TRINITARIAN CONFESSIONS AND TRICKS: WHY NOT TO
BELIEVE THE TRINITY IN THEIR OWN WORDS!

Greg Deuble: www.thebiblejesus.com
To introduce our subject today, | thought it might help focus attention by opening with
this little poem. Its genre would be classified as satire, and so conveys an element
of truth through good-natured humour.

The Trinity Explained
by Mark Long

There's God the Father, the Holy Ghost and the Son,
But the churches teach that these are one.
Not one but three, and the three are one,
Then one of them of a woman was born! 2

Mary was the mother of JC,
But not of the other two, you see?
They're all co-equal, and co-eternal,
But God came first, so he's paternal.

They’re all the same but different too,
I'm trying to make this clear for you.
God is one, but in essence three,
Sitting by himself, eternally.

Christ descended into hell, says the Apostles Creed,
Stayed three days, then left with speed.
Back to heaven and the other two,
No longer a couple but a few.

It may be truthfully stated that the doctrine of the Trinity is the most fiercely fought
for, and promoted, doctrine in all of Christendom today. All who confess that God is
Three Persons in one Godhead receive the “right hand of fellowship” (Galatians
2:9). You're in. You're in with the Roman Catholics, the Eastern Orthodox Church,
and pretty much all of the Protestant denominations.

However, question it, investigate it, ask intelligent questions about it, challenge it,
weigh it up against both the Scriptures and the laws of logic and reason, and you

! Kindly supplied to me from good friends, Dudley, Sherrill and Jeremy Barnes. With appreciation to fellow believers in the
one true God of the Bible and in His Son, our Saviour and Lord Jesus the Messiah.

%1 have taken the liberty of altering this fourth line, which originally read, “The Holy Ghost is God, and they’re both the son”.
My reason is that not many these days are Modalists, if you get what I mean.
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will quickly feel the left boot of dis-fellowship! You're out. You’re a lost soul, you ‘re
a ‘heretic’.

When | first began to realise the doctrine of the Trinity had more holes in it than a
block of Swiss cheese, | found myself outside the fence of the acceptable majority.
However, to my enormous surprise and indeed encouragement, | actually found
myself in very good company on the other side of that so-called “orthodox” fence.
Jesus warned about following the majority. Sometimes the protest voice is well
worth listening to. *

And | am not primarily referring to the many sane witnesses throughout Church
history whose testimony to the Unitary Monotheistic faith that the one true God of
the Bible is a single Person — the Father — who gave me great comfort. Nor am |
particularly referring to the company of modern day saints who encouraged me. *

No. | am going to stun you by saying that | found tremendous encouragement from
within the so-called “orthodox” Trinitarian camp itself! Yes. | derived then --- and to
this day still derive --- immense encouragement and confidence from the
confessions of the very scholars who say they are Trinitarian in their faith, yet whose
honest confessions white-ant their own precious doctrine.

1. TRINITARIAN CONFESSIONS AS TO WHY NOT TO BELIEVE THE TRINITY

I'll be honest and say it's quite a challenge selecting from the huge pile available,
but we must draw the line somewhere, otherwise you would be reading well past
your bedtime! I'll be surprised if this little sampling doesn’t embolden you to
question their insistence that God is three Persons in one Being.

How about this staggering claim from Professor Millard Erickson, one of today’s
foremost systematic theologians, and considered one of the best contemporary
Trinitarian apologists. Erickson writes in his God in Three Persons, 1993,

The Trinity is not clearly or explicitly taught anywhere in Scripture, yet it is
widely regarded as a central doctrine, indispensable to the Christian faith. In
this regard it goes contrary to what is virtually an axiom of biblical doctrine,
namely, that there is a direct correlation between the scriptural clarity of a
doctrine and its cruciality to the faith and life of the church.

As well as admitting the Trinity “is not explicitly taught anywhere in Scripture” (1?)
Erickson frankly admits that “another difficulty” with the doctrine stems from the fact
that those who worked out and defined the Trinity used Greek categories such as
‘substance’ or ‘essence’ to correspond to their Latin and Greek concepts, instead of
sticking to the Hebrew thought-forms of the Bible ...

? For all the non-Roman Catholic and all the non-Eastern Orthodox folk reading this, don’t forget that a Protestant is one
who protests and your group was once the minority voice!

* 1 owe an incalculable debt to folk like Anthony & Barbara Buzzard, Charles Hunting, Bill Wachtel et al. Indeed, not a few of
the quotes that follow are from Anthony’s research, and I am indebted to him for this.
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The question however is this. It is claimed that the doctrine of the Trinity is a
very important, crucial and even basic doctrine. [f that is indeed the case,
should it not be somewhere more clearly, directly, and explicitly stated in the
Bible? If this is the doctrine that especially constitutes Christianity’s
uniqueness, as over against unitarian monotheism on the one hand, and
polytheism on the other hand,_how can it be only implied in the biblical
revelation?

In response to the complaint that a number of portions of the Bible are
ambiguous or unclear, we often hear a statement something like, ‘It is the
peripheral matters that are hazy or on which there seem to be conflicting
biblical materials. The core beliefs are clearly and unequivocally revealed.’
This argument would appear to fail us with respect to the doctrine of the
Trinity, however. For here is a seemingly crucial matter where the Scriptures

do not speak loudly and clearly.

Little direct response can be made to this charge. It is unlikely that any text of
Scripture can be shown to teach the doctrine of the Trinity in a clear, direct,
and unmistakable fashion. °

Hmm. How tempting to stop there and read Erickson’s mind-boggling admission
again. The doctrine which is not clearly taught in Scripture, and yet is considered
central to the faith that saves, is actually without a single text to support it! That’s
the admission of this foremost trinitarian scholar.

But let’s push on for some more trinitarian confessions that are good for my biblical
unitarian monotheistic soul! Bruce Metzger, highly respected Greek scholar and
co-editor of the Oxford Companion to the Bible agrees,

Because the Trinity is such an important part of later Christian doctrine_it is

striking that the term does not appear in the NT. Likewise the developed
concept of 3 coequal partners in the Godhead found in later creedal

formulations cannot be clearly detected within the confines of the canon. (Art.
“Trinity”)

Wow! There’s a speed bump designed to rattle the trinitarian bus and jolt its
passengers out of their seats! So, make sure your seat belts are buckled up
because it takes a lot more ditches to stop this bus!

Brother-in-law to Cardinal Newman, the Rev. Mozeley also admits,

| ask with all humbleness where the idea of the Threeness is expressed in the
New Testament with a doctrinal sense and force? Where is the Triune God
held up to be worshipped, loved and obeyed? Where is he preached and
proclaimed in that threefold character? We read ‘God is one’ and ‘| and the

* Underlining emphases in this, and all following quotes, are mine.
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Father are one.’ ® but_never do we read that the three are one, except in one
interpolated text (I John 5:7). 7

To me the matter is most painful and perplexing and | should not even speak
as | do now, if | were not on the threshold of the grave, soon to appear before
the throne of all truth. Certainly we do not find in Scripture the expression
God the Son, or God the Holy Ghost. Whenever | pronounce the word God

simply, and first, | mean God the Father, and | cannot help meaning that if |
am meaning anything.

Dr. W.R. Matthews, Dean of St. Paul's in God in Christian Experience, p 180 adds to
these honest confessions,

It must be admitted by everyone who has the rudiments of an historical sense
that the doctrine of the Trinity formed no part of the original message. St. Paul
did not know it, and would have been unable to understand the meaning of the
terms used in theological formula on which the Church ultimately agreed.

And this from A.T. Hanson, Professor of theology at the University of Hull in The
Image of the Invisible God, admits;

No responsible New Testament scholar would claim that the doctrine of the

Trinity was taught by Jesus, or preached by the earliest Christians, or

consciously held by any writer of the New Testament. It was in fact slowly
worked out in the course of the first few centuries in an attempt to give an
intelligible doctrine of God.

Karl-Heinz Ohlig in One or Three? states,

It is certain that the doctrine of the Trinity as it finally became dogma in the

East, and even more so in the West, possesses no biblical foundation
whatsoever.

A. and R. Hanson in Reasonable Belief, A Survey of the Christian Faith (1980, p.
171) agree,

In order to understand the doctrine of the Trinity it is necessary to understand
that the doctrine is a development, and why it developed ... It is a waste of

time to attempt to read Trinitarian doctrine directly off the pages of the New

Testament.

State of the art in Evangelical world scholarship, The New International Dictionary of
New Testament Theology, in Vol. 2, p84, under the entry “The Trinity” reads,

¢ The context of Jesus’ words in John 10:30 is not ontology --- matters relating to the Being of God --- but rather oneness of

purpose and oneness of mission.
" Mozeley is using euphemism here. He means this verse as found in the KJV is an obvious fraud with no Greek manuscript

support!
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The New Testament does not contain the developed doctrine of the Trinity.
The Bible lacks the express declaration that the Father, the Son and the Holy

Ghost are of an equal essence and therefore in an equal sense God Himself.

And the other express declaration is also lacking, that God is God thus and
only thus, i.e. as the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. These two express

declarations, which go beyond the witness of the Bible, are the two-fold
content of the church doctrine of the Trinity.

Trinitarian, Christopher B. Kaiser, Professor of Historical and Systematic Theology,
Western Theological Seminary in The Doctrine of God, A Historical Survey, p.23
(1982), confesses;

The Church’s doctrine of the Trinity would seem to be the farthest thing from
[the New Testament writers] minds and today’s reader may well wonder if it is
even helpful to refer to such a dogma in order to grasp the theology of the
New Testament. When the Church speaks of the doctrine of the Trinity, it
refers to the specific belief that God exists eternally in three distinct ‘persons’
who are equal in deity and one in substance. In this form the doctrine is not
found anywhere in the New Testament; it was not so clearly articulated until
the late fourth century AD.

Trinitarian A.W.Argyle in God in the New Testament, observed,

The fully developed Christian Doctrine that God is three Persons in one
Godhead is nowhere explicitly stated in the New Testament.

Trinitarian apologists have tried to appeal to the “apostolic fathers” or even the
“ante-Nicean fathers” (before the Council of Nicea). For instance, Roger E. Olson
and Christopher Hall in The Trinity ( Grand Rapids/Cambridge: Eerdmans, 2002, pp
16,20) ask,

What do we find in the writings of the Christian leaders during roughly the first
sixty years of the second century CE? As we might expect, we do not find the
developed Trinitarian language or theology that will blossom from the fourth
century on ... We will be disappointed if we expect to find developed
Trinitarian reflection in the early post-apostolic writers. It is simply not there.”

James Yates, a non-trinitarian expresses my reaction to all this admirably in
Vindication of Unitarianism, 1816, p.ix,

Might we not expect that our Lord himself might at least once have have
stated the doctrine of the trinity in express language, and have insisted on the
importance and necessity of believing it? Would he not, at least once, have
declared formally and explicitly, that the first commandment was no longer to




be understood in its plain and literal meaning: the meaning to which all his
hearers had been accustomed to understand it?

The word ‘God’ occurs nearly 1300 times in the New Testament, and might we
not suppose, that in some one of these passages, we should be expressly told
that the term is meant to include, not simply one, but three persons or
subsistences, to each of which that title is applicable?

If, in every instance where this word is used alone, it implies a plurality in the
divine nature, should we be unable to find one solitary example of the
application of plural pronouns in the whole New Testament? Would neither
our Lord nor anyone of his apostles have left a single sentence in which the
whole doctrine of the Trinity can be fully and accurately expressed? Should
we expect to find no care to make accurate and evident distinctions between
the doctrine of the Trinity and the dangerous polytheistic notion of the
heathen?

The doctrine of the unity of God is more than once introduced in the New
Testament, and laid down most clearly and solemnly. Our Lord himself
repeats these most impressive words to the scribes. “The first of all the
commandments is, ‘Hear O Israel’ the LORD our God is one LORD.”

Now could we have supposed that as our Saviour knew this would be
construed by all his hearers as teaching that there is only one object of
supreme worship, he would have omitted such an occasion as this of
declaring, that in truth there are three?

Could we have supposed that, since the main argument for the Trinity from the
Old Testament rests on the plural form of Elohim, the evangelist would have
chosen to destroy this argument by using the singular noun God (theos) which
all know it is impossible should be translated otherwise than simply God?

The Catholic Church's Encyclopedia says,

The doctrine of the Trinity cannot be proved from scripture.

Of course this does not seem to bother Roman Catholic believers, because for
them, Church tradition trumps Scriptural authority. But what can we say in defence
of Protestants who supposedly elevate Scripture above church tradition and church
authority? It seems Protestants, including Evangelicals, are comfortable with
accepting man- made imagination above clear Scriptural statements. For instance,
Lutherans will be horrified to learn that Martin Luther himself confessed,

Nothing to support the dogma [of the Trinity] can be pointed out in Scripture.



2. TRINITARIAN TRICKS

So much for this very small sampling of trinitarian confessions as to why we should
not believe in the Trinity! Are you still sitting comfortably in that bus after all those
speed bumps?

We have cited just a small sampling of the vast number of trinitarian admissions as
to why we should not accept their doctrine. However, it is a good representative
sampling from a wide spectrum of trinitarian scholars, Biblical linguists, evangelical
apologists, preachers, pastors, bishops and priests. Their candid admissions are
that the doctrine that God is Three Persons in one Being, simply is not clearly taught
in the Bible.

Now we must ask this: How do believers in the Trinity convince themselves that a
doctrine they themselves say is not openly, directly, clearly, unambiguously,
expressed in the Scriptures is for all that their central and essential pillar of the
Christian Faith? There must be some powerful logic or illusion they either knowingly
or subconsciously employ in order to satisfy their own minds and salve their own
hearts.

One of the factors at play is our own hearts. There is nothing quite as personally
important to us than what we believe. Our faith, whether traditionally inherited from
our upbringing, or even derived from our own research, is extremely precious to us
and affects our identity and our destiny. True faith demands heavy emotional
investment.

Therefore, to entertain the possibility that we may be wrong --- in some cases for
decades or almost a lifetime --- is a step too far for many. It's especially painful
when the whole church audience, often including our own families, is sitting in the
church bus clapping and singing “Kumbayah” with us. It's hard and easier to sit
there with zipped lips and with our hands in our pockets! How can the enthusiastic
majority all be wrong?

So, this most fiercely fought for and defended doctrine must employ subtle logic and
word-tricks, as well as strong-arm tactics, to keep the rank and file in tow. In fact, |
will demonstrate briefly that trinitarianism is really a word game mixed with not a
little bluster.

IT'S DUSTY HERE!

Now, let’s start this section by beginning with a simple everyday example which
demonstrates how challenging language can be.

Suppose | say to you: “It's Dusty here!”

What did | just communicate to you? Did | just tell you that my name is Dusty, that
is, ‘dusty’with a capital ‘D’? Or did you think when | said, “It's dusty here!”that | was



telling you about the condition or the state in my living room — dusty with a small
‘d’?? — the substance we call dust?

You need context. You would need what | had said before that statement. Or, you
would need to see it in written form, for then you would know that Dusty with capital
‘D’ is a who, and dusty with small ‘d’ is a what. So, there are two different
messages being conveyed by the same phonetic sentence. Now, let’s click it up a
notch or two ...

THE MYSTERY OF THE TRIUNE ADAM

What if | told you the Bible teaches that Adam is one man, but existing in three
persons? Bet you didn’t know that, did you? Yep. Just like the Trinity, | can show
you from the Bible that Adam is a triune being, and yet this multi-personal being is
still only one adam.

Well, in spite of your skepticism let me prove to you the mystery of the one Adam
existing in three persons, yet all the while being just one nature, one essence. Yes,
| know it’s not clearly taught in the Bible (sic), but as trinitarians have already
assured us, this should not stop us from believing it anyway! ®

First, let’s start with the Bible --- a very good place to start. The Bible says, “God
created Adam in His own image, in the image of God He created him;_male and
female He created them” (Genesis 1:27).

Observe then, that Adam is one, that is, a “him”. Yet also observe that Adam is
‘them” --- “male and female” --- which means Adam is multipersonal. If you don’t
believe me, just read the proof-text again.

Now also observe that the Bible repeats this teaching for we read, “This is the book
of the genealogy of Adam. In the day that God created man (Lit. Hebrew reads
‘adam’) He made him in the likeness of God. He created them male and female,
and blessed them and named them mankind (Literal Hebrew reads adam) in the
day when they were created (Genesis 5:2).

Phonetically, in the Hebrew language, there is a word-ambiguity when spoken —
just like saying “It's Dusty here!” So, God called Adam adam, and He called Eve
adam, which is to say, two persons in one adam-nature! Thus one Adam has
become “them”, which is to say, a compound unity!? °

God took Eve from Adam --- she was Adam’s flesh and bone too, you see. So Eve
was adam, being the same human nature as Adam. She was humanity of his
humanity. Thus, Adam was adam, and Eve was adam, meaning Adam and Eve

81 read this illustration many years ago, but can’t remember the source, so apologies to the one(s) who first alerted me to
it. I committed it to memory all those years ago, and have told it many times in conversation since, so I hope [ am doing it
justice. Hopefully, practice has made perfect.

? “Compound unity” is another favourite trinitarian phrase. You will often hear them talk about God being a “compound
unity”, as opposed to a simple or single unity.
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were one adam, for “God created him male and female”. We can truthfully say then,
that in the beginning when God created Adam, that Adam was Adam, and Adam
and Eve were adam. And it’s all in the Bible!

But wait, there’s more. Adam who was adam, and Eve who was adam, had a son
named Seth. And of course, Seth was of the same human nature as Adam who was
adam, and Eve who was adam, for ...

When Adam had lived one hundred and thirty years, he became the father of
a son in his own likeness, according to his image, and named him Seth
(Genesis 5: 2-3).

Thus, Adam was adam, Eve was adam, and Seth was adam --- three persons who
are one in substance, or who are the one adam! But, just like trinitarians we must
be careful not to confuse their persons now, because Adam was adam, but Eve was
not Adam although she was adam, and Seth was not Adam, but still adam (if you
get my drift). For God called all humanity adam! So yes, they are three in one, that
is, three persons in one humanity --- one adam --- and the one adam was in all
three persons, for they were all adam and bore his image and likeness.

So, the Bible says Adam was definitely triune. There was Adam the father, Eve the
mother, and Seth the son --- all sharing the nature of adam. Father Adam is always
the first person in this trinity and has always existed as adam. Eve and Seth are
also adam, the second and third persons in our trinity. They are distinct hypostases
of the triune adam.

This is a great, unfathomable mystery! And you must believe it or you can'’t ride in
our bus!

I've just demonstrated the tri-unity of adam comes straight from the Bible. So why
don’t you believe my theology? Ah, because you suspect there is a word game
going on here. It’s a little too smart by half. And yet it's a lot easier to spot the
word-play when | write it, as opposed to when | speak it. Because when | write it,
the rules of grammar dictate that | use a capital “A” when | call the first adam by his

personal name “Adam”, and a small “a” when adam takes on it's generic Hebrew
term for humanity.

Thus, capital ‘A’ “Adam” tells us the “Who” and the small ‘a’ “adam” answers the
“What” question.

When trinitarians use the word “God” sometimes they mean God the Father, or God
the Son or God the Holy Spirit, and other times they mean God as the Godhead, or
God as to His Essence or Substance. “God” can therefore be three Who's in the
one What!

Depending on what the trinitarian speaker intends, “God” can identify an Individual
Person --- either God the Father or God the Son or God the Holy Spirit --- or “God”
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can refer to God’s Being, God’s Divine nature or essence. And so both nuances, for
the trinitarian, are found in the one word for “God”. How convenient to slide from
one meaning to the other in this fluid word game! What a trick!

AND THE WORD WAS GOD

We can demonstrate how this trick works in what has become the primary default
verse of all trinitarian adherents John 1:1,

In the beginning was the word, and the word was with God, and the word was God.

Trinitarian commentary puts a capital W for “the word”, thus making “the logos”
synonymous with the person of Jesus, the Son. Grammatically, this capital W is
unwarranted, but for the moment let’s accept their translation. Thus, in nearly all
modern English translations you will read the verse this way,

In the beginning was the (capital ‘W’) Word (i.e., Jesus the Second Person of
the Trinity). This suggests Jesus, the Son of God (or more to their liking, God the
Son) has existed as God from all eternity.

OK. So let’s follow this trinitarian suggestion all the way through to its logical and
consistent conclusion and we will see the tricky word-games employed. According
to trinitarian advocates, John 1:1 reads,

In the beginning was the Word (capital ‘W’ meaning the Son, right?), and the
Word (still Jesus the Son) was with God ... so who now is “God”™? Ah. That's God
the Father, right? (Incidentally, | never hear them say, “Oh, that’s the other two
persons in the Godhead, that's God the Father and God the Holy Spirit!). So, let’s
read it the accepted maijority trinitarian way ...

In the beginning was the Word (Jesus), and the Word (Jesus) was with God
(the Father) ... so far so good. But let’s read on ... In the beginning was the Word
(Jesus), and the Word (Jesus) was with God (the Father), and the Word (Jesus)
was God (that’s the Father)??? Consistency demands the same word in the same

sentence be translated consistently the same!

Oh. Oh. Houston, we have a problem! Since when is Jesus the Father? "°

So it’s right here the trinitarian word-trick is exposed. It ought to be obvious to “blind
Freddy” (no disrespect to any Freddies out there) that the trinitarian word-game
uses “God” to mean two entirely different things ... which is blatant inconsistent
exegesis. Yet this smoke and mirrors game, this switch and swap trick, goes
unnoticed by the majority.

2 One brand of trinitarianism called Modalism was historically banned as heretical by the “orthodox” trinitarians in the
early post Apostolic centuries.. Modalism has survived to this day in groups like the Oneness Pentecostals. Modalism
teaches that God manifests Himself as either the Father, or the Son or the Holy Spirit. Thus Jesus is the Father!
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It's OK for the trinitarian to say, “Jesus is God” but not OK to say, “Jesus is the
Father”. It's classic smoke and mirrors chicanery. The upshot is that the trinitarian
is comfortable saying,”Jesus is God”. But not that Jesus is the Father. Nor is the
trinitarian comfortable saying, “God is Jesus”. This proves the trinitarian
subconsciously knows that saying Jesus shares the same identity as “God” is
completely wrong. It's the same error as saying Eve is capital ‘A’ Adam.

And there’s the ruse right there. The trinitarian trick is up. When they say “God”
nobody seems to notice the equivocation. For when they say “God” sometimes they
mean “God” the Who --- but sometimes they mean God the What --- the nature of
God, His divinity. Two entirely different meanings for the same word in the same
sentence! "' (“It's Dusty here”, right?)

Cardinal Newman himself confessed to these trinitarian word tricks, “You have to
make two things mean one thing.” And Millard Erickson also admits to this tactic
when he writes, “You must say, “He are three. They is one.” (God in three Persons,
p270) Which is to say, trinitarians admit to making Bible words and terms mean
whatever they want them to mean to concoct their Trinity. They admit to inventing
their own grammar. Very slippery!

But worse, it’s playing fast and loose with God’s revelatory word. And that carries a
stiff penalty.

To recap: It is perfectly legitimate when we mean the individual’s personal name
was Adam (with a capital ‘A’). But, it's dishonest when we mean to say and write
that every human being (small ‘a’ human being, adam) is the individual capital ‘A
Adam.

And, It is completely deceptive to say, “Eve was (capital ‘A’ Adam”, when you really
mean she is small ‘a’ adam, i.e., a member of the human race — thus confusing the
person with her nature ... the what. But it's OK to write and to say, Eve was adam
with the small ‘a’..

It is totally wrong to write “Seth was capital ‘A’ Adam”, but t's perfectly OK to write,
“Seth was adam, small ‘a’””, but totally dishonest to say it all the while meaning,
“Seth was capital ‘A’ Adam”. This would communicate that you intend to identify

Seth as the individual with the single man Adam.

It is perfectly legitimate to say, Adam, Eve and Seth are “true adam” (small ‘a’) , but
it would be completely duplicitous to say it while all the time intending to mean,
“‘Adam, Eve and Seth are all capital ‘A’ Adam.” That trick confuses the who with the
what ... a confounding of the persons anathematised in the trinitarian creeds
themselves!

' In the New Testament “God” usually has the definite article (ho Theos) and in approximately 1,350 times refers to the
Father. Thus, the unanimous testimony of both Jesus and his apostles is that “God” is the Individual Who is God the Father.
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GOD IS A PERSON NOT A SUBSTANCE

It must be quickly added that all this talk about God being a Substance, an Essence
is not a Biblical idea. In the Hebrew Bible, both Old and New Testaments, God is a
Single Person. This is where the theologians in the third and fourth centuries ran off
the Biblical rails, for they reduced the Living God to an ousia or essence. '

Dr Dale Tuggy in What is the Trinity? (p69) explains the moment in history when this
trinitarian word-play became fashionable,

The core of trinitarian theology was first officially affirmed in 381, that the
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are three different ‘Persons’ but the same in
ousia. He continues that, “the word ousia was a technical term in Greek
philosophy ... a certain party of catholic bishops (at the 325 and 381 councils)
took a philosopher’s word and made it the centerpiece of their theology.”

(p.71).

Tuggy quizzically wonders whether it is not ironical that, according to the [trinitarian]
apologists, the NT could only have implied the Trinity and that it had been kept
secret until the fourth century philosophers came along with their ousia!?

George Burnap exposed this problem,

A man demands my assent to the proposition, “there are three Persons in one
God”; | ask him what he means by “person™? | ask him if he means a
separate independent intelligent Being? He answers he does not. He says
he does not use the word in the common sense, but in a sense peculiar to this
case. | ask him what that sense is? He cannot tell. You demand of me then, |
answer, to assent to a proposition which conveys to my mind no intelligible
idea, and, it appears to be equally unintelligible to you. We both ... assent to
nothing. Were these words in the Bible, then | might say that | believed they
expressed truth, though | could not understand it. But_.not being in the Bible ...
| consider them the mere invention of fallible men. | cannot believe on their
authority. As | cannot understand them myself, and no one can explain them
to me, | think it fair to conclude that those who framed them had no clear
ideas. ™

We have already observed that some trinitarians are at least honest enough to
admit they use tricky word play to achieve their theory. Another example of such
honesty comes from Jason Byassee in Trinity: The God We Don’t Know (Nashville:
Abingdon Press, chapter 1). He admits, ‘it is odd to say that we have to confess a

12 When Jesus says, “God is Spirit” in John 4:24 his context indicates that God is immaterial, non-corporeal, and therefore
not confined to the locality of either Samaria or Judea. Jesus definitely was not talking about His Father God existing as an
impersonal Substance or essence (ousia).

3 Quoted by Keagan Chandler in The God of Jesus In Light of Christian Dogma: The Recovery of New Testament Theology,
Restoration Fellowship, USA, 2016, p 284 from George Burnham Burnap, Lectures On The Doctrines of Christianity, Wm. R.
Lucas & R.N. Wright, 1835) pp.18-19.
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non-biblical term in order to hold the Bible’s teaching together, but confess that we
do.”

No wonder it is a trinitarian axiom: “If you try to understand the Trinity, you will lose
your mind. If you deny it, you will lose your soul!”

SHOULD WE BELIEVE AN UNREVEALED MYSTERY?

I'll leave you with one last little gem of a confession by a so-called great trinitarian
father, Tertullian,

| believe [it] because it is absurd.

| have heard any number of folks who say they believe in the Trinity admit this very
thing. They confess: | can’t understand it, but | believe it!

Now, it’s true there are a lot of things | don’t understand about God. For instance,
He tells me His ways are higher than mine, and His thoughts are not my thoughts
(Isaiah 55: 9).

Because He tells me this, in the dark days | rest my faith on it, and so | know He has
a perfect plan for my life in every situation. In my most trying circumstances\ | rest
my faith on His spoken word: His ways are not my ways and His purposes not yet
made clear to me. He has told me of His mysterious ways, and | believe His word in
my various life situations. Having told me this is His way, it's no longer a mystery to
me!

It is also true that God keeps some secrets to Himself, for He says, “The secret
things belong to the LORD our God” (Deut. 29:29). We can never know what these
secret things are, because He has chosen not to tell us. The only alternative to our
ignorance of His secrets is speculation! Then we step outside His revealed word to
us. That is unbelief and disobedience.

But don’t stop halfway through that verse. Deuteronomy 29:29 goes on to say, “but
the things revealed belong to us and to our sons forever, that we may observe all
the words of this law”. So, from the Biblical standpoint, the revealed things are the
subject of human investigation, discussion and comprehension. Faith rests on the
revelation of the things God wants us to know. We believe and pass along for the
faith of others what has been revealed. We are not to pass on the things God has
not revealed to our understanding. How can we? We don’t know them.

Bible faith rests firmly on the unveiling of God’s mind to us. By definition, if
something is a mystery, then it has not been revealed. And if the Trinity is a mystery
then how can anybody pretend to explain to me in words what God Himself has not
chosen to reveal?
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Worse still, if the Trinity has not been unveiled in words God has spoken, how can
anybody dare to pretend to understand --- much less explain --- what he admits is a
mystery? He will be using words God has not spoken.

As we have seen, even trinitarians confess their doctrine is not found anywhere in
Scripture! If God has not told us in one single verse He is a Triune Being existing in
Three Persons, then | don’t have to believe it in order to be “saved”. Indeed, He
even goes so far as to say that,

His Divine power has granted to us everything necessary for life and
godliness, through the true knowledge of Him who called us by His own glory
and excellence (2 Peter 1:3).

Thus, Scripture plainly asserts God has revealed to us all things necessary to life
and godliness. Therefore, to have faith in a mystery not explained in the Bible
makes the Trinity unnecessary to obtain salvation! God’s power has given unto us
multiplied grace to “fully know” Him and our Lord Jesus Christ. ™

IN CONCLUSION .... SURELY

Surely this sampling of trinitarian confessions and tricks is enough cause to pause
and ask any sincere Bible-loving believer if there is good reason not to abandon the
doctrine of the Trinity?

Surely out of their own trinitarian mouths we learn that we should not believe that
God is Three Persons in one Substance --- not three Whos in one What --- a
concept not taught in a single Bible verse!?

Surely a consideration of these trinitarian confessions and tricks should encourage
every Christian to abandon that teaching which is not --- on their own admissions ---
clearly or explicitly taught anywhere in the holy Scriptures?

Surely this sampling of trinitarian confessions and tricks is more than just
inconvenient speed bumps? The bus is off the road of revelation and stuck in a
man-made ditch.

Surely it's time for the bus called “Trinity” to stop at the roadblock they themselves
admit is there?

Surely it’s time to listen to Jesus’ own creed that the LORD our God is one LORD!?

* Epignosis means full knowledge.
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