch of the known Universe, and all others are 
subject to Him.”87  

 
This statement shows clearly the polytheism of Mormonism, the tri-theism of their 

Godhead, and their equivocation of the word “one,” as well as their belief in Subordinationism 
which has the Son and Holy Spirit of a lesser glory and substance than the Father.  Theirs is an 
“ontological subordination.”  This is contrary to the Trinitarian view of the hierarchy in the 
Godhead.  The Athanasian Creed clearly states, “But the Godhead of the Father, of the Son and 
of the Holy Ghost is all One, the Glory Equal, the Majesty Co-Eternal.”   
 
John 10:30: I and my Father are one 
 

As can be seen from the variety of quotes, Mormons believe that the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit are three gods, yet One God.  This of course violates the law of non-
contradiction.  Their attempt to dance around the oneness of God by claiming it to be an oneness 
of purpose and will, fails when compared to the various statements of scripture.  

 
We must begin with Jesus’ claim in John 10:30—He emphatically declared, “I and my 

Father are one.”  Now, a few things must be considered before arriving at the conclusion that 
the oneness in question is an ontological one.  First we must consider the context of the passage.  
Jesus begins the chapter with a parable describing himself as the Good Shepherd who lays his 
life down for his sheep and believers as the sheep who follow him because they know his voice 
(vs. 1-14).  He goes on to relate the Shepherd’s self-sacrifice and the sheep’s intimate knowledge 
of the Shepherd with the Father’s knowledge of him and his knowledge of the Father (vs. 15-18).  
Confusion ensues due to the parabolic language and those unbelievers ask for a plain explanation 
(vs. 19-24) to which Jesus responds by stating that he has been working in his Father’s name and 
had they been his sheep they would have believed.  His sheep possess eternal life because they 
hear his voice and follow him, and they shall never perish or be snatched from his hand (vs. 25-
29).  Thus far we have seen a constant reciprocity throughout in which the Father and Son are 
linked in bringing about the salvation of the sheep.  

 
Jesus then says, ‘I and my Father are one’ to which the immediate response was one of 

outrage on the part of the audience.  Immediately the crowd picked up stones to stone Jesus (vs. 
31), but why?  Before continuing, there are some important grammatical considerations that we 
must address.   

 
The Greek text reads: ἐγὼ καὶ ὁ πατὴρ ἕν ἐσμεν.  Clearly a distinction is made between 

Jesus who speaks of himself with the singular pronoun (ἐγὼ) and the Father (ὁ πατὴρ) which 
                                                 

87 Barry R. Bickmore, “Doctrinal Trends in Early Christianity and the Strength of the Mormon Position,” 3 
http://www.fairlds.org/pubs/DocTrends.pdf\ 



eliminates any claim of modalism from the passage.  To further defeat the modalist position, the 
verb ‘are’ (ἐσμεν) is plural and can be translated as ‘we are’ once again showing a plurality of 
persons while the neuter adjective (ἕν) is used as opposed to the masculine (εἷς) to show that 
they are not one ‘person’ but rather one ‘thing.’ 

 
It is from the neuter adjective (ἕν) that we derive a grammatical foundation for an 

ontological oneness in the passage.  Now of course this does not in and of itself prove this, but 
the surrounding context as well as the overall view of scripture supports this conclusion.  As 
stated above, the immediate reaction was to stone Jesus.  Jesus rhetorically asked for which of 
his good works they wanted to stone him (vs. 32) and their response was, “For a good work we 
stone thee not; but for blasphemy; and because that thou, being a man, makest thyself God” (vs. 
33).  They understood his statement as something more than a mere agreement with the Father 
(which of course is implied), but they understood his claims to be that of God. 

 
Their understanding was correct, but their response was not.  Jesus has just claimed to be 

one with the Father in the context of giving eternal life to the sheep and bringing about their 
ultimate salvation.  These are claims that God alone can make and actions that God alone can 
perform (cf. Isa. 43:11).  To the audience it would have been impossible for a man to fulfill these 
words hence their accusation of blasphemy. 

 
Jesus continues with perhaps one of the LDS’ favorite passages in which he quotes the 

82nd Psalm saying, “Is it not written in your law, I said, ye are gods” (vs. 34).  Mormons view 
this statement as a defense of polytheism in which Jesus states that there are many actual gods 
thus proving that Jesus did not have an ontological oneness in mind, but rather an oneness of will 
and purpose.  But Jesus again continues with his rhetorical approach in pointing to a Psalm in 
which the title ‘gods’ was attributed to wicked judges.  He masterfully exposes the hypocrisy of 
the crowd in wanting to stone him for claiming a title that has been applied wicked judges while 
not having a problem with the title being applied to these men (vs. 35-36). 

 
Jesus concludes by pointing to his works as the standard by which to judge his claims.  If 

his works live up to his claims then believe him, if not then don’t (vs. 37-38).  But it is 
interesting to note the perichoretic88 statement he sums his discourse up with.  Jesus said that 
these works are done so that they may know and believe that the Father was in him and he in the 
Father!  It is the mutual indwelling that enables these claims to be brought to fruition.  It is this 
co-inherence that supports an oneness of being in addition to an oneness of purpose and will, for 
in this context of salvation whatever is done by the Son can be credited to the Father and 
whatever is done by the Father can be attributed to the Son!   

 
Statements with No Support 
 

                                                 
88 “(Gk., interpenetration) In Trinitarian theology, intimate union, mutual indwelling, and mutual 

interpenetration of the three members of the Trinity with one another so that each is always in the other two.” 
(“Perichoresis” in Nelson’s Dictionary of Christianity [ed., George Thomas Kurian; Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson, 
2005] 542.) 



Another common fallacy used when arguing against the Trinity is to make a statement 
and then simply act as if it is true without supporting it.  Many times the anti-Trinitarian will 
make statements like: the Trinity is false, there is no Trinity, the Trinity is Pagan, and the 
Apostles never taught the Trinity or something along the lines of the following quote from James 
Talmage. 
 

“Jesus, while on earth and in manifesting Himself to His Nephite servants, 
repeatedly testified of the unity existing between Himself and the Father, and 
between them both and the Holy Ghost. This cannot rationally be construed to 
mean that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost are one in substance and in 
person […] The one-ness of the Godhead, to which the scriptures so abundantly 
testify, implies no mystical union of substance…”89  

 
Allow us for a moment to dissect this statement point by point. 

 
1. All that Talmage has done here is state his opinion which he has not supported.  And I 

would urge the reader to examine this quote in its broader context to see that this is true.   
 

2. His reasoning is circular because he first assumes that every reference to the oneness of 
God is a reference to the unity of purpose and will that exists between the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Spirit, and then based upon this assumption, concludes that it is so.  
His conclusion was stated in his premise.  This is a classic example of begging the 
question. 

 
3. He has utterly failed to demonstrate that there is no union of substance.  In fact, John 

10:30 would indicate that there was, as well as Hebrews 1:3 which states that Jesus is the 
“exact representation of His [the Father’s] nature (NASB) or being (NIV).” 

 
And on a completely separate note, there were no such people as the Nephites, so 

anything that the Jesus of Mormonism said to these alleged Nephite servants is immaterial.  But 
these are just a small sampling of the many logical fallacies that Mormons use when arguing 
against Orthodox Trinitarianism.   
 
  

                                                 
89 The Articles of Faith, 12th ed., 40. 



Jews on the Trinity 
 

It is commonplace among opponents of Trinitarianism to assert that the Jews have never 
believed in a Trinity.  This is actually a couple of logical fallacies rolled into one.  It is firstly an 
appeal to belief and/or popularity.  Simply because many people believe the Trinity to be false 
does not mean that the Trinity is false.  Simply because the majority of Jews reject the Trinity 
does not mean that belief in the Trinity should be rejected.  Aside from that, the loaded question 
is often asked if the Trinity were true, then why didn’t God just tell the Jews, why is it not found 
in the Hebrew scriptures, and why don’t Jews believe in it?  A question like this assumes much 
more than one should be willing to accept.  This kind of question presupposes all of the things 
asked to be true.  This question assumes that: 
 

1. God has always fully revealed himself to man. 

2. No Jew including the writers of scripture understood the Triune nature of God at 

all. 

3. Jewish believers in Jesus do not believe in or understand the Trinity. 
 

There are many more assumptions that can be made from this statement of Jews never 
believing in a Triune God, but these are sufficient as to cover the main points of the implication.   
 

Firstly this claim assumes that God has always fully revealed himself to the people whom 
he has been dealing with.  In other words, if God was Triune then of course this would be known 
by his chosen people the Jews.  But the Bible reveals a different story altogether. 
 
Progressive Revelation 
 

God spoke to Moses, and He said to him, I am the Lord. I appeared to Abraham, 
to Isaac, and to Jacob with [the name] Almighty God, but [with] My name 
Yahweh, I did not become known to them. (Ex. 6:2-3, JPCT) 

 
We can see that God appeared unto Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob as God Almighty (ל ַׁשַּדי  (ֵא֤

but was not known to them by His true and proper name YHWH.  This shows that there is a 
revelatory process in which God makes Himself known unto His people.  If we observe the 
biblical text then we see that even after His name was made known to the Israelites that He 
continued to reveal different attributes of His being, hence He was designated with additional 
names such as:  

 
ָך •  (Ex. 15:26) ְיהָו֖ה רְֹפֶאֽ
י • ה ִנִּסֽ   (Ex. 17:15) ְיהָו֥
ם •   (Ex. 31:13) ְיהָו֖ה ְמַקִּדְׁשֶכֽ
 (Jud. 6:24) ְיהָו֖ה ָׁש֑לֹום •
נּו • ה ִצְד ֵקֽ  (Jer. 23:6) ְיהָו֥



 
Secondly, the statement that the Jews knew of no Trinity assumes that the biblical writers 

did not understand the implications of their writings.  For example, Moses would have had no 
idea that while writing Genesis 18, that YHWH visiting Abraham on earth and then later raining 
down fire and brimstone from YHWH out of heaven (Gen. 19:24) would indicate plurality of 
persons within the Godhead.  This also assumes that the writer of Job had no clue that saying the 
Spirit of God garnishing (making serene - JPS) the heavens (Job 26:13) showed the Spirit to be 
God himself in that creation is attributed to God alone (Isa. 44:24).  In addition to this, we must 
assume ignorance on the part of the inspired writers in their use of the plural noun ֱאֹלִהים (more 
on this later).  Even if it could be conclusively shown that no writer of scripture understood the 
nature and persons of God, it would then have to be proven that they must have understood it in 
order for it to be true.  In the New Testament we witness Jesus appearing to his disciples after his 
resurrection and opening their understanding to the scriptures.  The text reads,  
 

“And he said unto them, These are the words which I spake unto you, while I was 
yet with you, that all things must be fulfilled, which were written in the law of 
Moses, and in the prophets, and in the psalms, concerning me. Then opened he 
their understanding, that they might understand the scriptures, And said unto 
them, Thus it is written, and thus it behoved Christ to suffer, and to rise from the 
dead the third day…” (Luke 24:44-46) 

 
We also see Phillip in Acts 8 explaining to the Ethiopian eunuch that Jesus was the one 

spoken of in the book of Isaiah.  The point is that much like there is a progressive revelation with 
coming to know God, there is also a progressive revelation in understanding His Word. 
 

Thirdly, the early Church was predominantly Jewish as we don’t see Gentiles receiving 
the gospel prior to Acts 10.  The case for Trinitarianism can be made from the New Testament 
(especially the gospels) which proves that 1st century Jews did in fact accept belief in a Triune 
God.  And presently we can state without a doubt that there are some Jews who do in fact believe 
in the Trinity as is seen from the Jews for Jesus statement of faith:   
 

 “We believe in one sovereign God, existing in three persons: Father, Son and 
Holy Spirit, perfect in holiness, infinite in wisdom, unbounded in power and 
measureless in love; that God is the source of all creation and that through the 
immediate exercise of His power all things came into being.”90 

 
The charge that no Jew has ever believed in the Trinity is refuted in the above statement 

although some will argue that Jews for Jesus are simply Christians.  The truth is that they are 
Jewish believers in the Jewish Messiah.  Now the claim can certainly be made that no 
unbelieving Jew has ever believed in the Trinity, and it would be equally true to say that no 
unbelieving Gentile has either.  To be a believer in God is to believe in the Trinity.   

 

                                                 
90 Jews for Jesus, Statement of Faith. http://www.jewsforjesus.org/about/statementoffaith (Par. 3) 



One cannot rightly claim that no Jew in scripture has believed in the Trinity either.  The 
scripture is simply silent on this.  Silence proves silence and nothing more.  Lack of evidence is 
not evidence of lack.  At best we can say that the Trinity is not explicitly taught in the Hebrew 
Tanakh, and I don’t know many Trinitarians who would disagree with such an assertion—but we 
can say unabashedly that the doctrine is implied all throughout only to be brought to the forefront 
in the New Testament after the incarnation of the Son.   
 
  



Traditions of Men 
 

And he said unto them, Full well ye reject the commandment of God, that ye may 
keep your own tradition. (Mark 7:9) 

 
While it’s clear that Jesus rebuked the scribes and Pharisees for holding their doctrine 

above commands that came directly from God, the average reader of the New Testament doesn’t 
have a full understanding of exactly what Jesus was saying.  It is believed that when Moses 
received the Torah on Mt. Sinai that he also received the Oral Torah as well.  Fathers taught this 
oral law to their families from generation to generation.  Jewish tradition stated that this oral law 
was never to be written down, yet in the centuries following Jesus it was.  This written version 
was known as the Mishnah and was commented on by Rabbis throughout the centuries in what is 
called the Gemara.  The combination of the Mishnah and Gemara is what is presently called the 
Talmud.  Modern Rabbinic Judaism relies heavily upon the Talmud and not the Hebrew 
scriptures themselves.  If we read Mark 7:9 in its broader context then we see that this is 
precisely the error of the Pharisees that Jesus was speaking to. 
 

Then the Pharisees and scribes asked him, Why walk not thy disciples according 
to the tradition of the elders, but eat bread with unwashen hands? He answered 
and said unto them, Well hath Esaias prophesied of you hypocrites, as it is 
written, This people honoureth me with their lips, but their heart is far from me. 
Howbeit in vain do they worship me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of 
men. For laying aside the commandment of God, ye hold the tradition of men, as 
the washing of pots and cups: and many other such like things ye do. And he said 
unto them, Full well ye reject the commandment of God, that ye may keep your 
own tradition. For Moses said, Honour thy father and thy mother; and, Whoso 
curseth father or mother, let him die the death: But ye say, If a man shall say to 
his father or mother, It is Corban, that is to say, a gift, by whatsoever thou 
mightest be profited by me; he shall be free. And ye suffer him no more to do 
ought for his father or his mother; Making the word of God of none effect through 
your tradition, which ye have delivered: and many such like things do ye. (Mark 
7:5-13) 

 
 The word tradition is the Greek παράδοσις.  Thayer’s Greek Lexicon lists as one of it 
definitions, 
 

“of the body of precepts, esp. ritual, which in the opinion of the later Jews were 
orally delivered by Moses and orally transmitted in unbroken succession to 
subsequent generations, which precepts, both illustrating and expanding the 
written law, as they did were to be obeyed with equal reverence.”91 

 
Now the problem is not with tradition in and of itself.  On the contrary, the Apostle Paul 

says, “Therefore, brethren, stand fast, and hold the traditions (παραδόσεις) which ye have been 

                                                 
91 Joseph H. Thayer, Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 
2005), 481-82. 
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“The Second Foundation is the unity of HaShem, Blessed be His Name. In other 
words, to believe that this being, which is the cause of all, is one (Heb. yachid). 
This does not mean one (Heb. echad) as in one of a pair nor one (Heb. echad) like 
a species [which encompasses many individuals] nor one (Heb. echad) as in one 
object that is made up of many elements nor as a single simple object which is 
infinitely divisible. Rather, He, HaShem Blessed be His Name, is a unity (Heb. 
yachid) unlike any other possible unity (Heb. yachid).  This second foundation is 
referred to when [the Torah] says, "Hear Israel! HaShem is our God, HaShem is 
one". (Devarim [Deuteronomy] 6:4)”94 
  
Dr. Michael Brown comments saying,  
  
“In the twelfth century, Moses Maimonides, writing to counter Christian and 
Muslim beliefs, compiled his thirteen articles of faith, recited by observant Jews 
daily. One of the articles states that Jews must believe that god is yachid—
“absolute unity.” But this is unscriptural, since the Hebrew Bible gives clear 
indications of God’s composite unity.”95  

 
Here we clearly see how Rabbinic Judaism has made the Word of God of none effect 

through their tradition.  Taking into account what the Rabbis have said, they have established 
that the Word of God was not correct.  Maimonides has determined that God is not ד  as the ֶאָחֽ
scripture states, but rather he is יד  as he has stated in his Thirteen Principles.  Now allow me to ָיִח֔
be candid in stating that I don’t believe his intention was to necessarily change the text as much 
as it was to interpret it, nevertheless, this is obviously different from what the Torah states and 
could be viewed as breaking the command to not add to the word of God or diminish from it.  
 

Ye shall not add unto the word which I command you, neither shall ye diminish 
from it, that ye may keep the commandments of the LORD your God which I 
command you. (Deut. 4:2, JPS) 

 
By accepting this interpretation, one automatically adds יד  where it does not belong and ָיִח֔

diminishes ד  from the original text.  As we saw above, Paul instructed Christians to keep the ֶאָחֽ
traditions that they had been taught, but he made one thing abundantly clear… He maintained 
that we are to keep them as we have been taught by word, epistle, or as he has handed them to us.  
He was admonishing us to keep the very Word of God because the scripture declares that: 
 

“…holy men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost…” (2Pet. 1:21)  
 

                                                 
94 Abrahamson, Eliezer C., The Foundations of Jewish Belief: The Thirteen Foundations of the 

Ramba’m, http://members.aol.com/LazerA/13yesodos.html [Italics and Hebrew mine] 
 

95 Brown, Michael L., Course Materials for Answering Jewish Objections to Jesus, (n.p.:n.p., n.d.), 
[6].  See also Brown's Answering Jewish Objections to Jesus, Vol. 2: Theological Objections (Grand Rapids, 
MI: Baker Books, 2000), 3-14 for an extended defense on the compatibility of the doctrine of the Trinity with 
the Hebrew Scriptures. 



“…all scripture is given by inspiration of God…” (2Tim. 3:16)  
 
“…his [Paul’s] epistles…[were]…scriptures…” (2Pet. 3:16)   

 
Paul later makes a distinction between the traditions that the apostles handed down from 

the traditions of men that Jesus cried out against. 
 

Beware lest any man spoil you through philosophy and vain deceit, after the 
tradition of men, after the rudiments of the world, and not after Christ. (Col. 2:8) 

 
The word spoil (συλαγωγῶν) carries the meaning of being led away from the truth and 

subjected to one’s sway.  It may also be used in reference to being carried away captive and 
enslaved.  This is precisely what has happened to Judaism.  They have been carried away and 
enslaved by the traditions of men.  They have been led away from the truth and subjected to the 
sway of the rabbis.  Realizing this, let’s now clear up the confusion between יד ד and ָיִח֔  .ֶאָחֽ
 
  



Yachid vs. Echad 
 

Yachid 
 
יד  means only, one, solitary, and unique when used as an adjective, and simply one ָיִח֔

when used substantively.96  The word occurs 12 times in the Bible to describe things that are 
absolutely one and unique.  What’s interesting to note is that יד ַחד comes from the root ָיִח֔  which ַי֫
means to join or unite.97  The 1917 JPS Tanach renders יד  as only 10 out of the 12 times that it ָיִח֔
appears in the Hebrew text, the other two times being rendered, solitary, and 8 of those 10 times 
the word is used in reference to an only child.   

 
One exception is its use in reference to Isaac as being Abraham’s “only” son.  We know 

that Abraham had another son (Ishmael) so this may possibly allude to Isaac’s coming into being 
as the result of a union (between his parents).  More likely though is the explanation that Isaac 
was Abraham’s unique son.  He was the son with whom God would establish his covenant and 
the son through whom the Messiah would come (Gen. 17:19; 21:12).   

 
It is also worth noting that the LXX translates יד  .in these verses (Gen. 22:2, 12, 16; cf ָיִח֔

Zech. 12:10) as the Greek ἀγαπητόν (beloved).  This is not without significance as it is directly 
comparable to the Father’s use of ἀγαπητός in reference to his Son at the baptism (Matt. 3:17) 
and transfiguration of Christ (Matt. 17:5).  The other word that the LXX uses to translate יד  is ָיִח֔
μονογενὴς (e.g. Jud. 11:34; Ps. 25:16; 35:17) which is of even greater significance as this is the 
word used in reference to Jesus’ relationship as the Father’s Son in the Greek Scriptures (John 
1:14, 18; 3:16, 18; 1John 4:9).  Note that μονογενὴς is derived from μόνος (one) and γένος 
(kind) meaning one of a kind (i.e. unique).98  Consequently, Hebrew translations of the New 
Testament scriptures employ use of the word יד  in reference Jesus being the only begotten Son ָיִח֔
of God.   
 

1. And He said: 'Take now thy son, thine only son, whom thou lovest, even Isaac, 
and get thee into the land of Moriah; and offer him there for a burnt-offering upon 
one of the mountains which I will tell thee of.'… (Gen. 22:2) 

 
2. And he said: 'Lay not thy hand upon the lad, neither do thou any thing unto him; 

for now I know that thou art a God-fearing man, seeing thou hast not withheld thy 
son, thine only son, from Me.'… (Gen. 22:12) 

 
                                                 

96 See Brown, F., S. Driver, and C. Briggs. The Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English Lexicon 
(Boston: Houghton, Mifflin and Co., 1906; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, repr. 2005), 402 for an extended definition. 
 

97 Note also that the noun form yachad means union, unitedness while the adverb form means together, 
altogether, alike.   Ibid. 
 

98 See Spiros Zodhiates, “monogenes” in The Complete Word Study Dictionary: New Testament 
(Chattanooga, TN: AMG Publishers) 2000, c1992, c1993. 



3. and said: 'By Myself have I sworn, saith the LORD, because thou hast done this 
thing, and hast not withheld thy son, thine only son, (Gen. 22:16) 

 
4. And Jephthah came to Mizpah unto his house, and, behold, his daughter came out 

to meet him with timbrels and with dances; and she was his only child; beside her 
he had neither son nor daughter. (Jud. 11:34) 

 
5. Deliver my soul from the sword; mine only one from the power of the dog. (Ps. 

22:21) 
 

6. Turn Thee unto me, and be gracious unto me; for I am solitary and afflicted. (Ps. 
25:16) 

 
7. Lord, how long wilt Thou look on? Rescue my soul from their destructions, mine 

only one from the lions. (Ps. 35:17) 
 

8. God maketh the solitary to dwell in a house; He bringeth out the prisoners into 
prosperity; the rebellious dwell but in a parched land. (Ps. 68:7) 

 
9. For I was a son unto my father, tender and an only one in the sight of my mother. 

(Pro. 4:3) 
 

10. O daughter of my people, gird thee with sackcloth, and wallow thyself in ashes; 
make thee mourning, as for an only son, most bitter lamentation; for the spoiler 
shall suddenly come upon us. (Jer. 6:26) 

 
11. And I will turn your feasts into mourning, and all your songs into lamentation; 

and I will bring up sackcloth upon all loins, and baldness upon every head; and I 
will make it as the mourning for an only son, and the end thereof as a bitter day. 
(Amos 8:10) 

 
12. And I will pour upon the house of David, and upon the inhabitants of Jerusalem, 

the spirit of grace and of supplication; and they shall look unto Me because they 
have thrust him through; and they shall mourn for him, as one mourneth for his 
only son, and shall be in bitterness for him, as one that is in bitterness for his first-
born. (Zech. 12:10) 

 
Contrary to what many Trinitarians believe יד  is a word that can be used in reference to ָיִח֔

God while not hurting the Trinitarian position because He is in fact the unique God.99  He’s 
unique in that He is the only God that exists while all others that are called gods are not by nature 
gods (1Cor. 8:5, Gal. 4:8).  Even if we view יד  in its meaning of absolute, indivisible unity then ָיִח֔
                                                 

99 See Robert Morey, The Trinity: Evidence and Issues (Las Vegas, NV: Scholars Press, 1996), 88 where he 
says, “Unitarians should naturally expect to find that the word yachid was applied to God in the Bible. On the other 
hand, Trinitarians would not expect to find yachid used of God because they believe that there are three Persons 
within the Godhead.”  
 



we still see no problem for the Trinity.  We affirm that God is absolutely and indivisibly one 
God.  In terms of ontology, יד  can describe YHWH although it is not accurate in describing the ָיִח֔
persons of the Trinity, in other words we would never say that God is one Person but we can and 
do say all the time that God is one God.  This is why the distinction between the Being and 
Persons is so important.  However,  ָידי ִח֔  is not used in scripture to describe God, so we will take a 
look as ד  .which is ֶאָחֽ
 
Echad 

  
In contrast to יד ד we have ָיִח֔ ד .ֶאָחֽ  on the other hand is a word that allows for plurality ֶאָחֽ

within one or diversity within unity.100  According to the Theological Wordbook of the Old 
Testament ד ַחד is closely identified with ֶאָחֽ יד the root of) ַי֫  meaning to be united).101  As stated ָיִח֔
above, יד ד is never used in the Hebrew Scriptures in reference to God but ָיִח֔  is used in ֶאָחֽ
Judaism’s most fundamental statement of faith, the Shema: 

 
ד ה ֶאָחֽ ינּו ְיהָו֥ ה ֱאֹלֵה֖ ל ְיהָו֥ ע ִיְׂשָרֵא֑  (Deut. 6:4) ְׁשַמ֖
  
Now let’s be very clear in saying that the simple meaning of ד  is one.  Just like the ֶאָחֽ

English usage of the word one this may denote a simple and prime numeric oneness, or a 
plurality in unity may be in view.  For this reason context and usage determines the definition.  
Many Trinitarians stack the deck in their favor by wrongly implying that ד  always means a ֶאָחֽ
compound unity; some have even been misled to the point of translating the word as compound 
unity.   

 
This same word that is used to describe the One True God in Deuteronomy 6:4 is also 

used in many other instances where the one in question is indeed a compound unity.  These 
passages all show diversity within one.  This is not to say that ד  can mean two, three, four, or ֶאָחֽ
more… No, what this means is that ד  can be used to modify something that is singular such as ֶאָחֽ
one person or something that is plural such as one group of persons.  יד  on the other hand could ָיִח֔
never be used of a group of persons (for this reason if applied to God it must be to the essence 
only, never the Persons).102 
 
                                                 

100 See James Strong, New Strong’s Concise Dictionary of the Words in the Hebrew Bible (Nashville, TN: 
Thomas Nelson, 1995), 5 and Gesenius' Hebrew-Chaldee Lexicon to the Old Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker 
Books, 1979), 28-29. 
 

101 R. Laird Harris, Gleason L. Archer, Bruce K. Waltke, Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament 
(Chicago: Moody Publishers, 1980), 30. 
 

102 Please note that the Persons are inseparable from the essence, but they do not comprise the essence.  In 
other words, the three Persons are not parts of the divine essence that when added together form the one essence of 
God, but rather they all equally share in the one essence. 



1. And God called the light Day, and the darkness He called Night. And there was 
evening and there was morning, one day (ד  (Gen. 1:5, JPS) .(֥יֹום ֶאָחֽ

 
2. Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his 

wife: and they shall be one flesh (ד ר ֶאָחֽ  (Gen. 2:24) .(ְלָבָׂש֥
 

3. And the LORD said: 'Behold, they are one people (ם ֶאָחד  and they have all one ,(ַע֤
language; and this is what they begin to do; and now nothing will be withholden 
from them, which they purpose to do. (Gen. 11:6, JPS) 

 
4. And thou shalt make fifty taches of gold, and couple the curtains together with the 

taches: and it shall be one tabernacle (ד ן ֶאָחֽ  (Ex. 26:6) .(ַהִּמְׁשָּכ֖
 

5. And join them one to another into one stick (ד ץ ֶאָח֑  and they shall become one ;(ְלֵע֣
in thine hand. (Ezek. 37:17) 

 
The Modifying Principle 
 

Bruce James in his online article entitled, Why Can’t a Jew Believe in Jesus? says,  
 

“Christians give lip service to the Shema, but their theology says that there is a 
Trinity -- G-d, Jesus (the "son of G-d") and the "Holy Ghost." They will try to 
teach you that this Trinity of three entities is really just one, like a "bunch of 
grapes" is one. But the Torah is very precise in its language. Throughout the 
Torah if echad is to be applied to a bunch of something, the word "agudat," or a 
form of the word, would be used… Christians cite to Gen. 1:5 ("v'ai yehi erev, 
v'ai yehi boker, yom echad" -- ". . . and there was evening and there was morning 
one day") to suggest that echad modifies morning and evening and puts them 
together into a "bunch." Clearly, it only modifies the word "day." Similarly, they 
quote Numbers 13:23 which describes how the Israeli spies cut down a branch 
with one ("echad") cluster of grapes. But here, too, echad modifies the word 
"cluster" and not grapes. In the Shema, echad modifies the word "G-d" and means 
precisely what it says -- "one." Moreover, if the Torah wanted us to know that G-
d was more than One it would have told us then about the Trinity instead of 
making a specific point that there was only One G-d.”103  

 
The fallacious reasoning of this argument is threefold.  First of all, Christians do not 

teach that God is “one just like a ‘bunch of grapes’ is one.”  This would be a false analogy 
because grapes can be separated, and each grape is simply a part of the bunch.  No grape is the 
bunch all by itself.  Mr. James is guilty here of constructing a straw man argument by attributing 
a false analogy to Trinitarians (Christians) when they do not in fact hold to this argument.     
 

                                                 
103 James, Bruce.  Why Can’t a Jew Believe in Jesus? 

http://judaism.about.com/od/jewishviewofjesus/a/jesus_onegod.htm 



Secondly, the word ד  does not modify the word God in the Shema, but rather the word ֶאָחֽ
Lord which of course in Hebrew is YHWH the personal name of God.  And if we were to employ 
Mr. James’ reasoning that ד  modified God then that only lends support to the position that ֶאָחֽ
there is plurality within YHWH because the phrase our God is the Hebrew ינּו  which shows us ֱאֹלֵה֖
that the plural form of God is used.   
 

Thirdly, the Torah does tell us that there is plurality within the Godhead, yet Mr. James 
like so many others is equating the Trinity with tri-theism.  This is another straw man argument 
that is so popular among critics of the Trinity.  The Trinitarian position is that there is only one 
God.  And I must at this point mention that whatever the word that ד  modifies is one, whether ֶאָחֽ
it is one heard, one cluster, or one Lord.  It is the composition of the word being modified that 
determines whether or not plurality in unity is in view. 
 

Unitarian, Anthony Buzzard writes, 
 

"It is untrue to say that the Hebrew word echad (one) in Duet. 6:4 points to a 
compound unity. A recent defense of the Trinity argues that when "one" Modifies 
a collective noun like "cluster" or "herd," a plurality is implied in echad. The 
argument is fallacious. The sense of plurality is derived from the collective noun, 
not from the word "one." Echad in Hebrew is the numeral "one". Isa. 51:2 
describes Abraham as "one" (echad), where there is no possible misunderstanding 
about the meaning of this simple word.”104  

 
Sadly as mentioned above, I have heard some believers in the Trinity argue that the word 

echad means compound unity but Buzzard takes the minority position and use it as representative 
Trinitarianism.  His statement that the sense of plurality is derived from the collective noun is 
accurate, but his reasoning is circular. 
 

In fact, both men have just shown us a classic example of circular reasoning (begging the 
question).  The truth of their conclusion is assumed in their premise.  In this specific case, the 
assumption is that there is no plurality within YHWH so ד  cannot be modifying a tri-unity of ֶאָחֽ
persons.  They have simply restated the premise in the conclusion without ever actually having 
proved it.  There is no a priori reason to assume that YHWH is not a plurality of persons and in 
fact as we have seen and will continue to see, this is unfounded from scripture.  The Hebrew 
Bible does indeed show us a plurality within YHWH. 

 
Anthony Buzzard comments again on his web site saying,  

 

                                                 
104 Anthony F. Buzzard and Charles F. Hunting, The Doctrine of The Trinity: Christianity's Self-Inflicted 

Wound (Lahnam: International Scholars Publications, 1998). 
 



“This compound-unity argument is not used by scholars of the Hebrew language. 
One has only to consult a lexicon of Hebrew to see that nothing compound is 
implied in ‘one.’”105 

 
The lengths that anti-Trinitarians will go to prove their position are great.  This man has 

resorted to some very dishonest tactics in order to show he’s correct.  It cannot be said that 
Hebrew scholars do not argue for a compound unity because we have already seen that Hebrew 
scholars do exactly that, namely Dr. Michael Brown.  Certainly Dr. Brown can rightly be called a 
scholar of the Hebrew language, as he has a PhD in Semitic languages from New York 
University.  He reads, writes, and speaks 16 languages fluently and is recognized in both the 
Orthodox Jewish and Christian communities as a scholar.   

 
Secondly, we have seen from the lexical aids used that ד  absolutely allows for a ֶאָחֽ

compound unity.  We are not contending that ד  should be translated as compound unity or ֶאָחֽ
anything other than the word one (although it does have other possible translations), but the 
evidence is massive that it is a word which can and does denote plurality within a single unit. 
 
  

                                                 
105 Anthony F.  Buzzard, Does Everyone Believe in the Trinity? 

http://www.mindspring.com/~anthonybuzzard/trinity.htm 



YHWH Alone 
 
I don’t personally believe that the purpose of the Shema was to state God’s numeric 

oneness although it is true that numerically there is only ONE God.  The Shema demonstrates 
that YHWH is God alone.  The New Living Translation of the Bible seems to have recognized this 
in their translation of Deuteronomy 6:4 by stating it this way, “Hear, O Israel! The LORD is our 
God, the LORD alone.”  This New International Version of the Bible offers a foot note stating the 
same thing. 
 

Dr. Michael Brown agrees with this interpretation saying,  
 

“…the translation of the New Jewish Version, recognized as the most accurate 
English translation produced by Jewish scholars, states: ‘Hear O Israel, the LORD 
is our God, the LORD alone.’ The point of the Shema is to demand absolute faith 
in the LORD alone, with no gods before Him. The Hebrew word “echad,” 
translated “alone” here, means “one” in the sense of ‘that one alone.’”106 

 
The Keil & Delitzsch Commentary on the Old Testament states,  

 
“Hence what is predicated here of Jehovah (Jehovah one) does not relate to the 
unity of God, but simply states that it is to Him alone that the name Jehovah 
rightfully belongs, that He is the one absolute God, to whom no other Elohim can 
be compared.”107  

 
The fact of the matter is that God made it very clear that there’s only one God in all of 

existence in passages such as, 
 

“…the LORD he is God; there is none else beside him…” (Deut. 4:35) 
 
“…I am the first, and I am the last; and beside me there is no God…” (Isa. 44:6) 
 
“…Is there a God beside me? yea, there is no God; I know not any…” (Isa. 44:8)  

 
The Shema was not to reflect on God’s absolute or composite unity, but it was to show 

and command obedience and faithfulness to the LORD God of Israel alone.  If we observe the 
entire Shema as recited by Jews, then we see that it does not end with verse 4.  The core of the 
Shema is Deuteronomy 6:4-9, which says,  
 

“Hear, O Israel: The LORD our God is one LORD: And thou shalt love the 
LORD thy God with all thine heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy might. 
And these words, which I command thee this day, shall be in thine heart: And 
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thou shalt teach them diligently unto thy children, and shalt talk of them when 
thou sittest in thine house, and when thou walkest by the way, and when thou liest 
down, and when thou risest up. And thou shalt bind them for a sign upon thine 
hand, and they shall be as frontlets between thine eyes. And thou shalt write them 
upon the posts of thy house, and on thy gates.” 

 
This is not drawing attention to the fact that there is one God who is an absolute, 

indivisible unity, nor is it drawing attention to the fact that there is only one God in all of 
existence.  When God wanted to say that, he said exactly that as was just seen.  It’s showing that 
Israel’s God was alone their God.  It just so happens that the Lord used a word that allows for 
plurality within one.  It just so happens, that YHWH’s personality is never once described with the 
word that does not allow for diversity in unity.  God knew exactly how to describe himself. 
 

Interestingly enough, there appears to be a precursor to Trinitarian thought concerning 
the first verse of the Shema by Jewish commentators.  Observe these quotes from the Zohar, an 
ancient Kabbalistic writing from the second century. While it is not my intention to in any way 
assert that Jews have traditionally held Trinitarian beliefs, but we must admit that the thought has 
crossed their minds, even if only in the writings of certain Jewish mystics.   
 

"Hear, O Israel, Adonai Eloheinu Adonai is one. These three are one. How can the 
three Names be one? Only through the perception of faith; in the vision of the 
Holy Spirit, in the beholding of the hidden eye alone. So it is with the mystery of 
the threefold Divine manifestations designated by Adonai Eloheinu Adonai—
three modes which yet form one unity."108 
 
"Come and see the mystery of the word YHVH: there are three steps, each 
existing by itself: nevertheless they are One, and so united that one cannot be 
separated from the other. The Ancient Holy One is revealed with three heads, 
which are united into one, and that head is three exalted. The Ancient One is 
described as being three: because the other lights emanating from him are 
included in the three. But how can three names be one? Are they really one 
because we call them one? How three can be one can only be known through the 
revelation of the Holy Spirit."109 
 
It is argued by some that the use of the phrase “three modes” above is teaching 

modalism.  This is in question since we do not see the doctrine clearly taught, but simply the use 
of the word.  Modalism of course teaches that God is one person who assumed three different 
roles or modes.  The truth is that neither the Trinity nor modalism is clearly taught in the first 
passage, but the second quote certainly shows an aspect of Trinitarian thought, be it ever so slim.  
Of course it is not a perfect picture in every way, but one would not be surprised to see someone 
eased into Trinitarianism by reflecting on these comments. 
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Elohim 
 

The most common Hebrew word that is translated as God in the Old Testament is ֱאֹלִהים, 
which is the plural form of  ֱאֹלִהים  .ֱאֹלַּה is not the plural form of ל  as many think.  The plural ֵא֣
form of ל  is used well over two ֱאֹלִהים  .which is seen in Isaiah 57:5 among other places ֵאִלים is ֵא֣
thousand times in the Hebrew Scriptures.   ֱאֹלַּה is used 57 times.  It's an interesting word because 
it is used to describe many things, some of which are not God or gods at all.   
 
Anachronism 
 

Now what I am about to say will come as a shock to the majority of people reading this, 
but the word ֱאֹלִהים does not mean God as we in the western world understand the idea and being 
of God.  It is precisely because of this understanding of God that the Mormons attempt to read 
polytheism into the use of ֱאֹלִהים in scripture.  Observe this comment made by Joseph Smith 
about the word ֱאֹלִהים,  

 
“In the very beginning the Bible shows there is a plurality of Gods beyond the 
power of refutation. It is a great subject I am dwelling on. The word Eloheim [sic] 
ought to be in the plural all the way through--Gods. The heads of the Gods 
appointed one God for us; and when you take [that] view of the subject, its sets 
one free to see all the beauty, holiness and perfection of the Gods. All I want is to 
get the simple, naked truth, and the whole truth.”110  

 
But as J.P. Holding said,  

 
“If elohim includes God, on down in rank through the angelic hierarchy, then this 
is not polytheism, but polyelohimism -- whatever that may consist of.”111  
 
What Mr. Holding is saying is that Elohim does not necessarily mean God as we think of 

God in terms of Deity but rather as the people of the Ancient Near East thought of deity.  The 
truth of the matter is that the word Elohim denotes might, majesty, grandeur, and strength which 
is a perfect description of YHWH but can also be an apt description of anyone who has such might 
or authority.  It is for this reason that YHWH can be spoken of as the “God of gods” ( י ֱאֹלֵה֣
ים ֱאֹלִה֔  while the Bible from cover to cover maintains a strict (Deut. 10:17; Ps. 136:2) (ָהֽ
monotheism.  The Illustrated Manners and Customs of the Bible had this to say: 
 

“In the ancient world, only Israel was fully monotheistic. But let us be sure we 
understand what this means. Monotheism is not simply a matter of arithmetic. 
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Perhaps the most succinct statement is that of W.F. Albright, who says that 
monotheism is ‘the belief in the existence of only one God, who is the Creator of 
the world and the giver of all life….[Who is] so far superior to all created beings 
… that He remains absolutely unique.’ This made Israel radically different from 
her pagan neighbors.”112 

  
YHWH is not called “God of gods” because there are numerous actual deities among 

whom YHWH is supreme (this is the belief of the henotheists, e.g. Mormons or Jehovah’s 
Witnesses), but because He is the mightiest of all who have might.  He is above all of the created 
order, especially the human creations of gods in their own images!  YHWH alone is substantially 
God as the psalmist clearly wrote, “for all the gods of the nations are idols…” (Ps. 96:5) which 
laid the foundation for Paul’s statements that the other gods aren’t by nature gods at all (1Cor. 
8:5; Gal. 4:8).  It is precisely for the reason that ֱאֹלִהים is used in reference to people and things 
that we know not to be God by nature, that we are able to conclude that ֱאֹלִהים is not simply a 
word meaning God.   

  
Usage of Elohim  
  

• It is used to describe the One True God  
  

Genesis 1:1 - In the beginning God (ֱאֹלִהים) created the heaven and the earth.  
  

• It is used to describe multiple Idols 
  

Exodus 20:3 - Thou shalt have no other gods (ֱאֹלִהים) before me.  
  
Deuteronomy 4:28 - And there ye shall serve gods (ֱאֹלִהים), the work of men's 
hands, wood and stone, which neither see, nor hear, nor eat, nor smell.  

  
• It is used to describe individual Idols 

  
Judges 11:24 - Wilt not thou possess that which Chemosh thy god (יָך  giveth (ֱאֹלֶה֖
thee to possess? So whomsoever the LORD our God shall drive out from before 
us, them will we possess.  
  
1 Samuel 5:7 - And when the men of Ashdod saw that it was so, they said, The 
ark of the God of Israel shall not abide with us: for his hand is sore upon us, and 
upon Dagon our god (ינּו  .(ֱאֹלֵהֽ
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1 Kings 18:24 - And call ye on the name of your god (ם  and I will call on ,(ֱאֹֽלֵהיֶכ֗
the name of the LORD; and the God that answereth by fire, let him be God.' And 
all the people answered and said: 'It is well spoken.' (JPS) 
  

• It is used to describe Angels   
  

Psalms 8:5 - For thou hast made him a little lower than the angels (ֱאֹלִהים), and 
hast crowned him with glory and honour. 
  

• It is used to describe Judges 
  

Psalm 82:1 - A Psalm of Asaph. God standeth in the congregation of God; in the 
midst of the judges (ֱאֹלִהים) He judgeth: (JPS) 

  
• It is used to describe Men  

  
1Samuel 28:12-13 - And when the woman saw Samuel, she cried with a loud 
voice; and the woman spoke to Saul, saying: 'Why hast thou deceived me? for 
thou art Saul.' And the king said unto her: 'Be not afraid; for what seest thou?' 
And the woman said unto Saul: 'I see a godlike being (ֱאֹלִהים) coming up out of 
the earth.' (JPS) 
  
Exodus 7:1 - And the LORD said unto Moses, See, I have made thee a god 
 .to Pharaoh: and Aaron thy brother shall be thy prophet (ֱאֹלִהים)

  
The word Elohim in and of itself does not prove God’s tri-unity but it definitely helps to 

build the case for it.  While there is absolutely no indication of the number three in the word, 
there is absolutely an indication of multiplicity, be it two or more.  It is a word that certainly 
allows for plurality within the Godhead and it is not by coincidence that YHWH used this word in 
scripture, much the same way it was not coincidental that he used “echad” to describe his 
oneness.  The fact of the matter is that there was a perfectly good singular noun that the YHWH 
used quite a few times to describe Himself.   To remove any and all ambiguity, He could have 
consistently used Eloah or even El to describe Himself, yet He didn’t.   
 

Arnold G. Fruchtenbaum says,  
 

“If the plural form Elohim was the only form available for a reference to God, 
then conceivably the argument might be made that the writers of the Hebrew 
Scriptures had no other alternative but to use the word Elohim for both the one 
true God and the many false gods. However, the singular form for Elohim (Eloah) 
exists and is used in such passages as Deuteronomy 32:15-17 and Habakkuk 3:3. 
This singular form could have easily been used consistently. Yet it is only used 
250 times while the plural form is used 2,500 times. The far greater use of the 



plural form again turns the argument in favor of plurality in the Godhead rather 
than against it.”113  

 
At this point it is important to inform the Trinitarian that they should avoid the argument 

that the word “elohim” proves the Trinity.  This simply is not the case, although it lends great 
support in favor of the doctrine.   
 

Nehemiah Gordon speaks of elohim in his online article, “Elohim: Plural or Singular?” 
saying,  

  
“So we see that when the Tanach speaks about YHWH it uses Elohim as the 
majestic plural meaning "great God" but when it speaks about pagan gods it uses 
Elohim as a numerical plural meaning ‘gods’.”114  

 
Responding to a similar argument that the plural form elohim was used to show that the 

Israelite God was bigger than the Pagan gods Glenn Miller says,   
 

“And the oddness is compounded by the existence of alternative word forms for 
expressing power. The biblical writers had several ways to express 'BIGness', the 
most common one being using words for '(the) Almighty'. There are plenty of 
good (unconfusing) [sic] ways to express majesty, absolutization [sic], 
exclusivity, etc—but they picked a potentially 'misleading' form of a plural...when 
someone sees a plural form, the first thing they think about is PLURALITY, not 
power, absoluteness, etc. This fact—that when an author began a sentence with 
(the) Elohim, the audience would EXPECT a reference to plurality—strongly 
suggests (IMO) that this form SUGGESTS, and not merely ALLOWS, for a 
plurality of persons within the ONE God of the Shema.”115  

 
Nehemiah Gordon continues,  

 
“Indeed, YHWH is called by the singular Eloha (God) some 47 times throughout 
the Hebrew Scriptures which proves that He is not a plurality or multiplicity. This 
and the fact that the verbs and adjectives connected with Elohim are always 
singular confirm our conclusion that Elohim is an majestic plural denoting a 
singular individual but with a connotation of greatness.”116  

 
Let’s test this claim that the verbs and adjectives connected with Elohim are ALWAYS singular. 
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1.      Plural Verbs  
  

o Genesis 20:13 
English Translation: God caused me to wander   
Hebrew: ֱאֹלִהים, ִהְתעּו ֹאִתי   
Literally: They caused me to wander  

  
o Genesis 35:7  

English Translation: God appeared 
Hebrew: ִנְגלּו ֵאָליו ָהֱאֹלִהים 
Literally: They appeared  

  
o 2Samuel 7:23 

English Translation: God went 
Hebrew: ֱאֹלִהים-ָהְלכּו  
Literally: They went 

  
o Psalms 58:12 

English Translation: God that judges 
Hebrew: ֱאֹלִהים ׁשְֹפִטים 
Literally: Gods that judge 

  
2.      Plural Adjectives 
  

o Deuteronomy 5:26 
English Translation: living God  
Hebrew: ֱאֹלִהים ַחִּיים  
Literally: Living Gods117 

  
o Joshua 24:19 

English Translation: holy God  
Hebrew: ֱאֹלִהים ְקדִֹׁשים 
Literally: Holy Gods 

  
3.      Plural Nouns 
  

o Ecclesiastes 12:1  
English Translation: thy Creator 
Hebrew: ּבֹוְרֶאיָך  
Literally: Creators 
  

o Isaiah 54:5 
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English Translation: For thy Maker is thy husband 
Hebrew: בֲֹעַלִיְך עַֹׂשִיְך  
Literally: Makers, Husbands118 

  
o Malachi 1:6 

English Translation: Master 
Hebrew: ֲאדֹוִנים 
Literally: Masters119 

  
o Daniel 7:18 

English Translation: Most High  
Hebrew: ֶעְליֹוִנין  
Literally: Most High Ones 

 
Mr. Gordon goes on to contradict himself by acknowledging the plural verbs used with 

Elohim in the book of Genesis, but dismisses them quickly by saying,  
 

“From these two verses in Genesis we might conclude that God is a plurality. Yet 
we cannot ignore the fact that in Genesis alone the word Elohim, referring to 
YHWH, gets singular verbs, adjectives, or pronouns some 157 times and only in 
these two instances does it receive plural verbs. At the same time, there is only 
one other instance in the entire Tanach of Elohim getting a plural verb.”120  

 
He is correct in that we should not ignore the fact that singular verbs, adjectives, and 

pronouns are used with Elohim, there is after all only one God.  But we can’t ignore the plural 
uses either.  All of these verses pose no theological problems for the Trinitarian.  In fact it is 
because of verses such as these that we are Trinitarians.  In other words, harmony in the entire 
Old Testament revelation is found only in a belief in the Triune Godhead.  There is no need on 
the part of the Trinitarian to strain for an answer or stretch the text to say something it does not.  
We do not have to resort to inserting modern literary devices into ancient writings so as to make 
our position plausible.  All we have to do is read the scripture and believe it for what it says.    
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We, Us, and Our—Who are They? 
 

As we observed in “The Trinity in Scripture section”, Genesis 1:26, 3:22, 11:7, and Isaiah 
6:8 all use the words “us” and “our” when God is speaking.  The question must now be asked… 
Who exactly was God speaking with?  Over the centuries very few explanations have been 
offered to this question.  The three most popular of these explanations are as follows.   
 

1. God was speaking to the angels.   

2. God spoke using the plural of majesty.   

3. God spoke to the other members of the Godhead.   

The first two explanations are often combined and easily refuted.  

 
The Book of Jasher (ר ֶפר ַהָּיָׁש֑  Book of the Upright”) is an ancient Jewish writing“ = ֵס֣

referred to in Joshua 10:13, “…Is it not written in the book of Jasher?” and 2Samuel 1:18, 
“…behold, it is written in the book of Jasher.”  Although referred to in scripture, the Book of 
Jasher is not inspired and therefore is not canonical.  Below is the Book of Jasher’s account of 
Genesis 11:7.   
 

And God said to the seventy angels who stood foremost before him, to those who 
were near to him, saying, Come let us descend and confuse their tongues, that one 
man shall not understand the language of his neighbor, and they did so unto them. 
(Jasher 9:32)121  

 
In the writers thought, God could not be the “us” and “our” so to tell the story they have 

included angels.  The writer thought solely in monistic terms.  Rashi like the author of the Book 
of Jasher equates the “us” and “our” with angels.  The following are quotes from Rashi’s 
commentary on Genesis 1:26, 
 

Let us make man - From here we learn the humility of the Holy One, blessed be 
He. Since man was created in the likeness of the angels, and they would envy him, 
He consulted them. And when He judges kings, He consults with His Heavenly 
household, for so we find regarding Ahab, that Micah said to him, (I Kings 
22:19): “I saw the Lord seated on His throne, and all the host of heaven were 
standing by Him, on His right and on His left.” Now do “left” or “right” apply to 
Him?! But rather, [the passage means that] these [angels] were standing on the 
right to defend, and these [angels] were standing on the left to prosecute. 
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Likewise, (Dan. 4:14): “By the decree of the destructive angels is the matter, and 
by the word of the holy ones is the edict.” Here too, He took counsel with His 
heavenly household. He said to them, “Among the heavenly beings, there are 
some in My likeness. If there are none in My likeness among the earthly beings, 
there will be envy among the creatures of the Creation. ” - [from Tanchuma, 
Shemoth 18; Gen. Rabbah 8:11, 14:13]122  

 
Rashi continues in his commentary on Genesis 1:26 saying,  

 
Let us make man - Even though they [the angels] did not assist Him in His 
creation, and there is an opportunity for the heretics to rebel (to misconstrue the 
plural as a basis for their heresies), Scripture did not hesitate to teach proper 
conduct and the trait of humility, that a great person should consult with and 
receive permission from a smaller one. Had it been written: “I shall make man,” 
we would not have learned that He was speaking with His tribunal, but to 
Himself. And the refutation to the heretics is written alongside it [i.e., in the 
following verse:] “And God created (ַוִּיְבָרא),” and it does not say, “and they 
created ַוִּיְבְראּו” - [from Gen. Rabbah 8:9]123 

 
Rashi contradicts his first paragraph of commentary in his second.  Notice in the first he 

said that man was created in the likeness of angels, yet in the second he states that the angels did 
not assist in creation.  He then goes on to further help the Trinitarian view and refute the 
assertion that God spoke to angels by drawing attention to the very next verse which says, “So 
God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him.”  This clearly states that 
man was created in the image of God and not of angels. 

 
The Midrash Rabbah cited in Rashi’s commentary had this to say about Genesis 1:26, 

 
“Rabbi Shmuel bar Nachman said in the name of Rabbi Yonathan: At the time 
when Moses was engaged in writing the Torah, he had to set down what happened 
on each (of the six) days of creation. When he got to the verse "And God said, 
'Let us make man in our image, after our likeness' " (Gen. 1:26), Moses said 
before Him: "Master of the universe, why do You give heretics an excuse? (they 
will say that there are numerous deities!)" He replied: "You write! and whoever 
wishes to err, let him err."”124  

 
In other words, the Rabbis noted that reading this passage would naturally lead one to the 

understanding that there was either a plurality within God or a plurality of gods.  They knew 
enough to fabricate a story of Moses speaking with God and God telling him to let the heretics 
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err.  But once again, in keeping their tradition they have made the Word of God of none effect.  
Well did the prophet Isaiah prophesy of them! 
  



Pluralis Majestaticus 
 

The next argument raised is that God spoke using the “plural of majesty” (Lat. pluralis 
majestaticus).  What is interesting about this argument is that this was a form of speech 
popularized by Queen Victoria of England some 400 plus years ago (not 3500 years ago by 
Hebrew prophets, shepherds, and priests).   

 
The story goes that one of the men courting her was in her royal court when he told a 

joke to another man.  The man began to laugh and when the Queen had heard the laughter she 
asked that the joke be repeated for her and the others in attendance.  The man repeated the joke 
to which she responded, “We are not amused.”  It hardly seems fitting that the “plural of 
majesty” was used in her remark, while it’s more likely that she was responding on behalf of the 
other women in the room who were audience to the vulgar joke.   

 
But seeing that Queen Victoria was a Christian and a Trinitarian we can safely assume 

that she would give little permission for her quote to be used as some kind of anti-trinity proof.  
Nevertheless, this is an objection to the doctrine, and as such it must be examined.  Unlike the 
angel explanation, this one is almost viable.  Upon a surface reading of the Old Testament there 
appears to be some verses that support this interpretation.   
 

If you refer back to Rashi’s commentary, he cited 1Kings 22:19 as an example of God 
consulting angels in creation.  Many authors use this verse as support for the “plural of majesty” 
argument as well.  It is quite puzzling why anyone would use such a verse to show that God 
consults with angels using the “plural of majesty” when the verse does not employ this literary 
device.  If we observe the passage in context it says,  
 

And he said, Hear thou therefore the word of the LORD: I saw the LORD sitting 
on his throne, and all the host of heaven standing by him on his right hand and on 
his left. And the LORD said, Who shall persuade Ahab, that he may go up and 
fall at Ramothgilead? And one said on this manner, and another said on that 
manner. And there came forth a spirit, and stood before the LORD, and said, I 
will persuade him. And the LORD said unto him, Wherewith? And he said, I will 
go forth, and I will be a lying spirit in the mouth of all his prophets. And he said, 
Thou shalt persuade him, and prevail also: go forth, and do so. (1Ki. 22:19-22) 

 
Here we see a dialogue between YHWH and the heavenly host.  The text clearly states that 

“one said on this manner and another said on that manner,” yet we have no record of YHWH 
speaking to them saying, we, us, or our.  Why is that?  It is simply because the “plural of 
majesty” was not used when God spoke to angels.  
 

Another alleged proof for the “plural of majesty” in the Hebrew Bible is found in 
2Chronicles 18:5 where Ahab is said to have used this manner of speech. 
 

Therefore the king of Israel gathered together of prophets four hundred men, and 
said unto them, Shall we go to Ramothgilead to battle, or shall I forbear? And 
they said, Go up; for God will deliver it into the king's hand. (2Chr. 18:5) 



 
This assertion is refuted in the very context of the passage.  The preceding verses say,  

 
And Ahab king of Israel said unto Jehoshaphat king of Judah, Wilt thou go with me to 
Ramothgilead? And he answered him, I am as thou art, and my people as thy people; and 
we will be with thee in the war. And Jehoshaphat said unto the king of Israel, Enquire, I 
pray thee, at the word of the LORD today. (2Chr. 18:3-4) 

 
To claim that Ahab spoke using the “plural of majesty” is unfounded when it is clearly 

stated that Jehoshaphat joined with him.  Ahab and Jehoshaphat are the “we.” 
 

The letter which ye sent unto us hath been plainly read before me. (Ezek. 4:18) 
 

I defer the explanation of this scripture to the very scholarly article written by Richard 
Harvey in the July 1, 1996 Jews for Jesus Newsletter,  
 

“The Hertz Commentary on Genesis sees this explanation as one of two 
possibilities and points out that the first person plural is used for royalty in the 
Book of Ezra. ‘The letter which ye sent unto us hath been plainly read before me’ 
(Ezra 4:18) is the sole example of a ‘plural of majesty’ construction in Scripture. 
It also happens to be one of the few portions of Scripture in Aramaic, a language 
similar to Hebrew.  It would be poor scholarship to build a case for a grammatical 
construction in Hebrew on the grounds of this Aramaic text. Even so, the Ezra 
passage does not necessarily contain a singular royal subject linked to a plural 
verb-form. If the plural of majesty were a regular Hebrew idiom, why is the 
singular ‘me’ in the same line?”125  

 
I agree completely with Mr. Harvey’s treatment of this passage, not because it agrees 

with what I already believed, but because it makes good sense.  It would be a very strange thing 
indeed to establish rules for Hebrew grammar based on a sole Aramaic example in scripture.   

 
This is the dream; and we will tell the interpretation thereof before the king. (Dan. 
2:36) 

 
It is asserted that in the presence of royalty that it was not uncommon for the counsel to 

speak using the “plural of majesty.”  In other words, it wasn’t just for royalty, but for the 
advisors, the servants, and whoever else just happened to enter the king’s presence.  But this too 
is completely unfounded and the example of Daniel is weak and easily refuted.  Daniel is not 
speaking of himself as the “we” in this passage.  If we observe the context then we see that the 
“we” is clearly God and Daniel.   
 

Forasmuch as thou sawest that the stone was cut out of the mountain without 
hands, and that it brake in pieces the iron, the brass, the clay, the silver, and the 
gold; the great God hath made known to the king what shall come to pass 

                                                 
125 Harvey, Richard.  “A Look at the Trinity From a Messianic Jewish Perspective” in Jews for Jesus 

Newsletter (July 1, 1996). 



hereafter: and the dream is certain, and the interpretation thereof sure. (Dan. 
2:45) 

 
The king answered unto Daniel, and said, Of a truth it is, that your God is a God 
of gods, and a Lord of kings, and a revealer of secrets, seeing thou couldest 
reveal this secret. (Dan. 2:47) 

 
Here Daniel makes it plain that it is God that has made it known what will come to pass 

as well as the interpretation.  Just two verses later the king gives God the credit for revealing the 
secret to Daniel.  Daniel does not speak with the “plural of majesty.” 
 

I have read articles and studies in which anti-Trinitarians assert that God is the King of 
heaven and that the angels are his royal council.  To the first clause I have no objection.  God is 
very clearly the King of heaven as well as the rest of the universe.  To the second part of the 
assertion I have no objection.  The Bible makes it very clear that angels stand in the presence of 
God and do act as a council of sorts.  Where I do object is that God consults the angels regarding 
matters that he need not.  To say that the “plural of majesty” is employed when speaking to 
angels is false.  And what amuses and amazes me is that not one of the proof texts offered for 
this claim actually serves as proof for it.  It is also worth noting and very imperative to this study 
that the “plural of majesty” was not a literary device used until what many believe to have been 
the fourth century.   
 
Rabbi Tzvi Nassi, a Hebrew scholar from Oxford University explains, 

 
Every one who is acquainted with the rudiments of the Hebrew and Chaldee 
languages, must know that God, in the holy Writings, very often spoke of Himself 
in the plural. The passages are numerous, in which, instead of a grammatical 
agreement between the subject and predicate, we meet with a construction, which 
some modern grammarians, who possess more of the so-called philosophical than 
of the real knowledge of the Oriental languages, call a pluralis excellentiae. This 
helps them out of every apparent difficulty. Such a pluralis excellentiae was, 
however, a thing unknown to Moses and the prophets. Pharaoh, Nebuchadnezzar, 
David, and all the other kings, throughout TeNaKh (the Law, the Prophets, and 
the Hagiographa) speak in the singular, and not as modern kings in the plural. 
They do not say we, but I, command; as in Gen. xli. 41; Dan. iii. 29; Ezra i. 2, 
etc.126  

 
 

                                                 
126 Rabbi Tzvi Nassi,  The Great Mystery (Jerusalem: Keren Ahvah Meshihit, 1970), 6. 
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