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                                      INTRODUCTION

For some seventeen hundred years the ‘battle’ has raged over the question: ‘Is God three in 
one, one in three or is He just one?’ Those who are desirous of ‘knowing the truth that will  
make one free’ of error, and those wanting to “worship the Father in spirit and truth”, should 
want to investigate all doctrines to determine is they are from God or not. (John 8:32; 4:23-
24) Thus, with study, prayer and God’s help, we can come to a correct understanding of 
God’s Word and be on our way to being true Christians. To that end, this study has been 
prepared on the subject of the Trinity doctrine.

One fact  that  is  most  important  when studying the  Bible,  is,  some verses  can  only be 
understood in one way; we shall call them ‘absolutes’. Then, we find some verses that might 
be understood in more than one way; we shall call them ‘non-absolutes’. The ‘non-absolutes’ 
must  be understood in the light of the ‘absolutes’ or else we would find ourselves in a 
hopeless quagmire of confusion and never come to the light of the truth of Jehovah, the 
Creator of the universe and the Source of all divine knowledge. Of course, we should want to 
“make sure of all things.”—1 Thessalonians 5:12.

When quoting from various Bible translations/versions, and other reference sources, we are 
not trying to give the impression that these are the only viewpoints expressed by scholars. 
Nor do we wish to the give the impression that only non-trinitarian perceptions on various 
points exist or are in the majority. The works of non-trinitarian scholars are more and more,  
found with a great deal of searching (those of George Benedict Winer, for example) and are 
found in specialized libraries. However, the trinitarian viewpoints are more easily accessible. 
Let it be observed, that most of the scholars quoted in this treatise are those of the trinitarian 
school of thought.         

                     



  iv
                                               EXPLANATIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS

When quoting from various works, which contain Hebrew and/or Greek words, those words 
have been spelled and translated into English and a phonetic pronunciation guide has been 
provided. This, it is hoped, will aid those not too familiar with the Hebrew and/or Greek. 

From time to time, scholarly works are reprinted. What in the first printing may have several 
volumes, can become combined into one volume. During reprinting, at times, page numbers 
may have been changed for the above and other reasons. To always give the volume and page 
numbers  of  the  original  printing,  when  such  changes  have  taken  place  can  by  very 
exasperating for one attempting to do further research. To minimize this cause of frustration, 
the abbreviation “in loc. cit.” for “in loco citato,” (in the place cited), has been used. Thus  
when reference to a comment is made and ‘in loc. cit.’ is found, one need only find where the 
commentator treats the scripture for further information. “Ibid.”, for “ibidem”, (in the same 
place),  meaning  “in  the  same  book  most  recently  quoted  or  cited”,  is  used  to  avoid 
unnecessary repetition.

The symbol “e.a.”, stands for “emphasis added”; it will be used to indicate that underscored   
or this reviewer has added italicized portions.                                 
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                                                                            SECTION I
                          HISTORICAL

THE DOCTRINE STATED

HAT IS the doctrine of the Trinity? There are so many variations on the subject, we 
need to define the doctrine before we can investigate it. We will quote from the 

standard reference works of the churches which hold to the doctrine. Then we will be able to 
see what they have to tell concerning their beliefs.

w
In this divine and infinite being there is the Father, the Word and the Holy Spirit,  
each having the whole divine essence, yet the essence undivided; all infinite without 
any beginning, therefore but one God, who is not to be divided in nature and being, 
but distinguished by several peculiar [unique] properties. In these terms  our fathers 
described  the  great  Jehovah,  one  God  in  three  persons…Jesus  is…the  eternal 
Jehovah…The Holy Spirit is Jehovah…The Son and Spirit are placed on  an exact 
equality with the Father. If he is Jehovah so are they…as the same  infallible author-
ty [reference to the Bible] places Father, Son and Spirit as equals in  authority in all 
other divine attributes and in saving power, that one God must exist in three persons.
—The Baptist Encyclopedia, 1883, pp. 1167-9.

The truth that in the unity of the Godhead there are Three Persons, the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Spirit, these Persons being truly distinct one from another. Thus, 
in the words of the Athanasian Creed: “the Father is God, the Son is God, and the 
Holy Spirit is God, and yet there are not three Gods but one God.”—The Catholic  
Encyclopedia, 1912, Vol. XV, p. 47.

But the Godhead of the Father, of the Son and of the Holy Ghost  is  all one the glory 
equal, the majesty coeternal. Such as the Father is, such is the Son, and such is the 
Holy Ghost. The Father Eternal, the Son Eternal, the Holy Ghost Eternal and yet are 
not Three Eternals but one Eternal.…So likewise the Father is Almighty, the Son 
Almighty, and the Holy Ghost Almighty. And yet there are not Three Almighties but 
one Almighty.…And in this Trinity none is afore or after other; none is greater or 
less than another. But the whole Three Persons are coeternal together and coequal.
—“The Athanasian Creed”, as quoted in the  Cyclopedia of Biblical, Theological  
and Ecclesiastical Literature, McClintock and Strong, Vol. ii, pp. 560–1.

So, the claim is made that there are three distinct persons equal in all things, eternity, power, 
glory and majesty. None greater than another, none with beginning. Yet, according to these 
churches,  there  are  not  three  Gods,  only one  God,  and  not  three  Almighties  only one 
Almighty.



THE IMPORTRANT QUESTION
The question now comes to the fore: ‘Does the Bible teach this doctrine?’ Do we find in  Holy 
Scripture such a thought about  the Almighty Jehovah?  Once  again  we  go  to the writings 
of 
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the churches which proclaim this teaching. Do they show that the Trinity doctrine can 
be found in the written Word of God? Do they show that the original Christian 
congregation adhered to this unqualified (unlimited) Trinitarianism? Please note:

                             
When one does speak of unqualified [unlimited] Trinitarianism, one has moved from 
the period of Christian origins to, say the last quadrant of the 4 th century ... Herein 
lies the difficulty. On the one hand, it was the dogmatic formula “one God in Three 
Persons” that would henceforth for more than 15 centuries structure and guide the 
Trinitarian essence of the Christian message...On the other hand, the formula itself  
does not reflect the immediate consciousness of the period of origins;  it was the 
product  of  3  centuries  of  doctrinal  development.  (e.a.)—New  Catholic  
Encyclopedia, 1967, Vol. XIV, p. 295.

Trinity. The trinity of God is defined by the [Roman Catholic] Church as the belief 
that in God are three persons who subsist in one nature. The belief as so defined was 
reached only in the 4th and 5th centuries AD and hence is not explicitly and formally  
a biblical belief. The trinity of persons within the unity of nature is defined in terms 
of “person” and “nature” which are G[ree]k philosophical terms; actually the terms 
so not appear in the Bible. In the N[ew]T[estament] the Father is “the God” (G[ree]k 
– ho theos), and Jesus is “the Son of God” (ho hyios tou theou). The Spirit is “the 
spirit of the God” or “the holy spirit,” in this context a synonymous term. Deity [in 
the Bible] is conceived not in the G[ree]k [philosophical term] of nature but rather as 
a level of being...What is less clear about the Spirit [in the Bible] is His personal 
reality:  often He is  mentioned in language in which His  personal  reality is  not 
explicit....The O[ld] T[estament], does not contain suggestions or foreshadowing of 
the trinity of persons. (e.a.)—Dictionary of the Bible, John McKenzie, S.J., 1965, 
pp. 899–900.

This does not mean however, that we consider the traditional Scripture proof text 
method as mandatory or even possible. In the sense of a definition the doctrine of the 
Trinity is stated nowhere in Scripture.—The Encyclopedia of the Lutheran Chruch, 
1965, Vol. III, p. 2414.

“Does not reflect the immediate consciousness of the period of origins,” “is not explicitly and 
formally a biblical belief,” “the doctrine of the Trinity is stated nowhere in Scripture.” From 
these admissions, would one be justified in concluding there is serious reason to question the 
Biblical validity of the doctrine? At the least, they would give one reason to ponder the 
matter.

                   WHAT DO THE CHURCH “FATHERS” TELL US?
         
Can one find in the writings left us by the Patristics (“Fathers”), especially the period before the 
Council of Nicea  (325 C.E.), the treaching of  “three persons in one God?” Let us investigate.

Justin Martyr, 110-160 C.E.:

And the first power after God the Father and Lord of all is the Word who is also the 



Son;  (e.a.)—  The First  Apology of  Justin,  chapter  XXXIII (33);  In  The  Ante-
Nicene Fathers  Translations  The  Writings  of  the  Fathers  down  to  A.D.  325, 
(hereinafter  simply  “ANF”),  Grand  Rapids,  Wm.  B.  Eerdmans  Publishing 
Company, reprinting of  November, 1981, Vol. I,  p. 173.

I say, that there is...another God and Lord [the Son] subject to the Maker of all 
things  [the  Father];  who  is  also  called   Angel,  because  He  [the  Son] 
announces to men whatsoever the Maker of all things-above whom there  is 
no other God 
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—wishes  to  announce  to  them....He  who  is  said  to  have  appeared   to 
Abraham, and to Jacob, and to Moses, and who is called God, is distinct from 
Him who made all things, numerically, I mean, not [distinct] in will. For I 
affirm that He has never at any time done any thing which He who made the 
world — above whom there is no other God — has not wished Him both to 
do and to engage himself with.—Dialogue With Trypho, chapter LVI (56); 
ANF Vol. I., pp. 223-4.

An accurate account of the teachings of Justin is related by Demetrius Christ Trakatellis, of 
Athens, Greece, in the words:

But  if  the  biblical  texts  proclaim the  divinity of  the  Son they also emphasize, 
according to Justin, that the Son is not God the way the Father is. The son was 
begotten by the Father and so the Father is the cause not only of the existence of the 
Son but of his divinity as well (Dial[ogue]. [With Trypho] 129, 1). The difference 
in  divinity  is  further  emphasized  by  Justin,  as  we  will  see,  by  the  notion  of 
transcendence.—“The Pre-Existence Of Christ In the Writings Of Justin Martyr,” 
Harvard Theological  Review; Scholars Press,  University of Montana,  Missoula; 
1976, p. 52.

Hippolytus, 170-236 C.E.:

The first and only (one God), both Creator and Lord of all had nothing coeval [co-
age] with Himself...But He was One, alone in Himself. By an exercise of His will He 
created things that  are not,  which antecedently had no existence...Therefore this 
solitary and supreme Deity, by an exercise of reflection, brought forth the Logos [the 
Word, the Son] first...He [the Son] is this Progeneitor’s first-born ...And so it was 
when the Father ordered the world to come into existence, the Logos one by one 
completed each object of creation, thus, pleasing God. (e.a.)—The Refutation Of All  
Heresies, Book X (10), chapters XXVIII (28) and XXIX (29); ANF, Vol. V (5), p. 
67, reprinting of December 1981.

Titian, ?-180 C.E.:

And by His [the Father’s] simple will the Logos springs forth; and the Logos not 
coming forth  in  vain,  becomes  the  first-begotten  work of  the  Father.  Him (the 
Logos) we know to be the beginning of the world.—Address to the Greeks, chapter 
V; ANF, Vol. V, p. 67, reprinting of April, 1982. 

Origen, 185-254(?) C.E.:

For the Son of God, “the First-born of all creation,” although He seemed recently to 
have become incarnate, is not by any means on that account recent. For the holy 
Scriptures know Him to be the most ancient of all the works of creation; for it was to 



Him that God said regarding the creation of man, “Let us make man in Our image, 
after Our likeness.—Against Celsus, Book V, chapter XXVI (26);  ANF, Vol. IV 
(4), p. 560, reprinting of April, 1982.

And the Apostle Paul says in the Epistle to the Hebrews [1:1-2] At the end of the 
days He [God] spoke to us in His Son, whom He made the heir of all things ‘through 
whom’ He made the ages”,  showing us that God made the ages through His Son, the 
“through whom” belonging, when the ages were being made, to the Only-begotten. 
Thus, if all things were made, as in this passage [John 1:3] also, through the Logos, 
they were not made  by  the Logos,  but  by a stronger and greater  than He.  And 
who 
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else  could   this  be  but  the  Father?    We  consider  therefore,   that  there  are 
three hypostases, [three entities, not necessarily three persons] the Father and the 
Son  and  the  Holy Spirit;  [keep  in  mind  that  capitalization  is  according  to  the 
judgment of the translator] and at the same time we believe nothing to be uncreated  
but the Father. (e.a).—Origen’s Commentary On John, Book II, chapter VI (6); 
ANF, fifth edition, reprinting of August, 1980, Vol. X (10). 

                    Clement of Rome, 30-100 C.E.:

Let all the nations know that Thou art God alone and Jesus Christ [is] Thy Son,—
First Epistle To The Corinthians, chapter LIX (59); ANF, ibid., p. 247.

Tertullian, 160(?)-230(?) C.E.:

For He [God] could not have been Father previous to the Son nor a Judge previous 
to sin. There was, however, a time when neither sin existed  with Him, nor the Son.
—Against Hermogenes, chapter III;  ANF, reprinting of August, 1980, Vol. III, p. 
478.

Let  Hermogenes  then  confess  that  the  very Wisdom of  God  [whom Tertullian 
acknowledges is the Son, see page 113] is declared to be born and created, for the 
especial reason that we should not suppose that there is any other being than God 
alone who is unbegotten and uncreated.—ibid., chapter XVIII (18);  ANF, ibid., p. 
487.

I am led to other arguments derived from God’s own dispensation, in which He 
existed before the creation of the world, up to the generation of the Son. For before 
all things God was alone.—Against Praxeas, chapter V; ANF, ibid., p. 600.

Latantius, 230-340 C.E.:

God, therefore, the contriver and founder of all things, as we have said in the second 
book, before He commenced this excellent work, begat a pure and incorruptible 
Spirit,  whom He  called  His  Son.  And  although  He  had  afterwards  created  by 
Himself innumerable other beings, whom we call angels, this first begotten, however 
was the only one whom He considered worthy of being called by the divine name 
[of Son] ... For we especially testify that He was twice born, first in the spirit, and 
afterwards in the flesh....For though He was the Son of God from the beginning, He 
was born again a second time according to the flesh. (e.a.)—The Divine Institutes, 
Book IV (4), chapters VI (6) and VIII (8);  ANF, reprinting of October, 1982, Vol. 
VII (7), pp. 105-6.

“Subject to the Maker”, “brought forth the Logos first”, “the first and only...Creator had 
nothing coeval with Himself”, “nothing to be uncreated but the Father”. Do these statements 



impress one with a picture that the Patristics held to a doctrine of God as a Trinity?
                                                                                                           

Second Century Orthodoxy by J.A. Buckley furnishes these quotations from the writings of 
Irenaeus of Lyon, 102-202 C.E., about those who had caused others to leave the Christian 
faith he said that they had:

[L]ed captive from the Truth all such as maintain not firmly their faith in One God 
the Father Almighty, and One Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God.—p. 86, Irenaeus  
Against Heresies, Book 1, chapter 3, paragraph 6; ANF, Vol. 1, p. 320.

It is well, to begin from the First and Cheifest head, from God the Artificer and 
Maker of Heaven and Earth, and of all things that are therein...He being the only 
Lord 
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and  only  God and  the  only  Creator  and  the  only  Father  and  alone upholding 
all things, and Himself giving to all things there existence.—p. 89, ibid., Book II, 
chapter 1.1; ANF, Vol. I, p. 359 (translation is somewhat different).

As to the exact way in which the Son was produced by the Father, Jehovah, Irenaeus goes on 
to relate:

Should anyone then say to us, How then was the Son produced of the Father? We 
tell him, that this production, or generation or utterance, or manifestation, or by what 
name so-ever one may denote His generation, which cannot be declared – no man 
knoweth –...but the Father only who begat, and the Son who, was born...the Only-
Begotten  Word  of  God;—  ibid.,  p.  91,  chapter  28.5-7;  ANF, ibid.,  p.  401 
(translation is somewhat different).

Irenaeus identified whom he meant by the word “God”, with this declaration:

But the one only God is our Creator...He is the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, His 
Word, Who is His Son:— ibid., p. 92, chapter 30.9; ANF; ibid., p. 419, (translation 
is somewhat different).

We have this prayer of Irenaeus:

And I therefore call on Thee, O Lord God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, Who art the 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ...Who art Lord of all, who art the Only and True 
God, [John 17:3] over Whom there is no other God...Grant to everyone who reads 
this writing, to acknowledge Thee, that Thou art the only God.— ibid., p. 95, Book 
3, chapter 6.4; ANF, ibid., p. 419 (translation is somewhat different).

We find in these quotations no equality of three persons. What we do find, would make 
equality of the Lord Jehovah with two other persons an impossibility! One cannot be “the 
Only True God,” and at the same time have two others that are “God” to the same degree as 
He.

Origen, in his Commentary on John, disclosed about God and His Son:

[W]e have to say that God on the one hand is Very God (Autotheos, [God of Him- 
self]); and so the Saviour says in His prayer to the Father, “That they may know 
Thee the only true God;”  but all beyond the Very God is made God by participation 
in His divinity, and is not to be called simply God (with the article [“the”]), but 
rather God (without the article). And thus the first-born of all creation, who is the 



first to be with God,  and to attract  to Himself divinity,  is a  being of  more  exalted  
rank  than these other gods [the holy angles] beside Him, of whom God is the God, 
as it is written “The God of gods, the Lord,  hath spoken  and called  the earth…The 
true God,  then is “The God”, and  those who are formed after Him are gods, as it  
were images of Him the prototype. But the archetypal image [the Son] again, of  all 
these images is the Word of God, who was in the beginning, and who by being with 
God is at all times God, not possessing that of Himself, but by His being with the 
Father, and not continuing to be God, if we should think of this, except by remaining 
always in the uninterrupted contemplation of the depths of the Father.—Book II, 
chapter 2; ANF, fifth edition, reprinting of August 1980, p. 323.

The Son of God, and others, derive their godship from the Father, Jehovah, “The God.” They 
were formed after the Father. The Father Jehovah, “The God” has godship from none except 
Himself.

13
The New Catholic Encyclopedia relates:

The formulation “one God in three Persons” was not solidly established, certainly 
not fully assimilated into Christian life and its profession of faith, prior to the end of 
the 4th century...Among the Apostolic Fathers [Clement of Rome, Mathetes, Ignatius 
of Antioch, Polycarp, Papias, Barnabas(?)] there had been  nothing even remotely 
approaching such a mentality or perspective [of a Trinity doctrine].— (e.a.), Vol. 
XIV (14), p. 299.

Why did it take more than 300 years to reach “such a mentality”? Why for over 300 years had 
the Christian Church taught just the opposite of  “such  a mentality” (of a Trinity doctrine)?

J.N.D. Kelly, in his Early Christian Doctrines, makes this observation:

There can be no doubt that the Apologists’ thought was highly confused; they were 
very far  from having worked the threefold  pattern  of  the  Church’s  faith  into a 
coherent scheme....As regards the relation of the Three, there is little to be gleaned 
from Justin beyond his statemente6 that Christians venerate Christ and the Spirit in 
the second and third ranks respectively....6First Apology, chapter 13.3;.—New York, 
Evanston and London, Harper & Row Publishers, second edition,  1960, p. 103; 
ANF, Vol. I, p. 167.

On this, one might ask: ‘The Apologists lived some 100 years after the Apostles, Koine 
Greek was their native tongue, they had close to the original Bible; and the claim is made that 
they were confused?’ It would seem that they were in a better position to know the Christian 
congregation’s view on God and His Son, rather than those who tried to foster the viewpoint 
which came into vogue, with some, 200 years later!

From time to time in translations of the Partistical writings we find the word “god” and even 
“God,” used in connection with the Lord Jesus Christ. This should never be understood as 
equating Jesus to the position of “The God.” This usage is patterned after the language of 
Scripture in which men and angels, who are the representatives of  “The God” are called 
“gods” or “God”. As John Calvin in his Commentary on the Gospel According to John, has 
written:

Scripture gives the name of gods to those on whom God has conferred an honorable 
office.  He [the Son] who God has separated  to be distinguished  above all others is 
far more worthy of  this  honorable  title…The  passage which Christ quotes  [at 



John 10:34, from Psalm 82:6] You are gods,  and all of you are children of the Most 
High; where God expostulates with the kings earth, who tyrannically abuse their 
authority and power for their own sinful passions,  for oppressing the poor, and for 
every evil action....Christ applies this to the case in hand, that they receive the name 
of gods, because they are God’s ministers for governing the world. For the same 
reason Scripture calls angels gods, because by them the glory of God beams forth on 
the world.—Grand Rapids, Wm. Eerdman’s Publishing, Vol. First, p. 419.

In The Formation of Christian Dogma, Professor Martin Werner, reports:

The  pre-Arian  discussion  of  the  Angel-Christology did  not  turn  simply  on  the 
question  whether  Christ was  an angel,  but on  another issue,  namely, in what  
sense 
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could he, as an angel,  rank as God. This explanation which was offered by the 
supporters of the Angel-Christology, was that Christ, according to his nature, was a 
high angel, but that he was named ‘God’; for the designation ‘God’ was ambiguous. 
The word ‘God’ did mean, in the first place, the absolute divine omnipotence but it 
was also used for the beings who served this deus verus [Latin, “god true” = “true 
God”] That these were designated ‘gods’ implies reverence and recognition of Him 
who sent them and whom they thus represented.  Consequently in the Scriptures 
(Exod. xxii.28), not only angels, but even men could be called ‘gods’ [Compare Ps. 
8:5; Heb. 2.7, 9; Ps. 82.6, 7; John 10:34, 35.] without according them the status [of 
“The God”] in the strict sense. Even Lactantius, [260-330 C.E.] had still taught in 
this  way2...2  Lactantius,  inst.  Epitome,  37.—London,  Adam  &  Charles  Black, 
German original 1941,  English translation  1957, p. 140.

The Patristics spoke of faithful Christians becoming “gods” or “God” in this  relative or 
representative sense, explaining:

[O]r  we  cast  blame  on  Him,  because  we  have  not  been  made  gods  from the 
beginning, but at first merely men, then at length gods.—Irenaeus, Against Heresies, 
Book IV, chapter XXXVIII (38); ANF, Vol. I, page 522.   

And thou shalt be a companion of the Deity, and a co-heir with Christ, no longer 
enslaved by lusts or passions, and never again wasted by disease. For thou hast 
become God ... For the Deity (by condescension,) does not diminish aught from the 
dignity of His divine perfection;  having made thee even God unto His glory!—
Hippolytus, The Refutation Of All Heresies, chapter XXX; ANF, Vol. V, p. 153.

If, therefore, man has become immortal, he will also be God. And if he is made God 
by  water  and  the  Holy  Spirit  after  the  regeneration  of  the  laver  [“washing,” 
“cleansing”] he is found to be also joint-heir with Christ after the resurrection of the 
dead.—Hippolytus, Discourse On The Holy Theophany, section 8; ANF, Vol. V, p. 
237.

    
The Watchtower Bible & Tract Society publication, Insight On The Scriptures, observes:

On various occasions when individuals  were visited or addressed by an angelic 
messenger of Jehovah, the individuals or at times the Bible writer setting out the 
account,   responded  to  or  spoke  that  angel  as  through  he  were  Jehovah  God. 
(Compare Ge 16:7-11; 18:1-5; 22-33; 32:24-30; Jd 6:11-15; 13:20-22.) This was 
because  the  angelic  messenger  was  acting  for  Jehovah  as  his  representative, 
speaking in his name, perhaps using the first person pronoun [“I”], and even saying, 



“I am the true God.” [When the angelic messenger was speaking for Jehovah; the 
actual true God.] (Gen 31:11-13; Jg 2:1-5).-Vol. 2, pp. 55, 6.

Judges 13:21, 22, is illustrative of this usage: “And the angel appeared no more to Manoe and 
his wife: then Manoe knew that this was an angel of the Lord. And Manoe said to his wife, 
We shall surely die, because we have seen God.” (Septuagint Version, hereinafter simply 
“LXX”). Of course, in the light of the context and keeping in mind John 1:18: “No man has 
seen God at any time.”, we know that Manoah and his wife did not see Jehovah God. They 
saw only His angelic representative; and yet it was said that they had “seen God.”

So, when the Son of God is referred to as:

[A]nother God and Lord subject to the maker” and “is called by Spirit, now the Glory of the 
Lord,  now  the Son, again Wisdom,  again an Angel,  then God,  and then Lord 
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and Logos”, and when we are instructed: “The Creator did not wish to make him [mankind] a 
god, and failed in His aim; nor an angel — be not deceived — but a man. For if He had 
willed to make thee a god, He would have done so. Thou hast the example of the Logos [the 
Word, the pre-human Jesus].—Justin Martyr, Dialogue With Trypho chapters LVI (56), LXI 
(61); Hippolytus, The Refutation Of All Heresies, Book X, chapter XXIX (29); ANF, Vol. I, 
pp.  223,  7;  Vol.  V,  p.  151,  reprintings  of  November,  1981  and  December,  1981, 
respectively.

The Logos (Greek, , logos, LAH.gahs, “word”) is not put into the class of “The God,” 
his Father, Jehovah. The Logos, the Word, the Son of God, is included with those who are 
“images” of Him [the Father] the prototype”, who “are formed after Him [the Father],” as 
Origin put it.

Yes, the Logos was among the class of these “gods” which includes the angels, serving the 
Most High Jehovah. (Compare Ps. 8:5; 97:7; Hebrews 2:7, 9.) This is not polytheism, which 
would be many more-or-less independent “gods” ruling various areas of earth and beyond, or 
various aspects of life or nature; i.e., Neptune, ‘the god of the sea,’ Mercury, ‘the god of 
commerce, travel, manual skill, eloquence,’ Ares, ‘the god of war,’ Apollo, ‘the god of the 
sun’, etc. 

It is the way the Bible speaks of the servants of the Great God Jehovah (gods); who are under 
His loving control and do His will. None of these are on a par with “The God” whom they 
serve, nor do they act in an independent manner.

History of the Christian Church by Philip Schaff, has this to say on the Patristical view of 
Christ and his relationship to his Father:
                                                                                

Justin  Martyr  developed  the  first  Christology,  though  not  as  a  novelty,  but  in 
consciousness of its being generally held by Christians...The act of procession of the 
Logos from God...took place before the creation of the world...This begotten, ante-
mundane (although it  would seem not  strictly eternal)  Logos he conceives as a 
hypostatical being, a person numerically distinct from the Father.…he at one time 
asserts  the   moral   unity of   the  two divine persons,  and at  another  decidedly 
subordinates the Son  to the Father;—Grand Rapids,  Wm. Eerdmans Publishing 
Company,  fifth  edition,  1889,  printing  of  June  1976,  Vol.  2,  “Ante-Nicene 
Christianity”, pp. 449-50.



Origen…distinguishes the essence of the Son from that of the Father; speaks of a 
difference of substance; and makes the Son decidedly inferior to the Father, calling 
him with reference to John i.1, merely   [theos, theh-AHS, “god”] without the 
article [“the”] that is, God in a relative or secondary sense (Deus De Deo), [“God of 
(from) God”]      [deuteros theos, DU.teh.rahs theh.AHS, “second” or 
“secondary god”] but the Father God in the absolute sense, [  ho theos, hah 
theh.AHS, “the God”] (Deus per se), or   [autotheos, ou.TAH.theh.ahs, 
(ou = ou as in “ounce”) “God of Himself” or “self-God”] also the fountain and root 
of divinity.—ibid. pp. 551-2.

Of  Irenaeus we read:

Expressions like, “My Father is greater than I,” which apply only to the Christ of 
history [in Schaff’s opinion] he refers also, like Justin and Origen to the eternal 
Word.—iblid. p. 554.
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A History of Christianity by Kenneth Scott Latourette, informs us that:

Origen seemed to say that Christ is a creature, and that as the image of the Father he 
is secondary to the latter and subordinate to Him...a pupil of Origen, Dionysius head 
of  the  catechetical  school  in  Alexandria  and  bishop  of  that  city…stressed  the 
distinctness of the Son as a person and in doing so used language which appeared to 
imply that the Father had created the Son, and that there had been a time when the 
Son was not, and that the Son was subordinate to the Father.—New York, Hagers- 
town, San Francisco, London, Harper & Row Publishers, 1953, Vol. I, p. 152.

In Early Christian Doctrines, J.N.D. Kelly writes concerning The Shepherd of Hermas, of the 
2nd or 3rd century:

In a number of passages we read of an angel who is superior to the six angels 
forming God’s inner council, and who is regularly described as ‘most venerable’, 
‘holy’ and ‘glorious’. This angel is given the name of Michael, and the conclusion is 
difficult to escape that Hermas saw in him the Son of God and equated him with the 
archangel Michael...Christ’s pre-existence, was generally taken for granted, as was 
His role creation as well as redemption. This theme, which could point to Pauline 
and Johannine parallels, chimed in very easily with creative functions assigned to 
Wisdom in later Judaism...There is evidence also...of attempts to interpret Christ as a 
sort of supreme angel ... Of a doctrine of the Trinity in the strict sense there is of 
course no sign, although the Church’s triadic formula left its mark everywhere.—pp. 
94-5.

            
            Of the holy spirit, we find such reports as:

The majority  of N[ew]T[estament] texts  reveal God’s spirit as something,  not  some- 
one; this is especially seen in the parallelism between the spirit and the power of God. 
When  a quasi-personal  activity  is  ascribed  to God’s  spirit, e.g., speaking, hindering, 
desiring,  dwelling  (Acts  8.29;  16.7;  Rom 8.9)  one  is  not  justified  in  concluding 
immediately that  in these passages God’s spirit  is regarded as a Person;  the same 
expressions are used also in regard to rhetorically personified things or abstract ideas 
(see Rom 8.6; 7.17). Thus, the context of the phrase ‘blasphemy against the spirit’ (Mt 
11.31;  Lk 11.20,  shows that  reference  is  being made  to  the  power  of  God....The 
Apologists spoke too haltingly of the Spirit;  with a measure of anticipation, [of the 
Trinity  doctrine  to  be  introduced   later]  one  might  say  too  impersonally.—New 
Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. XIII, p. 575; Vol. XIV, p. 296.



The idea of the Holy Spirit, of the Spirit of God, was derived from Judaism, and it was 
generally believed among the early Christians that the Spirit was especially active in 
the Christian church. They did not speculate about the nature of the Spirit or about its 
relation to God and Christ. They commonly thought of it not as an individual being or 
person but simply as the divine power working in the world and particularly in the 
church....Apparently he was usually thought of in the early days as a mere divine 
power or influence. Often the term was employed simply to express the presence of 
God among his people. As time passed the tendency grew to think of him in personal 
terms, as the Father and Son were thought of...by the fourth century the idea of the 
Spirit  as  a  separate  person was practically  universal.  This  did  not  mean that  the 
impersonal use of the term, to signify the divine presence and activity, was abandoned. 
Indeed it  has  never  been  abandoned,  with  the  result  that  the  word  is  beset  with 
ambiguity. Even after it had come  to  be  generally  taken  for  granted  that  the  Spirit 
was  a  special  person  or hypostasis,  his nature  and  the  relation to  the Father and 
Son remained  in  doubt.  By 
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some he was thought of as an angel, by others as a divine being inferior only to the 
Father and the Son, by still others as of equal rank and of one nature with them.—
Arthur Chusman McGiffert,  A History of Christian Thought, London, New York, 
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1954, pp. 111, 127.

In a sermon preached in 380 Gregory of Nazianzus gives an illuminating picture of 
the wide variety of views which still held the field. Some, he reports, consider the 
Holy Spirit to be a force () [energeia, en-ERG-ay-ah, (ay = ay as in “hay”) 
“energy”  or  “operation”],  others  a  creature,  others  God.  Others,  making  the 
vagueness of Scripture their excuse, decline to commit themselves. Of those who 
acknowledge His deity, some keep it as a pious opinion to themselves, others seem 
to postulate three Persons possessing deity in different degrees—J.N.D. Kelly, Early  
Christian Doctrines, p. 259.

 is still never used of the Spirit...Nowhere in the New Testament is there to be 
found a text with   which has unquestionably to be referred to the Trinitarian 
God as a whole existing in three Persons....In addition,   is never used in the 
New  Testament  to  speak  of  the  peneu'ma a}gion [pneuma,  peh-NEW-mah, 
“spirit”;  hagion,  HAHG-eh-ahn,  “holy”  or  “sacred”].—Karl  Rahner,  S.J., 
Theological Investigations, Baltimore, Helicon Press, 1975, pp. 138, 43.

By the 4th century, the original impersonal “it” with reference to the holy spirit became a 
“him” to some. Others, however, retained the original Christian Biblical comprehension of 
the non-personality of the holy  spirit of  God, and do so to this day.

                      
COMMENTS ON THE ORTHODOXY OF THE HISTORICAL—
PATRISTICAL AGE

THE ENCYCLOPEDIA BRITANNICA:

Even after the elimination of Gnosticism...the Trinitarians and the Unitarians continued 
to confront each other, the latter [the Unitarians] at the beginning of the 3rd century still  
forming the large majority. (e.a.)—11th edition, 1910-11, Vol. XXXIII (33), p. 963; and 
ibid., 1892, Vol. XXI (21), p. 127.



It was mainly the opposition to the Homoousios [the doctrine of the equality of the 
Father and the Son as to the type of nature supposedly shared by them], as a formula 
open  to  heretical  misinterpretation,  and  not  borne  out  by  Holy  Writ ,  which  kept 
together  the large party known as Semiarians,  who carried on the strife  against  the 
Nicenes and especially Athanasius. (e.a.)—ibid., Fourteenth Edition, 1929, Vol. 2, p.359. 

Why could it be said that circa the year 200 the “Unitarians [those believing God to be one 
person]  were still  forming the large majority”?  Because they had the original  Christian 
understanding  of  God as a monad; a single individual. The new idea (to “Christianity”) of  
God as more than one person, a doctrine of a minority deviating from the Bible teaching, 
found  relatively  few  adherents.  Historical  confirmation  of  this  accurate  account  of  the 
situation is included in the following statements:

THE ENCYCLOPEDIA AMERICANA:

Unitarianism as a theological  movement...antedated Trinitarianism by many decades. 
Christianity derived from Judaism and Judaism was strictly Unitarian. The road which 
led from Jerusalem [the location  of the  first  Christian  congregation]  to  Nicea  was 
scarcely a  
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straight  one. Fourth century Trinitarianism did not  reflect accurately early  Christian 
teaching  regarding  God;  it [Trinitarianism]  was, on the contrary, adeviation from 
this [early Christian] teaching. It [Trinitarianism] therefore developed against constant 
Unitarian  or  at  least  anti-Trinitarian  opposition,  and  it  was  never  wholly 
victorious...Earl  Morse Wilbur,  in  the  introduction  to  his  History of Unitarianism 
enumerates  a  number  of  anti-Trinitarian  groups  which  deserve  attention  in  this 
connection;  among  others he  refers  to  the  Ebionites,  the  Sabellians,  the 
Samosatanians,  and  the  Arians...it  must  be  reemphasized  that  the  concept  God, 
understood as a single, undivided personality, precedes the Nicean notion of a Deity 
defined  as  three  persons  sharing  one  essence.  Unitarianism  is  the  early  norm,  
Trinitarianism a latter deviation from this norm. It is therefore more proper to speak 
of  Trinitarianism as  an anti-Unitarian  movement  than of  Unitarianism as  an anti-
Trinitarian mode of theological speculation. (e.a.)—1956, Vol. 27, p. 294L.

Arius denied that Christ was an unoriginated being, but was created out of nothing and 
therefore in essence must be different from the Father. He also affirmed that though 
Christ were the Son of God ... were he in the truest sense a son, he must have come 
after the Father, therefore the time obviously was when he was not, and hence [the Son 
was] a finite being. These doctrines...contained nothing essentially new or original in  
thought  and had been more or  less  prevalent  in the Chruch for  three  or  four  
generations. (e.a.)—ibid., Vol. 2, p. 250.

“Three  or  four  generations”  takes  us  back  to  the  “period  of  origins”  of  the  Christian 
congregation.

The book The Formation of Christian Dogma, by Martin Werner, D.D., professor of syste- 
matic theology, history of doctrine and history of philosophy, at  the University of Bern, 
supplies the following:

Eusebius  of  Caesarea  has  written  as  one  who  originally  stood  close  to 
Arianism...Christians  [to  him  “Arians”]  seek,  so  he  maintains,  to  support 
monotheism...they  have  knowledge  of  a  heavenly  realm  of  ‘divine  powers’ 
(dynameis),  archangels,  angels,  and  incorporeal  pure  spirits,  with  which  God 
surrounds himself. The Logos-Christ was the oldest of these beings, God had set him 
at the head of the whole creation as the supreme ‘director’. In that the Logos-Christ 
belongs  to  these  divine  powers,  which  stand  subordinate  to  God  the  Father,  the 



Scriptures  (Wisdom of  Solomon  and  Hebrews)  ascribe  to  him ‘divinity’.  In  his 
function as the supreme director of the creation he was, as any other angelic-being, 
fundamentally an ‘organ of the divine activity’.  The view of Eusebius here simply 
revolved about the combination of Angel-Christology and Logos-doctrine which was 
found in the West from Justin to Lactantius.

With  the Angel-Christology Arianism was also  given certain  other  theses  against 
which the Chruch in its new and antagonistic theology [the equality of the Father and 
the Son] sharply contended. These theses in previous expositions of doctrinal history 
have been set forth in a completely unjustified manner exclusively as the doctrine of 
Arius. These theses concerned here are, namely that the Logos was a creature (ktisma) 
and God alone was to be reckoned as agennetos; [“ungenerated”, “unorignated”] that 
he, [the Logos-Christ] ex ouk onton, [“from not being”] was created before Time, and 
that it can thus be said: en ptoe, hote ouk en, kai ouk en prin genetai; [“at sometime, he 
was  not,  and  he  did  not  exist  before  he  came  to  be”]  that  the  Son-Logos  is, 
accordingly, in relation to the being of God, to be defined as allotrios [“alien to”] and 
anomois [“unlike”]. Col. i,  15 was naturally taken as scriptural evidence for  the 
creatureliness of Christ, but the crucial Old Testament passage of Pro. viii, 22 ff.,  
which was so highly 
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valued  by tradition, was also utilized.  According  to  this  old  Post-Apostolic 
tradition,  the  two  concepts  of  ‘create’  and  ‘beget’,  which  were  used  here  in 
juxtaposition, were understood as synonyms in the sense of ‘create’....Phil. ii, 5-11 
constituted  for  the  Araians  an  important  instance  of  scriptural  evidence,  which 
caused Athanasius considerable embarrassment....Arius... secured a whole series of 
proof-texts against the thesis of the substantial identity of the Son with the Father, 
which was maintained by the Athanasian [Trinitarian] neo [“new”]-orthodoxy.

The Arians, truly conscious of their unity with the old tradition of the Church did  
not fail in establishing the unscriptural nature of the new Nicene formula of the  
homoousia [‘same substance’ or ‘nature’] of the Son and his ‘generation’ from  
the ousia [‘substance’ or ‘nature’] of the Father. And they also laid claim to the 
tradition of the Church on their own behalf and even charged Alexander the bishop 
of Alexandria, in the first stage of the conflict, with having expounded himself to 
them the doctrine, for which he was now condemning them ...The fact alone that 
previous to the rise of Arius, the old Angel-Christololgy was still a living force in 
many circles, explains the ready and widespread sympathy which showed itself for 
Arian doctrine. If this doctrine, according to the complaint of Hilary and Epiphanius, 
could infect the communities of almost entire provinces of the Empire, and is the 
Neletians of Egypt, as well as the Donatists, thought ‘arianly’, this was all due, not 
to  the  Arian  missionary  activity,  but  for  the  most  part  to  a  simple  process  of 
sympathetic  response.  It meant  that  all  were now being counted as Arians who 
hitherto had always thought in terms of the Angel-Christology. (e.a.)               

Irenaeus [in the second century] could still interpret Mk. xiii, 32 in the following 
manner: the Son confessed not to know that which only the Father knew; hence ‘we 
learn from himself that the Father is over all’, as he who is greater also than the Son. 
But the Nicene theologians had now suddenly to deny that Jesus could have said 
such a thing about  the  Son.  In the  long-recognized scriptural  testimony for  the 
Logos-doctrine provided by Prov. viii, 22 ff. The exegetes of the second and third 
centuries had found the creation of the pre-existent Logos-Christ set forth without 
dispute and equivocation. But now, when the Arians also interpreted the passage in 
this way, the interpretation was suddenly reckoned as false....A theologian such as 
Tertullian by virtue of his Subordinationist manner of thinking, could confidently on 
occasion  maintain  that,  before  all  creation,  God the  Father  had  been  originally 



‘alone’, and thus there was a time when ‘the Son was not’. When he did so, within  
the Church of his day such a statement did not inevitably provoke a controversy,  
and indeed there was none about it. But now, when Arius said the same thing in  
almost the same words, he raised thereby in the Church a mighty uproar, and such a 
view was condemned as heresy in the anathemas of Nicaea.” (e.a.)—pp. 155-8.

We can see, that, the views of Arius were closer to the understanding of the relationship of 
the Father and the Son to those of the first century Christians than the views of Athanasius 
and his followers.

Christianity  and the Roman Empire, by noted Roman Catholic scholar William Edward 
Addis, gives us an insight into the religious turmoil caused by the attempt to introduce the 
notion that God was more than one person.

The bulk of Christians, had they been let alone, would have been satisfied with the 
old belief in one God the Father,  and  would  have  distrusted ‘the dispensation,’ as 
it 
was called, by which the sole deity  of  the Father expanded itself into the deity of 
the
Father  and  the  Son....Tertullian...‘All  simple  people,’  he  writes,  not  to  call  
them
them ignorant  and  uneducated,   (and   these  always   form the  greater  part  of 
believers) 
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since the rule  (of faith)  itself  transfers  them from the many gods of the 
world to the only true God, take fright at the dispensation....They will have 
it that we are proclaiming two or three Gods. We, say they, hold to the rule 
of One....It became, however, more and more clear that the old belief in the 
sole godhead of the Father was no longer tenable in the church. (e.a.)—
London, The Sunday School Association, 1893, p. 174.

On this one might well ask: ‘Why was “the old belief in the sole godhead of the Father” no 
longer tenable in the church?  This was the original Christian belief: Why now change it?’  
The “old belief in the sole godhead of the Father” was that which had led new believers out 
of the pagan false teachings into the light of Christianity. The “old belief in the sole godhead 
of the Father” was, and still is, the Biblical belief!

We have looked back to the Patristics and have seen a pronounced understanding that the 
Father, Jehovah God was the Highest, no one was His ‘equal in all things’. 

The  following  authors  have  given  an  accurate  account  of  the  early  Christian  teaching 
concerning the Father and the Son. A review of their findings will reinforce the truth that the 
Trinity doctrine never was, and cannot be, a part of true Christianity.                                    

    
John Martin Creed in  The Divinity of Jesus Christ, wrote:

When the writers of the New Testament speak of God they mean the God and Father 
of Our Lord Jesus Christ. When they speak of Jesus Christ, they do not speak of 
him, nor think of him as God. He is God’s Christ, God’s Son, God’s Wisdom, God’s 
Word.  Even the Prologue to St.  John [John 1:1-18] which comes nearest  to the 
Nicene Doctrine, must be read in the light of the pronounced subordinationism of 
the Gospel as a whole; and the Prologue is less explicit in Greek with the anarthros 
theos  [the  word  “god”  at  John  1:1c  without  the  article]  than  it  appears  in 
English...The adoring exclamation of St. Thomas “my Lord and my God” (Joh. xx. 



28) is still not quite the same as an address to Christ as being without qualification 
[limitation] God, and it must be balanced by the words of the risen Christ himself to 
Mary Magdalene (v[erse]. 17): “Go unto my brethren and say to them, I ascend unto 
my Father and your Father, and my God and your God.” Jesus Christ is frequently 
spoken of in the Ignation Epistles as “our God”, “my God”, but probably never as 
“God” without qualification.

Arthur Weigall has written in The Paganism in Our Christianity:

The early Christian mind stopped short before the revolutionary doctrine that Jesus 
was God...Throughout the First  Century,  indeed nobody would have dreamed of 
regarding Jesus as God...for all the Christians of the First Century and most of those 
of the Second Century would have regarded it [the Nicene-Athanasian Creed]  as 
sheer blasphemy. (e.a.)—New York and London, G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1928, pp. 
181, 186, 189, 190.

            
Historian Philip Schaff  recounted:

The victory of the council of Nicea over the views of the majority of the bishops 
was a victory only in appearance...An  intermediate  period of  great  excitement  
ensued,  during  which  council  was  held against  council, creed was set forth 
against creed, and anathema against anathema was hurled. (e.a.)—History Of The 
Christian Church, Grand Rapids, Wm. Eerdmans Publishing Company, original of 
1910, re- printing of 1979, Vol. III, p. 6.
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Richard  Patrick  Crosland  Hanson,  who,  at  the  time  of  publication  (1981)  of  his  The 
Continuity of Christian Doctrine, was Assistant (later full) Church of England Bishop of 
Manchester, and Professor of Historical and Contemporary Theology at the University of 
Manchester, reported:

Further, by the beginning of the Arian controversy there already existed a number of 
different  and  sometimes  diverse  theological  traditions  concerning  the  Christian 
doctrine of God which contributed to make the controversy more lasting and more 
stubborn.  Before  we  look  at  the  example  of  doctrinal  development  which  this 
century [the Fourth] displays, I must say something about the Arian controversy in 
whose bosom  this development took place. It is now nearly seventy years since the 
last book in English devoted solely to the subject  of the Arian controversy was 
published. This is a testimony at once to the immense complexity of the subject, to 
the lack of interest in it to be observed among English-speaking students of theology, 
and also to the extraordinary unwillingness of English scholars to write books...The 
consequence is that most students of theology whose only language is English have 
gained a  quite unrealistic and indeed obsolete idea of the causes and nature of the 
controversy.  The  account  of  the  controversy  that   is  widely   prevalent   runs 
something like this: Early in the fourth century a wicked heretic called Arius started 
some  highly  un-orthodox doctrine about the divinity of  Christ.  This dangerous 
heresy was soon answered, at the Council  of Nicaea in the year  325, when the 
correct reply was given by the orthodox bishops, a reply which had always been 
available and which had for long been well known by all responsible theologians. 
But a small band of unorthodox, Arian  bishops gained the ear  of  the emperor  who 
succeeded Constantine and these were by their machinations able to overthrow the 
plans of the orthodox, prevent the obvious truth being openly acknowledged and 
prolong the controversy for another forty or fifty years, at the end of which period 
the villainous heretics were deposed, the suffering and virtuous orthodox reinstated 
and Catholic truth gloriously vindi- cated in the new version of the Nicene Creed.



This is a travesty of truth. The only reason this quite unrealistic picture has so long 
prevailed is because the last author to write books in English upon the subject — 
Gwatkin — unfortunately gave currency to this misrepresentation. Gwatkin branded 
Arianism as a thinly disguised form of pagan polytheism produced for the benefit of 
the pagans who were flooding into the Church,  once it had been recognized and 
given  approval by the  Emperor Constantine. Gwatkin, who whatever his defects as 
a theologian was a good ecclesiastical  historian, should have paused to consider 
chronology. (ea).

In this controversy there came to a head a vitally important question which had been 
waiting for a satisfactory answer for a long time and had never received one...The 
Council of Nicaea in 325 was of course an attempt to answer it, but it must be 
recognized that in this respect it failed. The wording of its formulas was ambiguous 
and open to misunderstanding. The Eastern [Greek speaking] bishops were entirely 
justified in regarding at least one of its statements as liable to lead to rank heresy, if 
not actually designed to lead there. It was in fact, ignored by all contestants in the 
controversy for more than twenty years after it had met.

The first point to observe is that the development of the doctrine of the Trinity in the 
fourth  century  involved at  least  one direct  contradiction  of  traditional,  not to 
say
say Catholic [“universal”] doctrine, and one reversal or reduction of a lively tradition 
of theological thought which had been entertained widely in the Church since the  
second  century.   The   contradiction   constituted   the   abandonment   of   an 
economic 
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concept of the Trinity [The doctrine of the Father using His Son and His holy spirit 
to accomplish His purposes; not a concept of three equal persons. Compare, Gen. 
1:2;  2  Pet.  2:21].  There  can  be  no  doubt  at  all  that  the  vast  majority  of  the 
theologians of the Church before the time of Origen, and many after his time, had 
taught and believed that the Son was  produced by the Father for the purpose of 
creating the world,  revealing the Father  and redeeming mankind in that  created 
world.  Some of them held that the Son had always been immanent in the Father 
from eternity and for the purpose of creation was caused to become a distinct though 
not independent entity from the Father. But they would all have said that there was  
time, or possibly a situation, when the Son or Word was not that which he was  
when as the Father’s agent he created the world. This applies not just to Justin and 
the other Apologists, but to Irenaeus, Tertullian, Hippolytus, Novation, Lactantius, 
Aronbius and Victori- nus of Pettau. (e.a.).

Now, the champions of the Nicene standpoint during the Arian controversy entirely 
denied an economic Trinity.  This  point  is  clear enough in Athanasius’ frequent 
attacks  upon  the  Arian  doctrine  (which  had  indeed  plenty  of  support  in  the  
teaching of earlier ages) that “there was a time when he [the Son] did not exist.” It 
becomes crystal clear in the theology of the Cappadocian Fathers, Basil of Caesarea, 
Gregory of Nazianzus, and Gregory of Nyssa. So frequently do these fathers deny 
that there is the least interval, and particularly the least interval of time, between the 
Father and the Son, that it is not worth giving specific references. Here is something 
which we must honestly call a direct contradiction between widely received earlier  
teaching that in its day ranked as orthodoxy and later orthodox dogma. [i.e., the 
new “orthodoxy”, the Trinity doctrine] (e.a.).



The Cappadocian Fathers…either reject or throw cold water upon the models and 
figures which earlier writers such as Justin and Tertullian had used to express the 
relation of the Son to the Father, as tending to subordinationism such as that of the of 
ray from the sun, branch from the root.. It is worthwhile emphasizing these two 
points, first that fourth-century developments of the doctrine of the Trinity meant a 
contradiction of much traditional, indeed time-hollowed, doctrine, and second that in 
one  respect it represented a reduction, perhaps even a reformation, of existing tradi-
tion...the defenders of the Nicene faith...all formally subscribed to the philosophical 
axiom of the impassibility of God, which is certainly not an axiom honored in either 
the Old Testament or the New. Their attempt to meet the Arian argument that as 
Jesus  Christ  was manifestly vulnerable  to  suffering so the Son must  have been 
vulnerable — doing so by taking refuge in a theory of two natures of which only the 
human one [“the human nature”] suffered — was unconvincing and was to make 
plenty of trouble for later Christological thought. (e.a.).

They [the Cappadocians] were also maintaining a different argument, that is, the co-
divinity and unity of all three Persons of the Trinity rather than the divinity of the 
Son  alone,  which  was  the  main  preoccupation  of  Athanasius.  They have  been 
accused of a philosophical confusion so drastic as to render their account of God as 
one  ousia [“substance”, “nature”] and the three  hypostases [“persons”1] virtually 
worthless. 

________________________
                 1 “HUPOSTASIS (J)...Heb. 1:3...The A.V. [= Authorized (King James) Version] “person” 
is an anachronism; the word was not so rendered till the 4th cen[tury].  Most of the earlier Eng. Versions have 
“substance,” (b) in Heb 11:1 it has the meaning of confidence, “assurance” ([English] R[evised].V[ersion, 1881-
85].), marg., “the giving substance to,” A.V., “substance,” something that could not equally be expressed by 
elpis, hope.”—Vine’s Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words, p. 1111. See also: ‘Thayer’s’ Lexicon pp.  
644-5.        
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And they were reduced to “affirming a coequal Trinity, whose members stand to one 
another in relation of cause and effect.”  We must certainly acknowledge that in the 
thought  of  the  Cappacocian  fathers  we can  see  a  clash between  philosophical  
assumptions and fidelity to the Biblical witness. (e.a.)—New York, The Seabury 
Press, 1981, pp. 51, 2, 4-9, 60.

We find in the foregoing no support for the notion of  “one God in three persons.” We do find the  
teaching of the Son of God being “the most ancient of all the works of creation” and that “we believe 
nothing to be uncreated but the Father.” These latter declarations are in harmony with the Biblical 
witness, showing the Son to be a creature and that the Father is the only One without beginning. 

SECTION II
BIBLICAL

E  HAVE now reached the most important part of our investigation of the doctrine of 
the Trinity, the Biblical. We may research what men have said about the matter over 

and over again; however, the Word of God must be, and is, the final authority on the issue.
W
SCRIPTURES USED IN DEFENSE OF THE DOCTRINE



             GENESIS 1:1

Here we read: “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.”  The Word for  
“God” at this verse in the Hebrew is myhla (el.oh.HEEM) literally “gods.”  This is the plural 
form of la (el, “god”). The fact that “God” in the plural form, is sometimes used in reference 
to the Creator, has caused some to conclude that Jehovah must be more than one person. If 
one considers the matter carefully though, rather than concluding that Jehovah is described as 
more than one person here and at the other scriptures in which He is referred to as “elohim”, 
if “elohim” is taken here as a numerical plural, we are not faced with not only more than one 
person but also with  more than one God!  Will anyone admit to such a situation? No one 
has been found to say they believe that the God of the Bible is “Gods.” Yet, if we take  
“elohim” used in connection with Jehovah, as a numerical plural, we are left with no other 
option; Jehovah must be “Gods!” If He is one, why in Hebrew, is He referred to in the plural 
sometimes, and sometimes, in the singular?

The Hebrew language has as a feature that which is called “the plural of excellency, majesty 
or eminence.” When a single person or object was considered very important or outstanding, 
he or it was sometimes referred to with the use of the plural form, even though he or it was  
singular. This usage can be seen in Genesis 42:30 where Joseph of Egypt is called  ynda 
(ah.doh.NOI) literally “lords”. At Isaiah 19:4 Nebuchadnezzar is called “a cruel  mynda” 
(ah.doh.NEEM) another  form of  “lords”.  First  Samuel  19:13,  16  uses  the  word  myprt 
(tear.ah.FEEM) “images” plural of hpt (rah.FAH) “image” with reference to one image. How 
many Josephs, Nebchadnezzars or images were there? Only one! However, because of their 
importance or excellency, they were spoken of in the plural of excellency. The same is true 
when Jehovah is spoken of in the plural.  He is most  excellent,  most  majestic  most  
eminent;
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but He is only one person; one God. The fact that Jehovah is referred to in the singular over 
and over in the Scriptures shows this. (Compare Gen. 35:1; 46:3; Ps. 31:5; 94:1; 95:3; Hos. 
1:10, in the Hebrew text.)

This usage can be studied using the listing of “God” in Strong’s…Concordance, tracing the 
occurrences of word number 410 in his “Hebrew And Chaldee Dictionary,” toward the latter 
portion  of  his  volume,  and  Gesenius’  Hebrew Grammar,  edition  of  1910,  Fifteenth 
impression 1980, pp. 394–5, 8–9.

The Greek language has a numerical plural; it does not use a “plural of majesty.” Had the 
Jewish translators of the Greek Septuagint (the translation of the Hebrew Bible into Koine 
(“Common”)  Greek  understood  “elohim”  when  applied  to  Jehovah,  to  be  a  numerical 
plurality, they would have used the plural form of the word for “God” in their translation. 
They did not! They used the word qeov  (theos, theh-AHS, “God”) in the singular. They did 
not use the word qeovi (theh-OI, OI as oi in “oil”, “Gods”) for the God of the universe. In the 
Greek, Jehovah is oJ (ho, pronounced, hah, “the”) qeov (“God”). He is not oiJ (hoi, the 
definite article, “the” in the plural number, which English does not have) qeovi (“Gods”). In 
the Greek, Jehovah is called ‘the God’, not ‘the Gods.’

GENESIS 18:1, 3, 27

At this scripture (according to the understanding of some) it seems that Abraham is speaking 



to Jehovah. The passage notes that three “men” had come to Abraham. It has been said that 
this  indicates  that  Jehovah  is  three.  As  we  have  noted  above,  Jehovah’s  agents  were 
sometimes spoken of as though they were God, Jehovah Himself. Keeping in mind the words 
of John 1:18: “No man has seen God at any time”, and those of 1 John 4:12: “No one has  
beheld God at any time”, we know that these “men” were the agents of the Great Jehovah.

Hebrews  13:3  states:  “Do  not  neglect  hospitality  to  strangers  for  by  this  some  have 
entertained angels without knowing it.”—New American Standard Version,“NASV”.  The 
marginal references in many translations show these angels to be those of Genesis chapters18 
and 19. One who could be described as ‘less than in agreement with Jehovah’s Witnesses’, 
Walter R. Martin, (See: The Watchtower, May 1, 1978, p. 11) agrees with this latter thought. 
He wrote:  “Even angels have to take human form to be seen (Genesis 19:1,  2.)”—The 
Kingdom Of The Cults, 1965, p. 72, footnote.

Yes, Abraham entertained angels, not Jehovah God! Exodus 33:20 quotes Jehovah speaking 
to Moses with the words: “You cannot see My face, for no man can see Me and live!” Did 
Abraham die at that time? No! Why? He had not seen the Almighty Jehovah.

GENESIS 19:24

Do the words of this scripture indicate Jehovah is more than one person? The passage reads: 
“Then Jehovah rained upon Sodom and Gomorrah brimstone and fire from Jehovah out of 
heaven.”—American Standard Version, “ASV”; Baptist Improved Edition, “BIE”; Darby  
translation, “DAR”; New World Translation, “NWT”. Amos 4:11 reads: “I have overthrown 
cities among you, as when God overthrew Sodom and Gomorrah.” Some have stated that this 
usage of  proper  nouns,  indicates  two persons are  sharing  the name  or  title,  i.e.,  
“Jehovah”, 
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“God.” They claim that there are two persons called Jehovah and God. With this thought they 
try to fortify their teaching of a trinity. First let it be noted, even if this were so, the thought 
that two persons are on the same level of being, is not the same as three beings sharing the 
same title nor name nor being on the same level.

However,   that  this  usage does not indicate what some trinitarians would have it indicate, is 
made clear by the correct understanding of such a pattern of speech. Note the following: 
“And 
Jonathan  said unto David,  Jehovah,  the God of Israel,  be  witness:  when I have sounded 
my father  about  this  time tomorrow,  or the third day, behold  if there be good toward  
David  shall  I not then send and  disclose it unto thee.” Jehovah do to Jonathan, and more  
also, should it please my father to do thee evil,” (1 Sam. 20:12, 13, ASV) “Now David has 
said, Surely in vain have I kept all that this fellow hath in the wilderness, so that nothing was 
missed of all that pertained unto him: and he hath returned me evil for good. God do so unto 
the enemies of David.”—1 Sam. 25:21, 22, ASV. 

At John 17:3, in prayer to his Father, we are told about Christ: “These things spake Jesus... 
And this is life eternal, that they should know thee the only true God, and him whom thou 
didst send, even Jesus Christ.  (ASV) How many Johathans, Davids and Jesus Christs were 
indicated at these scriptures? Only One! This pattern of speech is used in the Bible to refer to 



the same person in an emphatic manner; not to denote more than one person with the same 
name nor title.

DEUTERONOMY 6:4

Here it is written:  “Hear O Israel,  Jehovah our God,  Jehovah is one;”—BIE; see also ASV, 
Dar., NWT. at first reading many will think it stage that anyone should attempt to use this  
verse to prove that Jehovah is more than one; since it says He is one. It is said by various 
trinitarians: ‘The word “one” (Hebrew, dha, echad, ekh.HAHD) has the meaning of several 
unified into one.’ In an endeavor to demonstrate this avowed meaning, Genesis 2:24: “and 
they shall be one [echad] flesh”, and Numbers 13:23: “a branch with one [echad] cluster of 
grapes”, are attempted to be utilized to show that echad means more than a single entity. 
Those using these scriptures to promote their view of the word “one” have said. ‘See how the 
word “one” has a composite sense?’

It is true, in  those scriptures echad has such a sense. But Deuteronomy 6:4 does not say, 
‘Jehovah or God, they are one.”; nor, ‘Jehovah our God is one cluster.’ When “one” is used 
with plural modifiers  it  can have a composite  meaning.  However,  we do not find such 
modifiers  at  Deuteronomy 6:4.  The proffered examples  have no bearing  on the  matter. 
“One”,  used  without  plural  or  composite  modifiers  has  the  significance  of,  “single”, 
“individual”, and “only”. We will illustrate:
  
1) About Lot it was said at Genesis 19:9: “This one [echad] fellow came in to sojourn.” Lot 

was only one person.

2) At Genesis 22:2, Jehovah told Abraham to offer Isaac on one [echad] of the mountains of 
the land of Moriah;  not on several of them.

3) The disturbed Esau comes to his father and says: “Hast thou but one [echad] my father?” 
Why was  Esau worried? If  “one” meant a group, why was Isaac could have drawn from 
the ‘group’ of  blessings  and given one to Esau. But,  the “one”  [echad]  blessing  for  the 

               first-born had already been given!
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4) Second Samuel 1:15 informs us: “and David called one [echad] of the young men and he 
[not ‘they’] struck him down.”

5) At 1 Kings 4:19 we find:  “he was the only [echad]  officer  that  was  in  the land”. ‘Echad’ at this  
location is  translated “only” in the  Authorized Version (King James Version, “KJV”),  
NASV, New International Version (“NIV”), New King James Version (“NKJV”),  ASV. 
(See: Is. 51.2; Gen. 40:5; 41:38; 42:11, 13;  Ex. 29:3, 15, 23, 39 (KJV, NKJV) De. 21:15; 
Ex. 21:19; 34:23.)

How clear it is, that ‘echad,’ used as it is at Deuteronomy 6:4 without plural modifiers, has 
the meaning of a single individual. As to this correct understanding of “echad” we find well 
recognized commentaries reporting on Deuteronomy 6:4:

He is unique...He is not many, but one.…Yahweh is a single unified person...one 
Lord  is  also  opposite  to  diffuse...His  is  single...God’s  person  and  his  will  are 
single...Israel is called to concentrate its undivided attention in Yahweh himself. He 
alone is worthy of full devotion and he is one-single and unique.—The Broadman 
Bible Commentary, in loc. cit.



“Yahweh,  our  God,  Yahweh  one.”...The  object  of  Israel’s  exclusive  attention, 
affection, and worship...is not diffuse but single....Israel’s attention is undivided: it is 
confined to one definite being whose name is Yahweh.”—The Interpreter’s Bible, in 
loc. cit.

In the LXX, the word the Jewish scholars used to translate ‘echad’ into Greek was ei|(heis, 
hayce).  ‘Heis’  has  the  meaning  of  ‘one’,  the  same  as  ‘echad’.  When  Jesus  quoted 
Deuteronomy 6:4 at Mark 12:29, the word Mark used to translate the Aramaic word Jesus 
used, into Greek, was ‘heis’. We find no plurals employed to denote the oneness of God at 
Deuteronomy 6:4, nor any quotations of it. Jehovah is never called ‘they,’ ‘those,’ nor ‘them.’

Some may point to Acts 4:32 as an example of ‘heis’ having a composite meaning, the 
scripture reads: “And the multitude of them that believed were of one heart and soul: not one 
of them said that ought of the things which he possessed was his own.”  This occurrence of 
“one” is from the Greek miVa  (mia,  MEE.ah, the nominative singular feminine form of 
heis), and has reference to the “multitude.” Here it does have a composite connotation. The 
second occurrence of  “one” has reference to what each one was ‘saying’ in their individual 
hearts; a singular connotation. So, one must consider the person or thing to which ‘one’ and 
its modifiers apply in a sentence. Only then can we determine if ‘one’ has a singular or 
composite meaning.

Before leaving Deuteronomy 6:4, there is a vital matter we should consider carefully, that is 
the  Hebrew word from which  “our  God” is  taken.  The word  is  Wnyhla  (elohenu,  el. 
oh.HEH.nu). It has been defined, in some publications, and verbally, as “our Gods”. This is a 
misconception.(See  The  New  International  Version  Interlinear  Hebrew-English  Old 
Testament,  John R. Kohlenberger III,  editor; at Deuteronomy 6:4.) Jehovah was God to the 
people, not Gods to them. Today He is the God of Christians, not their Gods.

ISAIAH 9:6 

At this scripture the future Messiah is called, among other titles, “Mighty God”; and “Eternal 
Father”. Does this mean he is the Almighty Jehovah and a father that never had a beginning?
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Jehovah is called “the mighty God” at Isaiah 10:21. (NASV) Because of this, some have 
concluded that the Father and the Son are of equal rank; both being called “the mighty God”. 
However, others are referred to by the same title. Does this make them equal to the Father in 
rank?  This occurrence is found at Ezekiel 32:21. On this occurrence The New Century Bible,  
New Series, has this comment: “[M]ighty chiefs is the plural of the Messianic title, “Mighty 
God” given the child in Isa 9:6 (M[asoretic (Jewish scribal)] T[ext] v[erse]5) and could be 
rendered ‘mighty gods’ just as correctly.”

If the original Hebrew text could call these human warriors ‘mighty gods’ without elevating 
them to the position of Jehovah, the Son could be called the same without such elevation.  
Additionally let it be observed, that the holy spirit is never called “Mighty God” in Scripture. 
In order for the doctrine of a “Holy Trinity” to  have supporting evidence, three “persons” 
would have to shown to have equality.

The Hebrew for “Mighty God” is la (el, “god”) r]]gbg (gibbor, “might” or “mighty”) and has 
a broad range of meanings. We see this in the Brown, Driver and Briggs  A Hebrew and 
English Lexicon of the Old Testament,  page  42  on  la: “applied to men of might and 



rank...mighty heroes Ez 32:21...mighty hero (as above) or divine hero (as respecting the divine 
majesty Is 95  [using Jewish  numbering  sequence]…angels...Y  [Ps.]  291 897”.  In various 
translation this phrase is rendered as “a divine hero,” (Moffatt, “MO”); “God Hero,” (New 
American Bible, NAB”); “in battle God-like,”  (New English Bible,  “NEB”); and “Divine 
Champion,” (Byington, “BY”).

Only the Father, Jehovah, is ever called “God Almighty” as a holy designation, which, of 
course, is above “Mighty God”. Neither the Son nor the holy spirit are ever called “God 
Almighty.” The Father, Jehovah, is supreme and unique.

Now we take up a consideration of the words “Eternal” or “Everlasting Father.” There are 
those who proclaim that this phrase teaches that the Son never began and that he is eternal in 
the absolute sense. It has been claimed that the Hebrew word for “eternal” or “everlasting” 
here du (had, hahd, rhymes with “odd”), has the thought of ‘unlimited existence both in the 
past and the future.’

The  Brown,  Driver  and  Briggs  lexicon,  page  723,  provides  this  information  on  (h)ad: 
“perpetuity...ancient mountains...of continuous relations between God and his people”. Are 
these things of unequivocal eternity? We will examine other scriptures in which ‘had’ is used 
in order to determine a scripturally harmonious answer. (All quotations will be taken from the 
NASV, the emphasizing of a word will identify it as being taken from ‘had.’)

1) Psalms 37:11: “The righteous will inherit the land, and dwell in it forever.”

2) Psalms 61:8: “So I will sing praise to Thy name forever,”
   

3)  Proverbs 1:11: “Truthful lips will be established forever,”
                  
4) Amos 1:11: “His [Edom’s] anger tore continually, and he maintained his fury forever.”
                                 
5) Micah 7:18: “He [God] does not retain His anger forever.”
                                 
6) Habakkuk 3:6: “Yes, the perpetual mountains were shattered.”
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The ‘inheriting of the land,’ ‘the singing of praises to Jehovah, ‘his anger’ and ‘the perpetual 
mountains,’  all  had a beginning. So then,  the word ‘had’,  need not  signify and have a 
meaning of that which is without exception — eternal to the nth — the absolute— degree.

The Son of God became the “Eternal Father” to all those exercising faith in his ransom 
sacrifice. His being “Eternal Father” to them had a beginning. The use of ‘had’ in reference to 
the Son, does not necessarily indicate that he personally did not have a beginning.

                         ISAIAH 44:6

According to the KJV this verse reads: “Thus saith the LORD [Jehovah] the King of Israel, and 
his [Israel’s] redeemer the LORD [Jehovah] of hosts.” Are two persons being identified here? 
Do we have on individual named Jehovah who is the “King of Israel”? Is this “redeemer” a 
second person named Jehovah?  These are  the thoughts  put  forth to  “prove” the Trinity 
doctrine  by some.  We  must  not  lose  sight  of  the  fact,  that  should  this  be  the  correct 
understanding of the scripture, yet, we would have only two persons not three.



Could this passage of Scripture be telling us, ‘Jehovah is the King of Israel and the redeemer 
of Israel’? More recent translations help us to have a clear picture. (It should be kept in mind 
that  “LORD” in  the Hebrew Scriptures portions  of Bible translations,  indicate  that  in the 
Hebrew manuscripts  and  printed  copies  at  these  locations,  the  word  hwhy (JHVH  or, 
YHWH), the Name of God, is found, not nda (adon) a word for “lord”. In such locations the 
word “the” has been added and “LORD” used as a substitute for the actual Name of God. 
Happily,  we  report,  not  all  translations  follow  this  procedure.  Jehovah  had  His  Name 
originally written in those locations. His manifest will is to have His Name at those places in 
His written Word.

   
            1) “Thus says the LORD, the King of Israel, His Redeemer, the LORD of Hosts”—America 

Translation, Smith and Goodspeed, (“AT”).
                                   
            2) “Thus says the LORD Israel’s King and redeemer, the LORD of hosts,”—NAB.

            3) “Thus says the LORD, Israel’s King, the LORD of Hosts, his ransomer”—NEB.
    
            4) “This is what the LORD says - Israel’s King and Redeemer, the LORD  Almighty”—NIV.”

                               
One person having two titles is being described at this verse. Jehovah is the King and the 
Redeemer of Israel. (For “the first and last” KJV, etc., see page 94.)

ISAIAH 44:24

Here we are informed: “Thus saith Jehovah, thy Redeemer, and he that formed thee from the 
womb: I am Jehovah, that maketh all things; that stretcheth forth the heavens alone that 
spreadeth abroad the earth (who is with me?)”—marginal reading ASV, “by myself”. 

Our attention is drawn to the words “alone” and “by myself.” Various persons say: ‘This 
shows Jehovah was alone when creation took place; no one was with Him, He was by 
Himself.’ ‘We know from such scriptures as Hebrews 1:2, it was the Son by which God 
made  the  worlds;   therefore,   the   Son  must   be   Jehovah   also.’  It  this  the  proper 
understanding to be 

29
derived from “alone” and “by myself”? We know from the Bible that the holy spirit had to do 
with creation from such passages as Genesis 1:2 and Psalm 104:30. Is then the holy spirit also 
Jehovah? Is this Jehovah who was alone, three persons?

Turning to the Brown, Driver and Briggs lexicon, page 94, we see “alone” comes from the 
Hebrew ddb (badd, bahd, the prime root–rhymes with “hod”, short “o”). To what is badd 
put in the Bible? This lexicon brings out: “be separate, isolated...act independent...Is 4424”. 
Was Jehovah all-alone at the creation of the heavens and the earth? Or, did He act in an 
independent manner? In The Exposition of Isaiah, by H.C. Leupold we find: “There was no 
one needed to be of assistance.” Independent action then, not isolation. Jehovah needed no 
assistance. He loving provided for His Son, the Word, as the Father’s agent of creation, the 
authority, power, substances and wisdom to make “the systems of things”.—Heb. 1:2, NWT.



We know that the Father, Jehovah, was not in a state of isolation at the time of the creative 
works relative to the material universe because of such scriptures as Job 38:43: “When I laid 
the foundation of the earth...all the sons of God shouted for joy.” The angels shouted for joy 
when Jehovah, through His Son, “laid the foundations of the earth.” He was not in the state of 
isolation. He was neither the only One in the universe nor existing in three persons.

The use of the terms, “alone,” “who was with me” and “by myself” to denote independent 
action, that is, not having to ask anyone for permission to proceed, to act on one’s own 
authority, reminds us of such scriptures as Daniel 4:30 and Isaiah 63:3. Daniel 4:30 has been 
translated in the following ways:

1) “The king reflected and said, ‘Is this not Babylon the great, which I myself have built.’ ”
      —NASV.

2) “The king was saying, ‘Great Babylon! Imperial palace! Did I not build it alone.’ ”—
Jerusalem Bible (“JB”).

3) “The king spake and said, Is this not Babylon the great, — which I myself have built,” —
J.B. Rotherham (“RO”).

4) “The king was answering and saying: “Is this not Babylon the Great, that I myself have 
built”.—NWT.

Can we see, in our mind’s eye, Nebuchadnezzar being the only person in Babylon, with 
construction tools in his hand, building the whole city by himself?  Or, was the construction 
during his time, accomplished by his authority, his word and no other’s?

Isaiah 63:3 proclaims: “I [Jehovah] have trodden the wine press alone [Hebrew, ddb, badd] 
of the peoples there was no man with me.”  (ASV)  Did Jehovah personally punish the 
peoples and nations that had offended Him? Who was it that actually destroyed 185,000 
men in Sennacherib’s army? Was it Jehovah personally or His angel? It was His angel acting 
on  the  word  of  Jehovah.  (2  Kings  19:35,  36)  Did  Jehovah  personally  chastise  the 
Babylonians or did He use the Medes and Perians to accomplish His will? (Daniel 5:26-28, 
30-31) All  these acts  were done by Jehovah’s permission;  and by His alone.—Ezekiel. 
36:33, 36.
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DANIEL 3:17–18; 7:14

These verses read, in the Revised Standard Version (“RSV”): “If it be so, our God whom we 
serve is able to deliver us from the burning fiery furnace; and he will deliver us out of your 
hand, O king. But if not, be it known to you, O king that we will not serve your gods or  
worship the golden image which you have set up.”  “I saw in the night visions, and behold, 
with the clouds of heaven there came one like a son of man, [the Son of God] and he came to 
the Ancient of Days [Jehovah God] and was presented before him. And to him [the Son] was 
given dominion and glory and kingdom, that all peoples, nations, and languages should serve 
him”. It is claimed by some: ‘Serve is applied to both God, Jehovah, “The Ancient of Days,” 
and “one like a son of man,” the prehuman Jesus Christ. There, both of them are put on a par, 
both receive the same service.’ Is this an accurate analysis?



We find the same Hebrew word being used in reference to Jehovah and Jesus. The word is 
hlp (pelach, pehl.AHKH). Does pelach only have the meaning of supreme religious service 
or worship? The ways in which the Jewish translators of the LXX rendered the word gives an 
insight into the shades of meaning of “pelach”.

At Daniel 3:17, 18, the translators of the LXX rendered the Hebrew “pelach” into a form of 
the Greek latreuvw (latreuo, laht.RUE.oh).  It is used to denote the highest degree of service 
or worship; which is to be given to the Most High God, Jehovah, only! (See the Greek text at 
Matthew  4:10  where  a  form  of  “latreuo”  is  translated  as  “serve”  or  “sacred  service.” 
According to the quotation used by Jesus here, “latreuo” is to be rendered only to his “God 
and Father.”—Ro. 15:6.

When we arrive at Daniel 7:14 in the LXX, we find that “pelach” has been rendered into a 
form of the Greek  douleuvw (douleuo, dool.YOO.oh “to be a slave or servant, to be in 
slavery or subjection.”, ‘Thayer’s’ lexicon pp. 157, 8. See also: the “Greek Dictionary Of The 
New Testament” in  Strong’s Concordance, p. 24 under  douleuvw and  dou'lo(doulos, 
DOO.lahs, “a slave... subjection”; words 1398 and 1401 respectively). The usage in the third 
chapter of Daniel would seem to have a more religious sense; while the usage in the seventh 
chapter a more secular one. The difference being, the service given to God or to “gods”; and 
the subjection given to a king. What the Father and the Son receive are  not the same.

                      
                                                                                               

MICAH 5:2

We find in the  KJV, and other versions this scripture reads: “But thou, Bethlehem...out of 
thee shall he come forth to me that is to be ruler in Israel; whose goings forth have been from 
of old, from everlasting.”

The RSV, and others are worded in this fashion: “But you O Bethlehem...from you shall come 
forth for me one who is to be ruler in Israel, whose origin is from of old, from ancient days.” 
Why the differences? Why “origin” instead of “goings forth.” Why “ancient days” instead of 
“everlasting?” Is this scripture teaching that the Son of God’s activities had no beginning; or, 
that his life had a start at some time in the remote past?

We have here, an example of the increase in the knowledge of Hebrew in the RSV and similar 
translations/versions.   A  common   understanding  of    the   Hebrew  word   /yhaxm 
matsaothin,
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mat.sah.OTH.een,  feminine  plural  of  “matsaoth”)  was “goings forth,”  that  is,  “activity,” 
“action”. “Matsaoth” is only used twice in the Bible, here and at 2 Kings 10:27. Of   , 
(olam, oh.LAHM), the thought was—among some scholars—that olam had the meaning of 
“everlasting,” “never starting,” “never ending,”: was this correct?

First, let us consider what Hebrew lexicons have to report on these words; on “matsaoth”:

1) Edward Robinson, from Gesenius, 1850: “origin, springing Mic. 5:1,” (using the Hebrew 
Bible numbering sequence).  p. 548.

            2) Samuel  Prideaux Tregelles,  from Gesenius,  1895: “origin, springing Mic.  5:1,” p.  448 



(CCCCXLVIII).

3) Alexander Harkavy, Students’ Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary, 1914: “prop[erly]. going 
forth, hence: origin descent... his origins from former times from days of old. Micah 1:5,” 
(using verse number first, then chapter number), p. 360.

4) Brown, Driver and Briggs, from Gesenius, 1907, printing of 1978: “a. Mi 5:1...of the 
future ruler out of Bethlehem), his origin.”, p. 426.

5)  Ludwig  Koehler  and  Walter  Baumgartner,  Lexicon  In  Veteris  Testamenti  Libros  
(“Lexicon of  Old Testament  Books”),  Grand Rapids,  Wm. B. Eerdmans  Publishing 
1951: “origin Mi 5, 1”, p.  505.

On “olam”, from the same lexicons respectively:

1) “hidden  time,  i.e.  obscure  and  long,  of  which  the  beginning  or  end  is  uncertain 
indefinite…the days of old, ancient times,” p. 578.

2) “[H]idden time, long: the beginning or end of which is either uncertain or not defined;  
eternity, perpetuity … of time long past, antiquity,” p.612 (DCXII).

3)“[P]rop[erly].something  hidden,  hence:  1)  time  immemorial  antiquity…from  ancient 
times,” pp. 508, 9.

4) “[O]f past time”, A. ancient time: days of old Mi 5:1,”  p. 761.

5) “[F]ar, earlier…the distant…time…long time:”, p. 668.

In the light of this information, what do we learn about the life of the Son of God from Micah 
5:2? Says Theodore Laetsch, in his Bible Commentary on the Minor Prophets:

The word [olam] tells that the Ruler would issue from Bethlehem, not from the royal 
city Jerusalem. The context, however, very clearly defines this going forth as the 
bringing forth by she “which travaileth” (v.3), as the birth of a human child by a 
human mother,…Scripture speaks of another birth of this Child, born at Bethlehem 
of a human mother. God Himself, speaking to His Anointed, the Messiah, tells Him 
Ps. 2:7 [“You are my son, today I have become your father.”] Wisdom the Son of 
God speaks of His birth before all times (Pro. 8:22-31)…It is to this birth in the 
timeless eons of eternity that Micah refers here.—pp. 271-2.

‘Olam,’ as used in Scripture in reference to the life of the Son of God, could not refer to his 
life as a human.  One can  trace the start of  his life as a  human from the Scriptural accounts 
of 
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his birth in Bethlehem.  If one trances his human ancestry back as far as Adam then to Shem, 
Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Judah, David and Mary, there is nothing ‘hidden’ nor ‘obscure’ about 
that line; it is well attested to in the Bible. It must refer to the time when he was created by his  
Father Jehovah in  ‘time immemorial.’ A date not given in the written Word of God for the 
commencement of his life; although the event is described at this and other scriptures which 
will be treated as we proceed in our study. 

                                        The commentary by Carl Friedreich Keil and Franz Delitzsch relates this:

Coming forth out of Bethlehem involves the idea of descent. Consequently we must 



not restrict nytaJd{m (his goings forth) to the appearance of the predicted future 
Ruler in the olden time, or to the revelation of the Messiah as the Angel of Jehovah 
even in the patriarchal age, but must so interpret it that it at least affirms His origin 
as well...the words affirm both the origin of the Messiah before all worlds and His 
appearances in the olden time...nytaJd{m can only affirm the going forth from God 
at the creation of the world, and in the revelations of the olden and primeval times.
—Biblical Commentary of the Old Testament, The Twelve Minor Prophets, Vol. II, 
pp. 480-1.

How have translators observed this information? In addition to the RSV already quoted, we 
see the following:
  
1) “[O]rigin is from olden times, from most ancient days”—Isaac Lesser.

2) “[O]rigin is of old, of long descent.”—MO.

                         3) “[O]rigin is of old from ancient times.”—NAB.
 
            4) “[O]rigin goes back to the distant past, to the days of old.”—JB.

            5) “[O]rigin is from ancient age, from the days of old.”—George R. Noyes, (“NO”).

            6) “Origin is from early times, from the days of time indefinite.”—NWT.

            7) “Whence comes he? From the first beginning, from ages untold!.”—Ronald Knox,  
(“KN”).

            8) “[O]rigins are from of old, From ancient days.”—AT.

            9) “[O]rigins being from of old, from ancient days.”—BY.

           10) “[O]rigins are from of old, from ancient times.”—NIV.
 
           11) “One whose origins are far back in the past, in ancient times.”—The Revised English 

Bible, (“REB”), 1989.

12) “[O]rigins stretch far back to days of yore.”—Leslie C. Allen in, The New International  
Commentary of the Old Testament.

           13) “[C]omings forth [defined as “origin” in the footnote] have been from of old from the days 
of age-past time.”—RO.

14) “[C)omings forth are of old, From the days of antiquity.”—Robert  Young, (“YO”). 
In his Concise Critical Bible Commentary, Young defines ‘olam’ as  “hidden time”.
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Instead of Micah 5:2 teaching that the Son of God had life and activities which had no 
beginning,  it  teaches  just  the opposite!   The life  of the Son of  God had a start  in  the  
‘indefinite ancient days.’ After that beginning of life, Jehovah his Father, used His Logos as 
His master worker and spokesman.—Proverbs 8:22–31; Revelation 19:13.

     
Yes, the Son of God had an origin. “Origin” is defined by Webster’s New Twentieth Century 
Dictionary as: “a coming into existence or use; beginning”. The Oxford Universal Dictionary  



on Historical Principles informs: “The act or fact of arising from something; derivation, rise, 
beginning of existence in ref[erence]. to its source or cause.” The Son himself testified to this 
fact at John 6:57; with the declaration: “I live because of the Father.” In this, the Logos, the 
Word of  God,  is  not  equal  to  the Father,  Jehovah.  Jehovah had no origin;  He had no 
beginning, no start of life; the Son did. The Son has as his source or cause of his life—his 
Father. 

            ZECHARIAH 11:12–13

The JB renders these verses: “I [Zechariah] said to them, ‘If you think it right give me my 
wages; if not, never mind. And they weighed out my wages: thirty shekels of silver. But 
Yahweh told me, ‘Throw it into the treasury, this princely sum at which they have valued 
me.’” At Matthew 27:9, this passage is applied to Jesus Christ. Is Jesus Christ the Jehovah 
that was valued at thirty pieces of silver, the price of a slave?

In the Zechariahian original, it is Zechariah and the message he gave from Jehovah that were 
valued at such a low level. Jehovah Himself,  was not directly speaking to the men of Israel. 
He was doing so through His prophet. The application of this passage to the Lord Jesus Christ 
in Matthew has the same import. The agent and the message from Jehovah, were held to be 
of little, or no, worth by the majority of the men who heard it. We are reminded of Jesus’  
words at Matthew 25:40: “To the extent that you did it to one of these least of these my 
brothers, you did it to me.”
 
His “brothers” were not Jesus. The ones directly valued at thirty pieces of silver were not 
Jehovah. As the low esteem toward Jehovah was reflected by the treatment of His prophet 
Zechariah, so it was reflected by the treatment of His greatest prophet, His Son. However, 
Zechariah was not Jehovah; neither was the Lord Jesus Christ, Jehovah.

            ZECHARIAH 12:10

This reads in the  NASV and other translations/versions: “And I will pour on the house of 
David and on the inhabitants of Jerusalem the Spirit of grace and of supplication, so that they 
will look on Me whom they have pierced.” Will  humans see Jehovah? Did humans see 
Jehovah as a pierced one in the first century of the common era? Some will answer: ‘Yes!’ 
Do we find the same wording in all translations/versions? We will examine the works of 
various scholars:

1) “[T]hey will look at the one they stabbed to death”—BY.

2) “[T]hey will look at him whom they have pierced”—BIE.

3) “[T]hey will look on him [whom] they pierced”—Living Bible (“LB”).

4) “[T]hey will certainly look to the One whom they pierced”—NWT.
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5) “[T]hey will look at the one whom they stabbed to death”—Today’s English 
Version, also know as The Good News Bible, (“TEV–GN”).

              6) “They will look at the one whom they have pierced”—JB.

               7) “[T]hey shall look on whom they have thrust through,”—NAB.

  8) “[T]hey shall look on him whom they stabbed”—MO.



               9) “[T]hey shall look at him whom they have stabbed”—AT.

10)  “[T]hey  shall  look  upon  Him  who  they have  pierced”—Modern  Language  Bible, 
(“ML”).

             11) “[W]hen they look on whom they pierced”—RSV.

  12) “[T]heir eyes will be turned to the one who was wounded” —The Bible in Basic English, 
(“BBE”).

On this, the Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, second English edition, fifteenth impression, 1980, 
has to say:

138.  The Relative Pronoun. ... (2) Not depending on a governing substantive, but 
itself expressing a substantival idea. Clauses introduced in this way may be called 
independent  relative  clauses.  This  use  of  rca  [asher,  ah.SHARE]  is  generally 
rendered in English by he who, he whom, (according to the context), or that which 
&c., or sometimes  of such of a kind as (qualis)  [Latin, “of what sort, what kind  
of”—Cassell’s Latin Dictionary, 1978]…In Zc 1210 also, instead of the unintelligible 
r?a ta yla [elai eth asher, “to me whom”], we should probably read rva-la [el asher, 
“to  him whom”],  and  refer  the  passage  to  this  class  [of  “independent  relative 
clauses”].—pp. 444–6 and footnote.

The pronoun “asher”, referring to the one on whom people will look, can be someone other 
than the “I” near the beginning of the verse The Companion Bible comments on this verse: 
“Western codices read “Me”; but Eastern read “Him”, with one early printed edition.”

When Zechariah 12:10 is quoted in the Christian Greek Scriptures at John 19:37, we find the 
words “him”, “the One” or, “the man”. “Me” is not used in the 50 translations/versions 
consulted. We observe that Moffatt rendered John 19:37: “They shall look on him whom they 
impaled.” The one that was “pierced,” “thrust through” and “impaled,” was not Jehovah. “No 
man has seen God at any time”. (John 1:18) As A.E. Kirkpartick has stated: “[I]t is Jehovah 
who has been thrust through in the Person of His representative.”—The Doctrine of the  
Prophets, p. 472.

                            MATTHEW 16:27

“For the Son of man is destined to come in the glory of his Father with his angels.” The claim 
is made, ‘Since God will not give His glory to another (Isaiah 42:8), the Son must also be 
Jehovah.’ If this is true, men saw Jehovah. The Bible informs us that men have not seen 
Jehovah. (Jo. 1:18; 1 Jo. 4:12) Men saw Jehovah’s Son. (Compare John 1:14, 18.)

We should consider scriptures, which speak of others receiving the glory of Jehovah, to see if 
the above conclusion is in harmony with the Word of God. “Live lives worthy of God, who 
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calls you to his kingdom and glory” (1 Thess. 2:12,  NIV) “And the God of all grace, who 
called you to his eternal glory in Christ...will himself restore you and make you strong”. (1 
Pet. 5:10,  NIV) These ‘called ones’, receive the glory that comes from God. Does that fact  
make them Jehovah or equal to Him?: Of course not! (See also: Rev. 21:11.)

The glory the ‘called ones’ and Jesus Christ are given, comes from Jehovah God; it has its 
source in Him. However, the glory is not Jehovah’s personal glory; He retains that. He gives 



to those ‘called ones’ including His Son, a holy glory, which marks them as approved by 
Him, but does not make them His equal.

             MATTHEW 28:19

Does the ‘Great Commission’ tell us of three persons in one God? The words of Christ are: 
“Go therefore [now, and because of the fact that I have been given my power and authority 
from the Father, Jehovah, of course–Dan. 7:13, 14] and make disciples of people of all the 
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the holy spirit.” Are 
we told of any equality of nature or position of three persons in this passage? No information 
of that type is to be found there. Nothing is said about all three ‘names’ being ‘names’ of “the 
God”.

 A common usage of such an expression in English is: “Open the door in the name of the 
law!”  “The law” is not a person; it is the authority by which an officer of the law can act. We 
know the name of the Father, “Jehovah”. We know the name of the Son, “Jesus”. The holy 
spirit is given no proper (actual, personal) name in the Scriptures. Here “the name of”, means 
the authority that the name “holy spirit” represents, ‘the power and authority of God’, Who is 
the source of holy spirit. At Revelation 14:1, we read: “And I looked, and behold, the Lamb 
was standing on Mount Zion, and with Him one hundred and forty-four thousand having His 
name and the name of His Father written on their foreheads.” (NASV)  Here we are informed 
of the fact that the Son (the Lamb) and the Father, each have a name; not a common name 
shared by them. Also no actual,  personal,  name of the holy  spirit  is  ever mentioned in 
Scripture.

            As A.T. Robertson has written:

The use of name (onoma) here is a common one in the Septuagint and the papyri for 
power or authority.—Word Pictures in the New Testament, Vol. I, p. 245.

This verse does not show that the holy spirit is a person, nor that God is made up of three 
persons on the same level.

With the type of  “logic” employed by some trinitarians, one could argue for the parity of 
faith, hope and love from the words of 1 Corinthians 13:13: “And now these three remain: 
faith, hope and love”. Of course since the rest of the scripture reads: “But the greatest of these 
is love”, one would have to conclude, that they are not on a parity, equality. This reminds us  
of John 14:28: “the Father is greater than I.”

              MARK 10:17–18

The question of the man to Jesus was: “Good Teacher, what must I do to inherit everlasting 
life?” Jesus said to him: “Why do you call me good? Nobody is good, except one, God.” 
(NWT)  This  has  caused  some  to claim that Jesus  was  applying  the  description  “good” 
to 
himself;  claiming  to  be  God.  In  reality,  Jesus  was  disclaiming  any application  of  the 
designation of  “good” in the underived sense and absolute degree, to himself.
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Jesus was pointing out that only God, his Father, had original goodness; a goodness which 
was not derived from anyone else. If the man had thought to assign to Christ the ascription 
“good”, to the level of Jehovah’s goodness and Jesus understood his words in that way and 
accepted them, the response of Jesus was not the way in which such was done in those days. 



He would have responded as he did at John l8:37: “You say I am a king”, and at Luke 22:70: 
“You say I am [God’s Son]”. His reply to the man did not take such a course, and shows 
Jesus rejecting the thought.

JOHN 1:1

This scripture is  used extensively in an attempt to “prove” the doctrine of God being a 
Trinity; or rather, to show that the Son is God as much as the Father is. Before we proceed, let 
it be observed that this verse speaks of only two persons, not three. It can in no way be used  
to imply that three individuals share Godship to the same, nor any, degree.

What is the correct translation of the scripture? A great deal of debate surrounds the verse as 
to its correct wording in English and other languages, and as to it proper meaning, especially 
the last clause.

In most English renderings of the passage we find: “In the beginning was the Word, and the 
Word was with God, and the Word was God.” In several  translations  we read: “In the 
beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was a god.” or, “a 
God.”

Why are not all translations the same at the last clause? Is the Word, the Son of God, (the one 
who later became Jesus Christ) “God” (definite) the Supreme God, the One who has the rank, 
title and position of  “The Most High God”; “a god” (indefinite), i.e. one of the gods; or, “a 
god” (qualitative) i.e. one who has the qualities of a godly, godlike, sacred, holy, divine, 
individual?

The word “god” is a noun. A noun is a word  which denotes a person, place, thing or a 
quality. (Webster’s New Twentieth Century Dictionary, 1975). The words ‘rock,’ ‘orange,’ 
‘fish,’  ‘home,’  ‘love’  and ‘kindness’  are  all  nouns;  the latter  two being called  ‘abstract 
nouns’. They tell us something about the subject of the sentence or clause.

The word qeov" (theos, theh.AHS, “a god”) is defined in the ‘Thayer’ lexicon as: “a god, a 
goddess; 1. a general appellation [not specific nor definite] of deities or divinities:”(e.a.)—
p. 287.  
The word ‘the’ in our study of John 1:1 (in “the Word”), is in Greek oJ (ho, “hah”, short “o” 
as in “lot”). This is the Greek definite article in the masculine gender, singular number and 
the nominative case.  The Koine Greek definite article can be spelled in at least 18 other ways 
and has at least 23 other meanings or identifying functions. We should keep in mind that the 
dual number of the Attic (or, Classical) Greek were no longer in use in Koine by the time of  
the writing of the books of Matthew through Revelation, and so, are not included in the list.
            
A definite article identifies a particular person or thing, as: “the city,” “the man,” “the Word.” 
The words “a” and “an” are indefinite articles. They can tell to what group something or 
someone  belongs:  “a  sheep,”  i.e.  “one  of  the  sheep,”  “a  carpenter.”  i.e.  “one  of  the 
carpenters.” Indefinite articles can also participate in the description of someone; how he or 
she is, the qualities possessed by the person, i.e., “she is an angel” = ‘she is a kind considerate 
person,’ “the place is a mad house” = ‘a place of turmoil and confusion,’ (not in this usage, a 
place of confinement and treatment of the mentally ill, that would be ‘a mad house,’  The 
Greek has no 
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indefinite articles. When translating from Greek into a language which does, the translator 



has to insert them at the proper places in order to transfer the correct thought inherent in the 
Greek, into the language into which the translation is being made. Every time one finds “a” or 
“an”  in  an  English  translation  from the  Greek,  these  words  have  been inserted  by the 
translator(s).

The noun found at John 1:1c (theos,) is called a predicate nominative. In Greek a predicate 
nominative can have one of two constructions (syntax) as far as the use of the article is 
concerned. The article may precede the noun (articular construction); or, the article may not 
be used with the noun (anarthrous construction). Depending on construction or word order 
(syntax) such a Greek noun can be definite, indefinite or qualitative. That is, when used with 
reference to a person, the noun can tell who or what, of what group, or class, or of what state, 
condition or, how, the subject is. 

If the noun follows the verb, the indefinite status of the noun is being highlighted; the subject 
is shown to be one of a group or category. If such a noun precedes the verb the quality of the 
subject is being emphasized. To say it another way, the noun, by syntax (and keeping the 
context in mind), can show the position or office the subject person occupies, e.g., “the king,” 
“the owner”; or to what class the subject belongs, e.g., “a teacher”, “a singer”, or the qualities 
a person has, “a man” (one who is manly, determined, courageous; “a prophet” (one who is 
determined to declare the word of God despite the consequences from those not accepting the 
message, e.g., John the Baptist, one truly sent by God, Mark 13:32) one who is prophet-like.

The word for “god” in Greek is  (theos, theh.AHS). In John 1:1 the last occurrence of 
 is called as, stated above, “a predicate nominative” or “a predicate noun.”  Such a noun, 
if used with a verb of existence to tell something about or describe the subject of the sentence, 
instead of telling what the subject is doing. This occurrence of   has reference to the 
subject, the Word, and does not have the article preceding it; it is anarthrous. This indicates 
that it is not definite. That is to say, it does not tell what position nor office nor rank the  
subject (in this case, the Word) occupies. Then, h\n (ayn, ay as in “hay”; “was”) follows the 
predicate noun  . This is another factor in identifying   here as qualitative.  This 
discloses the quality or character of the Word.

Grammatical researchers into this type of construction at John 1:1c, have reported the following:

There is no basis for regarding the predicate theos as definite...In John 1:1 I think 
that the qualitative force of the predicate [noun] is so prominent that the noun cannot 
be regarded as definite.—Philip Harner,  Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. 92:1, 
1973, pp. 85, 7.

We must, then take Theos, without the article, in the indefinite [“qualitative” would 
have been a better  word choice]  sense of a divine nature  or a divine being, as 
distinguished from the definite absolute God [the Father], ho Theos, the authotheos 
[selfgod] of Origen. Thus the Theos of John [1:1c] answers to “the image of God’’ 
of Paul, Col. 1:15.—G. Lucke, “Dissertation on the Logos”, quoted by John Wilson 
in, Unitarian Principles Confirmed by Trinitarian Testimonies, p. 428. 

There is a distinction in the Greek here between ‘with God’ and ‘God’. In the first 
instance the article  is used and this makes the reference specific.  In the second 
instance there in no article and it is difficult  to believe that the omission is not  
significant. In effect it gives an adjectival quality to the second use of Theos so the 
phrase means ‘The Word was divine’.—The Translator’s New Testament, p. 451.
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We reach a more difficult issue in the Gospel of John. Here, in the Prologue, the 
Word is said to be God, but, as often observed, in contrast with the clause, ‘the Word 
was with God’, the definite article is not used (in the final clause.) For this reason it 
is generally translated ‘and the Word was divine’ (Moffatt) or is not regarded as God 
in the Absolute sense of the name...In a second passage in the Prologue (I 18) the 
textual evidence attests ‘only-begotten God’ more strongly than ‘only begotten Son’, 
but the latter is preferred by many commentators as being more in harmony with 
Johnnine usage and with the succeeding clause, ‘who is in the bosom of the Father’. 
In neither passage is Jesus unequivocally called God, while again and again in the 
Gospel  He is named ‘the Son of God.—Vincent  Taylor,  The Expository Times, 
January 1962. p. 117.

As mentioned in the Note on 1c, the Prologue’s “The Word was God” offers a 
difficulty because there is no article before theos. Does this imply that “god” means 
less when predicated of the Word than it does when used as a name for the Father? 
Once again the reader must divest himself of a post-Nicene understanding of the 
vocabulary involved.—Raymond E. Brown, The Anchor Bible, p. 25.

The  late  Dr.  William Temple  in  His  Readings  in  St.  John’s  Gospel (1939),  4, 
obviously  accepts  Moffatt’s  translation,  for  he  says,  ‘The  term “God”  is  fully 
substantival [shows identity,  who, or what, ‘the God’, the Father, is] in the first 
clause  pros ton then [“with the God”, both “the” (ton) and “God” (Theon) being 
spelled  with  accusative  case  endings]  it  is  predicative  and  not  far  from being 
adjectival in the second - kai theos en ho logos [“and (a) god was the Word”]—R.H. 
Strachan, The Forth Gospel (3rd ed., 1941). 

The closing words of v[erse]. 1 should be translated, “the Word was divine.” Here 
the word Theos has no article, thus giving it the significance of an adjective”...Taken 
by itself,  the sentence kai theos en ho logos [and (a) god was the Word] could 
admittedly bear either of two meanings: 1) ‘and the Word was (the) God’ or 2) ‘and 
the Word was (a) God’...E.F. Scott’s statement about the Philonic doctrine (The 
Fourth Gospel:  Its Purpose and Theology,  Edinburg, 1908, p.151):  “The Logos 
appears sometimes as only an aspect of the activity of God, at other times as a 
“second God” an independent and it might seem a personal being.”  We have seen 
that ‘and the Word was (a) God’ is a possible, if unlikely, translation of kai theos en 
ho  logos.  This  is  apparently  accepted  by  E.F.  Scott—J.  Gwyn  Griffiths,  The 
Expository Times, July 1951, pp. 314-316. 

It would be impossible to speak about Jesus without considering the words of John’s 
’Gospel: “The Word was God”. The Greek of that phrase is Theos en ho logos. This 
does not mean Word was God. In Greek  ho   is  the definite article.  [there  are 
eighteen other ways to spell the ‘definite’ article in the Koine Greek of the first 
century of the common era] In Greek, if two things are identified [shown to be the 
same entity] the definite article is used with both. If this phrase meant the Word was 
God it would be Ho theos en ho logos. There is noting strange about this. We do the 
very same in English. When in English, or in Greek, a noun does not have the 
definite article, it becomes the equivalent of an adjective. [a description rather than 
an identification, how the subject is rather than what or who the subject is] If in 
English I say: “John is the man,” then I identify John with a definite and particular  
specimen of the human race; but if I omit the definite article and say “John is man,” 
then I do not identify him, I classify him. I say  “John is human” he belongs to the 
sphere of man.” So then, what the Greek really says   [means]  is not  “The Word 
was God,”  but  “The word is in the same sphere as God; it belongs to the same kind 
of life [spiritual life]  and  is  one with God [cp. “John 17:20-23”, page 124 on “one” 
(hen]. (Notations  in  brackets 
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added  by  this  reviewer.)—William  Barclay,  Who  Is  Jesus,  Tidings,  Nashville, 
Tennessee, U.S.A., 1975, pp. 35-6.

 
Jn 1:1 should rigorously be translated “the word was with the God (= the Father), 
and the word was a divine being.—John L. McKenzie, S.J., Dictionary of the Bible, 
p. 317.

Here “God” is used predicatively, without the article: the Word, whom he has just 
distinguished from the Person of God, is nevertheless a divine being in his own right.
—Bruce Vawter, C.M., The Four Gospels an Introduction, p. 38.

The rule holds wherever the subject has the article and the predicate [noun] does not, 
The  subject  is  then  definite  and  distributed,  the  predicate  indefinite  and  un- 
distributed.—A.T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light  
of Historical Research, fourth edition, 1934, p. 767.

Robertson goes on to show that “theos” at John 1:1c is an example of this rule. We can 
conclude then, that theos with reference to the Word is indefinite and undistributed (i.e., not 
definite and not put into a category or class). Combining these two aspects of theos here, we 
see the meaning of the noun is a qualitative one; not definite.

God — divine  in  nature...God (in  kind)”,  [footnote  to  John  1:1c]—The  Cross  
Reference Bible, American Standard Version, Harold E. Monser, Editor-In-Chief; 
Associate Editors, C.R. Scotville, I.M. Price, A.T. Robertson, M.S. Terry, Jr., R. 
Sampey, J.W. Monser, G.C. Eiselen, R.A. Torrey, A.C. Zenor, 1959 edition.

Not that he [John] identified him [the Word] with the Godhead (ho Theos); on the 
contrary, he clearly distinguishes the Son and the Father and makes him inferior in 
dignity (“the Father is greater than I”), but he declares that the Son is “God” (Theos), 
that is, of divine essence or nature.—Philip Schaff, History of the Christian Church, 
edition of 1910, Vol. I, p. 690.

Therefore, Christians who spoke of Jesus as the Word were saying that he held the 
highest place in the order of things, second only to God himself...the Word shared all 
the attributes and powers of God.—J.C. Fenton, The Gospel According to John in  
the Revised Standard Version, p. 32.

Questions on the last statement of Fenton: Did this sharing, go to extent of the Word having 
the attributes and powers of God to the same level that the Father had them? Does the 
expression “kai theos en ho logos,” show that “ho logos” had these attributes and powers as 
much as  the Person,  “the God,” with whom he is  said to  be?  These questions  will  be 
addressed later in our study.

[W]as God i.e. not separable from God himself. There must be no suggestion of 
ditheism [dualism, two supreme Gods]. It is un-likely that the expression means ‘was 
divine’ though a Greek might so understand it.—Barnabas Lindars,  New Century 
Bible, The Gospel of John. (This is how the scripture is understood by the more than 
27,000 Jehovah’s Witnesses in Greece and  Greek-speaking Witnesses and other 
monotheists using Greek and other languages in other locations.  Some of  whom 
are former Greek  Orthodox priests and theologians. 
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(For one example see 1994 Yearbook Of Jehovah’s Witnesses, p. 92.) To the readers 
of what language was John writing?: Greek!)

To translate it literally ‘a god was the Word’ is entirely misleading.—W.E.Vine, An 
Expository  Dictionary of New Testament  Words,  under “God...(d)”.  If John was 
inspired by the holy spirit of God to write something other than the equivalent of ‘a 
god was the Word’, why do we find in the Greek text that which literally means “a 
god was the word”? As it is, Vine lets it be known that “a god was the Word,” is the 
literal translation!.

The predicate [noun] commonly refers not to an individual or individuals as such, 
but to the class to which the subject belongs, to the nature or quality predicated of 
the subject; e.g. Jo I, 1 [kai theos en ho logos], which attributes to the Word the  
divine nature,—Maximilian Zerwich, S.J., Biblical Greek, Rome, Scriptua Pontificii 
Instituti Biblici (Pontifical Biblical Scripture Institute), p. 55.

In John 1:1...Theos en (“was deity”);...The qualitative force is obvious and most 
important,—Alfred  M.  Perry,  “Translating  The  Greek  Article”  in  Journal  of  
Biblical Literature, 1949, Vol. l68, p. 331.

Careful translators recognize that...a singular anarthrous predicate noun preceding 
the verb [a verb which is a form of, as we would say in English, ‘to be.’ Or, as 
Greek grammarians would say, a form of eijmiV (eimi ay.MEE: the first person 
singular of the infinitive ei[nai, (einai, I.nigh), “to be,” or other verbs of existence] 
points to a quality about someone...In the Greek text there are many cases of a 
singular anarthrous predicate noun preceding the verb, such as in Mr. 6:49; 11:31; 
Joh 4:19; 6:70;l 8:44; 9:17; 10:1, 13, 33; 12:6. In these places translators insert the 
indefinite article “a” before the predicate noun in order to bring out the quality or 
characteristic of the subject—New World Translation of the Holy Scriptures With  
References,  (large  print  edition),  1984,  “Appendix  6A,”  p.  1579.  See  also: 
Kingdom Interlinear Translation, 1985, “Appendix 2A,” p. 1139. The 1950, 1951 
and 1971 editions of the  NWT, identify the type of noun under consideration as 
“the predicate noun” (bis), not nouns of other cases. pp. 776, 1363 respectively.

Accordingly, from the point of view of grammar alone, [theos en ho logos] could 
be rendered “the word was a god.” [The author rejects such a translation. He feels 
that “the Word was a god” would mean that a second god is being described. Such 
is not the case in the NWT. In the NWT, the Word is being described as a godly, 
holy individual.] This leads me to affirm that one may not infer (as is often done) 
from [E.C. Cowell’s] rule 2b [Journal of Biblical Literature, “A Definite Rule for 
the Use of the Article in the Greek New Testament”, 1933, Vol. 53, pp. 17-21] that 
anarthrous predicate nouns which precede the verb are usually definite. Indeed, 
such nouns will usually be qualitative in emphasis.—Murray J. Harris,  Jesus as 
God, Grand Rapids, Baker Book House, 1992, pp. 60, 312.

How have other scholars reflected the above understanding of Greek grammar? Please note:  
   
1)  “And the Word was a god”—Het Nieuwe Testament van onze Herr Jezus Christus, uit  hit 

Grieksch vertaald dorr Reijnier Rooleeuw, M.D.  (Dutch: = The New Testament of Our Lord 
Jesus Christ, translated from Greek by Reijnier Rooleeuw, M.D.), 1694.                  

             2)  “[A]nd the Word was a god”—The New Testament in an Improved  Version, 1808.
           



3)  “The Word was a God”—The New Testament In Greek an English, Abner  Kneeland, 1822.
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   4)  “[A]s a god the Command was”—A Literal Translation Of The New Testament, 

Herman Heinfetter, 1863.

5)   “[A]nd  a  god  was  the  word”,  (interlinear  translation):  “GOD” (for  the  Father, 
Jehovah,) “God” (for the Son) in the regular English translation.—The Emphatic  
Diaglott, Benjamin Wilson, 1863 and 1864.

       6)  “[A]nd a God (i.e. a Divine Being) was the Word”—Concise Commentary On The 
Holy Bible, Robert Young, c. 1885.

                
 7)  “The Word was with THE DEITY, and THE WORD WAS DEISTIC”; [=The Word 

was with THE GOD and THE WORD WAS GODLY]—The Gospel of History, 
Charles A.L.  Totten, 1900.

                              
      8) “[A]nd was a god”—Zeitschrift fur die Newtestameutlich Wissencraft, (German 

Biblical-studies periodical, with articles in various languages ), J.N. Jannaris, 1901.

9) “[T]he Word was itself of divine being”—The New Testament, (in German), Curt 
Stage, 1907.

      10) “[A]nd (a) God was the word”—The Coptic Version of the New Testament, George 
William  Horner, 1911.

11) “[A]nd God of a sort the Word was”—The New Testament, (in German), Ludwig 
Thimme, 1919.

12) “[A]nd the Word was of divine nature.”—Ernest Findlay Scott,  The Literature Of  
The New Testament,  New York,  Columbia  University Press,  1932,  Nineteenth 
printing, 1959, p. 253.

                                                                      
13) “[T]he Logos was divine”— Bible A New Translation, James Moffatt, 1935.

  
       14) “[T]he Word was divine”—An American Translation, Smith & Goodspeed, 1939.

 
15) “[A]nd the word was god”, (note lower case “g”)—The Four Gospels, C. Torrey. 

Second Edition, 1947.

16) “[A]nd was of divine weightiness”—The New Testament,  (in German),  Fredrich 
Pfaefflin, 1949.

17) “[T]he Word was divine”—The Authentic New Testament,  Hugh J.  Schonfield, 
1956.

 18) “[T]he Word was a God”—The New Testament of Our Lord and Savior Jesus  
Anointed, James L. Tomanec, 1958.   

                         
        19) “The nature of the Word was the same as the nature of God”—The New Testament,  



William Barclay, 1968.
  

 20) “[T]he Word was with God and shared his nature” or, “the Word was divine”— 
Translator’s New Testament, 1973.
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21) “[T]he  Word  had the  same nature  as  God”—Journal  of  Biblical  Literature,  in  the  article, 

“Qualitative Anarthrous Predicate Nouns: Mark 15:39 And John 1:1”, Philip Harner, Vol.  92, 
1974.

22) “[T]he Word was divine”—A Grammatical Analysis of the New Testament, Maximilian 
Zerwich, S.J., and Mary Grosvenor, 1974.

23) “[A]nd a god (or, of a divine kind) was the Word”—Das Evagelium nach Johnnes, 
(German), Siegfried Schulz, 1975.

24)  “[A]nd  godlike  sort  was  the  Logos”—Das  Evangelium  nach  Johannes,(German), 
Johannes Scheider, 1979.

25)  “[A]nd a god was the Logos”—Das Evangelium nach Johannes,  (German),  Jurgen 
Becker, 1979.

26)  “The Message was deity”,  (note lower case “d” to  highlight quality)—The Simple 
English Bible, 1981.

27) “vand  oJ qeovwere not the same in this period...in fact for the Evangelist, 
[John] only the Father was ‘God’ ( oJ qeov) cf. [John]17:3—John 1, (German) Ernst 
Haenchen, translated by R.W. Funk, 1984.

28)  “[T]he Word was divine”—The Original New Testament, Hough J. Schonfield, 1984. 
29) “The logos was divine[,] not the divine Being himself”, a hand-written marginal note 

written by  Joseph Henry  Thayer in his personal copy of  Griesbachii Nouvum Testa-  
mentum,  [Griesbach’s  New  Testament,  (Greek  Text)],  in  the  library  of  Harvard 
University, code, AGW7567 LI812 - HOLLIS CATALOGING H711.

30) “[A]nd the Logos was a god.”—John Samuel Thompson,  The Monotessaron; or, The  
Gospel  History  According  to  the  Four  Evangelists,  Baltimore;  published  by  the 
translator, 1828, 1829.

31) “And the Logos was a god.”—Leicester Ambrose, The Final Theology, Volume I, New York; 
M.B. Sawyer  and Company, 1879.

 32) “[A] Divine Person.”—Samuel Clarke, M.A., D.D., rector of St James, Westminster, A 
Paraphrase on the Gospel of St. John, London; at the Crown in St. Paul’s Church yard, 
1703. The same rendering is found in other of Clark’s works, such as  The  Scripture-
Doctrine of the Trinity...London; Printed by W. Wilkins,  for James Knapton, at the 
Crown in St. Paul’s Church-yard,1719, p. 73.

33)  “The Logos was with God, and the Logos was divine (a divine being).” (e.a.)—Robert 
Harvey,  D.D.,  Professor  of  New Testament  Language  and  Literature,  Westminster 
College, Cambridge, The Historic Jesus in the New Testament, London; Student Move- 
ment Christian  Press, 1931, p.129.                                

                                                                                        



34) “[And the Word was] divine,”—William  Temple,  Archbishop of  York,  Readings  in  
St. John’s Gospel; London, Macmillian & Co., 1933, p. 3.
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35) “[A]nd the Word was Divine.”—Ervin Edward Stringfellow, A.M. Professor of New 
Testament  Language  and  Literature  in  Drake  University,  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  The 
Gospels, A Translation, Harmony and Annotations,  St. Louis, John S. Swift Co., Inc., 
1943. Professor Stringfellow adds this footnote:  “In the Greek this word is the same 
words translated ‘God’ in verse 1, except the definite article is lacking. In this manner the 
Word in not identified with God.”, p. 5. 

36) “[T]he Word of Speech was a God”—John Crellius (Latin form of the German, Krell] 
The Two Books of John Crellius Fancus, Touching One God the Father, Wherein things  
also concerning the Nature of the Son of God, and the Holy Spirit are discoursed of,  
1631.

37)

       
(a. tentative translation)

From a Greek Orthodox calendar book of prayers, incorporating portions of a translation of 
the four Gospels into Arabic (the Arabic reads from right to left, the interlinear English is 
presented from left to right.) Beirut, Greek Orthodox Patriarchy of Beirut, May, 1983.

The above from the Arabic, is not without precedent. A similar translation was mentioned in 
the 1980 Yearbook Of Jehovah’s Witnesses:

Back in 1921, Michael Aboud, one of these successful Lebanese people, returned 
home with something far more valuable than material riches. During his stay in the 
United States of America, he had become one of the Bible Students, as Jehovah’s 
Witnesses  were  then  known.  Aboud  was  very anxious  to  share  his  new Bible 
knowledge with sincere Lebanese people.

Returning to his native Tripoli in north Lebanon, Michael Aboud rented a house 
next to a doctor’s clinic. Dr. Hanna Shammas, who practiced dentistry in that clinic, 
had also been to the United States and had returned to Lebanon….He also was a 
religious man who often entertained bishops and other prominent clergymen in his 
home.

Brother Aboud quickly became acquainted with Dr. Shammas, having conversations 
with him almost daily when passing his clinic. A notable topic of conversation was 
the Trinity doctrine. On day, the doctor celled in a Protestant clergyman, who sought 



to prove the Trinity to be true by using John 1:1, stressing the words “the Word was 
God.” Brother Aboud explained that according the original Greek text, this should 
read “the word was a god. [Note the emphasis on the word “god” in italics as in the 
Yearbook, the word “a” is not stressed; the word “god” is stressed.] He pointed out 
that this is also how the text reads in the Orthodox translation of the Bible in Arabic.
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The clergyman would not believe this and, though the discussion had continued until 
about 10:30 p.m. it was suggested that they go to the residence of the bishop of the 
Orthodox Chruch and get  a  look at  this  Orthodox translation  of  John 1:1.  The 
Protestant clergyman did not want to do this, but Dr. Shammas insisted. He had his 
horses hitched to his carriage and away they went in the middle of the night. The 
bishop was very surprised that such prominent people should be knocking at his 
door at that hour. He was no less surprised to find out that they wanted to see what 
his Bible said at John 1:1. Of course, the point made by Brother Aboud was proved 
and the Protestant clergyman was silenced.

Dr. Shammas was elated to have this point clarified. From then on he made rapid 
progress in his study of the Scriptures, and by 1922 he had joined Brother Aboud in 
the true faith.”—pp. 163-6.

38) “More accurately, as the definite article is absent from the Greek, the last phrase should 
read “and the Word was divine.”—Ernest William Barnes, Bishop of Birmingham, The 
Rise Of Christianity, London, Logmans, Green And Co., 1948, p. 94. 

39) A very interesting note in the revised edition of The New American Bible (1986) on John 
1:1 states: “Was God: lack of a definite article with “God” in Greek signifies predication 
rather than identification.” (Yet, the translation reads: “And the Word was God.” Such a 
translation is not predication (description, how the subject is) but identification (who or 
what the subject is!) Since the translators of this Bible knew the correct significance of 
the Greek, why did they render it, in the main text, in such a way so as to give the 
impression that the significance is one of identification?)2

COLWELL’S “RULE”     

There are persons who endeavor to defend the rendering “the Word was God”, by appealing 
to what is called “Colwell’s Rule”. In his article, “A Definite Rule for the Use of the Article 
in the Greek New Testament,” in the Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. 52, 1933, on page 
20, Colwell concluded:

The following rules may be tentatively formulated...Definite predicate nouns which 
precede the verb usually lack the article. (e.a.).   

“Usually”, he wrote; he even found 15 exceptions to what he adjudged to be the meaning of 
this syntax. His “rule” was presented “tentatively.” Many have taken his words to mean: 
‘Every anarthrous predicate noun which precedes the verb is definite.’ That is not what he 
said! 

Some have referred to Colwell, and have claimed that:

Cowell’s rule clearly states that a definite predicate nominative (Theos - God) never 
takes an article when it precedes the verb (was) as in John 1:1.—Walter Martin The 
Kingdom of the Cults, Grand Rapids, Zondervan Publishing, 1965, p. 75, footnote 
31.



Such a claim is an out-and-out misrepresentation of what Cowell wrote. 

Grammarian Nigel Turner, has gone on record as saying:
_____________________
               2 Other Roman Catholic scholars acknowledge this syntax to be one of description rather than one of 
identification. See pages 40 and 43 of this work for the quotations of John McKenzie, S.J., Bruce Vawter, C.M. and 
Maximilian Zerwick, S.J. respectively.
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              So that while the canon [rule] may reflect a general tendency it is not absolute by any means; after all,  
it takes no account of relative clauses of proper nouns like that in [ho Theos agape estin, [“the God 
love is”] 1 John 4:8. Moreover, he is the first  to admit the lack of objectivity in his method of 
counting: he professes to include only definite nouns among his anarthrous predicates, and the degree 
of definiteness is extremely difficult to assess.—A Grammar of New Testament Greek, James Hope 
Moulton, Nigel Turner, Vol. III, Syntax, 1963, p. 1.                                                               

We will now examine other anarthrous predicate nominatives preceding the verb, to illustrate 
their qualitative status.  (Instances taken from Harner’s article, page 82,  footnote “19”). 
Please  keep in  mind,  the  data  above  and following have  to  do  with  the  syntax  under 
consideration, viz. anarthrous predicate nominatives preceding the verb, (in the Greek text) 
and the verb being “I am”, eijmiv or any of its forms, such as h[n “was”,  the third person 
singular imperfect or aorist of eijmiv. This would apply to other verbs of existence also. (Cf. 
J. Gresham Machen, New Testament Greek For Beginners, p. 50, § 99; and A.T. Robertson, 
A Grammar Of The Greek New Testament In the Light Of Historical Research, p. 883.) 
Nouns in other grammatical cases such as qeovn  (theon, the.AHN, accusative case), qeou' 
(theou, the.UU, genitive case qew'/ (theo, the.OH, with subscript iota below the omega w/, 
dative case), and qeev (thee, theh.EH, vocative case), are outside the scope of the study of 
predicate nouns (which are always in the nominative case) as  qeov is at John 1:1c. The 
predicate nominatives in the following scriptural and other examples will be emphasized.

III Kings 18:27, LXX; (=1 Kings 18:27):
“And it was noon, and Eliu [Elijah] the Teshbite mocked them, and said, Call with a loud 
voice, for he is a god;”. Elijah was chiding the priests of Baal, mocking them. He told them to 
call on Baal with louder voices to awaken him; for he was a god (they believed); he was a 
divine one (they thought). Here we have the same syntax as at John 1:1c; the word “god” is  
an anarthrous predicate nominative and it occurs before the verb “estin” (“is”) a form of  “I 
am”.

Mark 11:32: 
“They feared the people,  for everyone held that John was a prophet.” (NIV). John the Baptist 
was considered a true servant of Jehovah; one who really taught the people God’s word with 
complete devotion. The RSV highlights this point by adding the word “real” to this phrase. 
Yes, John had the qualities of a prophet of God; courage, determination and integrity.

John 6:70: 
“Then Jesus replied, “Have I not chosen you, the Twelve? Yet one of you is a devil!” (NIV). 
In what way was Judas “a devil”? Was he as evil as Satan? No, no human could be that evil. 
Was he one of the demons? No, he was flesh and blood; not a spirit. He was a “devil”  or “an 
accuser” (NWT), in that he was going to betray the Son of God. In that respect, Judas was like 
Satan. He was diabolical, like the Devil.  He had the qualities of Satan.  On this B.F. Westcott 
comments: “Judas...partook of that which is essential to the devil’s nature.” (The Gospel 
According to St John,  p. 253)  Judas thought as the Devil; and acted as the Devil. He was not 
the Devil (definite); he was not a devil (indefinite), he was a devil (qualitative). He was one 



who had the mental disposition, the nature, of the Devil, Satan. If a  definite meaning were 
de- 
sired the word order would be, ‘is the devil’; if an indefinite meaning were desired the word 
order would be, ‘is devil’. Since the word order is, ‘devil is’, and a form of “I am” comes  
after the noun, the meaning is qualitative, as it is in these examples including John 1:1c.

John 8:44: 
“You are of your father the devil, and you want to do the desires of your father. He was a 
murderer from the beginning,  and does not stand in the truth, because there is no truth in 
him. 
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Whenever he speaks a lie, he speaks from his own nature; for he is a liar, and the father of 
lies.”  (NASV).  Was  he  “from the  beginning”  (the  time  of  his  revolt  against  his  Creator 
Jehovah), one of the murderers or liars? That could not be, since he was the only murderer and 
liar in existence at that time! We are being told of the wicked mental disposition of Satan. We 
are not being told that he belonged to a group of murderers and liars (indefinite). We are being 
informed of his nature (mental disposition).  He did not care that Adam and Eve would die if 
they followed him. He was a murderer. He did not mind telling lies if such would bring about 
his goals.  He was a  liar. Thus the qualities of Satan are disclosed at this verse. Neither his 
office nor position are being described (which would be a definite connotation if such were 
described).                                     
That Adam and Eve would die if they followed him, was of no concern to Satan; he did not 
care, he was a murderer  .   He hoped such would bring about his goals. He was a liar  .   Thus, the 
qualities of Satan are disclosed at this verse, not his office nor his position, which would be a 
definite identification.

                JOHN 10:22: 
“But he who enters by the door is a  shepherd of the sheep.” (NASV) his has to do with the 
concern, the love, for the sheep that would be in the mind and heart of the person who really is 
a shepherd; a loving leader of the sheep. Jesus identified himself as this type of person at John 
10:11: “I am the good shepherd; the good shepherd lays down His life for the sheep.” (NASV) 
This type of individual really cares for the sheep, he has love for the sheep. As contrasted by 
Jesus at John 10:13 when the described one who flees (in times of danger) because he is a 
hireling, and is not concerned about the sheep. The hireling did not have the quality of love for 
the sheep; but Jesus did, he was truly a   shepherd  !

                JOHN 12:6:
“He [Judas] said this, not out of any care for the poor, but because he was a thief he used to 
pilfer the money put into the common purse, which was in his charge.” (NEB) The information 
is given that Judas sought ways in which to gain money in a dishonest manner, (verse) 5). He 
was not merely a thief, one who stole; he was a thief. He wanted to steal, he planned to steal, 
his nature was to steal; stealing was in his heart. He was a t  hi  ef  !

PATRISTICAL—LETTER (OR, EPISTLE) TO DIOGNETUS:
“Dg.10:6 defines the ancient perspective:  o} a} paraV tou' qeou' lavbwn e[cei tau'ta toi'" 
ejpideomevnoi"  corhgw'n,  qeoV"  [anarthrous  predicate  nominative] givnetai  [verb  of 
existence] tw'n lambanavtwn one who ministers to the needy what one has received from God 
[,]  proves to be a god  [“a god” 3, 3a, 3b ,3c; “a God”3d] to the recipients…Such understanding led to 
the extension of the m[ea]n[in]g of q[eov"] to per[son]s who elicit special reverence” (e.a.)—
BDAG, Third Edition of BAG, revised and edited by Fredrick William Danker, 2000, p. 450.  



In these examples, which have the same syntax as John 1:1c, an anarthrous predicate nominative 
preceding a verb of existence, we have seen that the prominent meaning is, a description of the 
nature and disposition of the subject, not the subject’s rank nor position nor title. In other words 
not who or what the subject was, but how the subject was or was perceived, a qualitative sense.

                    _____________________                                                                     
               3 ANF, Vol. I, Original 1863, reprinting of November 1981, p. 29. 3a Early Christian Fathers, Cyril C. 
Richardson,  Th.D.,  D.D.,  Union  Theological  Seminary,  New  York;  New  York;  Collier  Books,  Macmillian 
Publishing Company; 1970, p. 221.  3b The Apostolic Fathers, J.B. Lightfoot, Bishop of Durham and J.R. Harmer, 
Bishop of Rochester, England, Edited and Revised by Michael W. Holmes, associate professor of Biblical studies 
and early Christianity, Bethel College; Grand Rapids, Michigan, Baker Book House; (with Greek and English texts;) 
1992, pp. 240-241.  3c The Encyclopædia Britannica, Fourteenth Edition;  1929, Vol. 7, p. 395.  3d The Apostolic  
Fathers, J.B. Lightfoot and J.R. Harmer; Grand Rapids, Michigan, Barker Book, House; Original 1893, Ninth 
Printing, June 1976, p. 257. (Scholars date the composition of the letter from 130 C.E. to the early third century C.E.) 

                                                                                             47           
USES IN ENGLISH OF THIS TYPE OF EXPRESSION

Use of this type of expression in our everyday speech is common. “He’s a brain” = ‘he is 
intelligent’;  “she’s an angel” =  ‘she is sweet,  considerate’;  “he’s a Spartan”  =  ‘he is brave, 
highly disciplined, hardy’, in this instance, not one of the citizens of Sparta.   

To draw an example from English literature, we can focus our attention on the play Julius  
Caesar by William Shakespeare, act 5, scene 5. Marc Antony says of the dead Brutus: “His 
life was gentle, and the elements So mix’d in him that Nature might stand up And say to all 
the world ‘This was a man!’ “This was a man!”, the gender of Brutus was not here being 
identified. There was never a question: ‘Is Brutus a man or a woman?’ What is denoted is the 
fact that Brutus acted in a manly way; he had courage, strength of purpose. Brutus was, in 
Antony’s opinion, a   man  !

In  English,  the  same  word  can  be  used  either  in  with  an  indefinite  or  a  qualitative 
significance. However, emphasis (word stress) shows the difference between indefinite and 
qualitative usage. In Greek, this is accomplished by word order; the verb (if a form of ‘I am’, 
or another verb of existence) after an anarthrous predicate nominative, as a rule, renders the 
predicate  nominative  primarily  qualitative,  before  the  anarthrous  predicate  nominative, 
primarily indefinite.

In the light of this information, it is clear what is meant by: “the Word was a god.” The word 
was godlike, divine, holy, and virtuous. The Word was not the God; not a god (that is, not 
one of the gods), the Word was a   god  , a divine individual.

In Qualitative Nouns in the Pauline Epistles and Their Translation in the Revised [American 
Standard, 1901]  Version,  Arthur Wakefield Slaten explained the use and meaning of such 
nouns in the Christian Greek Scriptures in this way:

On page 23 of his Notes on New Testament Grammar (Chicago, 1904)...Professor 
Ernest  D.  Burton  says:  “a)  The  article  is  in  general  either  (1)  Restrictive 
(demonstrative) or (2) Generic. b) Nouns without the article are (1) Indefinite or (2) 
Qualitative (adjectival). 

James Hope Moulton, in the work above referred to, [A Grammar of New Testament 
Greek, (3d ed.; Edinburgh, 1908), Vol. I, Prolegmena] page 82, has a few lines on 
the topic “Qualitative Force in Anarthrous Nouns,” merely remarking that “the lists 
of words which specially affect the dropped article will,  of course, need careful 
examination  for  the individual  cases.  Thus,  when [G.B.]  Winer  included [pater, 
“father”] in his list, and quotes John 1:14 and Heb. 12:7, we must feel the qualitative 
force is very apparent—‘what son is there whom his father,  as a father, does not 



chasten?  

It should be observed, however, that the prefixing of the indefinite article in English 
does not  always  result  in making the noun indefinite.  That  qualitative character 
which is in Greek denoted by the absence of the article is in English frequently 
expressed by the employment of the indefinite article. In many instances English 
requires its presence, an anarthrous rendering being inadequate or awkward. Thus in 
the sentence “A man’s  a man for  a[ll]’  that,”  though the form of the  nouns is 
identical  the  first  is  indefinite,  the  second is  qualitative.  On the other  hand the 
prefixing of a or an is not always necessary. For example, in the sentence “This can 
never happen while God is God and man is man, the second “God” and “man” are 
each qualitative, although both are anarthrous. 
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This  principle  may  best  be  precisely  summarized  in  the  form  of  a  definition.  A 
qualitative noun is a noun (in Greek always anarthrous) whose function in the sentence 
is  not  primarily  or  solely  to  designate  by  assignment  to  a  class  but to describe by 
the attribution; of quality, i.e., of the quality or qualities that are the marks of the class 
designated by the noun. The effect is to ascribe to that which is modified [described] the 
characteristics or qualities of a class and not merely to ascribe to it membership in that 
class. It is the connotive rather that the denotive sense that emerges. In the sentence, 
“Frederick is a prince” the word  “prince”  is either designative, making Frederick as a 
member  of  a  class,  a  son  of  a  monarch  or  qualitative,  describing  Frederick  as  the 
possessor of the superior character presumed to distinguish the son of a king. 

In most instances this is precisely the design of the qualitative usage, viz., to direct the 
attention of the hearer or reader to the qualities or characteristics that properly belong to 
that which the noun designates....[Theos] also as commonly used in the New Testament 
has a distinct reference to the one God, and when it is used qualitatively it does not 
thereby cease to be definite. [Of course, the use of theos at John 1:1c is not a common 
one; it is most rare; perhaps even unique! (this reviewer)] Chicago, The University Of 
Chicago Press, 1918, pp. 1, 2, 5, 6–9.

            “IN THE BEGINNING”?— “WAS”?

The opening verse of John in most English translations is: “In the beginning was the Word”. 
What ‘beginning’ is that? Also, what is meant by  “was”? “The beginning:” has often been 
identified with the same phrase in Genesis 1:1. Is “the beginning” of the book of John the 
very  start  of  Jehovah’s  creative  works?  Are  we  bound  by  grammar  to  come  to  this 
conclusion?: Or, is doing so a matter of interpretative opinion? It should pointed out that the 
word “the” is neither in the Hebrew nor the Greek texts of these scriptures.

                
The Greek for “in beginning” is,  ejn ajrch'  (en arche, en are.KAY). Here, “arche” is with 
(in) the dative case, designating a point in time. We feel this is the same beginning, or starting 
point in time, as described in Genesis 1:1; Proverbs 8:22-31; Colossians 1:15 and Revelation 
3:14. The first and second of these cited scriptures show the first “beginning” to be the time 
when the Son of God was created by his Father, Jehovah God. Before that, Jehovah had 
existed  from all  eternity alone.  The creation  of  the Son, the first  one of the “heavens” 
mentioned at Genesis 1:1, was the first time a living being had a beginning.

According to the Concordance To The Greek New Testament, by W.F. Moulton, A.S. Geden 
and H.K. Moulton, Edinburgh, T & T Clark, fifth edition, 1978, page 100, ejn ajrch'/ (with 
the dative) occurs only two times in the Christian Greek Scriptures in addition to John 1:1, 
Acts 11:15 and Philippians  4:15.  Both of these scriptures  speak of events which had a 
beginning; not of events which were without a starting point and were continuing from past 



eternity. Please note: 

When I [Peter] began to speak to them [Cornelius with relatives and intimate friends], the 
holy Spirit fell upon them just as it did upon us at the beginning [ejn ajrch'/, that is at 
Pentecost, 33 C.E.]—AT.

And you at Philip know as well as I do, that in the early days [ejn ajrch/'] of the good 
news, after I left Macedonia, no church but yours went into partnership and opened an 
account with me.—AT.

The outpouring of the holy spirit and the preaching of the good news of the Kingdom of God, 
described in these verses,  had  a  beginning;  they  were not events from the eternal past 
which 
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were still in continuance. So we can see that the significance of ejn arch/' in the Christian 
Greek Scriptures is ‘that which has had a starting point in the past’. 

Some have claimed that the Son was in existence before “the beginning” of Genesis 1:1 and 
John 1:1. They say that the word h\n (en, ain, “was”) at John 1:1, indicates that the Son was 
alive before the commencement of creation. One can even find this in printed commentaries 
on the subject. Please note:

[W]hen  referring  to  the  Word  he  [John]  uses  the  imperfect  tense,  signifying 
continuous  existence  without  reference  to  beginning  or  end:  the  Word  has  the 
timelessness of God himself.—Bruce Vater,  The Four Gospels An Introduction, p. 
38.

However, A.T. Robertson has pointed out: 

Hence we need not insist that h\n (Jo. 1:1) is strictly durative always (imperfect). It 
may be aorist also.—A Grammar Of The Greek New Testament In The Light Of  
Historical Research, p. 883.

What is the aorist tense? A Manual Grammar of the New Testament, by Dana and Mantey, 
page 193, and Webster’s New Twentieth Century Dictionary, inform respectively:  

The fundamental significance of the aorist is to denote action simply as occurring...It 
states the fact of the action; or event without regard to its duration.

A  past  tense  of  Greek  verbs,  denoting  an  action  without  indicating  whether 
completed, continued or repeated.

For the grammatical reasons already considered and to be in harmony with Proverbs 8:22 ff.; 
Micah 5:2; John 6:57; 10:17 and Revelation 3:14, we can see that “was” at John 1:1, is in the 
aorist tense and shows the life of the Son of God began at the “beginning” mentioned there.

Another type of claim made in an effort to reinforce the doctrine of God being a trinity, runs 
along this line:

In verse I, “God had the Word abiding with him” is literally “the Word was to God”; 
but  wherever  this  preposition  [“to”,  Greek,  proV,  pros,  prAHS,  also  meaning 
‘with’,  ‘toward’, by extension, ‘among’] is used after a verb of rest in the New 
Testament, the emphasis is on continued residence, e.g. Matthew 13:56, “Are not his 
sisters in and out among [proV"] us all the time?”—-Ronald Knox, A Commentary  
On The Gospels, New York, Steed & Ward, 1954, p. 200.



Are we to understand that Jesus’ half-sisters never had a start of life? Were they from the 
eternal past?  Were their lives as humans merely a continuance from eternity? This shows 
that a meaning of proV" is, of lives continuing after a beginning! So it is with the life of the 
Son of God.

Common comments on the fact that the article is not used with the predicate “theos” are as 
follow:

The absence of the article indicated the Word is God, but is not the only being of 
whom this is true; if ho theos had been written it would have implied that no divine 
being existed outside the second person of the Trinity.—C.K. Barrett,  The Gospel  
According to St. John, p. 130.

                              
                                            50
[N]or was the  word all of God, as it would mean if the article were also 
used with theos. As it stands, the other persons of the Trinity are implied in 
theos.—Dana  and Mantey,  A Manual  Grammar of  the  New Testament, 
1928, p. 149.

Had the article been employed with the predicate [noun] in the above cases 
[John 17:17; 1:1c]...the sentences would have read thus...Thy word is the 
Truth,  and  nothing  else  can  be  so  described;  the  Word  was  the  entire 
Godhead.—Samuel  Green,  Handbook  to  the  Grammar  of  the  Greek  
Testament, p. 178.

The article was employed in reference to the Father. He is identified as “toVn qeovn” (ton 
theon, “the God”; both “the” and “God” being spelled with the accusative case (direct object) 
endings. If the use of article in connection with the Son  would have meant he was being 
identified as “the entire Godhead.” The use of the article in reference to the Father, Jehovah, 
shows He is being identified as “the entire Godhead”. No one else is “the God.” No one else 
exists having the same degree of divineness as He. This has seemed to escape the notice of 
many scholars and commentators!

There another factor which functions against the “was God” translation;  is that of contextual 
declarations. Verse 14 of this chapter tells us: “The Word became flesh and dwelt among us.” 
At verse 18 we find, “No man has seen God at any time.” (Compare 1 John 4:12) Did people 
see the Word made flesh? Yes! If, then, the Word were God, God was seen by humans. The 
sacred Word of God tells us such a thing never took place. Therefore, the one seen by humans 
could not have been “God”. This being so, the Word could not be identified as of the same 
rank and office equal to the One identified as “the God”.                                                                   

JOHN 1:3 (See on COLOSSIANS 1:15-18, page 104.)

JOHN 1:23

At this verse, John the Baptizer said: “I am the voice of one crying in the wilderness, Make 
straight the way of the Lord [Jehovah] as said by Isaiah the prophet.” The question is asked: 
‘Since John prepared the way for Jesus Christ, does this not show Jesus to be Jehovah?’

John quoted from the 40th chapter of Isaiah verse three: “Hark! one calls, In the wilderness 
prepare ye the way of Jehovah. Make level in the desert a highway for our God.; This is part 
of  the  message  Isaiah  was  inspired  to  declare  about  the  return  of  God’s  people  from 



Babylonian captivity.  Verses one, two, four and five state:  “Comfort ye, comfort  ye my 
people says your God. Speak ye comfortably to Jerusalem, and proclaim to her that her 
service is accomplished [the 70 year service in Babylon] that her iniquity is pardoned. That 
she has received from Jehovah’s hand double for all her sins ... Let every valley be raised, and 
every mountain and hill be bought low: And let the uneven ground be made level, and the 
rough places plain: And the glory of Jehovah will be revealed, and all flesh see it together. 
For the mouth of Jehovah has spoken it.”—BIE. See also: ASV, DAR, NWT.

Was a road literally prepared in the wilderness? In the time of the return in 539 B.C.E.? Yes! 
In the time of Jesus? No! What “road” did John the Baptizer build? He was to “turn the hearts 
of fathers back toward sons, and the hearts of men back toward fathers”. He was to prepare 
the hearts and minds of the people of Judea (the Israelites) to receive the Prophet of Jehovah, 
Jesus Christ, by building a spiritual “road”, a condition of heart and mind.
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INSTANCES IN THE BOOKS OF JOHN AND MARK WHERE VARIOUS TRANSLATORS HAVE RENDERED SINGULARA PREDICATE NOUNS OCCURRING BEFORE THE
VERB WITH AN  ADDED INDEFINITE ARTICLE TO INDICATE THE QUALITATIVE STATUS OF THE NOUNB

   Scripture   Word For Word                      King James                Barclay                             Goodspeed                 Moffatt          New American     New American       New English        New World     Revised Standard    Today’s English
                     Rendering                                Version                                                                                                                                    Bible            Standard Version          Bible                Translation              Version                      Version               

     Mark 
  6:49 apparition is        a ghost        a ghost           a ghost      a ghost    a ghost     a ghost      a ghost     an apparition a ghost        a ghost 
 11:17 house called         a house        a house           a house      a house    a house     a house      a house     a house       a house        a house   

 :32 prophet was          a prophet      a prophet         a prophet    a prophet  a prophet   a prophet    a prophet   a prophet     a real prophet a prophet
 12:35 son was                             a son
 14:70 Galilean are         a Galilean     a Galilean        a Galilean   a Galilean a Galilean  a Galilean   a Galilean  a Galilean    a Galilean      
 15:39 son was                             a son             a son        a son
     John    

1:1  god was                                                                                                             a god                
 :14 flesh became         a human person                                                                                 a man
 :4  man to be generated C   a man
 :6  flesh is                            a physical creature                            

:6  spirit is                           a spiritual creature                          
4:9  Samaritan beingD     a woman        a Samaritan       a Samaritan  a Samaritan a Samaritan a Samaritan  a Samaritan a Samaritan   a Samaritan 
 :19 prophet are          a prophet      a prophet         a prophet    a prophet   a prophet   a prophet    a prophet   a prophet     a prophet      a prophet
6:70 devil is             a devil        a devil           an informer  a devil     a devil     a devil      a devil     a slanderer   a devil        a devil
7:12 good is                             a good man        a good man   a good man                                       a good man    
8:34 slave is                                              a slave      a slave          
 :44 man-killer was       a murderer     a murderer        a murderer   a slayer    a murderer  a murderer   a murderer  a murderer    a murderer     a murderer 
 :44 liar is              a liar         a liar            a liar       a liar      a liar      a liar       a liar      a liar        a liar         a liar
 :48 Samaritan are        a Samaritan    a Samaritan       a Samaritan  a Samaritan a Samaritan a Samaritan  a Samaritan a Samaritan   a Samaritan    a Samaritan
9:5  light I am                                            a light                          
 :8  beggar was                                                         a beggar         
 :17 prophet he is        a prophet      a prophet         a prophet    a prophet   a prophet    a prophet    a prophet  a prophet     a prophet      a prophet
 :24 sinner is            a sinful man   a bad man         a sinner     a sinner    a sinful man a sinner     a sinner   a sinner      a sinner       a sinner          
 :25 sinner is            a sinner       a bad man         a sinful man a sinner    a sinful man a sinner     a sinner   a sinner      a sinner       a sinner            :28 disciple are                                          a disciple                    

  10:1  thief is             a thief        a thief           a thief      a thief     a thief      a thief      a thief    a thief       a thief        a thief       
  :2  shepherd is                         a shepherd                                              a shepherd                                               

 :13 hireling is          an hired man                     a hired man  a hired man a hireling   a hireling   a hired man a hireling   a hireling     a hired man
 :33 man being            a man          a man             a mere man   a mere man  a man        a man        a mere man  a man        a man          a man    
2:6  thief was            a thief        a thief           a thief      a thief     a thief      a thief      a thief     a thief      a thief        a thief 

18:26 relative being       a relative     a relative        a kinsman    a relative  a relative   a relative   a relative  a relative   a kinsman      a relative 
   :35 Jew am               a Jew          a Jew             a Jew        a Jew                    a Jew        a Jew       a Jew        a Jew          a Jew      
   :37 king are             a king         a king            a king       a king      a king       a king       a king      a king       a king      
   :37 king I am            a king         a king            a king       a king      a king       a king       a king      a king       a king         a king  

      Totals                                            20                                 26                                      28                          26                        19                           22                           24                        27                            23                               23  
Gand Total 238
    ___________                                                                                                                                

                     A  There are 11 additional occurrences, however, they are plural in number so do not come under the scope of this study since they would not be translated with the English indefinite articles in “a” or “an” the  
singular.

               B An indefinite article is not always required to show the qualitative status of a noun. First John 4:16: “God is love”, is an example of this fact.  We have here,  in the Greek,  an anarthrous predicate noun preceding the verb  
which is a  form of eimi. However we would not say in English: ‘God is a love.’ “God is love” shows the quality—among others—which the Creator possesses.  John 1:14 is properly rendered in English: “So the Word became  
flesh”; not ‘So the Word became a flesh.’ ‘Flesh’ being used alone to describe the type of life (human, with all its strengths and weaknesses) which the Word became.  In the same vein we do not say: ‘She is a kindness itself.’ We  
say: “She is kindness itself.” This expression shows the particular quality the subject, “she”, has.
           C In the Greek, “to be generated” is one word: “gennhqh'ai (gennethenai, ge.nigh.THAY.eye), a verb of existence.
           D Used in a derogatory sense. The woman at the well was denoting the opinion of Jews toward Samaritans. She was very shocked that Jesus would even speak to her.    



Did Jehovah personally travel on the “road” in the 6th century before the common era?:  No! 
He traveled the “road” by His representatives, the people of Israel. In the 1 st  century of the 
common  era,  Jehovah  traveled  the  “road”  by His  Son,  His  representative  at  that  time. 
(Malachi 4:5; Matthew 17:11-13) As in our consideration of Genesis 18:2, 27, Jehovah’s 
agents were spoken to as if they were the Most High God. We must remember the words of 
John 1:18 and 1 John 4:12: “No one has ever seen God.”—NIV.  (See Awake! December 22, 
1962, p. 28.)

JOHN 2:19–22

In answer Jesus said to them:  “Break down this temple, and in three days I will raise it up.” 
Therefore the Jews said: “This temple was built in forty-six years, and will you raise it up in 
three days?” But he was talking about the temple of his body. When though, he was raised up 
from the dead, his disciples called to mind that he used to say this; and they believed the  
Scripture and the saying that Jesus said.” A connection of this section of Scripture has been 
attempted  to  be  made  with  Acts  3:32:  “This  Jesus  did  God raise  up”.  Also,  a  similar  
connection is attempted with the words of Galatians 1:1:  “Paul, an apostle...through Jesus 
Christ, and God the Father, who raised him from the dead.” Does the Bible teach that Jesus 
raised himself, and that he is God the Father?

John 2:19-22 can be understood in the light of the teaching of the Word of God as found at:

Hebrews 11:7:  “By faith...Noah...condemned the World”.
                                    

Jeremiah 1:10:  “I [Jehovah] have this day set thee [Jeremiah] over the nations...to pluck up 
and to break down and to destroy and to overthrow”.

             Ezekiel 43:3:  “[W]hen I [Ezekiel] came to destroy the city”—KJV, ASV, Darby, Samuel 
Sharpe, Lesser, Margolis NWT; “TO DESTROY”,) that is, to foretell or an- 
nounce  it,  as  often  elsewhere.”—Young’s  Concise  Critical  Bible  
Commentary, p. 582, (first sequence).

 Matt. 12:41–  “The men of Nineveh shall stand up in the judgement with this generation, and 
42    shall condemn it...the queen of  the south shall rise up in the judgment with  
this          generation and shall condemn it.”

 
Did these persons do as described, will they in the future? No! The Father, Jehovah is the  
one who in actuality allowed Jerusalem and Judah to be destroyed; and that by the hands of 
the Babylonians. He is the one who condemned the evil world of Noah’a day. (Gen. 6:7; 
Lam.  2:2,  17)  Jesus  Christ  is  the  one  who  will  judge  the  human  race,  including  the 
generation of his visit to this earth.—John 5.22.

Are we to conclude from the above that Noah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel were Jehovah or His 
equal? Are we to understand that the ‘men of Nineveh’ and the queen of the south are Jesus  
Christ or his equal? Of course not! How then, could it be said of the persons named that they 
would accomplish these actions, when, we are informed in Scripture that they did not and 
would not do so?

We can understand these expressions  in  this  way; the warnings  given, the examples  of 
faithfulness by  the prophets and  Noah,  the change of  mind of the Ninevites and the queen 
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the south, showed that the wicked could alter their life course. Those who would not, after 
being given warning from God, could be put to death justly. The record of proper actions and 
warnings  of  faithful  ones,  condemned  those  who would  not  conform their  lives  to  the 
requirements of the Almighty.

In the same way it could be said of the Son of God that he ‘raised himself.’ By his complete 
faithfulness to his Father, Jesus provided the legal and moral grounds for Jehovah to raise 
him from the dead. (Hebrews 5:8; John 17:4, 5; Luke 8:43–48) Did the woman’s faith make 
her well,  as recounted the Lucan citation last  made?  Or, was it  God’s power, exercised 
through the Christ, poured upon her because she had faith? Does one save his soul (life) 
himself?  Or,  is  the  saving done by God through Christ,  because  of  one’s  faithfulness? 
(Compare Luke 9:24.)

The Scriptures are quite clear that it was the “God and Father or our Lord Jesus Christ” who 
raised His Son from the grasp of death. (Ro. 15:6; Acts 6:30-31; Gal. 1:1) As we find at  
Hebrews 5:7: “For during His human life He offered up prayers and entreaties, crying aloud 
with tears to Him who was always able to save Him out of death.” (C.B. Williams, The New 
Testament in the Language of the People; see also, JB, DAR, RO., Concordant Literal; Helen 
Barrett Montgomery, The New Testament in Modern Speech, 1924, ‘54; Green, NWT).

To whom, and for what, did Jesus pray? To himself?: No! He prayed to his heavenly Father, 
Jehovah God. (On the translation “out of” (i.e. the condition in which one is and out of which 
one is to be delivered), see under “”—Bauer, Arndt, Gingrich lexicon page 233, “c.”; 
‘Thayer’s’ lexicon page 189, “5”; Young’s commentary, in loc. cit.)
 
Recognized authorities of  “Christendom” understand it was the Father that gave the Son life 
after his death on earth. We see the following:

For by the N.T. writers God the Father is always designated as the Agent of Christ’s 
Resurrection (Acts 2:24, 3:1, 5, 4:10, 10:40, 13:30, Rom. 4:14, 8:11, 10:l9, 1 Cor. 
6:14,  Gal.  1:1,  Eph.  1:20,  1  Thes.  1:10,  Heb.  13:20,  1  Pet.  1:12).  Jesus  is  not  
represented as raising Himself.—J.H. Bernard, The International Critical Commen-  
tary A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to St John, 
Vol. II, p. 95.

Recall [John] 2:19 where Jesus said: “And in three days I will raise it up.” He did 
not mean that he will raise himself from the dead independently of the Father as the 
active agent (Rom. 8:11).—A.T. Robertson,  Word Picture in the New Testament, 
Vol. V, p. 183.

JOHN 5:18

“On this account, indeed, the Jews began seeking all the more to kill him, because not only 
was he breaking the Sabbath but he was also calling God his own Father, making himself 
equal to God.” Some trinitarians avow this is an instance of Jesus really implying he was 
equal to God. Is this the case? Or, was John reporting what charges the people were making 
toward Christ in their hearts and minds? Was Jesus breaking the Sabbath? Was he making 
himself equal to God? Scholars have written on this:



His language was, in their ears, blasphemous, “making Himself God,” as they said. 
Cf.  5:18  and  19:7  below,  where  the  charge  against   Him   was  more 
accurately 
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formulated.” (e.a., note “charge” and “as they said” [thought?]—J.H. Bernard, The 
International Critical Commentary A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the  
Gospel According to St. John, Vol. II, p. 188.

In 5:18 they [the Jews] stated the charge  more  accurately:  “He called  God his 
own Father, making himself equal with God.”   That is, he made himself  the Son  of  
God. (e.a., note: “charge”)—A.T. Robertson, Word Pictures in the New Testament, 
Vol.V, p. 188.

This shows that, in the view of the Jews, the name Son of God, or that calling God 
his Father, implied equality with God. (e.a., note: “in the view of the Jews”)—Albert 
Barnes, Notes on the New Testament, p. 220.

[A]bolish the Sabbath J 5:18 (in John Jesus is accused not of breaking the Sabbath, 
but of doing away with it.)”, (e.a., note: “accused”)-Bauer, Arndt, Gingrich lexicon, 
p. 485.

The meaning is clear; the Jews misunderstood the words of the Lord Jesus. He was not 
breaking nor abolishing the Sabbath; nor was he making himself equal with God. Later, at 
John 19:7, the Jews stated their misunderstanding of the matter more correctly: “We have a 
law, and according to the law He ought to die, because be made himself God’s son.” They 
were no longer accusing Jesus of claiming to equal to God. John, by the power of the holy 
spirit sent from God, wrote down what the Jewish people were thinking Jesus meant by his 
words, they were incorrect.

The above clarifies  the matter.  Also,  it  does away with the erroneous and irresponsible 
changes made against Jehovah’s Witnesses, such as:

The  Greek  term  “equal”  (ison)  cannot  be  debated;  nor  is  it  contextually  or 
grammatically allowable that John here is recording what the Jews said about Jesus, 
as Jehovah’s  Witnesses  lamely argue. The sentence structure  clearly shows that 
John said it  under inspiration of the Holy Spirit,  and  not the Jews!...No serious 
commentator has ever questioned it [the view that these were John’s views]. In the 
Jewish mind, for Jesus to claim to be God’s Son was a claim to equality with God, a 
fact  Jehovah’s  Witnesses  mighty  profitably  consider!—Walter  R.  Martin,  THE 
KINGDOM OF THE CULTS, 1963, P. 85.

Did the late Mr. Martin not consider Bernard, Robertson, Bauer, Arndt Gingrich and Barnes 
to be ‘serious scholars or commentators’? They surely had the same view on this scripture as 
Jehovah’s Witnesses. Of course ‘John said it;’ he was disclosing what the Jews thought. As 
Martin said, this thought was ‘in the Jewish mind.’ This was not what was the mind of  
neither Jesus nor John!

                         JOHN 5:22–23  

“For the Father judges no one at all, but has committed all the judging to the Son, in order 
that all may honor the Son just as they honor the Father. He that does not honor the Son does 



not honor the Father who sent him.” Are Christians being instructed to honor the Son  as 
much as, to the same level as they honor the Father? Or, are the instructions given here to 
honor the Son and the Father in the same manner, the same way? (It should be kept in mind, 
that neither here nor in any other scripture, is instruction to honor the holy spirit given!) The 
Greek for “as” or “just as” is kaqwV" (kathos, kah.THOHS). The ‘Thayer’ lexicon defines 
kathos as:
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[A]ccording as, just  as,  even as: in the first  member  of comparison...Jn....v.23... 
According as i.e. in proportion as, in the degree that” (No reference to John 5:23 for 
this latter usage.), pp. 314, 5.

kaqwv"...as, in the manner that...how, in what manner...according as…inasmuch as  
[because, since] Jno. 17. 2—Analytical Greek Lexicon, p. 208.

Kathos as used at John 5:23, according to Grimm, a Lutheran, from whose work in Greek and 
Latin, Thayer translated and added; (Thayer’s additions, which are relatively few, are set off 
by brackets) has the import of, ‘in the same way,’ not, ‘to the same degree.’

Besides, Jesus said ‘honor’ not ‘worship,’ nor ‘render sacred service’ to the Son. Since the 
holy spirit is not mentioned here, this scripture cannot be used in an attempt to prove the 
doctrine of a Trinity. How can Christians honor the Son of God in the same way they honor 
the Father, Jehovah? By loving, obeying and respecting him with heartfelt appreciation for 
what he has done for them, because of his faithfulness to his Father and love for the human 
family. The reading, “honor the Son as you honor the Father,” is clear enough. Even more 
clear, to some is, “in the same way” found in the following translations, William Barclay, 
Today’s English (Good News Bible) and The Cotton Patch Version.

Examples in Scripture showing something can be done in the same way, but not the same 
degree are:

[B]earing with one another, and forgiving each other,  whoever has a  compliant against 
any one; just as [kaqwV"] the Lord forgave you.—Col.  3:13, NASV. Can we forgive to 
the same perfect degree that God can?: No! However, we must do so to the utmost of our 
ability.

[T]he one who says  he abides in Him ought himself  to walk in the same manner 
[kaqwV"] as He walked.”—1 John 2:6, NASV. (Are we able to walk in the same manner 
[kaqwV"] of holiness to the same degree as Christ walked?: Not yet! We must strive to 
come as close as we can with God’s help. See also: 1 John 3:3; Luke 6:36.)

Saul for his part has slain his thousands, and David his tens of thousands.”—1 Samuel 
18:7. (The women of Israel were honoring Saul and David in the same way, the same 
manner, but not to the same degree, not to the same level; which angered Saul, vs. 8.)

           JOHN 8:58

What was Jesus teaching at this verse? That he was someone with the title of “I Am”? A 
common rendering of this passage: “Before Abraham was I am.”(KJV), has caused many to 
think so. Or, was he testifying to the fact of his living before Abraham lived, as in: “The 
absolute truth is that I was in existence before Abraham was ever born.” (Living Bible) We 
will study both meanings.

If “I Am” is a title which Jehovah used to identify Himself when speaking to Moses as at 
Exodus 3:14, and if Jesus wished to apply it to himself, he would have had to say: ‘I am the I 



am’ or ‘I was the I am’. Did he say such a thing? The answer is: No! Yet we encounter  
statements in religious writings to the effect that: “Jesus claimed Jehovahistic identity (John 
8:58)  when He announced Himself  to the unbelieving  Jews as the “I Am” of  Exodus 
3:14”4, and:  “Jesus literally said to them,  “I am Jehovah”.5  Try as one may,  one  cannot 
find  such a 
statement coming from the lips of the Lord Jesus Christ  at  this,  nor any other verse of  
___________________________

                                    4 Walter R. Martin, THE KINGDOM OF THE CULTS , 1965,  pp. 60,  77.
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Scripture. Jesus merely said, translating literally from the Greek: “before Abraham to become 
I am.” He did not apply any title or identification to himself. He only disclosed when he was 
alive; when his life started, and from when his life continued, sometime before Abraham. Not 
who, but when he was!

In trying to connect John 8:58 with Exodus 3:14, the claim has been made: “Jesus quoted the 
exact words and tense in Exodus 3:1;4.”5 This would seem to be a very strong point for the 
side of the trinitarians; (if in addition, a scripture were found in which the holy spirit might be 
called “I Am”), except for one fact;  it is not true!

The words in the Greek text of the LXX are not ejgwv eijmi oJ ejgwv eijmi (eh.GOH A.mee 
hah eh.GOH A.mee, “I am the I am”,) but, ejgwv eijmi oJ #Wn (eh.GOH A.mee hah own, 
“I am the Being”, or, “I  am the Existing (one)”). Jehovah described Himself, according to the 
Greek of the LXX, not as ‘the I am,’ but as “the Being,” or, “the Existing (one).” This is far 
different from what Jesus said at John 8:58;  priVn AbraaVm genevsqai ejgwV eijmiv 
(prin,  iv as ee in “meet,” ah.bra.AHM gen.ES.thigh (gen as in “Gennesaret”, rhymes with 
“ten”) eh.GOH A.mee, (“before Abraham to become I am.”.) Jesus did not use the expression 
“the Being” nor “the Existing (one)” at this nor any other verse with reference to himself.

As to tense, the two verses are not the same. Exodus 3:14 can be diagrammed thus: ego (I) is the 
subject; eimi (am) is the copula (the connector, a form of “to be”;) ho (the, the article) ohn 
(Being) the predicate complement. This is an instance of each verb being in the present tense.  
John 8:58 can be diagrammed thus: prin (before) Abraam (Abraham) genesthai (to become) is an 
adverbial expression referring to past time, ego (I) is the subject; eimi (am) is the predicate, “am” 
is in the present tense. It is seen that in Exodus 3:14 the verb (“am”) which is used in connection 
with Jehovah, is in the present tense. At John 8:58 the description of the life of the Son of God is 
a combination of the past (aorist) and present tenses. The two verses are not the same as to tense.

Of what import are the above facts with regard to the correct translation and understanding of the 
statement of Jesus? What do grammars have to tell us on this? Please note:

Sometimes the progressive present is retroactive in its application, denoting that which 
has begun in the past and a continues into the present. For want of a better name, we may 
call it the present of duration. This use is generally associated with an adverb of time, 
and may best  be  rendered by the  English  perfect.(e.a.)—H.E.  Dana  and  Julius  R. 
Mantey, A Manuel Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 1928, p. 183.

The present [tense] with palai [long ago] or any other expression of  past time denotes an 
action begun in the past and continued in the present, and is translated by the perfect  
[past tense] e.g. kei'non ijcneuvw paVlai [KAY.nohn ik.NEÜ.oh PAH.lie; literally, ‘I 
am tracking him a long time’]  I  have been tracking him a long time,. (e.a.)—William 
Watson Goodwin, revised by  Charles Burton Gulick, Greek Grammar, p. 268, section 
1258.

A literal  translation of the above would be ignoring the function of the Greek present tense 
serving as a perfect when accompanied by an adverbial  expression of past  time,  as well  as 
English idiom. We continue:

The Present of Past Action still in Progress. The Present Indicative,  accompanied  by  an 
adverbial expression denoting duration and referring  to  past time,  is  sometimes used in 
Greek,...to describe an action which,  beginning  in  past  time,  is still  in  progress  at 
the 

____________________________
                                          5  Julius R. Mantey,  in a letter to this reviewer dated January 24, 1979. 
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time of speaking.  English idiom requires the use of the Perfect in such cases.” 
(e.a.)—Ernest De Witt Burton, Syntax of the Moods And Tenses in New Testament  
Greek, p. 10,  section 17. (This describes the syntax (construction) of John 8:58.)

Present Tense...It often stands with adverbial expressions denoting past time, such as 
palai ‘long since,’ arti or artios ‘just (now),’ where in English the progressive present 
[another term for a tense which shows an action begun and still in progress, used by 
some scholars, terminology varies from time to time and from country to country 
even in countries where the same language is used] seem to be required (I have long 
been looking)—A.N. Jannaris, An Historical Greek Grammar, p. 434, §1833. .2.

 To describe a state continuing up to the present Greek uses the present tense (echei) 
[he is having] where English uses the perfect; cf. viii, 58; xiv, 9,—J.N. Sanders, A 
Commentary of the Gospel According to St. John, p. 158, footnote 4.

Sometimes the Present includes also a past tense...when the verb expresses a state 
which commenced at an earlier period but still continues - a state in its duration; as, 
Jn. xv.27...viii.58,—George Benedict Winer,  A Grammar of the Idiom of the New 
Testament, (Luneman translation), 1893, p. 267.

According to Greek grammar, “eimi” (“am”, in the present tense) at John 8:58, because of its 
being  accompanied  by  and  expression  of  past  time,  (prin  Abraam  genesthai)  “before 
Abraham to become”,)  should be rendered,  in English,  in  the perfect  tense.  See:  James 
Strong’s “Greek Dictionary...” in his Exhaustive Concordance Of The Bible, word 1510. The 
word is eijmiv some of the definitions of it are: “have been...was.”

It has been said: ‘The word “am” at John 8:58 expresses no predicate [action] but is a title.’  
What do the lexicons have to tell on this? Please observe:

[E]imi,  with  various  uses  and significations,  like  the  English  verb to  be...I.  As 
substantive verb. 1 Of persons and things, to be, exist...John 8:58—George Abbot 
Smith, Manual Greek Lexicon of the New Testament, p. 132.

[A]s predicate to be 1. be, exist ... Of Christ prin Abraam genesthai, ego eimi before 
Abraham was born, I am [John] 8:58—Bauer, Arndt and Gingrich, p. 222.

The verb eimi...Sometimes it does express existence as a predicate like any other 
verb, as in ego eimi (Jo. 8:58)—A.T. Robertson,  A Grammar of the Greek New 
Testament in the Light of Historical Research, p. 394.

At Isaiah 41:4 and 46:4, in the LXX, the words ego eimi are applied to Jehovah. Jesus at John 
8:24, applied ego eimi to himself. The man cured from blindness from birth, as recorded at 
John 9:9, applied ego eimi to himself. In none of these citations is ego eimi used as a  title.  
The use at Isaiah 41:4, is in answer to Jehovah’s questions: “Who raised up righteousness? 
(vs. 2)  “Who  has  wrought  and  done  these  things?”  (vs. 4)  Jehovah responds to His own 
inquiry,  “ego eimi”  (I am, with ‘the one who has,’ being understood).  The context of  Isaiah 
46:4 relates the promise of Jehovah to continue to be the one who would bear up and deliver 
His people. He showed He would be “the same” to future generations as He had been to those 
in the past.

Jesus’ use of ego eimi in the eighth chapter of John (excepting the 58 th verse), had to do with 
what he had claimed about himself earlier in that chapter. Such as: “I am the light of the 
world” and that he was “from the realms above”.  Then he added:  “if you do not believe that 
I 
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am he, you will die in your sins.” Yes, if they did not believe that he was “the light of the  
world” and “from the realms above,” they would die in their sins.

In John 9:9, some of the people were denying that the man born blind was the one who could 
now see. He responded to them saying “ego eimi;” with the words “he,” “the one” or “the 
man” added in some translations to complete the sense. (NWT, NASV, NIV, NEB, RSV) The 
above usages of “ego eimi”  are not  of the same syntax as that  of John 8:58. They are 
examples of what is called a predicate absolute. They are not examples of the present of past 
action still in progress.

A word such as “eimi” is said to be a predicate absolute when it is used without an object 
being stated. In the above quotations, the expression “I am” is not followed by a noun or 
pronoun telling who the subject is; the subject is understood. “Eimi” at John 8:58, is not used 
as a predicate absolute; it does not tell who Jesus was, it is used, at this verse, to show that the 
Son of God was alive before Abraham. 

Using “eimi” as a predicate absolute at John 8:58 would not be appropriate to the context. 
The people asked Jesus, after he had told of the joys of Abraham contemplating the blessings 
which would be brought about of the work of the Messiah: ‘How could have seen Abraham, 
and known his thoughts, you are too young!’ The questions had to do with the age of the Son 
of God; not his identity. The answer Jesus gave them let them know that he was in existence 
and was looking down on the earth at a time before, and during, the time of Abraham, so 
could know what Abraham felt about the blessings from the work of the promised Messiah. 
(Compare vss. 56–57.)

We see, then, while “ego eimi” in the  LXX at Isaiah 41:4; 44:4; John 8:24 and 9:9 are 
predicates absolute and answer the question “who” without the use of a stated object. Exodus 
3:15 and John 8:58 are not examples of a predicate absolute. Exodus 3:l4 in the LXX shows 
identity by use of a title “the Being” or, “the Existing (one)”. John 8:58 tells of existence, not 
identity.

Shifting our attention from the Greek to the Hebrew, this question comes to mind: ‘Does the 
Hebrew lend any support to the claim of some, that:  “I Am” as found in many English 
translations of Exodus chapter three, has the same meaning as “I Am” in various English 
translations of John 8:58 ?

The following comments on the Hebrew expression  hyha dva hyha (ehyeh asher ehyeh) 
which Jehovah used to make a declaration about Himself to Moses at Exodus 3:14, will be 
illuminating:

Such  a  translation  [in  English]  as  “I  am what  I  am”  appears  to  be  ruled  out 
completely by the fact that the verbs [in Hebrew] here are imperfects. “I am” is the 
normal translation of the Hebrew perfect, not an imperfect....The translation offered 
here relates this explanation of the name to covenants with the patriarchs. As such it 
was a basis of assurance concerning Yahweh’s presence and support. This thought is 
made explicit in the verse that follows, and the proper name Yahweh, the memorial 
name, is made synonymous with the description “I shall continue to be what I have 
always been.” This makes the description a restatement of Yahweh’s faithfulness an 



assurance that  he will  fulfill  the  covenants with Abraham,  Isaac and Jacob.—J. 
Wash 
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Watt,  Professor  of  Old  Testament,  New Orleans  Baptist  Theological  Seminary, 
1930-1968,  A Distinctive Translation  of  Exodus With An Interpretative  Outline, 
1977, pp. 140–1.

The translation I am [in English] is doubly false: the tense is wrong, being present; 
and the idea is wrong, because am [in such an incorrect translation] is used in the 
sense  of  essential  existence.  All  those  interpretations  which  proceed  upon  the 
supposition that the word is a name of God as the self-existent, the absolute, of 
which the Septuagint’s  ho ohn is the most  conspicuous illustration,  must  be set 
aside...the nature of the verb [in Hebrew] and the tense peremptorily forbid them.—
A.B.  Davidson,  “The  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament,”  in  The  International  
Theological Library, 1920, p. 55.

Most  moderns  follow  Rashe  [Shelomoh  Ben  Yishaq,  1040(?)—1105;  see: 
Encyclopedia Americana, 1956, Volume 23, page 220]  in rendering ‘I will be what 
I will  be’ i.e.  no words can sum up all  that  He will  be to His people,  but  His  
everlasting  faithfulness  and  unchanging  mercy  will  more  and  more  manifest 
themselves in the guidance of Israel. The answer, which Moses receives in these 
words, is thus equivalent to, ‘I shall save in the way that I shall save.’ It is to assure 
the Israelites of the  fact of deliverance, but does not disclose the  manner.—J.H. 
Hertz, The Pentateuch and Hoftorahs, 1950, footnote to Exodus 3:14.

This meant that this Almighty One could adapt himself to the circumstances of his 
people, and that, whatever he needed to become or prove to be for the sake of his 
people  and  in  line  with  his  purpose,  he  could  and  would  meet  any  situation 
successfully.  So, by this Hebrew expression,  He was not  talking about  his self-
existence, his being eternal.—The Watchtower, December 1, 1974, pp. 728-9.

How translations reflect this knowledge:
 
1) “I-will-be-what-I-will-be.”—MO.

2) “I Will Become Whatsoever I please”—Rotherham added this footnote to Exodus 3:14 in 
his translation: “Hayah [“to be” root of “ehyeh”]  does not mean ‘to be essentially  or 
ontologically  [i.e. what He is basically or that He exists], but phenomenally [i.e., what He 
will do]....it seems that in the view of  the writer  ’ehyeh and yahweh are the same: that 
God is ’ehyeh ‘I will be’ when speaking of Himself, and yahweh’  when spoken of by 
others. What he will be is left unexpressed — He will be with them, helper, strengthener, 
deliverer.”—Professor A.B. Davidson, in  Hastings Bible Dictionary, Vol. II, [p.] 199.”

3) “I will be what I will be.”—BY.

4) “I will be that I will be.”—Leeser.

5) “I SHALL PROVE TO BE WHAT I SHALL PROVE TO BE.”—NWT.

6) “I shall continue to be what I have always been.”—J. Wash Watts.



7) “I will be what I will be.”—NEB.
            
8) “The meaning of the divine name (v. 12) is repeated and expanded, God’s freedom from 
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and control of history are denoted by the phrase, “I will be what will be.”—Oxford Study 
Edition The New English Bible, footnote.

              9) “I WILL BE WHAT I WILL BE. ”—RSV, margin.

            10) “I will be what I will be.”—NIV, margin.
       
            11) “I will be what I will be.”—LB, margin.

                         12) “I will be what I will be (or become).”—The Companion Bible, margin.

            13) “I will be what I will be.”—I.M. Ruben, 1928.

                         14 ) “I will be what I will be.”—Simon Glazer, 1935.

            15) “I will be what I will be.”—English Revised Version, 1881–1885, margin.

            16) “I WILL BE WHAT I WILL BE.”—ASV, margin.
        
            17) “Or,  I WILL BE THAT I WILL BE.”—M.B. Glazebrook, D.D., Canon of Ely; THE 
LAYMAN’S  OLD TESTANENT,  Oxford University Press, 1913, margin.

            18) “I will be what I will be.”—Revised English Bible, 1989, margin.

The above brings even more strongly into question the correctness of trying of to link Exodus 
3:14 with John 8:58.            

          
How  do  scholars  regularly  render  “the  present  of  past  action  still  in  progress”  when 
translating from the writings of the apostles and disciples of Christ? In the following chart the 
literal  translation  of  the  Greek  will  be  taken  from  the  Interlinear  Greek-English  New 
Testament,  by Alfred  Marshall.  The  usual  English  rendering  will  be  from the  Revised 
Standard Version.

        
   LITERAL TRANSLATION                    GREEK PRESENT     USUAL RENDERING OF GREEK
   OF GREEK EXPRESSION                                                                   PRESENT INTO ENGISH

                   DENOTING DURATION AND                                                               PERFECT [PAST] TENSE
                REFFERING TO PAST TIME

Luke 13:7     (it is) since                                I come                              I have come
Luke 15:29    so many years                          I serve                              I have served
John 5:6        much already time                    he has                              he had had
John 14:9      so long time                              I am                                  have I been
John 15:27    from beginning                         ye are                               you have been
Acts 15:21    from generations                       has                                   has had
2 Cor. 12:19 already                                       ye think                            have you been thinking
2 Tim. 3:15   from a babe                               thou knowest                   you have been acquainted



2 Peter 3:4    from (the) days                          so remains                       have continued
1 John 3:8     from beginning                          devil sins                         has sinned

One can see from the above and from consulting the other translations meant for general 
reading,  the grammatical  principle  has  been followed.  The  Greek  present   has   been 
rendered 

61
into the English perfect when the Greek construction noted above is found in the sentence. 
Yet, when reviewing the renderings of most translations/versions, we find the grammatical 
principle has not been observed at John 8:58. Most translations/versions have rendered the 
Greek present into the English present even though it is accompanied by and expression in 
the Greek perfect or aorist denoting duration and referring to past time. Why? What has 
caused  many scholars to ignore the government of grammar at John 8:58 when they have 
done so at other occurrences of the “present of past action still in progress”?

We are happy to report that we do find some translations, ancient and modern, which have 
adhered to  the grammar reflected in the construction of the Greek in  John 8:58 by the 
wording in their works. The following list runs the theological gamut from Protestant to 
Unitarian to Jehovah’s Witnesses. Also we find some interesting use of the English present to 
represent  past  action,  in  the  works  of  Roman  Catholics,  Orthodox  and  those  of  other 
persuasions.  They use wording which show Jesus  was speaking of  a  state  or  condition 
beginning in past time, his life, which was still continuing at the moment of his speaking. 
Please note the following:

 1) “[F]rom before Abraham was, I have been.”—The New Testament, George R. Noyes, 
D.D., “Professor Of Hebrew And Other Oriental Languages And Dexter Lecturer On 
Biblical Literature In Harvard University,” 1869.

 2)  “[B]efore  Abraham was,  I have  been.”—Syriac-Edition:  A Translation  of  the  Four 
Gospels from the Syriac of the Sinaitic Palimpsest, Agnes Smith Lewis, 1886, from a 
4th/5th century manuscript. (Syriac and Aramaic are forms of the same language.)   

 
 3) “[B]efore Abraham existed, I was.”—Syriac Peshita-Edition: The Syriac New Testament  

into English from the Peshitto Version, seventh edition, James Murdock, 1896, from 5th 

century   manuscripts.
                
 4) “[B]efore Abraham to be, I was.”—Curetoian Syriac-Edition: The Curetonian Version of  

the Four Gospels, F. Crawford Burkitt, 1904, from 5th century  manuscripts.

 5) “[B]efore Abraham cane to be, I was.”—Georgian-Edition: “The Old Georgian Version of 
the Gospel” of John, P. Blake, M. Briere, in Patrologia Orientallis, Vol. XXVI, faxcicle 
4, Paris, 1950, from 5th century manuscripts.

 6) “[B]efore Abraham was born, I was.”—Ethiopic-Edition: Novum Testamentum Æthioice, 
T.P. Platt, revised by F. Praetorius, Lepzig, 1899.

 7)  “I was before Abraham was born.”—The New Testament Or Rather The New Covenant, 
Samuel Sharpe, 1881.



8) “[B]efore Abraham existed I was already what I am.”—The Twentieth Century New 
Testament, 1904.

 9) “[B]efore Abraham came to be, I was.”—The New Testament (in German), Curt Stage, 
1907.

 10) “[B]efore Abraham became, I, I, am being.”—The Coptic Version of the New Testament  
in the Southern Dialect, George William Horner, 1911.
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11) “[B]efore Abraham came into being, I have existed.”—The Documents Of The 

New Testament,  G.W. Wade 1934.

12) “I have existed  before Abraham was born.”—The Bible  A New Translation, 
James Moffatt, 1935.

13) “Before Abraham was, I have been.”—The New Testament in Hebrew, Franz 
Delitzsch, 1937 edition.

14) “I existed before Abraham was born.”—An American Translation, Smith and 
Goodspeed, 1939.

15) “Before Abraham was born, I was.”— The New Testament According To The  
Eastern Text, George Lamsa, 1940.

16) “I have been when there had as yet been no Abraham.”—Isaac Salkinson and 
David Ginsberg, The New Testament in Hebrew, 1941 edition.

   
             17) “I existed before Abraham was born.”—The New Testament of Our Lord and 

Savior Jesus Christ, George Swan, 1947.

             18) “Before there was an Abraham, I was already there.”—The New Testament (in 
German), Friedreich Pfaefflin, 1949. 

                                   
                                                     19) “I  am here - and I was before Abraham.”—The New Testament, James A. 

Klist, S.J., and Joseph L. Lilly, C.M., 1954. Footnote in same: “Christ here 
states (1) that he “was” already  “in existence” before Abraham  “came into 
being”;   and  (2)  that,   since  then   he  has  always  been,  and  “still  is,”  in 
existence. The two statements, fused into one grammatical expression, stress 
the idea of continuity from before  Abraham’s  time down  to the  present 
moment and intimate his eternity. The statement in Exod. 3:14 is different: “I 
am he  whose  essence  it  is  to  be.,”  [Christ  is disclosing  his  being  before 
Abraham; but to say that ‘he intimated his eternity’, is reading more into the 
statement than is there. ed.]

                                                                                                
20) “I existed before Abraham was born.”—The Authentic New Testament, Hugh J. 

Schonfield, 1958.

21) “Before Abraham existed I was existing.”—Biblia Sagrada (Sacred Bible, in 
Portuguese), Roman Catholic, second edition, 1960.



22) “[O]r,  I have been,” (margin)—New American Standard Version,  editions of 
1960-1973. (Later removed!)

23)  “I existed before Abraham was born.”—The New Testament Of Our Lord And  
Savior Jesus Christ, Translated  Into English From The Approved Greek Text Of  
The Church Of Constantinople And the Church Of Greece,  by Metropolitan 
Archbishop Fan S. Noli, 1961.

     
24) “I existed before Abraham was born.”—The New Testament In The Language Of  

The People, Charles B. Williams, 1963, (“honored preceptor”  of  H.E. Dana 
and 
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       Julius R. Mantey. (See: A Manual Grammar of the Greek New Testament,  H.E Dana 

and Julius R. Mantey, 1927-57; p. x.) Mantey, in a review of his former teacher’s 
translation,  said:  “Williams’  translation,  considering  all  the  factors,  is  the  most 
accurate  and  illuminating  translation  in  the  English  language.”–“Introduction”  to 
Williams’  translation;  Moody  Press.  Yet  Mantey  condemns  the  New  World 
Translation’s  render- ing of John 8:58, which has the same meaning as Williams’ 
rendering!)           

25)  “I tell you in truth,” Jesus told them, “I was before Abraham.”—The New Testament In  
The Language Of Today, William G. Beck, 1973.

26)  “The absolute truth is that I was in existence before Abraham was born.”—The Living 
Bible, Kenneth Taylor, 1971.

27)  “Truly I tell you, I existed even before Abraham was born.”—The Concise Gospel and 
The Acts, Christopher  J. Christianson, 1973.

28)  “I am from before Abraham was.”—The Four Gospels And The Revelation, Richmond 
Lattermore, 1979.

29)  “[T]o make sense, one must say “Before Abraham existed, I existed” or “...I have 
existed.”—A Translator’s Handbook on the Gospel of John, Barclay M. Newman and 
Eugene A. Nida. 1980.

30)  “I was alive before Abraham was born.”—The Simple English Bible, 1981.

31) “I tell you for a positive fact, I existed before Abraham was born.”—The Original New 
Testament, Hugh J. Schonfield, 1985.

32) “I existed before there was an Abraham.”—The Complete Gospels Annotated Scholars  
Version, Robert J.  Miller editor, 1994.

33) “4.2.4. Extension from past. When used with an expression of either past time or 
extent of time with past implications…the present tense signals an activity  begun in 
the past (e.a.) and continuing to present time; Lu 13:7…Lu 15: 29…Jn 14:9…Ac 27: 
33…Jn  8:58…I  have  been  in  existence  since  before  Abraham  was  born.”—K.L. 
McKay,  A New Syntax of the Verb in New Testament Greek, Peter Lang, New York, 
1994, pp. 41-2.



34) “The verb ‘to  be’  is  used…in what  is  presumably its  basic  meaning of  ‘be in 
existence’,  in  John  8:58:  prin  Abraam genesthai  ego eimi…which would  be  most 
naturally translated  ‘I have been in existence since before Abraham was born’…if it 
were not  for the obsession  with  the  simple words  ‘I am.’   If   we  take  the  Greek  
words  in  their natural  meaning,  as we surely should, the claim to have been  in 
existence  for  so long is  in  itself  a staggering  one, quite enough to provoke the 
crowd’s violent reaction.”—K.L. McKay, THE EXPOSITORY TIMES, “ I am  in John’s 
Gospel”, July 1996, Vol. 17, Number 10, p. 302. In the LXX at Genesis 31:38, ejgwV 
eijmi is rendered as “have I been” .
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 OTHER EXAMPLES OF THE GREEK PRESENT RENDERED
            INTO THE ENGLISH PERFECT

      Tau'tav  mou  eijÈkosi ejvth ejgwv eijmi metaV sou.                       These twenty years have I been
           These     mine    twenty  years    I       am    with   you                          serving thee.

             Tau'tav   mou  ei[kosi ejvth ejgwv eijmi ejn th'/ oiJkiva/ sou.       These twenty years have I 
been                                   These       mine   twenty   years     I       am    in   the  house  yours     in thy house.
                           a{gio"    Qeou'  ejgwv eijmi ajpoV  koiliva"  mhtrov"  mou .   I have been a holy one of 
God
                           holy (one)  of God     I      am    from     womb   (of) mother   mine    from my mother’s womb.

Facsimile of portions from Genesis 31:38, 41 and Judges 16:17, LXX. English translation by Sir 
Lancelot E.I. Brenton; Grand Rapids, Zondervan Publishing, Sixth Printing, 1974. Interlinear 
translation supplied by this reviewer. Examples of a “present indicative, accompanied by an 
adverbial expression denoting duration and referring to past time, to describe an action which, 
beginning in past time is still in progress at the time of speaking.” Where the Greek present tense 
(“I am”) is rendered in the English perfect (past) tense  (“have I been”, or “I have been”). Similar 
syntax as at John 8:58 to describe the life of the Son of God beginning before the time of 
Abraham and still in progress at the time of Jesus’ speaking.

The NWT renders John 8:58: “Before Abraham came into existence, I have been.” A footnote in the 
1950 and 1951 editions states: “I have been = ejgwV eijmiv (e.go’ ei.mi’) after the a’orist infinitive 
clause priVn AbraaVm genevsqi [preen Ahb.rah.AHM gehn.ES.thai] and hence properly rendered 
in the perfect indefinite tense.”

Objections to the above footnote have been raised, such as: (1) “At least in Greek there is no such 
case.”; (it is believed “tense” was meant, not “case”). (2) “The term “perfect indefinite tense” is an 
invention of the author of the note.” (3) “It is difficult to know the author of the note...means, since he 
does  not  use  standard grammatical  terminology,  nor is  his  argument  documented  from standard 
grammars.

Replies to the above: 

(1) The expression “properly rendered in,” has to do with the English translation not the 
Greek  original.  “Render...to  express  in  other  words,  as  in  another  language;  to 
translate.”—Webster’s  New  Twentieth  Century  Dictionary,  1975.  The  term  ‘perfect 
indefinite tense’ is not used to imply that there is a such a tense in Greek, but that the 
English translation is in the ‘perfect indefinite tense.’

(2)  As to the claim that: “the term perfect indefinite tense is an invention of the author of the 



note” and “he does not use standard terminology nor is his argument documented from 
standard grammars.” We have seen from the information found in standard grammars of 
Greek that the translation of the Greek present into an English perfect is in accord with 
the rules and idioms of Greek and English.

(3) We will quote from English reference sources which were in use during the “school days” of 
some (if not all) members of  the New World Translation Committee, corroborating the fact that 
a tense called the perfect indefinite was know in English. The tense is identified on page 105 of, 
A New  English  Grammar  Logical  and  Historical by  Henry  Sweet,  M.A.,  Ph.D.;  Oxford, 
Clarendon Press, in at least 13 impressions (unchanged reproductions) according to the OCLC 
computer network from 1891-1963 and its final printing by Meicho-Fukyu-Kai, Tokyo, 1983. It 
is also found on page 178 of Crowell’s Dictionary of English  Grammar  and  Handbook  of  
American  Usage  by  Maurice Wessen,  associate 
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professor of English in the University of Nebraska; New York, Thomas Y. Crowell  and 
Company, 1928, fifth printing 1939. In addition, The Oxford English Dictionary says:
                    

Indefinite...3.  Grammar...b.  Applied  to  those  tenses  or  inflections  of  verbs 
which merely denote  an action taking place at  some time (past,  present,  or 
future), without specifying whether it is continuous or complete...e.g. the Greek 
aorist and the English simple past...in modern French past or preterite indefinite  
is  applied  to  the  compound  tense  corresponding  to  that  called  perfect  in 
English.”—The Oxford English Dictionary, Edition of 1971.  

The Oxford English Dictionary is considered the standard dictionary of the English speaking 
world.  (Photocopies  of  the  above—and  other—references  will  be  found  on  pages  275 
through  298 below.)

It was not a matter of ‘not using standard terminology,’ but of the critic of the NWT not being 
aware the perfect indefinite tense in English. Whether one calls this statement by Jesus, the 
“perfect,” “perfect indefinite tense” or “perfect tense indicative,” all mean basically the same, 
an event of past time. The terms “perfect” and “perfect tense indicative” are more common 
today than “perfect indefinite tense” and have been used in more recent editions of the NWT 
for the sake of using a more common term, not a more correct one.

We note from the above translations, that the correct thought, inherent in the Greek text, has 
been conveyed into the English etc. Jesus was teaching he had lived before Abraham, he was 
not applying a title of “ego eimi” to himself. If he had, we would be confronted with an 
incomplete sentence. If the words “I am” had been used as a title, there would be no predicate 
to the group of words at John 8:58. But as it is, “I” is the subject and “am” is the predicate.

As commented on by Barnabas Lindars in L’Evangile de Jean (The Evangel of John) M. de 
Jonge, Leuven University Press, p. 120, footnote 46:

The suggestion that ego eimi in this verse is intended to allude to the tetragrammaton 
YHWH [Yehowah or, Jehovah6 ] is impossible grammatically, and gives the wrong 
sense.

The Son of God had lived before he came to earth; his life began prior to Abraham’s. It can 
be seen from the other examples of “the present of past action still in progress” from Luke 
through 1 John, that one fact is common to them all; all these events had a beginning. John 
8:58 is no exception. The Son of God, having a start of life, cannot be the Eternal Jehovah.



  JOHN 10:30

“I and the Father are one.”(NIV) It has been written about this verse: ‘Here Jesus shows, He 
and the Father are equal.’ Had Jesus meant to say that, he would have used the proper word 
which is i[so" (isos, EE.sahs) “equal, like...on an equality” (The Analytical Greek Lexicon, p. 
203) but he did not. He said “one”. The Greek eJn (en, with rough breathing (  J) = hen) was 
used to convey the thought Jesus expressed, and not the word e{i" (“eis”, hayce) as found at 
Mark 12:29 meaning ‘one person.’ “Hen” is also found at John 17:21-22: “that they all may 
be one, Father, just as you are in me and I am in you...that they [the apostles and all who 
would become believers through the word of the apostles,] may be one as we are one”.  
‘Thayer’s’ lexicon defines “hen” as: “in opp[osition]. to a division into parts...to be united 
most closely (in will spirit), Jn x.30; xvii.11, 21-23”, p. 186. (Compare 1 Corinthians 3:6-8.)

   ____________________
                                       6 See George Wesley Buchanan, “The Tetragrammaton How God’s Name Was Pronounced,” Biblical  

Archaeology Review  March/April, 1995, pp. 30-1, 100.                              
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Jesus was declaring the unity of he and the Father; a unity of being united most closely in will 
and spirit. He prayed for the apostles and all who believe through the apostles (which would 
include true Christians today) to have the same ‘oneness’ that he and the Father had. Jesus 
was not declaring that he and the Father were equal; nor that he and the Father were the same 
person. Of course, this scripture speaks of only two persons; not three. It could not, by any 
stretch  of  the  imagination,  be  correctly  used  to  ‘prove’  the  doctrine  of  a  Trinity.  One 
commentator wrote:

A unity of fellowship, of will, and of purpose between the Father and the Son is a 
frequent theme in the Fourth Gospel...and it is tersely and powerfully expressed here 
[John 10:30] but to press the words so as to make them indicate identity of ousia 
[substance  or,  essence]  is  to  introduce  thoughts  which  were  not  present  to  the 
theologians of the first century.—J.H. Bernard, A Critical and Exegetical Commen-  
tary of the Gospel According to St. John, in loc. cit.

JOHN 10:33

“The Jews answered Him, “For a good work we do not stone You, but for blasphemy: and 
because You being a man, make Yourself out to be God.” (NASV) It was the charge by the 
Jews, which claimed Jesus was making himself out to be God, as the NASV puts it. Here we 
find the same type of situation as at John 5:18; we have the words of Jesus’ enemies. Are we 
to let them dictate the truth to us, or shall we let Jesus do so? Jesus’ own response will show 
us the way in which he wanted his words to be understood.

Jesus quoted from Psalm 82:6: “I [Jehovah] said “You are gods.” (NASV) If men, in this case 
the corrupt judges of Israel, could be properly be called “gods” by Jehovah Himself, it would 
have been proper for the Son of God to call himself the same. He was a spokesman and 
prophet for the Father. He had been faithful in both offices. If he had applied the title ‘god’ to 
himself, it would not be claiming to be on the same level as Jehovah. Men and angels had 
that title conferred on them by the Creator without the thought of sharing it on an equal level 
with Him, the Father. (cf. Ps. 82:5; 97:7) Jesus was teaching he could have been called the 
same as these men. Instead, as he said, all he proclaimed about himself was, he was the Son 
of God. Jesus impressed this truth on the minds of the people. By the time of the speaking 
against him to Pilate, they stopped charging “He made himself God” (or, “a God”); they now 
said, ‘He claims to be the Son of God.’—John 19:7.

On the use of the title “god” for men and angels we note what John Calvin has written:

I said, You are gods. Scripture gives the name of gods to those on whom God had 
conferred an honourable office. He whom God has separated, to be distinguished 
above all others, [His Son] is far more worthy of this honourable title....Christ’s 
quote is in Psalm lxxxii, 6, I have said, You are gods, and all of you are children of 
the Most High; where God expostulates with the kings and judges of the earth, who 
tyrannically  abuse  the  authority  and  power  for  their  own  sinful  passions,  for 
oppressing the poor, and for every evil action....Christ applies this to the case in 
hand, that  they receive the name of gods, because they are God’s ministers  for 
governing the world. For the same reason Scripture calls the angels gods, because by 
them the  glory  of  God  beams  forth  on  the  world....In  short,  let  us  know that 
magistrates are called gods, because God has given them authority.” (Exodus 22:6, 
9)—Commentary on the Gospel According to John, Vol. First, pp. 419-20. 
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The  Son  was  one,  the  preeminent  one,  on  whom  God,  his  Father,  had  ‘conferred  an 
honourable office,’ he could have claimed the title of ‘god’, yet he did not do so. As to the  
proper translation of John 10:33 as “God”, “a God” or “a god”, let us note the following:

qeov"...a god, a goddess;  1.  a general appellation of deities or divinities…qeovn 
[theon, “god” with the accusative case], Jn x.33—‘Thayer’s’ lexicon, p. 287.  (“A 
general appellation”, not a specific one.)

The Jews objected to Jesus putting himself (they thought) into the general class of these 
‘gods’. The following translations bring out the correct thought of what they were thinking:

1) “Makest thyself a god.”—John Bowes, 1870.

2) “[M]akest thyself a god.”—Samuel Sharpe, 1881.

3) “Make Yourself out to be a god.”—Feraar Fenton, 1909.

4) “Make yourself god.”—Charles Cutler Torrey, 1933.

5) “Make yourself a god.”—NWT, 1950-1984.

6) “Are deifying yourself.”—Kenneth Wuest, 1956.

7) “Claim to be a god.”—NEB, 1961, 1970, 1976. There is no 1971 edition of the NEB, with 
the words “a god” deleted, as has been claimed.

8) “[M]akest thyself ‘a god’ not ‘God’ as in C[ommon].V[ersion,   KJV]., otherwise the 
definite article would not have been omitted, as it is here, and in the next two verses,— 
‘gods..[.] gods,’ where the title is applied to magistrates, and others, because in a certain 
sense they are God’s  representatives.  Compare  also Acts  28.  6;  2  Cor.  2.  4.”—Robert 
Young, Concise Commentary, in loc. cit.

9)  “[F]or  making  a  mortal  like  yourself  into  a  god.”—Andy  Gaus,  The  Unvarnished  New 
Testament, 1991.

JOHN 17:5

There are those who claim that when Jesus said in prayer to his God and Father (Romans 
15:6) at John 17:5: “And now, glorify Thou Me together with Thyself, Father, with the glory 
which I ever had with Thee before the  world was.” (NASV), that the word “with” shows Son 
of  God had the same glory as the Father did and so his is the equal of the Father.

The Greek for  ‘with’  is  parav  (para,  pa.RAH).  Claims  as  to  the meaning of  para are 
sometimes found to be similar to the following:

The Greek word PARA (with) is used in the dative case in John 17:5 and is never  
translated “through” [Who ever said it  should be translated “through”?] (Greek, 
DIA) but  is  correctly  rendered  according to  Thayer’s  Lexicon  as  “with,”   and 
Thayer quotes John 17:5,  the very verse in question, as his example of how PARA 

  68



(with)  should  be  translated….Never  let  it  be  said  that  PARA  in  this  context 
indicated  anything  less  that  [should  be “than”]  possessive  equality—“the  glory 
which I had with thee before the world was.”  The Lord Jesus Christ clearly meant 
that He as God the Son was the possessor of Divine glory along with the Father and 
the Holy Spirit [?] before the world was even formed.”—Walter R. Martin,  THE 
KINGDOM OF THE CULTS, Grand Rapids, Zondervan Publishing House, 1965, p. 
83; Walter R. Martin and Norman H. Klann, Jehovah of the Watchtower, Chicago, 
Moody Press, Fourth Printing, 1977, p. 65.

                                                                 
Now let us see what the lexicons say about para as used at John 17:5 and other scriptures. We 
begin with what is called “Thayer’s Lexicon”:

                    
parav…II. With the DATIVE,  parav indicates that something is  or is done either 
in the immediate  vicinity of some one,  or (metaph[orically] in his mind, near by,  
beside, in the power of, in the presence of,  with,…i.e. in one’s town; in one’s  
society;…parav tw'/ qew'/ [with the God]dwelling with God, Jn. viii. 38; I[dem’. 
Q[uod]. [“the same as”] in heaven Jn. xvii. 5:”—pp. 476-7.

Parav…II.  W[ith] the dat[ive]….it denotes nearness in space  at or  by (the side  
of), beside, near, with,…he had him (i.e. the child) stand by his side Lk 9: 47…with  
(of spatial  proximity)  the Father…J 8:  38…cf.  17:  5.—Bauer,  Arndt,  Gingrich 
Lexi- con, pp. 614-5.

Parav…with a dative, with, by, nigh to, in, among,…at, by, near, by the side of,—
The Analytical Greek Lexicon, Grand Rapids, Zondervan Publishing House, p. 300.

In none of  these references do we find that para is rendered or defined as having a meaning 
of  “possessive equality”.  It has the meaning of  “near” , “alongside”, “in one’s company”. 
Yes the Son of  God had a glory  when he was in the company of his Father before he came 
to earth; he prayed to have that glory restored to him.

As for the claim that the ‘Son  had a glory alongside the Holy Spirit’; the holy spirit is not 
even mentioned at John 17:5.  John 17:1—which is the beginning of the prayer of the Lord 
Jesus Christ—starts with the words: “Father, the hour has come; glorify Thy Son, that the 
Son may glorify Thee.”—NASV.

                                                   
JOHN 20:28

The exclamation of Thomas to Christ: “My Lord and my God” has caused many to conclude 
this puts Jesus on the same level as the Father, Jehovah, as to godship. This has been made 
even stronger in the minds of some because of the inclusion of the definite article “the” in the 
Greek before both “Lord” and “God”. Are such conclusions justified? On the usage and 
grammar of the Greek here, please note:

The article in Jn 20:28 is explained by the mou (mou, moo, “of me”) which normally 
requires the article before it; by its use with the vocative  [case]...and by its presence 
in the established formula ‘the lord and the god’...It should be further noted that ‘the 
god  of  me’,  whether  it  is  taken  as  vocative  [direct  address]  or  nominative, 
[identification] is predicative in sense and so cannot be used as evidence either way 
to show whether the god in New Testament usage ever appears as subject  of a 
statement referring to Christ.”—Karl Rahner, S.J., Theological Investigations, Vol. 
i, p. 136.
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The adoring exclamation of St. Thomas “my Lord and my God”: (John xx.28) is still 
not quite the same as an address to Christ as being without qualification God.—John 
Martin Creed, The Divinity of Jesus Christ, p. 123.

It can be observed from Colossians how the use of the article with a nominative spelling used 
as a vocative (case of direct address,) need not put the one or ones (the subject)  in a special  
category  apart   from  the  general.   Colossians  3:18,  AiJ  guvai'ke" (hai  gunaikes,  hi 
gün.I.kies; :19, “the women”  (wives  JOi a[ndre" (hoi andres, hoy AHN.drehss “the men”, 
(husbands); :20, Tav teVkna (ta tekna, TAH TEK.nah, “the children”) :21,  JOi patVre" 
(hoi pateres, hoy  pa-TEHR.rehs, “the fathers”); :22,  JOi dou'loi (hoi douloi, hoy DOU.loy, 
“the slaves”). The members of those classes of persons were directly addressed, the article 
was used, this usage does not exclude them from being in the general class.

 So the use of the article by Thomas in speaking to Jesus does not automatically remove Jesus 
from the general class of ‘god’ to the position of “the God” of unqualified significance, the 
God of all persons the unique and supreme God.

This understanding is further strengthened by the fact that this was a qualified statement by 
Thomas; “the Lord of me and the God of me” (literal translation). The “of me” qualifies  
(limits) the way in which Jesus is called “the God and the Lord.” Jesus is being shown to be 
God and Lord in relation to Thomas; one who is above Thomas, not above everyone. If 
Thomas had said: ‘the Lord and the God’, without the “of me” it would have been quite  
another matter. Jesus would have been called ‘God’ in an unlimited way; however, that was 
not done.

Thomas was disclosing that Jesus was superior to him. (See also: Insight On The Scriptures, 
Watch Tower Bible And Tract Society, 1988, Vol. 2, pp. 55-6, under, “What did Thomas 
mean when he said to Jesus, “My Lord and my God”?  Note at 2 Corinthians 4:4, where 
Satan is called “god” with the article before “god”, however, his “godship” is limited by the 
phrase “of this world”: Is Satan ‘god of all’?

The apostle John summarized the book he was inspired by God’s holy spirit to write, by 
saying: “Those here written have been recorded in order that you may hold the faith that Jesus 
is the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing you may have life in his name.” Jesus is the 
“Son of God,” John tells us, not, ‘God the Son’.—John 20:30.

ACTS 20:28

The  Greek  text  reads:  “Overseers  to  be  shepherding  the  ecclesia  [”congregation”, 
“assembly”] of the God, which he reserved for self through the blood of the own.” This has 
been rendered as “with his own blood” by some,  KJV, Douay, NASV, NIV. Others have 
worded it as: “the church of the Lord which he purchased with his own blood.”, MO, ASV. 
Other translations read:                               

1) “[W]ith the blood of his own Son.”—RSV, second edition 1971.

2) “[W]hich he hath acquired through means of the blood of his own.”—RO.

3) “Which he has bought for himself at the price of the blood of his own One.”—Barclay.
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4) “The church of the Lord which he won for himself by his own blood.”—NEB.

5) “[W]hich he has purchased with the blood of his own.”—Darby, footnote: “I am fully 
satisfied that this is the right translation of verse 28. To make it a question of the divinity 
of  Christ  (which  I hold  to  be the  foundation  of  Christianity)  is  absurd.  It  has  been 
questioned whether ‘of his own’ can be used thus absolutely in the singular. But we have 
it in John 15:19, and  in the neuter singular for material things, Acts 4:32. The torturing of 
the passage by copyists arose, I believe, from not seeing the real sense of it: a touching 
expression of the love of God.”

6) “[T]hrough the blood of His Own.”—Concordant Literal.

7) “[W]hich He has purchased with the blood of His own Son.”—Ferrar Fenton, 1903, 
reprint of 1946.

                                                                       
8) “Possibly ‘the blood that was His own’ as being that of  His Son. But  if  the original text  

was ‘the   blood of His own Son,’ in  the Greek  the last  two syllables of ‘own’ are all but 
identical  with  the following  two syllables  of  ‘son,’ and  these  latter may be a  familiar  
source of  corruption, have been accidentally  omitted.”—Richard Francis Weymouth, 
The New Testament in Modern Speech, 1902, fifth edition 1943, fourth print- ing 1946.

The blood that was poured out for the purchasing of God’s congregation was that of His 
Son, not God’s own blood.

ROMANS 9:5

Is Christ called God in this passage of Scripture? The literal rendering of the Greek text 
reads: “Of whom the fathers, and out of whom the Christ according to the flesh, the being 
upon all, God blessed into the ages; amen.”

In the KJV and other versions/translations we find: “Whose are the fathers, and of whom as 
concerning the flesh Christ came, who is over all, God blessed forever.” This would seem to 
be calling Christ God. Is this the correct rendering? Note the following:    

1) “Theirs are the patriarchs, and from them, in natural descent, sprang the Messiah. May 
God, supreme above all, be blessed forever.” (margin, “or sprang the Messiah supreme 
above all. Blessed be God forever.”)—NEB.

2) “They are descended from the patriarchs, and Christ, as a human being belongs to their 
race. May  God, who rules over all be praised forever!”—TEV–GN.

                
            3) “The patriarchs are theirs, and theirs too (as far as natural descent goes) is the Christ. 

(Blessed forevermore be the God who is over all!) Amen.”—MO.

4) “To them belong the patriarchs, and of their race, according to the flesh, is the Christ. God 
who is over all be blessed for ever.”—RSV.

5) “Theirs are the fathers, and in human descent it is from them that the Messiah comes. God 
who is over all be blessed forever and ever!”—Barclay.
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 6) “Theirs were the patriarchs, and from them came the Messiah (I speak of his human 

origins) Blessed forever be God who is over all.”—NAB.
  

 7) “The early fathers were theirs. Christ in His flesh was of  their race. May God Who is  
over all be blessed forever! Amen!”—Frank C. Laubach, Inspired Letters of the New 
Testament, 1956.

 8) “[W]hose are the fathers and from whom by physical descent  the Christ came. God 
who is  over all be blessed through the ages!”—William C. Ballantine, The Riverside 
New Testament,  1934.

9) “Great men of God were your fathers and Christ himself was one of you, a Jew so far 
as his human nature is concerned, he who now rules over all things. Praise God for- 
ever!”—LB.

        
  10) “The early preachers come from this family. Christ Himself was born of flesh from this 

family and  He is  over all  things. May God be honored and thanked forever!”— 
Gleason H. Ledyard, The New Life Testament, 1969.

                      
  11) “To whom the forefathers belong and from whom Christ (sprang) according to the 

flesh: God, who is over all, (be) blessed  forever.”—NWT.

              12)  “[T]he Patriarchs are theirs; and from them, as far as his physical descent is concerned 
came  the  Messiah,  who  is  over  all.  Praised  be  Adonai for  ever!  [footnote]  A.do.nai-the 
LORD,  Jehovah”.—David H. Stern, Jewish New Testament, July,  1990.

                                                                 
    13) “[F]rom whom the patriarchs came, even Christ being one of  them physically, God 

blessed who is above all things forever, amen.”—Andy Gaus, The Unvarnished New 
Testament,  1991.

             
The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, makes this observation:

Rom. 9:5 is disputed...It would be easy, and linguistically perfectly possible to refer 
the expression to Christ. The verse would then read, lit. “who is over all God blessed 
for ever. Amen.” Even so, Christ would not be equated absolutely with God, but 
only described as a being of divine nature, for the word theos has no article. But this 
ascription  of  majesty  does  not  occur  anywhere  else  in  Paul.  The  much  more 
probable explanation is that the statement is a doxology directed to God.—Vol. II, p. 
80.

For all the Father, Jehovah, has done, all His people should bless Him for all time.

PHILIPPIANS 2:6

With reference to the Son of God before his coming to earth, we read in the KJV and the DOUAY: 
“Who, being in the form of God, thought it not robbery to equal to God.” Trinitarians by-and-large, 
maintain this scripture teaches, (1) “form” Greek,  morfhv  (morphe, mar.FAY) has to do with the 
rank or essence of being God, Godhead and (2) “not robbery” shows the Son had equality with the 
Father before he became a human. Will a close investigation uphold these views?



“Form” [morphe]  of  God”,  how is  the  word  used  here?  What  is  its  meaning in  other 
scriptures? Examples:
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1) “I arose and perceived it not: I looked, and there was no form [morphe] before my eyes: but I only 
heard a breath and a voice.”—Job 4:16, LXX.

2) “The artificer having chosen a piece of wood, marks it out with a rule, and with glue, and makes it 
as the form [morphen, morphe with the accusative case] of a man.”—Isaiah  44:13, LXX.

3) “Then the king’s countenance [morphe] was changed...And king Baltasar was troubled, and his 
countenance [morphe] changed upon him...O king, live for ever: let not thy thoughts trouble thee, 
and let  not  thy countenance  [morphe]  be  changed....As for  me  Daniel,  my thoughts  greatly 
troubled me, and my countenance [morphe] was changed.”—Daniel 5:6, 9, 10; 7:28, LXX.

4)  “Accordingly six days later Jesus took Peter and James and John along, and brought them up into 
a  lofty  mountain  to  themselves  alone,  and  he  was  transfigured  [metemorphothe,  from 
metamorphoo, “to change the external  form”—The Analytical Greek Lexicon (“AGL”), p. 266; 
morphote  from morphoo,  from which comes morphe]  before  them.”—Mark 9:2,  NWT; “his 
appearance underwent a change”—AT; “His appearance was changed”—RO; Barclay.

 “Morphe” is defined in  various lexicons as: 

morfhv...  form Mar. 16. 22; Phil. 2. 6-7...morrovw [morphoo, mar.FAH.oh]...to  
give shape, to mold ,  fashion, Gal. 4. 19—ALG,  p. 273.

morfhv...form,  outward appearance,  shape  gener[ally].  of  bodily form...Of  the 
preexistent  Christ...although  he  was  in  the  form  of  God—Bauer,  Arndt  and 
Gingrich Lexicon (“BAG”), p. 530.

Morphe has to do with the outward appearance or, how the outward appearance reflects the 
inward feelings, as disclosed by the visage of the face. (“They will keep up the outward 
appearance [morphosin, derived from morphe] of religion)—2 Timothy 3:5, JB.

   John Calvin made this observation:

Form  means figure or appearance, as they commonly say. This too, I readily grant; 
but will there be found, apart from God, such a form, that is neither false nor forged?
—Calvin’s Commentaries The Epistles of Paul the Apostle, p. 248.

The answer is: Yes! The angels and the Son of God have the same ‘figure’ or ‘appearance’ as 
God. Their glory is not the to the same degree as the Father, Jehovah, yet they have the same 
type of life as He, spiritual life. Academic sources relate:

But Jesus Christ does not usurp the place of God. His oneness with the Father does 
not mean absolute identity of being. Although the Son of God in his preexistent 
being was in — the form of God, he resisted the temptation to be equal with God.—
The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology Vol. II, p. 80.

When he [Paul] says that Christ existed in the form of God, he implies that Christ 
was of the same nature as God, [yes a spirit] that the principle of his being was 
essentially divine. Since he had this affinity with God, he might have aspired to 
“equality” with him; he might have claimed an equal share in all the powers which 



God exercises and in all the honors which are rendered to him by his creatures. 
Standing so near to God, he might have resented his inferior place and thrown off 
his 
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obedience. (d) Yet he never attempted the robbery which might have raised him 
higher….But  in  Greek,  as  in  English,  the  word “robbery”  involved the idea of 
violent seizure, and what Christ resisted was not merely the prize but the means of 
obtaining  it.  He  refused  to  seize  for  his  own  the  glory  which  belongs  to 
God….Paul…set the obedience of Christ  over against  that  old conception  of a 
heavenly being  [Satan] who had sought by violence to make himself equal to God. 
(e.a.)—The Interpreter’s Bible, in loc cit. 

This part of the scripture is clear; the Logos was a glorious spirit, but he gave up that glory to 
become a human servant of his Father. Only by becoming a perfect human could he offer the 
sacrifice to God which would buy back perfect life for the human family. Before coming to 
earth he did not even think to seek a level of existence which would make him equal to his 
Father, Jehovah; even though he was ‘in the form of God’.

“NOT ROBBERY”?

Did the Logos possess equality with Jehovah, so that he would not think it robbery to have and retain 
such? Taking the thoughts found at Philippians 2:5-6 will help us to answer these questions. Reading 
in the New King James Version, 1982, we see: “Let this mind be in you which was also in Christ 
Jesus, who, being in the form of God, did not consider it robbery to be equal with God.”

According to this admonition, it would be proper for Christians to think that the being equal  
to God would not be robbery! Such a thought is out of the question and improper in the 
extreme; in fact, it would be blasphemy! Such a translation cannot be correct. Let us review 
other renditions of this text:

1) “[H]ave this mind in you, which was also in Christ Jesus: who, existing in the form of 
God, counted not the being on an equality with God a thing to be grasped.”—ASV.

2) “Have this attitude in yourselves which was also in Christ Jesus, who although He existed 
in the form of God, counted it not a prize to be on an equality with God.”—NASV.

3) “Have this mind in you, which was also in Christ Jesus: who being in form of God, 
counted it not a prize to be on an equality with God.” [margin, “Greek ‘a thing to be 
grasped.’ ’’—English Revised Version, 1881.

4)  “Take to heart among yourselves what you find in Christ  Jesus: ‘He was in the form of 
God; yet he laid no claim to equality with God.”—The Revised English Bible, 1989.

5)  “Let your attitude toward one another be governed by your being in union with Messiah 
Yesua:  Though  he  was  in  the  form of  God,  he  did  not  regard  equality  with  God 
something  to be possessed by force.”—Jewish New Testament.

According to these renderings, Christians should not attempt to gain equality with God; just 
as the Son refrained from attempting such.



Does the Greek word from which ‘grasped’ has been taken carry with it the thought of 
‘holding on to what one already has?’ Are we  being  informed  that the Son did not: ‘Think 
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he should retain an equality with the Father?’ To ascertain the truth on the matter, we will 
engage in a study of the word from which ‘robbery’ and ‘grasped’ have been derived. The 
Greek  root  word  is  aJrpaaVzw  (harpazo,  har.PAH.zoh,  from  which  the  forms 
aJrpagmoV"  (harpagmos,  har.pag.MAHS  and  aJrpagmoVn (harpagmon, 
har.pag.MAHN), the latter being the form used in Philippians 2:6.

            These words are defined as:

[T]o seize,...take away by force, snatch away...rapine, robbery, eager seizure; in  
N.T.,  a thing retained with eager  grasp,  or eagerly  claimed and conspicuously  
exercised, Phil 2:5.—AGL.

aJrpagmov"...1. the  act  of  seizing,  robbery...anything  seized  or  to   be  seized,  
booty...  aJrpagmov"…seize, carry off  by force...to snatch out or away.—Greek-
English Lexicon Of The New Testament, (“GWT”),”G” for Karl Ludwig Wilibald 
Grimm  (1807-1891);  “W”  for  Christian  Gottlob  Wilke  (1786-1854);  Grimm’s  
Wilke’s Clavis  Novi  Testamenti (“Key  [to  the]  New  Testament”,  or,  “New 
Testament Key”), in Greek and Latin. “T” for Joseph Henry Thayer (1828-1901) 
who revised, translated the Latin into English and somewhat enlarged the work; his 
additions are set off by brackets, p. 75.

The form ‘harpagmon’, from ‘harpazo’, occurs only once in the Christian Greek Scriptures, 
this being at Philippians 2:6. We see from the above definitions it means to size or attempt to 
size what one does not have, not to retain what one already has, nor, no attempt is made 
because one already possesses the object or goal in question. Other uses of ‘harpazo’ in the 
Scriptures show this to be the correct understanding of the word. In the following list the 
words from ‘harpazo’ will be emphasized.

1)  “And from the days of John the Baptist until now the kingdom of heaven suffers violence 
and violent men take it by  force, [margin, “seize  it for themselves”,] Matthew 11:12, 
NASV,  “[I]s the goal toward which men press”—NWT.

2) “When any one hears the word of the kingdom, and does not understand it, the evil  one  
comes and snatches away what has been sown in his heart.”—Matthew 13:19,  NASV.

3) “But no one can enter the strong man’s house plunder  his property, unless he first binds 
the strong man, and then he will plunder his house.”—Mark 3:27, NASV.

4) “Jesus therefore perceiving that they were intending to come and take Him by  force, 
withdrew again to the mountain  by Himself alone.”—John 6:15, NASV.

5)  “He who is a hireling, and not a shepherd, who is not the owner of the sheep, beholds the 
wolf coming, and leaves the sheep and flees, and the wolf  snatches them and scatters 
them.”—John 10:12, NASV.

             
6)  “[A]nd I give eternal life to them, and theh shall never  perish; and no one is able to 



snatch them out my hand.”— John 10:28, NASV.
              

7)  “My Father, who has given them to Me, is grater than all; and on one is able to snatch 
them out of the Father’s hand.”—John 10:29, NASV.
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8) “And when they came up out of the water, the Spirit of the Lord snatched Philip away; 
and the eunuch saw him no more.”—Acts 8:39, NASV.

             
   9)  “And as a great dissension was developing, the commander was afraid Paul would be 

torn to pieces by them and ordered the troops to go down and take him away from them 
by  force and bring him into the barracks.”—Acts 23:10, NASV.                                      

10)  “I know a man in Christ who fourteen years ago—whether in the body I do no know, or 
out of   the body I do not know,— God knows —such a man was caught  up to the third 
heaven.”—2 Corinthians 12:2, NASV.

          
11)  “Then we who are alive and remain shall be caught up together with them in the clouds 

to meet the Lord in the clouds to meet the Lord in the air, and thus we shall  always be 
with the Lord.”—1 Thessalonians 4:17, NASV.

          
12) “[S]ave others, snatching them out of the fire; and on some have mercy with fear and 

hating even the garment polluted by the flesh.”—Jude 23, NASV.
     
13)  “And she gave birth to a son, a male child, who is to rule the nations with a rod of iron;  

and her child was caught  up to God and to His throne.”—Revelation 12:5, NASV.

These are all the occurrences of harpazo and its forms from Matthew through Revelation 
according to the listing in the Concordance to the Greek Testament by Moulton, Geden and 
Moulton, fifth edition, 1978, pp. 107-8.                                               

                                                                   
All these occurrences have one common element; harpazo is used to denote not a retaining of 
something, but a change, or an attempted change, of some kind. We do not find any descrip- 
tion of non-action because that which is desired is already in the possession of the subject. 

Is the use of a form of harpazo at Philippians 2:6 of a different significance? 

The Expositor’s Greek Testament makes this comment relative to the question:

We cannot find any passage where aJrpaVzw or any of its derivatives has the sense 
of ‘holding in possession’, ‘retaining’. It seems invariably to mean ‘seize,’ ‘snatch 
violently’. Thus it is not permissible to glide from the true sense ‘grasp at’ into 
one which is totally different, ‘hold fast’. (e.a.)—in loc. cit.

Translations, which hold to this discernment, are:

1) “Your attitude must be that of Christ: Though he was in the form of God, he did not deem 
equality with God something to be grasped at.”—NAB, 1970; “to be grasped”, 1986.

2) “The same thing esteem in yourselves which also in Christ Jesus ye esteem Who in form 
of       God subsisting Not a thing to be seized accounted the being equal to God.”—RO.

3) “Have the same attitude that Christ Jesus had. Though he possessed the nature of God, he 



did not grasp at equality with God.”—AT.

4) “Let the very spirit which was in Christ Jesus be in you also. From the beginning He had 
the nature of God. Yet He did not regard equality with God as something at which He 
should grasp.”—Weymouth.
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5) “The attitude you should have is the one that Christ Jesus had: He always had the very 

nature of God. Yet He did not think that by force he should try to become equal with 
God.”—TEV–GN.

6)  “Let the same MIND be in you which was in Christ Jesus, who, though being in the image 
and likeness of GOD, did not contemplate trying to usurp the prerogative of GOD.”—
Arthur E. Overbury, The People’s New Testament.

7)  “Let this disposition be in you, which was also in Christ Jesus, who, though being in 
God’s  Form, did not meditate a  Usurpation to BE like God.”—Emphatic Diaglott.

8) “Keep this mental attitude in  YOU that was also in Christ Jesus, who although he was 
existing in God’s form, gave no thought to a seizure, namely, that he should be equal  to  
God.”—NWT.

9) “Take to heart among yourselves what you find in Christ Jesus: ‘He was in the form of  
God; yet he laid no claim to equality with God,’ ”—The Revised English Bible, 1989.

                                                      
The Word of God, His Son, before coming to earth, was existing in “the form of God;” he 
was a glorious spirit as was his Father. Yet, he did not even entertain the idea of trying to be 
equal  to  his  Father,  Jehovah.  Paul,  by  inspiration  of  the  holy spirit,  was  encouraging 
Christians to have the same attitude of humility as the Son had toward God. They should not 
be like that other Son of God, the one who later became Satan, who did try to make himself 
equal to God.—Isaiah 14:12-14.

Philippians 2:7 goes on to say: “but emptied Himself, taking the form of a bondservant. 
[“took a slave’s form”—NWT] and being made in the likeness of men.” (NASV)  The Logos 
came to earth; gone was the glory he had when he was a magnificent spirit with his Father in 
heaven. (Jo. 17:5) Now he was in ‘a slave’s form,’ a mere human servant of the One who had 
sent him here on a mission. His appearance and type of life had changed. He was no longer in 
the morphe of God.

DOES THE PRESENT PARTICIPLE, “BEING, EXISTING OR SUBSISTING IN 
THE  FORM  OR  GOD” AT  PHILLIPIANS  2:6,  INDICATE  ETERNAL  EXIST- 
ENCE?

Some would answer: ‘Yes, the Son is shown to have eternal existence here.’ They would 
state that the present participle shows life without beginning. Will the grammar of Greek 
along with the teaching of Scripture support such a claim?

The present participle in question is the Greek word uJpaVrarcw (huparcho, huë.PAR.koh). 
Various academic sources define it as:

uJpoVrakw…to come into existence: to exist; to be; subsist; Ac 19:40; 28:18—The 
Analytical Greek Lexicon, p. 414.

uJp-aVrcw…1. Prop[erly]. To begin below, to make a beginning; univ[ersally]. to  
be…to be in the form of God…Phil. ii.6—‘Thayer’ Lexicon, 638.



uJpaVrxww…1. Exist (really), be present, be at one’s disposal…2.  As a widely 
used  substitute  in  H[ellenistic]Gr[eek]  ei\nai  [einai,  A.nigh,  “to  be”]…with  a 
prep[osi- tion]…Phil. 2:6—Bauer, Arndt, Gingrich , Lexicon, 845-6.
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6. Being in the form of God (ejn morfh'/n Qeou' uJpavrcwn).  Being. 
Not the simple eijnai to be, but stronger, denoting being which is from [not 
before] the Beginning. See on Jas, ii. 15. It has a backward look into an 
antecedent  condition,  which  has  been  protracted  into  the  present.  Here 
appropriate to the preincarnate being of Christ, to which the sentence refers. 
In itself it  does not imply  eternal, but only prior existence.—Marvin R. 
Vincent, D.D., WORD STUDIES IN THE NEW TESTAMENT, “Volume III 
THE EXISTLES OF PAUL”, p. 430.    

PHILIPPIANS 2:9–11

“Therefore God has highly exalted him and bestowed on him the name which is above every 
name [“every other name”,  NAB; NWT  “any other name,”  TEV–GN] that in the name of 
Jesus every knee should bow, in heaven and on earth and under the earth, and every tongue 
confess that  Jesus  Christ  is Lord,  to  the  glory of  God the Father.”  (RSV)   From  this, 
some have concluded that: (1) Jesus  has  been given the  name “Jehovah”; (2) that this is a 
quotation from Isaiah 45:23, identifying Jesus with Jehovah and (3) “Jesus is Lord” is the 
same as saying ‘Jesus is Jehovah.’ We shall study each “conclusion” individually.

(1) “Therefore” equals “because of” or “since”. Because of his faithfulness as a man, his 
Father gave these things to him. These rewards were the result of his course on this planet; 
and were bestowed on Christ after he was resurrected. If, at that time he were given the name 
“Jehovah”, there would have  been a time before that when he did not have it. Could it be 
possible that Jehovah would not have His own name when someone else did have it. No one 
would need to, nor could, give God the name of Jehovah. It is His for all time. (See: Exodus  
3:15, NEB; NWT.)

The name “Jehovah” is reserved for the Father only. (Ps. 83:18)  This is further shown by 
Psalm  110:1: “Jehovah saith to my Lord, [the future Christ] sit at my right hand,  until I  
make thine enemies thy footstool.”  

It is  not written: ‘Jehovah A said to said to Jehovah B’; nor: ‘Jehovah the Father said to 
Jehovah the Son’, etc. Jehovah is speaking to the Son. We do not have the situation where 
one Jehovah is speaking to another Jehovah. Nor are we confronted with a ‘Trinity’ called 
Jehovah speaking to the Son; if so, we would have four persons involved.

On this subject, A.T. Robertson had this to say:

What name is that? Apparently and naturally the name Jesus, which is given in verse 
10. Some think it is ‘Jesus Christ’, some the ineffable name Jehovah, some merely 
dignity and honour.—Word Pictures in the New Testament.

The name ‘Jesus’ took on a new glory; when used with reference to the Christ. 

(2) Isaiah 45:23, in the ASV, reads: “By myself Have I sworn, the word is gone forth from my 
mouth in righteousness, and shall not return, that unto me every knee shall bow, every tongue 



shall swear.” We can see that the wording is not the same at both places; and could hardly be 
a quotation. The message is not the same. Nothing is said in Isaiah about ‘confessing that 
Jehovah is Lord;’ nor do we find in Philippians anything about ‘swearing that in Jesus is  
righteousness and strength.’ (See Isaiah 45:24 and The Watchtower, May 15, 1960, pp. 318-
20.)
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The two are not identical. What is the same is, that now, because of his integrity, Jesus can 
have all knees bow to him. Just as it was proper for all the people to “worship Jehovah and 
the king [David]” (1 Chronicles 29:20, ASV; BIE; “homage”, Darby) This does not make the 
Father, Jehovah, and the Son, Jesus, equal any more than the events of 1 Chronicles 29:20 
made king David equal to Jehovah. The holy spirit is not recorded as having knees bowed to 
it; another evidence of non-equality.

(3) Does the title ‘Lord’ stand for ‘Jehovah’ at this verse? As seen from the above, what was 
given Jesus, is the title and/or position of ‘Lord’. He becomes lord or owner over those 
whom he has bought with the sacrifice of his life; the outpouring of his blood. The fact  
that he was faithful to his Father, and because of that Jehovah could resurrect the Son and 
make him ‘Lord’, brings glory to Jehovah. (Acts 2:36) If the Son were ‘the Most High 
God,’ would it be possible for anyone to make him Jehovah?: No! He would have been 
‘Jehovah’ for all time, no one could bestow that name on him!

COLOSSIANS 2:9

About Jesus at this verse in the  KJV we read: “For in him dwelleth all the fullness of the 
Godhead [“Deity”—NASV; NIV] bodily.” Based on this type of translation, the claim has 
been made: “Colossians 2:9 is literally: “In his innermost being is dwelling all fullness of the 
state of being God in the flesh.” Is this correct? We need to determine the meaning of the  
Greek word from which ‘Godhead’ and ‘Deity’ have been taken. We also need to consider 
the context of the scripture to see if a statement of ‘states’ or ‘positions’ is being made.

The word in the Greek text is qeovth" (theotes, theh.AH. tace), it has been defined as:

qeovth"...deity i.e.  he state of being God, Godhead...Col.  ii.  9...[SYN[ONYM]., 
qevth", qeiovth" [theiotes, thay.AH.tace] qeovt[h"]. deity differs from qeiovt[h""] 
divinity, as essence differs from quality or attribute; c[on]f[er]. Trench [Synonyms of  
the New Testament, Ninth edition, improved, London, 1880.] § ii; Bp. Lightf[oo]t. or 
[Heinrich August Wilhelm] Mey[er]. on Col 1.c….] —‘Thayer’ lexicon, p. 288.

It should be remembered, as stated above, that what is called ‘Thayer’s Lexicon’, is mostly 
the work of Wilke and Grimm (both Lutherans) in Greek and Latin. The combined works 
were  translated  into  English  by  Joseph  Henry  Thayer  (a  Congregationalist).  Thayer’s 
additions in the lexicon are set off in brackets. In the above quotation from the lexicon, after 
“Col. ii. 9”, Thayer has made an addition to show the meaning of ‘theotes’ according to the 
understanding of  Trench, Lightfoot and Meyer, all staunch trinitarians. (On Thayer being a 
Congregationalist and not an Unitarian (as is often asserted), see: George Huntston Williams, 
The Harvard Divinity School, Boston, The Beacon Press, 1954, p. 147 and The Encyclopedia  
Americana, 1956, Vol. 26, p. 490.)

What have other scholars discovered about the meaning of ‘theotes’? Does it mean only 
‘deity’? Does it bear the sense of ‘divinity’ and/or ‘divine nature’? Edward Robinson in his 



Greek  and  English  Lexicon  of  the  New Testament,  page  334,  reports:  “divinity,  divine 
nature.”  Liddell  and Scott’s A Greek–English Lexicon,  page 792, says:  “divinity,  divine 
nature.” E.A. Sophocles in his Greek Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine Periods, page 578, 
discloses:  “divinity  ,  deity,  godhead”.  Clinton  Morrison,  as  found  in  An  Analytical  
Concordance to the Revised Standard Version of the New Testament,  page 139, relates: 
“deity, divinity”. The New 
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International Dictionary of New Testament Theology,  Volume 2, page 66, states: “deity, 
divinity.” The Abington Bible Commentary, offers: “The totality of divine attributes is present 
as a whole in one ‘Body’ or concrete individual personality”, page 1257. The Bauer, Arndt 
and Gingrich lexicon, on page 359, defines it as: “deity, divinity, used as abstract noun for 
theos...the fullness of a deity Col.2:9.” [abstract noun, a quality or attribute].

One of the meanings of ‘divinity’ as found in various dictionaries is: “the quality of being 
divine.” This ‘divine quality’ is found in the Lord Jesus Christ in full number. But is it found 
in the Son, to the same degree as in the Father? Is it original with him or given to him?

Why are these divine qualities to be found in Christ Jesus? Is it because he is God and they 
have always been part of his essence? Colossians 1:19 gives the answer: “For it pleased the 
Father that in him [the Son] should all fullness dwell.”—KJV. “For it was the Father’s good 
pleasure for all the fullness to dwell in Him.”—NASV. “For it was the Father’s gracious will 
that the whole of the divine perfection should dwell in Him.”—Weymouth. “For by God’s 
own decision God in all his completeness made his home in him.”—Barclay. 

What is meant by ‘pleased’, ‘gracious will’ and ‘own decision’? Here we find a form of the 
Greek word eu*dokevw (eudokeo, u.dah.KEH.oh) Turning to ‘Thayer’s’ lexicon, we note 
on page 258: “1....it seems good to one, is one’s good pleasure; to think it good, choose, 
decide:...Col. i. 19.” (e.a.) 

God the Father, Jehovah, decided that all these qualities should dwell in the Son. If the Son of 
God were God, no decision needed to have been made; those qualities would have been in 
the Son intrinsically. He would have had them without them being derived from anyone else. 
However they were derived from someone else, the Son’s God and Creator.

The NEB Oxford Study Edition, in a footnote to Colossians 1:19, has this information: “The 
complete being of God; lit. the entire fullness. This has been interpreted by some scholars as a 
rebuttal of the notion that God’s attributes were distributed among many angelic beings who 
mediate between God and man. Others doubt that that concept was current so early as to have 
called forth a rebuttal from Paul.” This is a way of saying that only to the Son had Jehovah 
distributed the attributes which were His to give. Before this distribution the Son did not have 
these attributes. 

The New Oxford Annotated RSV on Colossians 2:19 states: “In him, the exalted Christ. The 
whole fullness of deity, not merely the attributes but the divine nature, dwells eternally.” 

Yes, the attributes and the divine nature. Does having ‘divine nature’ make one equal to God? 
If so, then, according to 2 Peter 1:4 many will be equal to Him. The scripture reads: “that 
through these you may escape from the corruption that is in the world because of passion, and 
become partakers of the divine nature.”—RSV.



Translations, which reflect this thought, are as follow:

1) “[F]ullness of God’s nature.”—AT.

2) “[F]ullness of God’s nature.”—Weymouth.

3) “Fullness of divinity.”—JB.
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4) “[T]he entire fullness of the divine nature.”—Charles Foster Kent,  The Shorter Bible, 
1921.

5) “For we believe that Christ is the embodiment of divine perfection.”—Metropolitan Fan 
S. Noli, The New Testament.

                          6) “All the attributes of GOD.”—Arthur E. Overbuy.

7) “For the full content of divine nature lives in Christ in his humanity.”—TEV–GN.

8) “[I]t is in him that all the fullness of the divine quality dwells.”—NWT.

Does the context of Colossians the second chapter show Paul was considering the position 
of Christ, or the attributes he possessed? Verse eight begins: “Take care that nobody exploits 
you through the pretensions of philosophy, guided by human tradition, following material 
ways of looking at things, instead of following Christ.” (AT) Paul is not contrasting the 
position of these false teachers with the position of Christ. He is showing that these false 
teachers do not have worth-while ‘fruits’; such ‘fruits’ being a product of the type of persons 
they are, the kind of attributes they possess. Christ, says Paul, is the one to follow. In him we 
can see the qualities that God would have His followers display in their lives. Then he goes 
on to declare: “For it is in him that all the fullness of God’s nature lives embodied, and in 
union with him you too are filled with it.”—AT.

TITUS 2:13; 2 PETER 1:1: SHARP’S ‘RULE I’

About the year 1803, one, Granville Sharp, promulgated what he considered to be six rules of 
Greek grammar; that which is known as his ‘RULE I’, he stated it in this way; (additions by 
this reviewer in bold brackets, i.e. “[  ]”):

When the copulative  kai [Sharp did not include the grave accent  mark in  kaiV 
which was a common ‘omission’ at that time] connects two nouns of the same case, 
viz. nouns (either substantive or adjective, or participles) of personal description, 
respecting  office,  dignity,  affinity,  or  connexion  [connection],  and  attributes, 
properties, or qualities, good or ill,) if the article oJ, or any of its cases, precedes the 
first of the said nouns or participle and is not repeated before the second noun or 
participle, the latter a  l  ways   relates to the same person that is expressed or described 
by the first noun or participle: i.e. it denotes a farther  [further] description of the 
first-named person”.  (e.a.)—Granville  Sharp,  REMARKS ON THE USES  OF THE  
DEFINITIVE ARTICLE IN THE GREEK TEXT OF THE NEW TESTAMENT, Philadelphia: 
B.B. Hopkins And Co., Third Edition, 1807, p. 3. (On pages 19, 22, Sharp used 2 
Peter  1:1  and  Titus  3:13  as  examples  of  the  syntax  under  consideration  and 
application of his ‘rule’. By using “always,” Sharp stated his “rule” as a law!) 



In other words—according to Sharp—‘When two nouns of the same grammatical case are 
joined by the Greek word for ‘and’ (kaiV, kai), if only the first noun has the article, both 
nouns always refer to the same subject.’ 

Both Titus 2:13: “tou' megavlou qeou' kaiV swth'ro" hJmw'n Cristou' *Ihsou', (theou kai 
so- teros hemon Christou Iesou, too megahlu thehu kai sohtarahs haymohn christu ehaysu) of 
the great  God  and  Saviour of  us, Christ Jesus) and 2 Peter 1:1: “tou' qeou' hJuw'n kaiV 
swth'ro" 
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*Ihsou' Cristou'”, (tou theou hemon kai sohtarahs Iesou Christou,  too theoo kai haymoun 
sohtarahs ehaysu christu) of the God of us and savior of us Jesus Christ), are seen to fit the 
syntax described by Sharp; the words for God, Christ and Jesus are with (in) the genitive case 
and only  “God” has the article, which is tou', the genitive case form of  oJ.  

Do scholars agree that Sharp’s Rule can be applied to these verses? Is Jesus called “the Great 
God” and “God” in these verses? Note the following:

[I]n Tit[us]. 2:13 manifestation of the glory of the great god and of saviour of us 
Jesus Christ  [in Greek], for reasons which lie in the doctrinal system of Paul, I do 
not regard of savior as a second predicate by the side of god, as if Christ were first  
styled the great god and then savior.—George Benedict Winer, A Grammar of the  
Idiom of the New Testament, (Luneman translation) 1893, p. 130.

In any case, the conception of the Second Coming as an occasion of manifestation of 
two glories, that of the Father and the Son, is familiar from Luke 9:26...On the 
whole, then, we decide in favor of the E.R.V. [English Revised Version, 1881-85, 
margin] in rendering of the passage, appearing of the glory of the great God and our 
Saviour Jesus Christ. The grammatical argument —“the identity of reference of two 
substantives when under the vinculum  [binding, joining, i.e. kaiV] of a common 
article”—is  too  slender  to  bear  much  weight  especially  when  we  take  into 
consideration not only the general neglect of the article in these epistles but [also] 
the omission  of it  before  [savior]  in 1 Tim.  1:1,  4,  10.–The Expositor’s  Greek  
Testament, Vol. IV, p. 195.

Nothing  could  be  more  unfortunate  than  the  application  here  of  the  figure  of 
heniadys in the E.V.(see below) of the great God (the Father: see below) and of our 
Saviour Jesus Christ in His own glory, and that of His Father (John xvii.5; 1 Thes. 
iii.13)…It is plain then that the usage of the words ‘God our Saviour’ does not make 
it probable that the whole expression here is to be applied to the Lord Jesus Christ.
—Henry Alford, revised by Everett F. Harrison, The Greek Testament, Vol. III, pp. 
419, 20.

Undoubtedly, as in Titus II. 13, in strict grammatical propriety, both theou [“god”, 
with (in) The genitive case] and soteros [“savior”, in the genitive case] would be 
predicated of Iesou Christou [Jesus Christ, with (in) the genitive case] But here [2 
Peter 1:1] as there, [Titus 2:13] considerations interpose, which seem to remove the 
strict  grammatical  rendering out  of  the range of probable  meaning.  I have fully 
discussed the question in the note on that passage  [Titus 2:13] to which I would 
render as my justification for interpreting here, as there, tou theou hemon [of the god 
of us] of the Father, and soteros Iesou Christou [of savior Jesus Christ] of the Son. 
Here, there is the additional consideration in favour of this view, that the Two are 
distinguished most plainly in the next verse:—ibid. Vol. 4 (IV), p. 390.



The longest and best discussion of  “Granville Sharp’s Rule” I can find is in A.T. 
Roberston’s  large  Grammar,  pp.  785  and  786,  though  Sharp’s  name  is  not 
mentioned, his work is mentioned in Robertson’s bibliography; it [Sharp’s rule] was 
published in 1803. From this discussion it would seem that Sharp’s rule, like a great 
many other grammatical rules, is useful, but not necessarily iron-clad.—F. Wilbur 
Gingrich (of the Bauer, Arndt and Gingrich lexicon), from a private letter to one of 
Jehovah’s Witnesses, April 2, 1976.

As the first advent of Christ was an appearing or visible manifestation of the grace of 
God, who sent him, so his second advent will be an appearing of the glory of God,  
as 
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well as of Christ. To sum up: the reasons which makes ‘the great God’ a designation 
of Christ, are seen, when examined, to have little or no weight; on the other hand, 
the construction  adopted  in  the  common  English  version  [King  James Version] 
and preferred by the American Revisers [American Standard Version]  is favored, if 
not required, by the context (comparing ver. 13 with ver. 11) it perfectly suits the 
references to the second advent in other parts of the N.T.; and it is imperatively 
demanded by a regard to Paul’s use of language, unless we arbitrarily assume here a 
single  exception to a usage of which we have more than 500 examples.—Ezra 
Abbot, Journal of Biblical Literature and Exegesis, “On The Construction of Titus 
II. 13”, first number, 1882, pp. 11, 12.

Translation review: first, Titus 2:13; followed by 2 Peter 1:1:
  

 1) “[O]f the great God, and of our Saviour Jesus Christ.”—Improved Version, 1808.

 2)  “Justification of our God, and of our Saviour Jesus Christ.”—ibid.

 3)  “[O]f the great God and of our Saviour Jesus Christ.”—George R. Noyes, 1869.

4)  “[T]he righteousness of our God, and the Saviour Jesus Christ.”—ibid.

  5)  “[O]f the great God and of our saviour Jesus Christ.”—Samuel Sharpe, 1881.

  6)  “[T]he righteousness of our God and of our saviour, Jesus Christ.”—ibid.
6

 7) “[O]f the great Gold and of Jesus Christ our savior.”—J.B. Phillips, The New Testament  
in Modern English, 1969

   8)  “[T]he righteousness of our God, and Savior Jesus Christ.”—ibid.

                9) “[O]f our great God and the One Who saves from the penalty of sin, Christ Jesus.”  
Gleason H. Ledyard, The New Life Testament, 1969.

 10)  “This faith comes from our God and Jesus Christ.”—ibid.

             11)  “[O]f our great God and the appearing of our Deliverer, Yeshua the Messiah.”— 
David H. Stern, Jewish New Testament, 1990.

             12)  “[T]he righteousness of our God and of our Deliverer Yeshua the Messiah.”—ibid.



Titus 2:13 reminds us of Malachi 3:1: “Behold I [Jehovah] send my messenger, and he shall 
prepare the way before me; and the Lord who ye seek, will suddenly come to his temple; and 
the messenger [”or, angel”, margin] of the covenant, [Jesus Christ] whom ye desire, behold, 
he cometh, saith Jehovah of hosts.” (ASV) Also, Revelation 22:7 comes to mind: “And look I 
[Jehovah] am coming quickly.’ ” (NWT)  Revelation 22:20, has a similar message: “He that 
bears  witness  [Jesus  Christ]  of  these things  says,  ‘Yes;  I am coning quickly.’  ’’At  the 
manifestation of the great God and of the Savior of us, Jesus Christ”,  the universe will 
witness the victory over evil and the glory of  both the Father, Jehovah God, and the Son, 
Jesus.
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ON THE AGREEMENT OR NON-AGREEMENT OF THE APPLICATION OF “SHARP'S RULE” BY SCHOLARS AS SHOWN IN 36 
TRANSLATIONS/VERSIONS

The “rule” epitomized: ‘When two nouns of the same case are joined by  kaiV (“and”) if only the first noun is preceded by the article, both nouns always refer to the same 
subject.’ In using the world “always”, Sharp was making his “rule” a law! Explanation of symbols: “A”, two persons indicated; “B”, one person indicated; “+”, main text 
indicates one per- son, margin two; “ - ” main text two persons indicated, margin, one person.

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
 Translation/version        Ephesians. 5:5              2 Thessaloians. 1:12                      Titus 2:13                                   2 Peter 1:1

   King James               of Christ and God     A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and our Saviour Jesus Christ      A    God and our Saviour Jesus Christ A  
 American Standard        of Christ and God     A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A-  God and our Savior Jesus Christ       A    God and our Savior Jesus Christ  A-
 William Barclay          Christ's and God's    A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 James Moffatt            of Christ and God     A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 Edgar J. Goodspeed       of Christ and God     A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 New American Bible       of Christ and God     A   God and of the Lord Jesus Christ  A   God and of our Savior Jesus Christ    A    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 New American Standard    of Christ and God     A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A-  God and Savior Jesus Christ           B+   God and Savior Jesus Christ      B  

   New English Bible        of Christ and of God  A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B+   God and Savior Jesus Christ      B+
 New World Translation    of Christ and of God  A   God and of the Lord Jesus Christ  A   God & the Savior of us Jesus Christ   A    God and the Savior Jesus Christ  A
 Revised Standard         of Christ and of God  A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B+   God and Savior Jesus Christ      B 
 Today’s English Version  of Christ and of God  A   God and of the Lord Jesus Christ  A-  God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 Twentieth Century N. T.  of Christ and God     A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 J.B. Phillips            of Christ and of God  A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and of Jesus Christ               A    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 Jerusalem Bible          the Kingdom of God    A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B+   God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 New International        of God and of Christ  A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 Amplified Bible          of Christ and of God  A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 Concordant Literal       of Christ and of God  A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and our Savior Jesus Christ       A    God, and the Savior Jesus Christ A
 J.B. Rotherham           of the Christ and God A   God and our Savior Jesus Christ   A   God and our Savior Jesus Christ       A    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 Riverside N, T.          of Christ and God     A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and of our Savior Jesus Christ    A    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 A.S. Worell              of Christ and God     A   God and Lord Jesus Christ         B   God and our Savior Jesus Christ       A    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 Hough Schonfield (1954)  of Christ and of God  A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and our Deliverer Jesus           A    God & of our Savior Jesus Christ A
 Translator's N. T.       of Christ and God     A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B+   God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 A.S. Way                 of Messiah and of God A   God and of our Lord Jesus         A   God almighty and our Savior Jesus     A    (not included, Paul's letters only)
 F.F. Bruce               Christ's and God's    A   God and our Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    (not included, Paul's letters only)
 Letchworth Version       of Christ and of  God A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B 
 Klist and Lilly          of Christ and of God  A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 John Nelson Darby        of the Christ and God A   God, and of the Lord Jesus Christ A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 Helen B. Montgomery      of Christ and of God  A   God and or Lord Jesus Christ      A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 Emphatic Diaglott        the Anointed & of God A   God, and the Lord Jesus Christ    A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 William F. Beck          of Christ and God     A   our God and Lord Jesus Christ     B   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 Charles B. Williams      of Christ and God     A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and Savior Jesus Christ           B    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 Delitzch                 (not available)           (not available)                       (not available)                            God and of our Savior Jesus      A
 Salkinson and Ginsberg   of  Christ and of God A   God and the Lord Jesus Christ     A   God and our Lord Jesus Christ         A    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 Ferrar Fenton            of Christ and God     A   God, and the Lord Jesus Christ    A   God and our Savior Jesus Christ       A    God and Savior Jesus Christ      B
 Jewish New Testament     the Messiah & of God  A   God and the Lord Yeshua           A   God and…our Deliverer, Yeshua         A    God and of our Deliverer Yeshua  A 
  ________________
Analysis: Total number of renderings examined, 139; total number of renderings indicating two persons, 88; total number of renderings indicating one person, 51; total number of 
renderings indicating two persons in main text and one margin, 4; total number of renderings indicating one person in main text and two in margin, 8. We can see from the above 
that the  Sharp “Rule”  is not grammatically binding.



HEBREWS 1:6

Are all God’s angels instructed to give supreme worship to the Son of  God at this passage  of 
Scripture? ‘Worship’ in many translations/versions translates a form of the Greek proskunevw 
(proskuneo, prahs.kue.NEH.oh). What have lexical researches to tell us relative to this word?

([F]all down and) worship, do obeisance to, prostrate oneself before, do reverence 
to, welcome respectfully...to human beings who, however, are to be recognized by 
this act as belong to a supernatural realm...2 Km[ingdoms, LXX, = 2 Samuel] 18:28; 
24:20; 3 Km[ingdoms,  LXX, = 1 Kings] 1:16, 53...Mt 18:26...Ac 10:25…v 3:9—
Bauer, Arndt and Gingrich lexicon, pp. 723-4.

([T]o  prostrate  one’s  self)…to  kiss  the  hand  to  (towards)  one,  in  token  of 
reverence...hence in the N.T. by kneeling or prostration to do homage (to one) or 
make  obeisance,  whether  in  order  to  express  respect  or  to  make  supplication.
—‘Thayer’s’ lexicon, p. 548.

Jesus said unto him, Thou hast both seen him and he it is that speaketh with thee, 
And he [the cured man]  worshipped him [Jesus].—John 9:37-38,  ASV;  margin: 
“[T]he Greek word denotes an act of reverence whether paid to a creature (as here) 
or  to the Creator (see ch. 4:20).”

We see a wide range of meanings for ‘proskuneo,’ all the way from respect, to worship in the 
absolute. Even the English word ‘worship’ has a wide range of meanings. As noted by one 
authority, it carries the thought of either: “to adore or pay divine honors as to a deity; to 
reverence with supreme respect and veneration; as, to God. 2. to respect; honor; to treat with 
civil deference.”—Webster’s New Twentieth Century Dictionary, 1975.

Abraham is said to have given proskuneo to the “sons of Chet” [the Hittites] at Genesis 23:7, 
LXX. Does this mean Abraham considered the Hittites, God, or His equal? At 4 Kings 2:15, 
LXX (2 Kings in the Hebrew text), we read: “And the sons of the prophets who were in 
Jericho on the opposite side saw him, and said, The spirit of Eliu [Elijah] has settled upon 
Elisaie [Elisha]. And they came to meet him and did obeisance [proskuneo] to him to the 
ground.” Is the correct thought from this account that Elisha was Jehovah? 

Did the giving of proskuneo to Saul by David indicate that Saul was the Most High God? At 
1 Kings 24:9, LXX, (1 Samuel in the Hebrew text) we find: “And David rose up and went 
after him out of the cave: and David cried after Saul saying, My lord, O King! and Saul  
looked behind him,  and David did  obeisance:  [proskuneo]  to  him.”  As has  been noted 
previously, 1 Chronicles 29:20 reads:      

And David said to all the congregation, Bless now Jehovah your God. And all the 
congregation blessed Jehovah the God of their fathers, and bowed down their heads, 
and did homage  [proskuneo, Greek, LXX; Hebrew,   (shachah, shaw.KHAW] to 
Jehovah and the king [David].”— NWT. (“worshipped”, Darby, ASV, BIE, KJV; see 
also: Matt. 20:20, where proskuneo is rendered “bow”, “kneel”, AT; NASV).

Shachah has been defined as: 

[T]o depress. i.e. prostrate (espec[ially]. reflex. in homage to royalty or God):–bow 
(self)  down,  crouch,  fall  down (flat),  humbly beseech  do (make)  obeisance,  do 
reverence,  make  to  stoop,  worship.”—Strong’s  Concordance,  “Hebrew  And 
Chaldee Dictionary,” word 7812.                                                              
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Of course, the degrees to which the people were rendering proskuneo or shachah to Jehovah 
and David were not the same. Humans can receive a degree of ‘worship’ without the thought 
of elevating them to the position or level of Jehovah! This is  true when Jesus is  given 
‘worship’. (See  Reasoning  from the Scriptures, Brooklyn, New York, WATCH TOWER 
BIBLE AND TRACT SOCIETY, p. 214, paragraph  6.)

To show that proskuneo as commanded to be given the Son at Hebrews 1:6 need not 
necessarily indicate that he is God, nor equal to the Father, some scholars have rendered 
the verse as follows:

  1) “Let all the angels of God pay him homage.”—NEB.

  2) “All the angels of God will bow before him.”—Noli.

  3) “Let all the angels of God bow before him.”—Twentieth Century New Testament.

  4) “And let all the angels of God bow down to him.”—The Riverside New Testament.
   

7  5) “And let them bow before him - all messenger of God.”—Robert Young, Literal Translation  
of  the Bible.

  6) “And let all God’s angels bow before him.”—AT.

8   7) “NOW LET ALL THE MESSENGERS OF GOD HONOUR HIM.”—Ferrar Fenton, The 
Holy Bible in Modern English, 1903, printing of 1946.

  8) “And let all God’s angels do obeisance to him.”—NWT, 1971, ‘84, margin, “Or let ... 
worship.”  Gr.,  pro.sky.ne.sa’to.san;  Lat[in].,  a.  do′-rent.  See 2  Ki  2:15  and f[oot]- 
n[ote].” (As referenced above, at 2 Kings 2:15, Elisha is said to be given proskuneo, 
‘worship’.) 1950, ‘51, ‘61.

   9) “Let all God’s angels pay him homage.”—The Revised English Bible, 1989.

10) “Before him shall bow all messengers of God.”—The Unvarnished New Testament, 
1991.

Jesus Christ can be bowed to, given homage, receive obeisance and even ‘worshipped’ in the 
sense of ‘honor’ and ‘respect’. He can receive such because of his high position and because 
he is Jehovah’s representative. Receiving such does not put him on the same position or level 
as Jehovah, his Father. Also, David, Saul and the Hittites received such; this did not make 
them God. Nor does the fact that Jesus makes the Jews of Philadelphia render proskuneo to 
the true Christians,  force anyone to  believe those Christians  to be God or His equal.—
Revelation 3:9; compare Isaiah 60:14.

What  about  Matthew 4:10,  where  Jesus  responds  to  Satan’s  unsuccessful  attempt  at 
temptation to have Jesus render prsokuneo to him? It has been claimed: ‘Jesus said you 
must give worship only to God.’

Therefore, when it is said at Hebrews 1:6 for the angels to give worship to the Son, he is  
identified as God.’ First of all, just how does the scripture read? In the NASV, we find:
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“Then Jesus said to him, “Begone, Satan! For it is written, YOU SHALL WORSHIP THE 
LORD YOUR GOD, AND SERVE HIM ONLY.’ ”  What is to be given the Lord your 
God’? Two things are to be given Him; (1) ‘worship’ (proskuneo) and (2) ‘service’, (Greek, 
latrevw, latreuo, laht-RUE.oh). What is to be given Jehovah only, is latreuo, not proskuneo! 
The angels are instructed to accord Jesus proskuneo at Hebrews 1:6; not latreuo! 

John Nelson Darby in a footnote in his translation on Matthew 4:10, informs us: “Proskuneo: 
an act of personal reverence and homage. What in modern language is called ‘worship’ is  
Latreuo, as ‘serve’ ver 10.”

Nowhere in Scripture, is anyone put under obligation to give latreuo to Christ or to the holy 
spirit. Latreuo is to be offered to Jehovah only. This puts the Father, Jehovah, in a special and 
unique class as to what must be given Him and to no one else; not to the Son, nor to the holy 
spirit. 

                      HEBREWS 1:8

Is the Lord Jesus called ‘God’ at Hebrews 1:8? Many will respond: ‘Yes he is!’ Are they 
correct? This verse has been translated in various ways. In the King James Version we find: 
“Thy throne, O God, is forever and ever,” yet, in the Moffatt translation we see: “God is thy 
throne for ever and ever.” Why the variation? Which is the proper rendering? It should be 
kept in mind that this is a quotation from Psalm 45:6. Finding the correct underrating of the  
Psalm will help us to understand what the message of Hebrews 1:8 is.

Psalm 45 is identified by various reference sources as a wedding psalm. Says the  Oxford 
Annotated Bible RSV:

Ps 45: An ode for a royal wedding. 1: Introduction, The author identified himself as 
a professional writer (a ready scribe), presumably a court poet. 2-9: He addresses the 
king in faltering language.

That the message of Psalm 45 does not apply only to a human king of Judah is made clear by 
Paul’s referring it to God’s Son in  Hebrews. Is the human king called `God’? If he is, he 
cannot be considered the equal of Jehovah. He might have been addressed as ‘God’ in the 
same sense as the angels and the judges of Judah were. Being called such did not make them 
Jehovah; nor elevate then to a position equal to Jehovah. The same is true of the Son. And, of 
course, the holy  spirit is never spoken of as ‘God’.

            How have translators shown the correct wording of the Psalm? Please note:

1)  “Thy throne, given of God”—Lesser.

2)  “Thy throne, given of God.”—Margolis.

                          3) “Your divine throne”—RSV.
                        
                          4) “God is your throne”—BY.

5) “Your throne shall stand for evermore”—MO.
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6) “Your throne is the throne of God”—NEB.

                7) “Your throne is the throne of God”—R.J. Moulton,  Modern Reader’s Bible.

 8) “Thy kingdom that God has given you will last for ever and ever”—TEV–GN.

9     9) “Thy throne, which is of God, shall stand for ever and ever”—Alexander Harkavy, The 
Holy Scriptures, 1936, reprint of 1951.

      10) “God has enthroned you for all eternity”—The Revised English Bible.

      11) “God is your throne to time indefinite, even forever”—NWT.

     Comments on the verse:

Your  throne,  O  god:  the  Hebrew  king  was  called  Elohim,  ‘God’  not  in  the 
polytheistic sense common among the ancient pagans, but as meaning ‘god-like,’ or, 
‘taking the place of God.’ Cf Pss 58, 2; 82, 1, 6. Of Christ alone can this passage be 
understood in its full literal sense. Some, however, amend the text to read, “Your 
throne is the throne of God.” Cf 1 Chr 29, 23, where Solomon’s throne is referred to 
as ‘the throne of the Lord,’—NAB, footnote.

When Solomon, who was God’s Son (II Sam 7:14), ruled over the Lord’s kingdom 
(1 Chron 29:23; see also Enoch 51:3; 55:4; 61:2-3, 5; 69:26-27, 29). That did not 
mean that Solomon was God. It means that Solomon ruled over God’s kingdom 
when he ruled over Palestine,  and he sat  on God’s  throne when he ruled from 
Jerusalem. Therefore, it is just as proper to speak of the eternity of God’s throne 
with reference to the Son Jesus who was to sit on it as it was to speak of God’s 
throne when Solomon, the son, sat on it.—George Wesley Buchanan,  The Anchor 
Bible, To The Hebrews, 1972, p. 20.

Renderings of Hebrews 1:8:

1) “God is thy throne forever and ever”—The Twentieth Century New Testament

             2) “God is your throne forever and ever!”—AT.

                          3)  “God is thy throne for ever and ever”-MO.

4)  “God is your throne forever and ever”—By.

5)  “You shall sit on the throne of God for ever”—Lubach.

6)  “God is thy throne for ever and ever”—(offered as an alternative in the  RSV, NEB 
and By.  See “Notes on Passages” in the By.

7)  “Your throne, O Lord, is forever and ever”—Noli.

             8)  “God is thy throne for ever and ever”—Improved Version, 1808.
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9)  “Your throne is God for an age of ages,”—The Unvarnished New Testament.

              10)  “O GOD.] This is a clear instance where Christ is called ‘God,’ but as v. 9 speaks God 
as his ‘God,’ we cannot lay stress upon it here as proving the supreme divinity of the 
Saviour, besides it may be justly rendered. ‘God is thy throne—to ages of the ages’ in 
ether case it is applicable to the mediatorial throne only.”—Robert Young,  Young’s 
Concise Critical Bible Commentary.

               11)  “God is your throne forever”—NWT.

Comments on the verse:

God is Thy throne forever and ever...The words in the Psalm are not addressed 
directly to the Son, though they point to Him...The LXX admits of two renderings: 
ho theos can be taken as a vocative in both cases (Thy throne, O God...Therefore O 
God, Thy God...or it can is taken as the subject (of the predicate) in the first case 
(God is Thy throne, or Thy throne is God...It is scarcely possible that elohim in the 
original [Ps. 45] can be addressed to the king. The presumption therefore is against 
the belief that ho theos is a vocative in the LXX. Thus on the whole it seems best to 
adopt in the first clause the rendering: God is Thy throne (or, Thy throne is God).  
that is ‘Thy kingdom is founded upon God, the immovable Rock’; and to take ho 
theos as an apposition in the second clause. Brooke Foss Westcott, The Epistle to  
the Hebrews, 1889, reprint of 1920, pp. 24-26.

This quotation (the fifth) is from Psa. 45:7f. A Hebrew nuptial ode (epithalamium) 
for a king treated here as Messianic. It is not certain whether ho theos is here the 
vocative (address  with the  nominative form as in John 20:28 with the  Messiah 
termed theos as is possible, John 1:18) or ho theos is nominative subject or predicate 
with estin [is] understood: “God is thy throne” or “Thy throne is God.” Either makes 
good sense.—A.T. Robertson, Word Pictures in the New Testament, Vol. VI, p. 339.

We are not bound by grammar to understand that the Son is being called ‘the Most High 
God’ at this verse. We are bound by the context of the original (Ps. 45:7f) and the quotation  
in Hebrews, to understand that the source of the throne (authority and power) of the Son is his 
God and Father.

In the very next verse, the Father speaks about the Son saying: “You loved righteousness, and 
you hated lawlessness. That is who God, your God, anointed you with the oil of exultation  
more than your partners.” The Christ has someone who is God to him. He himself could not 
be the Most High God. For, the Most High God,  could not have one above him; no one 
could be spoken of as the God of God, the God of Jehovah.

Instead of this passage teaching that the Son of God is the Almighty, we are shown his throne 
and his anointing come from his God and Father, Jehovah.

                         HEBREWS 1:10



Some have quoted the words: “In the beginning, O lord, you laid the foundations of the 
earth.” (NIV) a quotation from Psalm 102:25.  These  persons  say  that  this  verse  identifies 
Jesus as 
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Jehovah. Such an attempt fails  to take into account what the Bible has just  said in the 
preceding two verses. Although the 102nd Psalm was originally addressed to Jehovah, it is 
another example of ‘the principle of representation’ as we found in the treatment of John 
1:23. 

Here, as well as in the other examples, one individual is the subject of the message in the first 
application, while in the final application, is applied to another person. An additional use of 
this type of representational figure of speech is found at Ezekiel 28:13-19; where the king of 
Tyre is the original subject, but Satan is the final and real subject or referent. In Psalm 102:25, 
the original referent was Jehovah; in the final application of the words, the referent is the Son. 
This does not make the Son, Jehovah, anymore than speaking to the king of Tyre in the 
original application in Ezekiel 28 makes him Satan.

           1 JOHN 1:1–2

“That which was from the beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen with our 
own eyes,  which  we have looked at  and our  hands  have touched — this  we proclaim 
concerning the Word of life.  The life appeared;   we  have  seen  it  and  testify  to it and we 
proclaim to you the eternal life, which was with the Father and has appeared to us.” Do we 
have here a reference to Jesus Christ as eternal life itself. Some trinitarians maintain that this  
is  the case; others of the same general  theological  school  of thought deny it  with such 
comments as:

In 1 John too, though the ‘word’ has the somewhat different sense of ‘revelation,’ it 
is through it that life is opened to men, the eternal life which was with the Father. 
The word eternal (aioion) means first of all unending, not timeless, but takes on 
qualitative overtones from its Christian use in connection with the new age to come. 
It is in the events narrated in the gospel that this life is manifested and the idea of  
love is therefore implicit in the term.—The Interpreter’s Bible, Vol. 12, p. 220.

The writer and his circle could bear their witness about the word of life, because the 
life had been manifested to men and under conditions which made it possible for 
men to apprehend its nature. The reference is in quite general terms. “He zoe” [the 
life]  is  never used to express  the being of the (personal)  Logos, or pre-existent 
Christ.—A.E. Brooke, International Critical Commentary, p. 6, in. loc. cit.

In our present passage it is not the Logos, but the Life that existed with the Father 
and was disclosed to us.—C.H. Dodd,  The  Moffatt New Testament Commentary, p. 
2, in. loc. cit.

An observation from another theological school of thought in Christological study:

Jehovah, the Fountain of life, has revealed the way of life through his Word of truth. The 
Lord Jesus Christ  “shed light upon life and incorruption through the good news.” (2 Ti 
1:10)...The apostle John called Jesus “the word of life,” and said: “By means of him was 
life.—1 Jo 1:1, 2; Joh 1:   4.—INSIGHT ON THE SCRIPTURES, Brooklyn, New York, 
WATCHTOWER BIBLE AND TRACT SOCIETY, Vol. 2, p. 249.



The “eternal life that was with the Father” was the type or quality of life with Him; not a 
person called ‘eternal life’. This life was the possession of the Father, Jehovah, and through 
His Son, Jesus Christ, He made known the way by which others might obtain it. This He did 
by sending His Son to earth to transmit the message to humans and die a sacrificial death that 
the door to eternal life might be opened to faithful humans.—John 3:16.
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1 JOHN 5:20

“And we know that the Son of God has come, and has given us understanding, that we might 
know Him who is true, and we are in Him who is true, in His Son Jesus Christ. This is the 
true God and eternal life.” (NASV)  Do we have here an instance of Christ being called “the 
true God”?  Many take this scripture to mean that the Son is given such a title. If they were 
correct, we would have at this verse, a contradiction of John 17:3 where Jesus says to his 
Father in prayer: “that they may know you the only true God and the one whom you sent  
forth, Jesus Christ.”  What is the import of 1 John 5:20? Note scholars of “Christendom” 
have reported:

[T]he Son of God has come. We dwell in him and in God whom he revealed. God is 
described by one of the Johannine church’s central terms, alethinos, ‘true’. It is also 
one of its strongest terms: it signifies that which is real and genuine, as against that 
which is secondary and false (cf. p. 66, and for the expression here, cf. G[ospel 
of]J[ohn] xvii. 3).—J. L. Houlden, Principal Of Cuddersdon Theological College, A 
Commentary On The Johannine Epistles, New York, etc.; Harper & Row, p. 138. 

We know that it is God’s Son who gives us the understanding of life so that we may 
know him who is true; that is, that we may know God.”—Julian Price Love,  The 
Layman’s Bible Commentary...Volume 25 The First, Second, and Third Letters of  
John The Letter of Jude The Revelation to John, Atlanta, Georgia, John Knox Press, 
p. 26.

[T]he Son of God has come…he has given us understanding, to know him who is  
true (vs. 20). The idea is that by his coming and continuing presence the Son of God 
has given to the children of God insight that enables them to know God who is the 
true One (contrasted with the idols and false gods). And we are in him who is true is 
a declaration of the unity existing between God and the children of God...John 
assures his readers that they are also  in his Son Jesus Christ, which is quite in 
keeping with the prayer of Jesus: “that they may all be one; even as thou, Father, art  
in me, and I in thee, that they also may be in us” (John 17:21). This is the true God 
and eternal life refers to him who is true.—The Broadman Bible Commentary, 1972, 
Volume 12, in loc. cit.

As far as the grammatical construction of the sentence is concerned the pronoun 
[houtos, ‘this one’] may refer to ‘Him that is true’ or to ‘Jesus Christ’. The most 
natural reference however is to the subject not locally nearest  but dominant in the 
mind of the apostle (comp[are].)  c[hapter]. ii.22; 2 John 7; Acts iv.1; vii.19). This is 
obviously ‘He that is true’ further described by the addition of ‘His Son.’ Thus the 
pronoun gathers up the revelation indicated in the words which precede…This being 
— the One who is true who is revealed through and in His Son, with whom we are 
united by His Son — is the true God and life eternal.—Brooke Foss Westcott, The 
Epistles Of St. John: The Greek Text With Notes And Essays, London, Macmillian 
And Co., 1883, p. 187.

This, he adds, is the real God. In strict grammar, the word ‘this’ should refer to the 
last person named. Some commentators accordingly take the sentence to mean, ‘This 
Person, namely Jesus Christ, is the real God.’ It is more likely that the word ‘this’  
has a wider and vaguer reference. The writer is gathering together in his mind all 
that he has been saying about God—how He is light, and love, how He is revealed as 
the Father  through  His  Son  Jesus  Christ; how  He  is faithful and just to 
forgive our 
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sins; how He remains in us—and this,  he adds is the real  God, the one eternal 
Reality of which the mystics talk, though they do not know Him as He is known 
through  Christ.—C.H.  Dodd,  “The  Johannine  Epistles”,  in The  Moffatt  New 
Testament Commentary, p. 140.

If  to alethino [“the true (one)”] be taken as referring to Christ, these words must also 
refer to Him. And in earlier times they were usually so interpreted. But it is hardly 
true to say that this interpretation is logically an absolute necessity (Weiss). It might, 
no doubt, be mere tautology to say of the alethinos [“true one”] “that  He is ho 
alethinos theos” [“the true God”]. But houtos [“this one”] in the Gospel and Epistles 
is not used merely to avoid the repetition of a name. It seems often to refer to the 
previous subject as previously described. Here God has been described as truly made 
known in Jesus Christ. The God who completely fulfills the highest conception of 
Godhead [Compare John 17:3.] is the God who has been revealed in Jesus Christ as 
contrasted with all false conceptions of God, against which the readers are warned in 
the next  verse.…Holtzmann aptly quotes  2 Jn  7 as  proof  that  in  the  Johannine 
writings outos [“this one”] may refer to the subject of the preceding sentence rather 
than to the name which has immediately preceded.—A.E. Brooke, The International  
Critical Commentary A Critical And Exegetical Commentary on the Johannine  
Epistles, pp. 152-3.

The KJV by adding here the word even, implies that him that is true now refers to 
Christ. This leads to the view that the following words, this is the true God, refer 
also to Christ. This gives one of the most explicit statements in the N.T. of the deity 
of Christ. Theological controversy has long raged about this passage. But the natural 
sense of the passage and the characteristic thought of the epistle and the Gospel 
preclude this interpretation. It is through Christ that we are in God. This God so 
known is the true God. The thought centers in God from Vs. 18 on, and the contrast 
with idols in the last verse confirms it. This God so know also means eternal life.” 
(Italics added)—The Interpreter’s Bible, Vol. XII, p. 301.

Him that is true (ton alethinon) [“the true (one)”]. That is God, Cf. 1:8. In him that is 
true (en toi alethinoi) [“in the true (one)”], is God in contrast with the world “in en 
toi huioi autou Iesou Christoi) [“in the son of him Jesus Christ”]. Hence this clause 
in not in apposition with the preceding, but an explanation as to how we are ‘in the 
True  one’  by  being  ‘in  his  Son  Jesus  Christ.’  This  (‘houtos’)  [“this  (one)”]. 
Grammatically houtos may refer to Jesus Christ or to ‘the True One.’ This (‘houtos’) 
[“this (one)”]. Grammatically houtos may refer to Jesus Christ or to ‘the True One.’ 
It is a bit tautological to refer it of God, but that is probably correct, God in Christ, at 
any rate, God is eternal life (John 5:26) and he gives it to us through Christ.—A.T. 
Robertson, Word Pictures in the New Testament, Vol. VI, p. 245.

We know that the Son of God has come, and he has given us insight to know Him 
who is the Real God; and we are in Him who is Real, even in His Son Jesus Christ” 
(Moffatt)....All other gods so-called are figments of the human imagination; cf: 1 
Cor. 8:4-6. The God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ is the only Real God (Jn. 
17:3), and to be in Him is to be in the realm of life, the life that is unfading and  
unwithering.—Alexander Ross,  The New International  Commentary on the New  
Testament,  “The Epistles of James and John”, 1954, pp.  224, 25.

That we may know God, as truly real, as a truly real being, ‘the Real One’, apart  



from  whom  all  things  and  persons are  shadowy  and  unreal;  that  is in the  
first 
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instance, the purpose for which his Son Jesus Christ is come,…Jesus Christ...coming 
forth from the True One in whose bosom he dwells reveals the True One to us....It is 
a great thing to know God as he is here named—the True One—to know him as true 
and real; no imagination or mere idea, but true and real.—Robert Candlish,  The 
First Epistle of John, Grand Rapids, Zondervan Publishing, p. 554.

The ‘true God’ is the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ; the One alone who has the  
name Jehovah!  (Ps.  83:18) The Son is  not  called ‘God’ at  this,  nor any other verse of 
Scripture. We are in the true God by being in the Son of the true God, Jesus Christ.  The true 
God referred to at 1 John 5:20 (and other scriptures,) then, must be someone other than the 
Son of the true God.

REVELATION 1:8; 21:6; 22:13: “THE ALPHA AND THE OMEGA”

How many persons share in the title “the Alpha and the Omega”? Is it one, two or three? In 
order for this title to be an evidence of the Trinity doctrine, three would have to share it. What 
do the Scriptures tell on this matter?

Some trinitarians point to Revelation 1:11 in the KJV and a few other versions, where Jesus is 
reported as saying of himself: “I am the Alpha and the Omega.”  This reading can only be  
found in the KJV and some versions related to it. It is not included in the vast majority of 
modern translations/ versions. Why is this so? Such a reading is based on late manuscripts  
which have been found to be faulty here and have been rejected by most scholars at this point.

What of the actual occurrences of ‘Alpha and the Omega’?  Revelation 1:8: “I am the Alpha 
and the Omega,” says  the Lord God,  “who is,  and who was and who is  to  come,  the 
Almighty”. The only one called ‘Almighty’ in the Bible is Jehovah God. (Ex. 6:3-KJV, ASV,  
Dar., NEB, BIE, ERV, By., Harkavy, etc.) 

As we have seen from our study of Deuteronomy 6:4, Jehovah is only one person. The title 
‘Almighty’ applies to the Father only. At Revelation 21:6: “I am the Alpha and the Omega, 
the Beginning and the End,” we have the words of God Himself, quoted. The one spoken of 
as God Almighty in Revelation is other than Jesus the Son. “The revelation of Jesus Christ  
which God gave him.”; “Salvation belongs to our God, who sits on the throne, and to the 
Lamb”; “I [Jesus] have not found your deeds complete in the sight of my God.” (Rev. 1:2; 
7:10; 3:2; NIV) God is someone other than Jesus the Son and the Lamb of God. Revelation 
22:13 finds an angel speaking for Jehovah, giving the last use of ‘the Alpha and the Omega’. 
Jesus begins to speak at verse 16, which is referenced, back to chapter one verse one. (See 
NASV, Rev. 22:16, marginal note “a”; also, Alford’s  Greek Testament on this verse and 
William Barclay’s translation, Vol. II, p. 279.

Jehovah applies to Himself along with the term ‘the Alpha and the Omega’, the descriptions  
‘the first and the last’ and ‘the beginning and the end’. Only to the Father, Jehovah, are all  
these designations given.

Christ is described as ‘the first and the last’; however, he is never called ‘the Alpha and the 



Omega’  nor  ‘the  beginning  and  the  end.’  The  holy spirit  never  receives  any of  these 
designations.
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Jehovah is ‘the first and the last’ and ‘the beginning and the end’ in that He is the Originator 
and Finisher of all good things. While the Son is the first and the last of Jehovah’s direct 
creations; ‘the only begotten Son.’ That would make the Son also the beginning—the starting 
point—of God’s works. (See on “Revelation 3:14 — Proverbs 8:22”, pp. 108-120 below.) 
The Son is also “the first and last” of those resurrected by the Father.

Sometimes a connection is attempted between ‘first and the last’ (Rev. 1:17) as applied to 
Jesus and “I am the first and the last” and as applied to Jehovah at Isaiah 44:6.  (KJV, ASV,  
NASV, NWT) In the LXX at Isaiah 44:6, we see the words prw'o" (protos, PRAH.tahs, ‘first’,) 
µεταv  (meta,  meh.TAH, “with”) and tau'ta (tauta, TAU.tah) translated as ‘hereafter’. In 
Revelation 1:17 and 2:8 we find, reference to Christ, prw'to" and  e[σχατος (eschatos, 
ES.kah.tahs,  “last”).  What  does e[sχατος mean?  According  to  the  Bauer,  Arndt  and 
Gingrich lexicon, the meaning of  e[σχατος  as used in our subject scriptures is: “b. w[ith]. 
ref[errence]. to a  situation in which  there is nothing to follow…As a self-designation of the 
risen  Lord oJ prw'to" kaiV oJ e[scato" 1.The first and the last Rv 1: 17; 2: 8; 22: 13.”, pp. 
313-4. No one follows the Son in being the ‘only begotten’ and in being the only one to be 
raised by Jehovah Himself, never to die again. Jehovah was and is the first God and He is the 
last Most High. There are differences in the Greek words in Isaiah and in Revelation and 
there are differences in their meanings.

Some may share a description or title in certain ways and degrees. A general and a private in 
an army may both share the title ‘soldier,’ but are they equal? At Hebrews 3:1, the titles 
‘apostle,’ and ‘high priest’ are applied to Jesus. In other scriptures he is called ‘Lord’ and 
‘Christ’. These titles are also applied to others in the Bible. At least 15 other men are called 
‘apostle’ in Scripture. (Mt. 10:2; Acts 1:26; 14:14) We know of many referred to as ‘high 
priest;’ Aaron, Hilkiah, Elisahib, Josedech, Jeshua, Caiaphas, Abiathar, Annas and Ananias. 
(2 Ki. 22:4; Neh. 3:1; Hag. 1:1; Zec. 3:1; Mt. 26:57; Mar. 2:26; Acts 4:6; 23:3) In fact, all the 
men who functioned as the priest of the highest rank in Israel, were to be know as ‘high 
priest.’ (Lev. 22:10; Nu. 35:25).

Various ones were spoken of as ‘lord’ or ‘Lord;’ Abraham, King David, Elijah, the owners of 
the colt,  angels, etc.  (Gen. 18:12;  1 Sam. 25:31; 1 Ki. 18:7;  Lu. 19:33; κυριοι (kurioi, 
KÜR.reh.oi, ‘owners,’ ‘masters,’ ‘lords,’ Acts 10:3, 4; Rev. 7:14)

To  other  men  also  the  applications  of  hyvm  (mashiyach,  maw.SHEE.akh,  “messiah,” 
“anointed”), in the Hebrew text, and cristov" (christos, khris.TAHS, “christ,” “anointed”) 
were made. Those called by those words include, Saul, David and even a pagan, Cyrus. These 
were spoken of as the ‘messiah’ or ‘christ’ of Jehovah. Will anyone claim that this makes 
them equal to Jesus the Christ? (1 Sam. 12:1-3; (=1 Ki. 12:1-3, LXX); 2 Sam. 19:21 (=2 Ki. 
19:21, LXX); Is. 45:1) All these shared, to a degree or in some way, the same titles as the Son 
of God and Jehovah Himself. Does that fact put these men so designated on the same level as 
the Son of God and his God and Father?

At Isaiah 43:11, Jehovah is called ‘savior;’ Jesus is also called ‘savior.’ Are the two equals 
because of this? (Titus 2:13; 3:6; 1 John 4:14) Others have had the same title applied to them. 



Judges 3:15 says: “But when the children of Israel cried unto Jehovah, Jehovah raised them a 
saviour, Ehud, the son of Gera.” (ASV) Second Kings 13:5 relates: “And Jehovah raised them 
a saviour,  [Jehoash]  so  that  they went out  from under the hand of the Syrians”.   (ASV) 
Were 
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these men Jehovah? Were these ‘saviors’ equal to Jehovah? (See also: Judges 3:9; Nehemiah 
9:27;  KJV, ASV, Dar., JB, NWT.) Some translations render the Hebrew word for ‘savior’, 
(yasha, in Strong’s Concordance, “Hebrew And Chaldee Dictionary”, word number 3467), 
when used in reference to men, by the English ‘deliverer’. Are they attempting to disguise the 
fact that Jehovah and men are identified by the same designation?

If  Jehovah, the primary savior, had not provided these men as saviors, what would have 
happened to His people? In any case, just because these men were called ‘saviors’ does not 
mean they were Jehovah nor had the same position or rank as Jehovah. In addition, it must be 
observed that none of the above designations are applied to the holy spirit.

Just as men and angels share, to some extent or to some degree, or in some way, the titles also 
given to the Son of God, they are not on a par with him. The same is true in the situation of 
the Father and the Son, in various ways and in differing degrees share such!

At this point, a statement by Grimm as found in what has come to be known as  Thayer’s 
Lexicon is most apropos to our study:

Whether Christ is called God must be determined from Jn. 1:1; 20:28; 1 Jn. 5:20; 
Tit.  2:13;  Heb.  1:8  s[ubse]q[uent].  etc.;  the  matter  is  still  in  dispute  among 
theologians.—p. 287.

That was true when Grimm wrote those words in 1862. It was true when Thayer translated 
the  words  into  English  in  1885.  It  is  still  true  today in  1982 (and 2001).  The dispute 
continues.  Have we not noticed however,  more and more,  scholars,  many of whom are 
trinitarian theologians, tend to draw away from the hard-and-fast trinitarian applications and 
translations of the past and reflect, at least, a more moderate tendency in the other direction? 
The advance in the knowledge of the ancient languages, and the finding of more and older 
manuscripts of the Bible, has caused them to make these corrections. The most notable,  
perhaps, is the rejection of the phrase: “bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the 
Holy Ghost: and these three are one,” as found in the  KJV, Douay and some other older 
English versions/ translations of 1 John 5:7. On this famous (or should we say ‘infamous’ 
addition to the Word of God by some scribe), we review these reports from scholarly sources:

5:7  This verse has not been found in Greek in any manuscript in or out of the New 
Testament  earlier  than  the  thirteenth  century.  It  does  not  appear  in  any Greek 
manuscript of 1 John before the fifteenth century, when one cursive has it; one from 
the sixteenth also contains the reading. These are the only Greek manuscripts of the 
New Testament in which it has ever been found. But it occurs in no ancient Greek 
manuscript  of  Greek Christian  writers  or  any of  the  oriental  versions.  Its  chief 
support is in two Old Latin manuscripts of the sixth and eighth centuries and in some 
manuscripts of the Latin Vulgate, but not the oldest ones. Erasmus did not include it 
in his first edition to the New Testament in Greek (1516) nor in his second (1519).  
When criticized for the omission, he rashly said that if anyone could show him a 



Greek  manuscript  containing  the  passage  he  would  insert  it,  and  the  sixteenth 
century Codex Mantifortianus containing it  was brought to his attention. He felt 
obliged to include the reading in his third edition  (1525).  From Tyndale the verse 
found its way into the King James Version. It is universally discredited by Greek 
scholars and editors of the Greek text of the New Testament.—Edgar J. Goodspeed, 
The Goodspeed Parallel New Testament, p. 557.
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The disputed words have been widely used in support of the Trinity, but, in view of 
such over-whelming evidence against their authenticity,  their support is valueless 
and should not be used. In spite of their appearance in the  Vulgate, A Catholic  
Commen-tary on Holy Scripture freely admits regarding these words: “It is now 
generally held that this passage, called the Comma Johanneum, is a gloss that crept 
into the text of the Old Latin and Vulgate at an early date, but found its way into the 
Greek  only  in  the  15th and  16th centuries.”—The  Seventh-day  Adventist  Bible  
Commentary, Vol. 7, p. 675.

These scholars, no doubt, had the more trinitarian renderings in heart and mind, and wold 
have been inclined to retain the “traditional” wordings. However, the weight of academic 
evidence  has  led  them  to  make  the  necessary  adjustments  and  corrections.  One  who, 
seemingly, has made a complete turn around in his personal beliefs concerning God and His 
Son, is the Presbyterian minister and scholar William Barclay.  In his Spiritual Autobiography, 
he wrote:

So then for me the supreme truth of Christianity is that in Jesus I see God. When I 
see  Jesus  feeding  the  hungry,  comforting  the  sorrowing,  befriending  men  and 
women with whom no one else would have had anything to do, I can say: “This is 
God.”

It is not that Jesus is God. Time and time again in the Fourth Gospel speaks of God 
sending Jesus into the world. Time and time again we see Jesus unhesitatingly and 
unquestioningly and unconditionally accepting the will of God for himself. Nowhere 
does the New Testament identify Jesus and God. Jesus did not say: “He who has 
seen me has seen God.” He said: “He who has seen me has seen  the Father.” There 
are attributes of God I do not see in Jesus. I do not see God’s omniscience in Jesus, 
for there are things which Jesus could not do. I do not see God’s omnipresence in 
Jesus, for in his days on earth Jesus could only be in one place at any given time. But 
in Jesus I see perfectly and completely and finally, and once and for all revealed and 
demonstrated, the attitude of God to men, the attitude of God to me. In Jesus there is 
the full revelation of the mind and the heart of God. And what a difference it means 
to know that God is like that!—edition of 1977, pp. 56-7.

This thought reminds us of John 1:18: “No man has seen God at any time;  the only begotten 
god who is in the bosom (position) with the Father is the one that has explained him.” As  
Jesus said at John 5:19-20: “Therefore, in answer,  Jesus went on to say to them: “Most truly I 
say to YOU, the Son cannot do a single thing of his own initiative, but only what he beholds 
the Father doing For whatever things that One [the Father] does, these things the Son also 
does in like manner. For the Father  has  affection  for  the Son  and  shows  him  all  the  
things  he himself  does, and he will show him works greater than these, in order that YOU 
may marvel.” In his prayer to his Father at John 17:4, Christ stated: “I have glorified you on 
the earth, having finished the work you have given me to do.” Yes, in the works and words of 
Jesus, in his treatment of people we can see both the power of his Father and the loving-



kindness of his Father.

THE HOLY SPIRIT 

In treatments of the Trinity doctrine the most neglected subject is that of the holy spirit. In 
most cases, trinitarians tend to try to prove that Jesus Christ is God equal to the Father, 
Jehovah.  They seem to relegate  any consideration of the holy spirit  to  a less important 
position than a consideration of the Son’s position. We shall not do so in our study. The  
doctrine of the Trinity rests on the purported equality of three ‘persons,’ not only two.
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ACTS 5:3–4

“But Peter said, “Ananias, why has Satan filled your heart to lie to the Holy Spirit, and keep back 
some of the price of the land? While it remained unsold, did it not remain your own? And after it was 
sold, was it not under your control? Why is it that you have conceived this deed in your heart? You 
have not lied to men, but to God.”—NASV.

The “reasoning” employed on this section of Scripture is: ‘It is said that Ananias lied to the 
Holy Spirit, and that he had not lied to men but to God; therefore the Holy Spirit must be 
God.’ Will a deep study support this conclusion? With this type of ‘reasoning’ one might 
come to the opinion that the apostles were God. Why? It was at that the feet of the apostles 
the money was laid. The ‘lie’ was first perpetrated toward the apostles. Shall we judge then,  
that the apostles were not men, that they were the holy spirit, and God?

We would say such “reasoning” would be unsound. It would be the same as trying to claim 
that Jonah was Jehovah from Jonah 3:4, 5: “Then Jonah began to go through the city one 
day’s walk and he cried out and said, “Yet forty days an Nineveh will be overthrown.” Then 
the people of Nineveh believed in God:” (“believed God”, NIV) and they called a fast and put 
on sackcloth from the greatest to the least of them.”—NASV.

Jonah  declared  the  message;  and  according  to  the  NASV the NIV and  other 
translations/versions, the people of the city ‘believed God’ or ‘believed in God’. Jonah had 
not said: ‘I speak in the name of God.’ He just proclaimed the message. One could say then, 
‘Jonah was God; since it is said that the people ‘believed God’, it must be have been God 
speaking.’ This also would be unsound reasoning.

Does the  Bible  teach that  Jeremiah  was Jehovah?   At  Jeremiah  1:10 we read:  “See,  I 
[Jehovah] have commissioned you this day to be over the nations and over the kingdoms in 
order to uproot and to pull down and to destroy and to tear down, to build and to plant.” 
After this message, if one reads Lamentations 2:2, “Jehovah has swallowed up, he has shown 
no compassion upon any abiding places of Jacob. In his fury he has torn down the fortified  
places of the daughter of Judah.” Are we to surmise from this that Jeremiah was Jehovah?

How do we know that the apostles, Jonah and Jeremiah were not Jehovah? Other scriptures 
instruct us otherwise. Mark 13:32 discloses: “Concerning that day or the hour nobody knows, 
neither the angeles in heaven nor the Son, but the Father.” If the holy spirit were God, how 
could the Father have knowledge that the holy spirit did not? This would be inequality not  
equality. At John 17:3 in prayer to his Father, the Lord Jesus prayed: “This means everlasting 
life, their taking in knowledge of you, the only true God, and of the one whom you sent forth, 



Jesus Christ.” According to these words of the Son of God, only the Father is the true God; 
not the Son nor the holy spirit.

The instruction by Christ at Matthew 11:27 lets up know: “All things have been delivered to 
me by my Father, and no one fully knows the Son but the Father, neither does any one fully 
know the Father but the Son and anyone to whom the Son is willing to reveal him.” Then, the 
holy spirit does not fully know either the Father nor the Son, unless the Son taught the holy 
spirit! Why would anyone have to teach the holy spirit anything if the holy spirit were God; if 
the Trinity doctrine were true? If the Trinity doctrine were true, there could not be anything 
known to the Father and the Son which the holy spirit would not know!
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Matthew 12:31 helps us learn by showing: “On this account I say to YOU, every sort of sin and 
blasphemy will be forgiven men, but blasphemy against the spirit will not be forgiven. For 
example,  whoever speaks  a word against  the Son of man,  it  will  be forgiven him;  but 
whoever speaks against the holy spirit, it will not be forgiven him, no, not in this system of 
things nor in that to come.” If all three ‘persons’ were God, according to this saying of Jesus 
the holy spirit would be, in some way, above the Son; since sin against the Son could be 
forgiven but sin against the holy spirit could not be forgiven. In actuality, if the holy spirit 
were a person and God, this would destroy the Trinity doctrine of three equal persons, and 
make the holy spirit  as “God” higher than the Son and the Father, since ‘every sort  of 
blasphemy’ would include that against the Father Himself.

Some may ask referring to Acts 5:3, 4: ‘How can a person ‘lie to’ or ‘play false’ to something 
that is not a person?’ This is a reasonable question; it deserves a Biblical answer. Do we find 
in Scripture any instances in which something impersonal is spoken of as receiving action as 
though it were personal?’  Yes, we do! Mark 4:39 relates: “With that [Jesus] roused himself  
and rebuked the wind and said to the sea: “Hush! Be quiet!”  And the wind abated,  and a  
great calm set in.” Luke 4:39 reports: “He [Jesus] stood over her [Peter’s mother-in-law] and 
rebuked the fever, and it left her. Instantly she rose and began ministering to them.”  Luke 
15:18 tells us of the prodigal son’s rehearsing his apology to his father:  “I will rise and 
journey to my father and say to him:  “Father,  I have sinned against heaven and against you.” 
In all these accounts,  the ‘wind’,  the ‘sea’, the ‘fever’ and ‘heaven’ were spoken of as 
receiving action as though they were living entities.   Will anyone say that they were persons 
because of this less than literal language of Scripture? We feel no one would answer ‘Yes’? 

The Modern Language Bible at James 3:14 provides another example of this type of less than 
literal language: “But if you cherish bitter jealousy and rivalry in your hearts, do not pride 
yourselves in this and play false to the truth.” The ‘truth’ is not a person. At this scripture and 
at Acts 5:3-4 “play false to” or “lie to” translates a form of the Greek yuvdomai (pseudomai, 
PSU.dah.my). In the ‘Thayer’ lexicon we find this definition of the word on page 675: “To 
deceive, cheat ... to show one’s self deceitful, play false ... to lie, to speak deliberate false-
hoods”. “Playing false to” the holy spirit at Acts 5:3, 4, does not make the holy spirit a person 
any more than playing “false to the truth” at James 3:14 makes “the truth” a person. (See also: 
J.W.C. Wand, The New Testament Letters at James 3:14: “traitors to the truth”.)

ACTS 13:2

“As they were publicly ministering to Jehovah and fasting,  the holy spirit  said:  “Of all 
persons set Barnabas and Saul apart for me for the work to which I have called them.” Some 



ask: ‘How could the Holy Spirit speak if not a person?” Do we have in Scripture cases in 
which impersonal things are described as performing an action? Please note, Galatians 3:8: 
“Now the Scripture, seeing in advance” [“seeing before the event”, BBE; “anticipated”, MO.; 
“saw in advance”,  NAB; “in anticipation”,  MLB; “foresaw”, “foreseeing”, (in most other 
translations/versions)]  ...  declared the good news before-hand to  Abraham,  namely:  “By 
means of you all the nations will be blessed.”  The scripture is said to be ‘seeing’, being in the 
state of anticipation, seeing in advance; and then the words of the scripture are quoted. Is the 
‘Scripture’ a person? Also the words quoted from Genesis 12:3 are the words of Jehovah; is 
the ‘Scripture’ Jehovah? Could we give a firm ‘No’ to that question? We would have to say it 
is just a figure of speech, not literal language.
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Let us consider Genesis 4:7: “If you turn to doing good, will there not be an exultation? But if 
you do not turn to doing good, there is sin crouching at the entrance, and for you is its  
craving; and will you , for your part, get the mastery over it?” According to this scripture, “sin 
is crouching” and “craving”; is “sin” a person? It is felt you will join in responding, ‘No!’. 
Proverbs 20:1 announces: “wine is a radicular, intoxicating liquor is boisterous” are we to 
understand that “wine” and “liquor” are persons? The use of non-literal language is plain for 
all to see. Hebrews 7:28 declares: “the Law appoints men high priests”. Who is the “Law”? 
The “Law” is no one. It “appoints” by containing the requirements for one to be a high priest.

When some Pharisees told the Lord Jesus to ‘rebuke his disciples’ because they had said: 
“Blessed is  the One coming as  the King in  Jehovah’s  name!”  Jesus  replied:  “If these 
remained silent, the stones would cry out.” (Luke 19: 39-40) If the stones had cried out would 
have that meant that they were persons? At Revelation 10:3-4 the seven thunders are said to 
speak. John was about to write what the seven thunders ‘said’, but was forbidden to do so.  At 
Revelation 16:7 the altar is said to have spoken: Is the altar a person?

How did the holy spirit ‘speak’ to the Christians at Acts 5:3-4? The holy spirit was used as  
the means of communication. The Christians perhaps, heard the message as we today hear a 
radio or television message. Another possibility is, the message was impressed on the minds 
of the ones gathered there. In any event, the message was delivered to the ones for whom is 
was intended. Common similar expressions today are: ‘Today the White House said ...’ ‘It 
was announced by the Pentagon that... ’  These are buildings not persons, yet they are said to 
speak. Was Balaam’s ass a person because it ‘spoke’ and used the personal pronoun ‘I’? 
(Numbers 21:26-30; 2 Peter 2:15-16) Was the “pay” a person because at James 5:5 (NASV) 
puts it: “The pay ... cries out”? (See also Ps. 85:10; Titus 2:1.)
                                                                          
ROMANS 8:26

[I]n the same way the Spirit helps us in our weakness, for we do not know how to pray as we 
should, but the Spirit itself [The word “itself” also in KJV, Ro., Concordant Literal,  NWT; 
“itself” is proper since the word for ‘spirit’ in Greek, pneu'ma (pneuma, peh.NEW.mah) is 
in the neuter gender; therefore any pronouns referring to the spirit should also be in the neuter 
gender. The same can be said for John 14:17. At John 16:7, 13, the pronouns “he,” “him” or 
“that one,” refer to the Greek paravklhto(parakletos, pah.RAH.klay.tahs), which is in the 
masculine gender; therefore it is proper, grammatically, to use masculine gender pronouns as 
above; such usage does not necessarily indicate, in Greek usage,  that the subject is a person] 
pleads for us with inexpressible yearnings, and he who searches our hearts [God] knows what 
the Spirit means (Greek, frovnhma (phronema, FRAHN.ay.mah7)— AT. 



In what sense does the spirit plead for Christians, and what is the significance of “what the 
Spirit  means”?  The Watchtower Society publication  Holy Spirit—The Force Behind the 
Coming New Order comments:

In our helplessness and perplexity ‘we ourselves groan within ourselves.’ (Romans 
8:23)  We just do not know how  to petition or  supplicate  God with properly 
formed 

                            _____________
                         7 “frovhma.. what one has in mind, the thoughts and purposes, [A.V. mind]: Ro. viii. 6 s[ubse]q[uently]. 27....in 
various senses also fr[om] Aeschyl[us, 525-456 B.C.E.] down.” ‘Thayer’s’ lexicon, p. 658. Romans 2:6: “The tendency of the 
flesh is toward death but that of the spirit toward life and peace.”—NAB. “For the minding of the flesh means death, but the 
minding of the spirit means life and peace;”—NWT. “The flesh” and “the spirit” are not persons. Jehovah knows why—He 
knows His purpose, what He had in mind  when—He sent His spirit to have what is written in Scripture recorded

                                   
                                                               99

sentences  or  what  utterance  to  make  to  our  heavenly  Helper.  However,  God 
understands our situation and perceives exactly what we would sincerely like to 
have. If we ourselves cannot  formulate prayers,  well,  prayers have already been 
formed for us. Where?  In the prophetic Holy  Scriptures that were inspired  by 
God’s holy spirit. 
God is  fully acquainted  with  the  prayers  recorded in  his  Word.  He  knows the 
“meaning” of them. He knows the ones that befit us who want to pray aright. So God 
considers such appropriate recorded prayers as if they were being offered by the 
groaning  Christians  themselves.  Such  prayers  were  not  uttered  by  the  needy 
Christians themselves, but God hears as if the holy spirit were pleading with him 
according to the spirit-inspired prayers in the Bible. —pp. 135-6.

             ROMANS 15:13

“Now may the God of hope fill you with all joy and peace in believing, that you may abound 
in hope by the power of the Holy Spirit.” (NASV) In view of this verse, some have raised the 
question, ‘How can the Holy Spirit have power or be said to be a power unless the Holy Spirit 
is a person?’

How  is  the  word  ‘power’  Greek  duvnami (dunamis,  DUE.nah.mis)  used  in  other 
scriptures? Second Timothy 3:5 uses it in this way: “hold to a form of godliness, although 
they have denied its power.” Is ‘godliness’ a person? Hebrews 7:16 employs the word in this 
manner:  “who has become such not on the basis  of a law of physical requirement,  but 
according to the power of an indestructible life.”  Is “industrictable life” a person?

            
The “power of the holy spirit” is the type or kind of power that is sent to God’s people from 
Jehovah. Did Jesus blow a person called “holy spirit” on them, the power which is the spirit  
which is holy,  because it comes through  him from his God and Father? (Rom. 15:6).

 
          1 CORINTHIANS 2:10–11
            
            “For to us God revealed them through the Spirit; for the Spirit searches all things, even the 

depth of God.” How can the spirit search if it is just the power, the active force of God, and 
not a person? The next verse gives the answer to that question: “For who among men knows 
the thought of a man except the spirit of the man, which is in him? Even so the thought of 
God no one knows except the Spirit of God.” (NASV) Is ‘the spirit of the man’ a person? Or 
is it his innermost thoughts and metal attitude? Of course it is the latter. So it is with ‘the  



Spirit of God’; He alone knows His own thoughts. He reflects on them with His spirit. If the 
holy spirit were a person, the holy spirit alone would know the thoughts of God; the Father 
would not know even His own thoughts. Another ‘member of the Trinity’ would know, and 
thus cause an inequality. (Note: capitalization of letters is at the discretion of translators; not a 
reflection of the oldest texts in which all letters were capitols, or we could say that there was 
no difference between lower case and upper case letters, all were of the same case.)

2 CORINTHIANS 13:14

“The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and the fellowship of the Holy 
Spirit, be with you all.”  (NASV)  Does this show equality of the Father, Son and the holy 
spirit? Does it indicate that the holy spirit has personality? No mention is made of equality 
among three individuals. ‘Fellowship’ is brought about by a common bond of some sort in 
many groups,  the  love  of  music,  love  of  good books,  philanthropic  endeavors,  cultural  
activities, etc.
Philippians  3:10  uses  a  form  of  the  word  for ‘fellowship’,  Greek,  koinwnevw 
(koinoneo, 
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koi.noh.NEH.oh)  to  describe,  “the  power  of  His  resurrection  and  the  fellowship 
[“participation in”, margin] of His sufferings.” (NASV) Are ‘His sufferings’ a person? No! 
However, Christ’s sufferings do bind Christians together. 1 Corinthians 14:11 tells: “Does 
not nature itself teach YOU that if a man has long hair, it is a dishonor to him?”

Christians need the favor of Christ, and the love that comes from God; also they need the 
bond of fellowship that is sent to them, that power, that inspiration from God, the holy spirit.

EPHESIANS 4:30

“And grieve not the holy spirit of God.”  Many are heard to say: ‘Ephesians 4:30 tells us not 
to grieve the Holy Spirit.’ Is that what the scripture says? No! The wording is: “grieve not the 
holy spirit of God.”  What is not to be grieved is the holy spirit of God; the spirit that is a part 
of Him, the spirit which belongs to Him. This reminds us of Proverbs 27:11: “Be wise my 
son, and make my heart glad.”—NASV (“bring joy to my heart”,  NIV; “make my heart 
rejoice”, NWT).             

                                   
Are we to understand from this  that  God’s  “heart”  is  a  person?  Or is  His  “heart”  His 
innermost feelings? Yes, we are to bring joy to our Father’s ‘heart’.  We are not informed 
here that God’s ‘heart’ is the name of someone. Just as ‘the spirit of man’ is not someone’s 
name nor personal identification.—2 Cor. 13:14.

As to the rest of Ephesians 4:30, many translations read: “in whom” or “by whom”; leading 
some to believe this makes the holy spirit  personal. ‘Ho’ (hoh) in the Greek, (the letter 
omega, w or W, with a rough breathing mark  &= the sound of ‘h’, circumflex accent mark ( 
~ or   ') and an iota, i, underneath (‘subscript iota’) is either masculine or neuter in gender and 
is with (in) the dative case.) This does not bind anyone to understand ‘ho’ to be indicating 
that the holy spirit is a living entity, an individual living personage.

So we find such readings of this portion of Scripture as: “whereby ye are sealed”, KJV; “with 
which you have been marked”, AT; “with which ye have been sealed”, DAR.; “in which ye 



were  sealed,  Young.; “by which  you are sealed”,  Con.  Lit.; “whereby you are  sealed”, 
Lamsa; “with which  YOU have been sealed”,  NWT. Christians would never want to make 
Jehovah’s holy spirit, His innermost sensitivities, ‘grieve’; but always endeavor to make His 
‘heart’ rejoice. 

The holy spirit is never prayed to in Scripture! The holy spirit is never even spoken to in 
Scripture!  In visions  of  the  Father  and  the  Son in  heaven,  the  holy spirit  is  not  seen. 
(Compare: Acts 7:55, 56; Rev. 7:10; 22:1, 3.) We know the name of the Father, ‘Jehovah’; 
we know the name of the Son, ‘Jesus’. However, the holy spirit is never given a name in 
Scripture; never given a  personal name. At 2 Corinthians 3:18 the holy spirit is not called 
“Jehovah the spirit”. This verse simply is saying that Jehovah is  the spirit; He is the most 
important of all the spirits. (Compare verse 17.)

With sound and keen observation, Karl Rahner, S.J., wrote:

Nowhere in the New Testament is there to be found a text with oJ qeov" [the god] 
which has unquestionably to be referred to the Trinitarian God as a whole existing in 
three Persons….Theos [God] is still never used of the Spirit…“Ho theos [the god] is 
never used in the New Testament to speak of the pneuma hagion [spirit holy]…
Denis
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of Alexandria reserved the name ‘God’ to the Father—Theological Investigations, 
Vol. I, pp. 138, 143, 147.

                                                                                                                                 

What is the holy spirit? It is identified at Luke 1:35 in this manner: “The Holy Spirit will 
come upon you, and the power of the Most High will overshadow you; for that reason the 
holy offspring shall be called the Son of God.” (NASV) “The power of the most High” was 
the holy spirit; it was the engendering force which caused the conception of the Son of God in 
Mary. If the holy spirit were a person, we should expect to find Jesus identified as the ‘Son of 
the holy spirit’ in the Bible. He is never called such; he is the Son of his Father, Jehovah.

Acts 2:33 tells us: “Therefore because he was exalted to the right hand of God and received 
the promised holy spirit from the Father, he has poured out this which YOU see and hear.” 
After he was resurrected and returned to haven, Jesus was exalted to be on the right hand of 
the Father, Jehovah. At that time he “received the promised holy spirit from the Father.”

This fact brings important questions to one’s mind. Such as: ‘If the holy spirit were a person 
how could Jesus “receive,” i.e. be given a person?’ Also: ‘After Jesus received the holy spirit, 
how could he direct that “person” which supposed to be God and equal to the Son of  God 
and equal to God the Father Himself? 

In addition: Why did Jesus receive the holy spirit from the Father; as ‘God the Son’ (sic) 
would not Jesus have use of ‘God the Holy Spirit’ (sic), without any one giving the holy spirit 
to him? (See: AT; NIV; Mo.; NEB; Kliest and Lilly; Wey.; Phillips; TEV, GN; C.B. Williams;  
BIE; Twentieth Century New Testament.) This scripture shows (1) the holy spirit is not a 
person, and (2) the holy spirit is a power, a gift which was given by the Father, first to the Son 
and through the Son, to the faithful on earth. How could this happen to the ‘third person of a 
Trinity’?

THE SON OF GOD—HIS POSITON RELATIVE TO HIS FATHER—
HIS NATURE 



MATTHEW 20:20–23

“Then the mother of the sons of Zebedee approached him with her sons, doing obeisance [a 
form of  proskunevw (proskuneo, prahs.kue.NEH.oh;  “bowing down”,  NASV;  “kneeling 
down”,  NIV; “kneeling before”, RSV; “to do homage”,  NAB; “bowed low”,  NEB and JB; 
“bowing low”, AT] and asking for something from him. He said to her: “What do you want?” 
She said to him: “Give the word that these my two sons may sit down, one at your right hand 
and one at your left, in your kingdom.” Jesus said in answer: “YOU men do not know what YOU 
are asking for. Can YOU drink the cup that I am about to drink?” They said to him: “We can.” 
He said to them: “YOU will indeed drink my cup, but this sitting down at my right and at my 
left is not mine to give, but it belongs to those for whom it has been prepared by Father.”

Strange indeed, this scene and the sayings of Jesus, if the Son were God. ‘God the Son’ (sic) 
could not say who would fill positions in His kingdom when He would be enthroned! It 
would be the choice of another person as to those who would occupy kingdom positions!

Is it the case that the Son was speaking according to his (so-called) ‘human nature’, as some 
claim? What is the teaching of the Trinity doctrine? Is Christ supposed to be ‘God or man’ or, 
‘God and man?’ The answer we receive from trinitarians is: ‘He was fully God and man.’ As 
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‘God’ Jesus would be able to say who would sit where in his kingdom, would he not? Yet, he 
said: “this sitting down at my right hand and at my left is not mine to give.” We note no  
equality here; and we reminded of John 14:16: “and I will request the Father and he will give 
YOU another helper to be with YOU forever.” Jesus back in heaven would “request the Father” 
to send the holy spirit. This is a case of dependence on the Father on the part of the Son.

JOHN 10:17–18

“This is why the Father loves me, because I lay down my life — to receive it again. No one  
took it from me, but I lay it down myself. I have authority to lay it down, and I have authority 
to  receive it  again.  This  is  the command which I received from my Father.  (Twentieth  
Century New Testament; “to receive it back again,”  NEB; “again I may receive it,”  Ro.; 
“receive it back again,” Wey.; “That again I may receive it,” Young’s Concise Critical Bible 
Commentary; “receive it again,” Improved Version; receive it again,” Nathaniel S. Folsom, 
The Four Gospels;  “receive it again,”  NWT). Do we full realize the implication of Jesus’ 
words? In saying: “receive it again,” he is showing that his life had been given to him at  
sometime in the past, and at his resurrection it would be given to him again, one more! The 
life of the Son of God had a start! Does the Greek justify this translation and conclusion?

We need to determine the meanings of the words lambaVnw (lambano,  lam.BAH.noh, 
‘receive’) and pavlin (palin, PAH.lin, ‘again’).  On lambano: “receive (what is given); to 
gain, get, obtain ... to receive, get back,...Jn. x:18; (‘Thayer’s’ lexicon, p. 371) On palin: 
“originally meaning of ‘again’, repetition of a previous action.” (Moulton and Milligan, The 
Vocabulary of the Greek New Testament,  p.  475) What  action would be repeated?  The 
bestowing of life on the Son of God which had happened as described at Micah 5:2, in 
“ancient days” (RSV), long before he came to this earth.

Foss Brooke Wescott wrote on this:



He [Jesus] had the power to revivify all that was dissolved by death, ‘taking’ in the 
sense that which was given by the Father.—The Gospel According to John, pp. 61–
2.

A.W. Meyer in his commentary had this to report:

[T]he  taking again of  His life,  for  which the divine-human Christ  has  received 
authorization, implies the giving again of the life, to wit, the re-awakening activity of 
the  Father.  This  giving  again  on  the  part  of  God,  by  [which]  Christ  becomes 
‘zoopoietheis pneumati’  [made alive in the spirit]  see 1 Pet  iii.  19 [verse 18 in 
English translations]...and that exousia [authority] which Christ receives from God, 
are the two factors of the resurrection.—The Gospel of John, p. 97.

“Giving again”, “reawakening activity of the Father” shows  the Father had given life to the 
Son at some former time, and gave it to him again at his resurrection. Because of his faithful 
course, the Son knew he could lay down his soul—his life—and that he would receive it once 
more when the time came for the Father to bestow life to the Son again, as He had previously 
done at the time described at Psalm 2:7, Proverbs 8:22 and Micah 5:2.

There are those who will say the form of ‘lambano’ used by Jesus at John 10:18,‘labein’is 
always in the active voice. That is, it is used do denote action on the part of  the subject, in  
this 
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instance, Jesus. So, being active, they claim, Jesus was saying he was going to  take his life 
again not receive it again. The Analytical Greek Lexicon on page 245 gives the function as to 
voice of ‘labein’ only as active. However, close study of the use of the word will show ‘labein’ 
is used in both active and passive applications in the Bible. Passive is the case (situation) of the 
subject receiving the action of another. Note such usages in the following passages:

 1) “Also, if YOU lend (without interest) to those from whom YOU hope to receive [labein]”—
Luke 6:34, NWT;   “to receive” also, KJV; ASV; RSV; NASV. 

2) “[T]he spirit of the truth which the would cannot receive [labein].”—John 14:17, NWT; 
“receive,” also, JKV; ASV; RSV; NASV.

3) “When he caught sight of Peter and John, about to go into the temple he began requesting to 
get [labein] gifts of  mercy.”— Acts 3:3,  NWT; “to receive,” ASV; NASV; RO;  “to give 
him,” C.B. Williams.

10 4) “So he fixed his attention upon them, expecting to get [labein] something from them.”—
Acts 3:5, NWT; “to get something,” also, NIV; Beck; C.B. Williams; “to   receive,”  KJV; 
ASV; RSV; NASV.

5) “[T]o open their eyes, to turn them from darkness to light and from the authority of Satan to 
God,  in  order  for  them  to  receive  [labein]  forgiveness  of  sins”.—Acts  26:18  NWT; 
“receive,” JKV; ASV; NASV; NIV; “to have their sins forgiven,” C.B. Williams; Beck.

 6)  “For if we practice sin willfully after having received [labein] the accurate knowledge of 
the truth”—Hebrews 10:26, NWT; “receive,”  also, KJV;  ASV; NIV; “receiving”, NASV.

Passive uses of ‘labein’ will also be found at Revelation 4:11; 5:12; 6:4. All uses of ‘labein’ 
can  found  by consulting  A Concordance  to  the  Greek  Testament,  Moulton,  Geden  and 



Moulton, fifth edition, pp. 578-80, under “LAMBANW” (LAMBANO).

            COLOSSIANS 1:15–18

“He [Christ] is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation; because by means of 
him all (other) things were created in the heavens and upon the earth, the things visible and the 
things invisible, no matter whether they are thrones or lordships or governments or authorities. 
All (other) things have been created through him and for him. Also, he is before all (other) 
things and by means of him all (other) things were made to exist, and he is the head of the 
body, the congregation. He is the beginning, the firstborn from the dead, that he might become 
the one who is first in all things.” (NWT) What does the phrase: “the firstborn of all creation” 
mean? Is the addition of “other” four times in the NWT in these verses proper?

The claim is made by some, that: ‘The phrase “the firstborn of all creation” teaches that Christ 
is over all creation; the ruler of all creation, and that he is apart from the class of created things.’ 
We will study what the Bible shows on this subject.

The phrase: “the firstborn of” occurs 36 times according to Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance 
Of The Bible. They are found at: Genesis 25:13; Exodus 6:4; 11:15 (thrice); 12:29 (thrice); 
13:13, 15 (thrice); 22:29; 34:20; Numbers 3:13, 40, 46, 50; 8:16, 17; 18:15; Joshua 17:1; 1 
Chronicles 1:29; 2:3, 13, 25, 27, 50; 4:4; 5:1; 9:31; Nehemiah 10:36; Job 18:13; Psalms 135:8; 
Isaiah 14:30 and Colossians 1:15. Always we find  common meanings; the one called “the 
firstborn of” is a part of the group mentioned (this is called a partitive genitive); and had a 
beginning of existence!
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In the first 35 occurrences of the phrase we find the same significance, i.e., one of the named 
group or class and the oldest and/or the most important one of that class. In Exodus 11:5 we find: 
“the first-born of Pharaoh” is one of Pharaoh’s family. “The first-born of the salve girl,” is a child 
of the salve girl. “The first-born of the cattle,” is one of the cattle. (To the claim that “firstborn of” 
means ‘the ruler of,’ we ask: When did the cattle get together and elect one of the cattle “King” 
over the other cattle? Who was the “ruler” over Pharaoh, that died that night?) The same is true in 
the other instances of this syntax (grammatical construction). Then, when we come across the 
same syntax at Colossians 1:15, “the firstborn of”, and then “all creation” is identified as the class 
or group to which the Son of God belongs. We can come to the same conclusion, the Son of God 
is part of creation; the first of it in time and importance. 

Scholars have stated on this subject:

The first-born of every creature — He was begotten; first-born before the creation of all 
things. The pro, in prototokos, first-born, governs the genitive ktiseos, creature. Time is 
an accident of the creature. Therefore the origin of the Son of God precedes all time.—
John Albert Bengal, New Testament Word Studies, Vol. 2, p. 454.

Christ...is the first-born of every creature, that is, born before every creature — having 
come to personal existence, entered upon subsistent being, ere [before] anything created 
was extant.... The genitive pases ktiseos [of all creation]  moreover, is  not the partitive 
genitive  (although de Wette still [also], with Usteri, Reuss, and Baur,  holds this to be 
indubitable) [that “first-born of” , is a partitive genitive]…‘ the first-born in comparison 
with  every  creature’...that  is,  born  earlier  than  every  creature.—Heinrich  August 
Wilhelm Meyer,  Critical and Exegetical Hand-Book to the Epistles to the Philippians  
and Colossians, and to Philemon, pp. 224-5.

Both Bengal and Meyer show that the Son of God ‘was begotten’ had ‘origin’ and ‘came into 
personal existence.’  While Meyer did not think Colossians 1:15 contains an example of the 



partitive genitive, yet he notes that the scholars, de Wette, Usteri, Ruess and Baur did. Added to  
this,  Grimm,  in  ‘Thayer’s’  lexicon,  says:  “firstborn  of  all  creation”  at  Colossians  1:15  is  a 
partitive genitive and that the Son was one “who came into being prior to the entire universe of 
created things.” Grimm also comments that Clement of Alexandria and Origen used the word 
‘creature’ in reference to the Logos.—‘Thayer’, pp. 555-6.

         On the word ‘prototokos’ (“firstborn”) lexicons and translations inform:

“[T]he first-born whether of man or of beast”—Grimm–Thayer, p. 555.

                         “[F]irstborn...Mt. 1:25; Lu. 2:7; He. 11:28”—Bauer, Arndt, Gingrich, p. 734.

“[P]rior in generation Col. 1:15”—Analytical Greek Lexicon, p. 355.

The Cross-Reference Bible American Standard Version, translates Colossians 1:15: “who is the 
image of the invisible God, firstborn of all creation: and adds a marginal note making reference to 
Exodus 13:1 as an example of ‘firstborn’ it reads: “And Jehovah spake unto Moses, saying, 
Sanctify unto me all the first-born whatsoever openeth the womb among the children of Israel, 
both of man and of beast: It is mine.” Luke 2:7: “And she [Mary] gave birth to her first-born 
son,” is an example of  “whatsoever openeth the womb among the children of Israel.” Did Mary 
have any children before Jesus? No! He was her firstborn; the one born first. The firstborn was 
the one born first.  Of course, the one born first came to have a special  place of honor and 
privilege. Because of being the oldest and most important of Jehovah’s family of sons, the Son of 
God has a special place of honor and authority.
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                    Other translations read:

1) “He is the likeness of the unseen God, born first, before all the creation.”—MO.

2) “Christ was born before anything was created.—Frank C. Lubach.

3) “He is the image of the invisible God, born before and above  everything created.”—
William F. Beck.

4) “Who is the image of the unseen God coming into existence  before all living things.”—
BBE. (Of course, the use of the phrase ‘all other living things’ would make this statement 
accurate, unless the meaning that the Son of God came into existence before the Father 
and the Son himself was intended!)

All the foregoing share one thought in common; the Son of God was ‘born’, ‘came into 
existence.’  Anyone who was ‘born’  or  ‘came into  existence’,  no matter  how long ago, 
millions or billions of years ago, is neither Jehovah, nor His equal in eternity.

Some have appealed to 1 Chronicles 26:10: “Also Hosah,  one of the sons of Merari has: 
Shimri  the first  (although he was not the first-born, his father made him first,)—NASV. 
(Made him the chief”—KJV; ASV; “head”, NWT. This has been done to counter the thought 
that  “firstborn”  does  not  show the  subject  to  the  oldest  of  the  group  of  living  beings 
mentioned.

1 Chronicles 26:10 does not state that Shimri was made the ‘fristborn.’ It merely informs that 



he was made “first”, “the chief”, the head”—the most important, not the first in time—of the 
sons of Merari. The actual firstborn was still the oldest. In addition, the actual firstborn and 
Shimri both had a beginning of life.

Now to the question: Is the addition of “other” proper at Colossians 1:15-18?  It is not an 
uncommon characteristic of the Koine (“Biblical”) Greek that when one of a class or group is 
mentioned and then others of the same class or group are mentioned, neither the words 
‘other’, ‘rest’ nor ‘else’ are always used, they are understood. 

Examples:

1) “Luke 21:29: ‘Ye see the fig-tree and all the trees’”— Marshal Interlinear. (One might 
wonder if the ‘fig-trees’ somehow were not in the class of ‘all the trees.’)  The NEB   and 
other translations add ‘other’.

2)  1  Corinthians  15:24:  “whenever  he  [Christ]  abolishes  all  rule  and all  authority and 
power’, Marshal Interlinear.  If it were left at that, we would come to the misconception, 
that Christ will abolish or destroy all rule, authority, and all power.  How could that be? 
Will he destroy the Kingdom of God?  We can see why various translations have added 
“other”. see  MO.; Phillips; Wey.; AT; Twentieth Century N.T.; C.B. Williams; Wm F. 
Beck; Kleist and Lilly.

3) Hebrews  13:32:  “And what  more  may I say?  will  fail  me  for  recounting  the  time 
concerning Gedeon, Barak, Sampson, Jephthae, David both and Samuel and the prophets”, 
Marshall.  Were  not  David  and  Samuel prophets?  It would seem from this 
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passage, as written that they were separated from being such.  It is an aid to clarity to have in 
the  NWT: “David Samuel and the (other) prophets.’ (see also: Matthew 13:31, 32; Luke 
13:2, 4; Ro. 8:32; 1 Corinthians 6:18 for other examples of the same ‘omission’ of ‘other’ in 
the Greek text.

These are instances of what Robert Young, in the section found in some editions of his 
Analytical  Concordance entitled  “Hints  and  Helps  to  Bible  Interpretation”,  calls:  “The 
WHOLE is frequently put for a PART” (item 29).

If, we take ‘all things’ as absolute, then, the Son created his Father and himself.  For even 
God Himself, is identified as one of the ‘things’ in the universe.  At 1 Corinthians 15:27 we 
read: “Scripture says.  He has put all things in subjection under his [Christ’s] feet’.  But in 
saying ‘all things’, it clearly  means to exclude God who subordinates them.” (NEB) God, 
then, is one of the category of ‘things’.  If He were not, Paul would have not explained that 
He is excluded from the “all things” which will be subordinated to the Christ.  What is a 
‘thing’? Some have said: ‘A thing is a creature.’ Well, all creatures are things; but all things 
are not necessarily creatures.  A dictionary definition of ‘thing’ is: “that which is conceived, 
spoken of, or referred to as existing as an individual, distinguishable entity;  specifically, 
any single  entity distinguished  from  all others: as,  [each thing  in the  universe].”—
Webster’s New World Dictionary, 1955.  

Surely, Jehovah God is “referred to as existing as an individual”. He is a “distinguishable 
entity”. (See Awake, April 8, 1979, p. 29.) Jehovah is the one ‘thing’ which will not be 
subordinated, be in subjection to, the Son.



Other examples of ‘all things’ not being absolute are, Colossians 1:20, surely Satan will not 
be reconciled to the Christ.  Ecclesiastes 1:2 says ‘all’  (LXX, ‘ta panta’ [the all] as in Col. 
1:15) ‘is vanity.’ if ‘all is vanity,’ worthless, of no use, why would Solomon have been 
inspired to write: ‘Fear God, and keep his commandments.” (Ecc.12:13) Solomon, of course, 
had reference to the vain endeavors of mankind apart from those sanctioned by the Almighty.

We  find  in  Scripture  instances  of  negative  ‘all  inclusive  statements  which  allow  for 
exceptions’.  Such as at Romans 3:10-12: As it is written: “There is no one who understands, 
no one who seeks God.  All have turned away, they have together become worthless; there is 
no one who does good, not even one.” (NIV) We know that Jesus Christ is an exception to 
that sweeping statement.  The same can be said of John 1:3: “Through him [the Word] all 
things were made; without him nothing was made that has been made.” (NIV) Since we know 
from scriptures such as Micah 5:2 and Proverbs 8:22 (which we shall treat later), the Son is  
one of the things made, John 1:3 has at least one exception to it.  William Barclay, added the 
word ‘else’ once to John 1:3 and twice to Colossians 1:17.  The NAB (1970) added ‘else’ 
once to Colossians 1:17; “else” deleted in 1986 edition.

Before ending our consideration of Colossians 1:15-18, we need to explore another question. 
The question is: How could Jesus be “the firstborn from among the dead” (NIV), since he was 
not the first, in time, to be resurrected?  Acts 26:23 aids us in our quest for the answer.  The  
scripture reads in the NIV: “[T]hat the Christ would suffer and, as the first to rise from the 
dead, would proclaim light to his own people and to the Gentiles.” Why is it said that Christ 
was the  “first to rise from the dead” ? Because, he was  the first to  be  resurrected  as  a  
spirit 
person. (I Cor. 15:45; 1 Peter 3:18) and the first to be resurrected that would not have to die 
again, as Lazarus and others had.
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THE SON HAS ONE THAT IS GOD TO HIM

If Christ were part of a Trinity of co-equal persons it could not be said that someone would be 
his God.  In stating that a person has one called his God, it is understood the one called God, 
is higher than the one to whom he is God.  Yet, over and over, in the Word of God, we note 
such being the case with the Son of God; someone is spoken of as his God.  Observe these 
cases: 

1) “That with one accord ye may with  one  mouth  glorify the God and Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ.”—Romans 15:6, ASV.

2) “Praise be to the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of compassion and 
the God of all comfort”—2 Corinthians 1:3, NIV.

3) “The God and Father of the Lord Jesus, he who is praised for ever.”—2 Corinthians 11:31, 
NIV. 

4) “[T]he God of our Lord Jesus Christ.”—Ephesians 1:17, NASV.

5) “Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ”.—1 Peter 1:3, NASV.

6) “[A]nd he [Jesus Christ] made us to be a kingdom, to be priests unto his God and Father.” 
—Revelation 1:6, ASV.



7) “I [Jesus] have found no works of thine perfected before my God….He that overcometh, I 
[Jesus] will make him a pillar in the temple of my God, and he shall go out thence no 
more: and I will write upon him the name of my God, and the name of the city of my God, 
the new Jerusalem, which cometh down out of heaven from my God, and mine own new 
name.”—Revelation 3:2, 12.

All the above were written after the Lord Jesus was resurrected and was back in heaven. He 
was at his highest position; yet, someone was over him, his God and Father, Jehovah.  Never 
do we find in the Bible, the Father speaking of the Son as ‘my God;’ nor do we have any 
instance of the Father speaking of the holy spirit as ‘my God’, nor the holy spirit speaking of 
anyone as ‘my God!’

             REVELATION 3:14–PROVERBS 8:22

At Revelation 3:14, the Son of God is called: “the beginning of the creation” (he arche tes 
ktiseos).  We find here, the ‘beginning’ (arche) used with the genitive ‘of the’ (tes).  Some 
have claimed that this means the Son of God is the ‘beginner’ of the creation.  Others state 
that he is the first in time of the creations which God has caused, the starting point of the 
creation.  Which view will the Bible support at this scripture and the usage of ‘beginning’ 
with the genitive case?  Tracing such usage through the Bible, what do we find as to the 
meaning?

FROM THE SEPTUAGINT:

       Genesis 10:10: “[B]eginning of the kingdom of him” (arche tes basileias autou).

       Genesis 49:3: “[F]irst of the children of me” (arche teknon mou).

       Deuteronomy 21:17: “[F]irst of the children of him” (arche teknon autou).

                    Hosea (Osee) 1:2 “[B]eginning of the word of Lord”  (arche logou Kuriou)
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            Proverbs 8:22 “[B]eginning of works of him” (archen hodon autou)

FROM THE CHRISTIAN GREEK SCRIPTURES:

Matthew 24:8 “[B]eginnings of pangs of birth” (arche odinon)

Mark 1:1 “[B]eginning of the good news” (arche tou euggeliou)

John 2:11 “[B]eginning of the signs” (archen ton semeion)

            Philippians 4:15 “[A]t the start of declaring of the good news” (arche tou enaggeliou)

These are the same as Revelation 3:14, “beginning” (arche) used with the genitive case.  It 
will not do to compare the word “arche” only.  If we wish to determine the meaning of a 
particular phrase, we must study similar phrases or constructions, not dissimilar ones.  All the 
above show the one, or ones and the events spoken of as a “beginning of the” or “first of,” are 
the results of the actions of someone else (passive); not the cause of the action or results.  
They are the first in time of the action of another’s particular activity.  The Biblical meaning 



of the phrase is seen to be at Revelation 3:14, “the start of,” “the first of,” not, the “cause of,” 
nor “originator of.”

What do scholars say on the subject?  Please observe:

The word [arche] properly refers to the commencement of a thing, not its authorship, 
and denotes properly primacy in time, and primacy in rank, not primacy in the sense 
of causing anything to exist ... If it were demonstrated from other sources the Christ 
was in fact a created being, and the first that God had made, it cannot be denied that 
this language would appropriately express that fact.—Albert Barnes, Notes On The 
New Testament, one volume edition, p. 1569

We feel that John 6:57, Micah 5:2 and John 10:17, do show the Son to be a created being.  So 
the language of Revelation 3:14 does appropriately express the fact of the Son being the first 
and foremost of his Fathers’s creations. Other lexical sources report:

Rv 3:14, but the m[ea]in[g] beginning - first created is linguistically pos[sible]”.—
Bauer, Arndt and Gingrich lexicon, page 112. [In all candor, we must take note of 
the  fact  that  the  Bauer,  Arndt  and Gingrich gives  “the  first  cause”  as  the  first 
meaning of “arche” at Revelation 3:14. However, it uses non-Biblical references as 
examples for such. In the third edition, “linguistically  possible,” was changed to 
“linguistically probable.”(e.a.)—page 138.]

The mere word arche would admit the meaning that Christ is the first created being; 
see Gen [49].3; Deut. [21].17; and Prov. [8].22. And so the Arians here take it, and 
some  who  have  followed  them:  e.g.  Castalio...Ewald  and  Zullig...But  every 
consideration of the requirements of the context, and of the Person of Christ as set 
forth to us in this book  [Revelation], is against any  such  view...There  can  be little 
doubt that arche is to be taken in that pregnant sense in which we have it. e.g. in 
Wisd[om] (12.6 ... and in the Gospel of Nicodemus p. 11 in chapter [7].”—Alford’s  
Greek Testament, in loc. cit
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The Alford’s admits that according to the grammar of Greek, as observed in the Bible, the 
word arche can have the meaning of, ‘the first created being’. It attempts to counter this fact 
with a personal interpretation and an appeal to non-Biblical sources, ignoring the use and 
meaning of such phrases and the use of the word arche with the genitive in the Word of God 
as the decisive factor.

The Apocalypse  him styles  him [the Son] the  arche tes  ktiseos  tou Theou [the 
beginning of the creation of the God] [3].14. Although as the beginning of creation, 
he is only the first created, this expression seems clearly to contain the expression of 
preexistence ... the name of the Messiah is called a new name, and that the pre-
existence of the Messiah is not declared in plain words anywhere else in the whole 
book, we shall think it probable that this title is no dogmatic definition, but a mere 
name of an enhanced expression of the idea that the Messiah is the highest creature, 
who was an object of attention even from the beginning, at the creation.—Ferdinand 
Christian Baur,  The Church History of The First Three Centuries,  third edition, 
1879, page 73.

[H]e arche tes ktiseos, the beginning of the creation: grammatically these words can 
mean the first of created existences cf. arche teknon [first of children] Gen. 49:3, Dt. 



23:7.  But that interpretation, adopted by many, is at variance with the Christology of 
our author [John] which makes Christ eternal (1 18, 28), and distinguishes him from 
every created thing as the object of worship paid to him in common with the Father 
(5 38), while the worship of an angelic being is forbidden (19 10). The words mean 
rather the one from which creation took its beginning, i.e. through whom it came 
into being; not the creator as the primary source, for that is God in our book (4 11, 
10  6), as elsewhere in the Scriptures, but the creative agent  of God, as in Jn. 1  3, 
Col 3  16, Heb 1  2.—Isbon T. Beckwith, The Apocalypse of John, pp. 488-9.

Commenting on this last thought Origen stated:

For wisdom says in Solomon: “God created me in the beginning of His ways, for 
His works...“Thou my Son, this day have I [the Father, Jehovah] begotten Thee, [the 
Word, the Son] Ps. 2:7 this is spoken to Him [the Son] by God, with whom all time 
is to-day...The day is to-day with Him in which the Son was begotten, and thus the 
beginning of  His  birth  is  not  found,  as  neither  is  the  day of  it...We must  not, 
however, pass over in silence that He is of right the Wisdom of God, and hence is 
called by that name...“God created me the beginning of His ways, for His works.” 
By this creating act [the birth of the Son in ages past,  Micah 5:2] the whole creation 
was enabled to exist.—Commentary on the Book of John, chapters 21, 32, 39; ANF, 
Volume X, pp. 307, 314, 317.

Beckwith shows, the grammar and usage of this phrase will allow for the meaning ‘the first 
of created existences’. He then claims other considerations disallow it.  Is this disallowal 
supported by the scriptures he cites? He says Revelation 1:18 and 2:8 identify the Son as  
eternal.  Let us see if this is so.  Revelation 1:18 in the NIV states: “I am the Living One; I 
was dead, and behold I am alive for ever and ever!  And I hold the keys of death and Hades.” 
This tells us,  since  his resurrection,  Christ  will  live forever;  it does not teach that  he never 
had a 
start of life.  Revelation 2:8 reads: “To the angel of the church in Smyrna write “These are the 
words of him who is the First and the Last, who died and came to life again.” Nothing here  
about living in the eternal past!  Beckwith seems to be reading too much into these scriptures.
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What about Revelation 5:13, where we find: “Then I heard every creature in heaven and on 
earth and under the sea, and all that is in them, singing: “To him who sits on the throne and to 
the Lamb be praise and honor and glory and power,  for ever and ever”!  Is this  equal 
‘Worship’ of the Father and the Son?  No more so that our previously referenced scripture, 1 
Chronicles 29:20:  “And all  the assembly blessed Jehovah, the God of their  fathers, and 
bowed down their heads, and worshipped Jehovah, and the king.” Most assuredly, Jehovah 
and King David were not being given the equal amount or degree of honor, praise glory etc.

That the Father, Jehovah, does receive more of this type of ‘worship’ than the Son, we need 
only study Revelation 4:10, 11: “the twenty-four elders fall down before him who is seated on 
the throne and worship him who lives for ever and ever; they cast their crowns before the 
throne, singing, “Worthy are thou, our Lord and God, to receive glory and honor and power, 
for thou didst create all things, and by thy will they existed and were created.”  (RSV) The 
casting of the crowns shows whatever authority and position the twenty-four elders have, as 
its origin with the Father, the One (not three) seated on the throne.  This casting of the crowns 
is a unique form of honor reserved for the God of gods, the Father, Jehovah.



At Revelation 22:3 only one person is given ‘sacred service’ (latreuo) as shown by the use of 
the word “him” not ‘them’: “No longer will there be any curse.  The throne of God and of the 
Lamb will  be in the city, and his servants will  serve him.” (see A. T. Robertson,  Word 
Pictures in the New Testament,  in loc.  cit.)  God (the Father) and the Lamb are clearly 
distinguished from each other and God is given the ‘sacred service’ (latreuo) the highest form 
of worship. ‘Poskuneo’ is not used at Revelation 5:13. The thought of a lesser degree of 
‘worship’ being given anyone at that verse is not present.  

What of Revelation 19:10?  What is forbidden at this passage is, giving of proskuneo to the 
heavenly messenger speaking to John.  The angel could know that John might be rendering 
too much proskuneo to him, and so stopped John to give that degree of ‘worship’ to God 
alone.

Given these considerations, we can see that Beckwith’s disallowals are not allowable. This 
leaves us only with the grammatical and regular usage of the phrase, ‘the beginning of the’. 
As Beckwith himself has shown, this is the ‘interpretation adopted by many’, i.e. the Son of  
God  is  in  fact,  ‘the  first  of  created  existences’.  Among  those  who  have  accepted  this 
understanding are scholars Castalio, Ewald and Zullig.  With the other instances of this type 
of phrase having the import of, ‘that which is the first of a series,’ we are led to no other  
conclusion than the Son of God was the first creative work of his Father.

In technical treatments of our subject scripture, a connection has been made between it and 
Proverbs 8:22.  The New Testament in the Original Greek, by Westcott and Hort, the Novum 
Testamentum  Graece,  by  Eberhard  Nestle,  The  Greek  New  Testament, United  Bible 
Societies, third edition, 1975, “Christ as the APXH [ARCHE, “beginning”] of Creation”, by 
C.  F.  Burney  in  The  Journal  of  Theological  Studies Vol.  xxvii,  1926,  all  make  this 
connection.  Various translations, versions and Greek text editions do the same. (see: Bover, 
Merk, Twentieth Century New Testament, TEV, GN, W. F. Beck, ASV, RSV, RO., JB, NWT).

The Harper Study Bible RSV says in a footnote to Proverbs 8:22:

[T]he New Testament writers looked upon Christ as the Incarnate Wisdom (cf. Jn 
8:51 with Prov. 8:35, 36; Rom. 1:24-30).
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      In the New American Bible we find: 

Here that plurality of divine Persons is foreshadowed which was afterward to be 
fully revealed when Wisdom in the Person of Jesus Christ became incarnate.

The Jerusalem Bible informs us:

The doctrine of wisdom, thus outlined in the O.T. will be resumed in the N.T. which 
will give it new and decisive completion by applying it to the person of Christ.  Jesus 
is referred to as Wisdom itself, the Wisdom of God, Mt. 11:19, Lk. 11:49, cf.  Mt 
23:34-36: like Wisdom, he participates in the creation of the world, Col 1:16-17, and 
the protection of Israel, I Co. 10:4, cf. Ws 10:17. Finally St. John in his prologue 
attributes  the  characteristics  of  creative  Wisdom to  the  Word,  and  his  gospel 
throughout represents Christ as the Wisdom of God, cf. Jn. 6:35.  Hence, Christian 
tradition from St. Justin onwards sees in the Wisdom of the O[ld].T[estament]. the 
person of Christ himself.



The New Jerusalem Bible reads here: “Yahweh created me, first-fruits of his fashion- 
ing,f before the oldest of his works.” and then supplies this data:

f. The Hebrew verb (qanani) is translated ‘has created me’ by G[ree]k. Syr[iac]., 
Targ[ums]., c[on]fer] Si[rach, or, Ben Sira; also called Ecclesiasticus, one of the 
books of the Apocrypha] 1:4,9; 24:8,9. The translation ‘acquired me’ or ‘possessed 
me’ (Aquila, Sy[mmachus]., Theod[otion]. [three Greek translations produced after 
the  LXX] was adopted by Jerome ([Latin] Vulg[ate]., probably with an eye to the 
heretic [sic] Arius who maintained that the Word (= Wisdom) was a created being. 
The expression ‘first-fruits of his fashioning’ (lit. ‘first-fruits of his way’ or ‘of his 
ways’, according to the versions) is linked to the title ‘first born of every creature’ 
given to Christ by Paul, Col 1:15, and to the title ‘principle of God’s creation’, Rv 
3:14.”

(With the translation that the NJB gives, and with the remarks in its footnote, it would seem 
that these Roman Catholic scholars have adopted the understanding of  the “heretic” Arius, 
that the Word —the Son of God—“(= Wisdom)” was indeed a created being.)

In  the  Keil  and  Delitzsch  commentary  on  Proverbs  page  183,  we  find  this  important 
information relative to Proverbs 8:22 and the Son of God.  First noting the LXX reading of the 
said  verse: “Lord made me beginning of works of him” which they translated as: “Jahve 
brought me forth as the beginning of His way”, it says about the participants at the Council of 
Nicea in 325 C.E. (common era):

The Arians used the e[ktise me8 [of the LXX] as a proof of their doctrine of the 
filius non genitus, sed factus,  [“son (was) not generated, was made”]  i.e. of His 
existence 
before the world began indeed, but not from eternity, but originating in time; while, 
the orthodox preferred the translation e*kthVsato  [sic, this is not a translation,  but 
an

_____________________
               8  ektise me (EK.theh.seh  meh, “made  me”,  pronounced as if they were one word because me is not 
accented ) e[ktise  from  ktivzw  (ktizo, keh.TEE.zoh): “a framing, founding…creation the act of creating…
created  thing,  a  creature  …the  human  creation  …a spiritual  creation…an   institution,  ordinance”;  The  
Analytical Greek Lexicon, pp. 128,  242.
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“interpretation”] and understood it of the co-eternal existence of the Son with the Father, 
and agreed with the e[ktise me of the LXX, by referring it not to the actual existence, but 
the position, place of the Son.” [However, the word “e[ktise” was used in the LXX, not 
ejkthVsato9! Even if the latter “interpretation” were correct, the subservience of the Son 
to the Father, Jehovah, would still be obvious. Jehovah would be assigning the position of 
service to the Son. ]

Both parties agreed that Proverbs 8:22 referred to the Son of God. Modern scholarship, as 
well as the way in which “made me” was used in the time of the translation of the LXX, along 
with the other scriptures which show the Son to be the Wisdom of God and a creation of 
Jehovah, shows that both parties were correct in their identification of Wisdom as the Son of 
God. However, the “orthodox” party erred in their “interpretation” of the scripture.

Wrote John Calvin in his  Institutes of Religion,  Book II, chapter 15, when speaking of the 
sonship of the future Christ,  “the eternal generation [sic] of Wisdom of which Solomon 



speaks”; and then citation was made of Proverbs 8:22. Other testimonies include:

            Justin Martyr:

The Word of Wisdom, who is Himself this God begotten [John 1:18 NWT; NEB] of the 
Father of all things, and Word, and Wisdom, and Power, and the glory, of the Begetter, 
will evidence to me, when he speaks by Solomon the following...The Lord made me the 
beginning  of  His  ways  for  His  works.   From everlasting  He  established  me  in  the 
beginning, before He had made the earth, and before He made the deeps, before the springs 
of the waters had issued forth, before the mountains had been established.  Before all the 
hills He begets me.—Dialogue With Trypho, chapter LXI, ANF, Volume I, pp. 227-8.

             
            Tertullian:

But in proof that the Greek word  [ajrchv]  means nothing else than beginning, and that 
beginning admits of no other sense that the initial [first] one, we have that (Being) even 
acknowledging such a beginning, who says: “The Lord possessed12 me, the beginning of 
His ways for the creation of His works….12 Condidit: “created”—Against Hermogenes, 
chapter XX (20), ANF, Volume III, p 488.

The Son likewise acknowledges the Father, speaking in His own person under the name of 
Wisdom: “The Lord formed Me as the beginning of His ways, with a view to His own 
works; before all the hills, did He beget me.”—Against Praxeas, chapter VII, ibid. Volume 
III, p. 602.

                                    
Cyprian:

That Christ is the Firstborn, and that He is the Wisdom of God by whom all things were 
made.  In Solomon, in the Proverbs: “Lord established me in the beginning of His ways,  
into His works: before the world He founded me. In the beginning, before He made the 
earth...the Lord Begot me...”Also Paul to Colossians: “Who Is the image of the invisible 
God, and the first-born of every creature...” That He also is both the wisdom and the 
power of God, Paul proves in his first Epistle to the Corinthians...Christ the power of 
God and the wisdom of God. [1 Cor. 1:24]—The Treatises of Cyprian,  Second Book, 
first testimony, § one; ibid., Volume V, pages 515-6.

                                       ___________________________________ 

                       9  ektesato (EK.TAY.sah.tah, from ktavomai, ktaomai, keh.TAH.ahm.eye); “to get, procure, provide…to 
purchase…to be  the  cause  or  occasion  of  purchasing…to get under control, to be winning the mastery over  
…to possess”, The Analytical Greek Lexicon, pp. 128, 242.
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Lactantius:

Assuredly, He is the very Son of God, who by that most wise King Solomon, full of 
divine  inspiration, spake these things which we have added: “God founded me in 
the of His ways, in His works before the ages...He laid the strong foundations of the 
earth, I was with Him arranging all things...He is endowed by God the Father with 
such wisdom and strength that God employed both His wisdom and hands in the 
creation of the world.—The Divine Institutes, chapter VI, ibid. Volume VII, p. 105.

             Origin:

And therefore we have first to ascertain what the first begotten Son of God is, seeing 
He is called by many different names, according to the circumstances and views of 
individuals. For He is termed Wisdom, according to the expression of Solomon: 
‘The Lord created me—the beginning of His ways, and among His works, before He 
made any other thing He formed me before the ages. In the beginning, before He 



formed the earth, before He brought forth the fountains of water...He brought me 
forth....He is styled First-born, as the apostle has declared: “is the first-born of every 
creature.”  The  first-born,  however,  is  not  by nature  a different  person from the 
Wisdom, but one and the same.  Finally, the Apostle Paul says, that “Christ (is) the 
power of God and the wisdom of God.” (e.a.)—De Principiis, Book I, chapter II, 
section I; ibid., Volume IV, p. 246.

This  we have treated of elsewhere,  especially in dealing with the question of the 
greater than the demiurge; [the agent used by God to make the worlds Heb. 1:2] Christ 
we have taken [understood] to be the demiurge, and the Father the greater than He.—
Commentary on John, Book I, chapter 10;  ANF, Volume X, p. 318.

[T]here are certain creatures rational and divine, which are called powers; and of these 
[creatures] Christ was the highest and best and is called not only, the wisdom of God 
but also His power.—ibid., chapter 42; ANF, ibid., pp. 321-2.

For there are some things know to the Word alone; for the beings which come into 
existence after Him have a poorer nature than His, and none of them is able to behold 
all that He apprehends.—ibid., Book II, chapter I; ANF, ibid., p. 327.

Now, there was a beginning, in which the Word was,—and we saw from Proverbs that 
that beginning was wisdom,— and the Word was in existence, and in the Word life 
was made.—ibid., chapter 30; ANF, ibid., p. 344.

[J]ust as the Word was not made through any one which was in the beginning with 
the Father;—and as wisdom God created the beginning of His ways was not made 
through any one.—ibid.,  Book  6,  chapter  3;  ANF,  ibid.,  p. 353.10( Wisdom  was 
the  direct  creation of the Father, Jehovah. He was not created by anyone acting as 
an agent for the Father.)

___________________________
                        10  “Again, there are three great theological authors of the Ante-nicene centuries, Tertullian, Origen, and, 
we may add, Eusebius [of Caesarea], though he [Eusebius] lived some way into the fourth [century]. Tertullian is 
heterodox on the doctrine of our Lord’s divinity,...and, indeed, ultimately fell altogether into heresy or schism; 
Origen is, at the very least, suspected, and must be defended and explained rather than cited as a witness of 
orthodoxy; and Eusebius was a Semi-Arian.” (e.a.)—John Henry Newmam, D.D. (Roman Catholic cardinal, 
1801-1890)  AN ESSAY ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE. NEW EDITION. London: 
BASIL  MONTAGU  PICKERING,  196  PICCADILLY:  1878,  “INTRODUCTION,”   p.  17.  An amazing 
admission from this Roman Catholic cardinal! Where is the support for the Trinity doctrine from these writers?  
As we have seen from the above,  these, and other, writers of that era, show the teaching of the supremacy of the 
Father  to be that which was understood! What these writers have left us is in opposition to a doctrine a co-equal 
Trinity.                                           
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Then, and most important, we have the words of the Lord Jesus Christ himself on the question. 
At Luke ll:19 he said: “For this reason also the wisdom of God has said, ‘I will send to them 
prophets and apostles, and some of them they, will kill and some they will persecute.” (NASV) 
According to Jesus, as recorded at Mt. 23:34, he is identified as the Wisdom that performed the 
action spoken of at Luke ll:19, note: “Therefore, behold, I am sending you prophets  and  wise 
men and scribes some of them you will kill and crucify, and some of them you will scourge in 
your synagogues, and persecute from city to city.” (NASV) Marginal references in the NASV at 
Luke 11:49 point to 1 Corinthians 1:24, 30 and Colossians 2:3, where Christ is additionally 
associated with the wisdom that comes from God.

                                                                     
With all of this evidence, ancient and more recent, it is plain for all to see we have the Son of  
God speaking to us at Proverbs 8:22-31, or at least, he is being spoken of in a representative  
fashion. But described at this passage of Scripture he is!



In spite of all this testimony, we note a growing tendency among some to deny the fact of the 
future Christ being the subject of this passage.  Why do they do so?  What ‘reasons’ do they 
advance in an effort to combat the perception demonstrated from the pages of history and the 
Bible?  The two ‘reasons’ which have been noticed for the most part, are (1) ‘the word for 
wisdom in Hebrew ‘chokmah,’ is in the feminine gender;’ and (2) ‘Christ is not mentioned by 
name in Proverbs.’  We will treat each ‘objection’ as an individual item.

As to the gender of words, must the person or thing referred to be of the same gender as the word 
used with reference to that person or thing?  Perhaps it would be best, at this point, to study 
grammatical gender of words.  It is a feature of language with which many persons are not too 
familiar.  It has been defined as: “in grammar a. the classification by which nouns and pronouns 
(and often accompanying modifiers) are grouped and inflected, or changed in form, in relation to 
sex or their lack of it.” 

From this, one might conclude that the gender ending of a word would always show of what sex 
the subject is.  As in English, the words ‘actor,’ ‘host,’ ‘aviator,’ and ‘murderer’ are spelled in the 
masculine gender and refer to males. While the related words ‘actress,’ ‘aviatrix’ (or, ‘aveatrix,’) 
‘hostess’ and ‘murderess’ are spelled in the feminine gender, (as noted by gender endings), and 
refer to females. Such is not always the case in Hebrew nor Greek. Words in one gender need not 
refer to persons or things of the same gender as the spelling of the word in these languages.

In Hebrew ‘congregator’ or ‘preacher’ is ‘qoheleth’, ‘spirit’ is ‘ruach’.  Both of these words are 
spelled in the feminine gender.  Will anyone teach, that Solomon and the holy spirit are females 
because these words are applied to them? (Ecclesiastes 1:2; Genesis 1:2) As to the Greek, the 
word for ‘beginning’, is ‘arche’, and ‘rock mass’, is ‘petra’ are in the feminine gender.  Would it 
be true that the Son of God is female because these words are used in description of him? 
(Revelation 3:14; Matthew 16:18) 

As Alfred Marshall has written in his The Revised Standard Version Interlinear Greek-English  
New Testament: 

In Greek, gender belongs to the word and not necessarily to what is indicated by the 
word;  whereas of  course in  English we keep the ideas of  masculine,  feminine, and  
neu- ter to men, women, and inanimate things respectively. (English, by the way is the 
only great modern language to do so).—p. xi.

‘The gender belongs to the word and not necessarily to what is indicated by the word’ can also be 
said of Hebrew. “Objection” number one then, has no merit to it, and shows a less-than-adequate 
knowledge of Hebrew.
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As to “objection” number two, we can observe these facts.  At various times in Scripture, the 
subject person is not  named.   However, it  is  known of whom the scripture is speaking 
because of fulfillment of prophecy or further explanation in the Word of God.  In some cases 
someone else is named; but another person is meant.  Examples: Genesis 3:15; 49:10; Psalms 
22:6-7, 13: 72:1-17; 89:4, 19: 110:1-7; Ezekiel 37:24-25; Malachi 4:5-6.

Now we come to the question: ‘What is the correct translation of Proverbs 8:22, 30?’ This 
question has caused much controversy over the ages. We need to find the answer.

In some translations we find: “The LORD [Jehovah] possessed me in the beginning of his 
way, before his works of old (vs. 22): Then I was by him, as one brought up with him.” (vs. 
30)—KJV. 



Other translations read more along these lines: “Yahweh created me when his purpose first 
unfolded, before the oldest of his works...I was by his side, a master craftsman, delighting 
him day after day.”—(JB) Why the differences, which is correct?  We will study the meaning 
of the Hebrew words ‘qanah’ (“created”) and ‘amon’ (“master worker”).

‘Qanah’ is defined by the Brown, Driver and Briggs Hebrew lexicon as “get, acquire...of God 
as originating, creating,...Gn 14:19, 22, Dt 32:6 (Isr.), Ps 139:13...Pr 8:22.” (pp. 888-9) It will 
aid us to see how the word is used in the scriptures cited by the lexicon as well as in other  
occurrences in the Bible.

Genesis 4:1:

“And the man knew Eve his wife; and she conceived, and bare Cain, and said, “I have 
gotten [qanah] a man with the help of Jehovah.”—ASV.

Genesis 14:19:

“[A]nd he [Melchizedek] blessed Abram, saying, “Blessed be Abram by God Most High, 
Creator [qanah, margin,” Or,  Possessor”] of heaven and earth.”—NIV.

Genesis 14:22:          

“But Abram said to the king of Sodom, ‘I have raised my hand to the LORD [Jehovah] God 
Most High, Creator [qanah] of heaven and earth.”—NIV.

Deuteronomy 32:6:

“Is this the way you repay the LORD [Jehovah] foolish and unwise people?  Is he not your 
Father,  your  Creator  [qanah;  “he-created-you”—Kohlenberger,  The  NIV  Interlinear 
Hebrew —English Old Testament] “ who made and formed you.”—NIV.

                   Joshua 24:32:

“And Joseph’s  bones,  which  the  Israelites  had  brought  up  from Egypt,  were  buried  at 
Shechem in the tract of land that Jacob bought [qanah] for a hundred pieces silver.” —NIV. 

                    2 Samuel  12:3:

“[B]ut the poor man had nothing except one little ewe  lamb he had bought” [qanah]—NIV.
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One common thought runs through these usages of qanah; the person or thing acquired came 
to be a possession of the owner by being, born, created or bought.  Previous to these events 
the person or thing did not belong to parent, creator or buyer.

C.F. Burney, in his article, “Christ As the APXH [ARCHE, are.KAY] Of Creation (Proverbs 
viii 22, Col. i 15-18, Rev. iii 14)”, in the Journal of Theological Studies, Vol. XXVII, 1926, 
pages 160-77, had this to report after his investigation of the 88 occurrences of qanah:

[T]he  verb  kana  [his  spelling  of  qanah]  always  seems  to  possess  the  sense  ‘get, 
acquire’  never the sense ‘possess,  own’ simply,  apart from the idea of possessing 
something which has been acquired in one way or another...In face of this evidence we 
must surely conclude that the ground-meaning of kana is that of acquiring something 
not previously possessed, which may be done by buying or making it, in the case of a 
child by begetting it, in the case of wisdom [the personal mental attribute, not the 



person called ‘Wisdom’] by accumulating it through mental application.…The idea of 
creation is closely connected with the idea of acquisition as being one form of it; 
whereas the idea of possession without acquisition stands sharply apart, and cannot, as 
we have seen, be substantiated for a single occurrence of the verb. We are justified, 
therefore, in concluding that kana cannot rightly be rendered ‘possessed me’, but must 
have the meaning ‘gat me’ in some sense still to be determined....We arrive, then at the 
following rendering for the verse as a whole: — The Lord begat me as the beginning 
of His way, the antecedent of His works, of old.” (pp. 160, 162, 164-165, 168).

With the increased understanding of the Hebrew, translators have rendered the passage as 
follows:

1) “The Eternal formed me first of his creation, first of all his works in days of old.”— MO.

2)  “The LORD [Jehovah] formed me as the first of his work the beginning of his deeds of 
old.”—AT.

3) “The LORD begot me,  the first of his ways, the forerunner of his prodigies of long 
ago.”—NAB.

            4)  “The LORD created me at the beginning of his work, the first of his acts of old.”—RSV.

            5)  “The LORD created me first of all, the first of his works, long ago.”—TEV–GN.

                         6)  “The Lord formed me in the beginning, before he created  anything else.” (e.a.)—LB.

7)  “Yahweh  had  constituted  me  the  beginning  of  his  way,  Before  his  woks  at  the 
commencement  that time.”—RO.

8) “The Lord formed me as the his first creation, The earliest of his works of old.—The 
Shorter Bible Old Testament, Charles Foster Kent, New York, Charles Scribner’s Sons, 
1921.

      
9) “Jehovah framed me first in line, foremost of his works in the past.”—By.

              10) “The Lord formed and brought me (Wisdom) forth at the beginning of His way before  
His acts of  old.”—Amplified Bible.

                                                                                   
  11) “The LORD made me in the beginning of His way, before His works of old.” (margin, 

‘His way of creation’)—MLB.
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12)  “The Lord made me as the start of his way, the first of his works in the past.”—BBE.

13)  “The LORD created me the beginning of his works, before all  else that he made, long 
ago.” (e.a.)—NEB.

14)  “The LORD made me as the beginning of his works, the first of his works of old.”—
Jewish Publication Society, 1917, ‘Margolis’.

15) “The Lord created me as the beginning of his way, the first of his works from the com-  
mencement.”—Isaac Leeser.

16) “The LORD made me as the beginning of His way, The first of His works of old.”—
Jewish Publication Society, 1955.



17)  “The Lord made me the beginning of his ways for his works.”—LXX, Brenton.

18)  “Jehovah created me first of his ways, before his works from long ago” (translating; the 
Latin: “Jova me creavit primitias viae suae, ante opera sua inde a longo tempore”) Origin, 
Hexapla, Fredrick Field, Origenis Hexaplorum, 1964.

19)  “The LORD brought me forth as the first of his works”.  (e.a.)—NIV, 1984, printing of 
April 1986. Significant change from its first rendering, 1978: “The LORD possessed me 
at the beginning of his  work”.

20) “Jehovah himself produced me as the beginning of his way, the earliest of his achievements 
of long ago.”—NWT.

21) “Yahweh created me, first-fruits of his fashioning, before the oldest of his works.”—The 
New Jerusalem Bible, 1985.

22) The LORD created me the first of his works long ago, before all else that he made.(e.a.)—
The Revised English Bible, 1989.

Yes, the Son of God was God’s first creation. The Son is identified as such at Proverbs 8:22. 
Since the sense of Proverbs 8:22 is passive, the result of the action of another, in this case the 
Father Jehovah, Revelation 3:14 can be seen to be passive also with reference to the Son.  The 
Son is the beginning, the first of, the works accomplished by the Father.

Then when all the subsequent creation was taking place, that of the Son being the first act of 
creation, what was the Logos, God’s Word, doing? What description does he give of his own 
actions? Verse thirty of our subject chapter gives us the answer.  At this verse we find the word 
‘amon’ (master worker) used in connection with the Logos.  He says: “Then I was beside Him, 
as a master worker;  and I was daily His delight.” (NASV)  ‘Master worker’  indicates the Son 
was doing the will of the Father.  ‘Amon’ is defined in the Brown, Driver and Briggs lexicon 
as:  “artificer,  architect,  master-workman...I  was  at  his  side  architect,  master-workman…
Proverbs 8:30.”—p. 54.

             The faithful Son of Jehovah was working under the direction and authority of his God and  
Father. What was done by the Son was ‘a delight’ to his God and Father.—Revelation1:6.

Wisdom”  is  described  as  the  “master  workman”  of  God  in  the  ERV; BBE; By.;  ASV  and   as 
previously
noted the NASV.  Variations of this description are to be found in TEV-GN, “architect;” RO., “a 
firm and sure worker;”  New King James Version,  (NJKV);   “a master  craftsman”,   LB; 
“master
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builder”; Young, “a workman”; JB, “a master craftsman”; NIV, “the craftsman at his side’ and 
NAB, “his craftsman.”  (Although ‘Wisdom’ is ‘a master worker’ beside God, the activity of 
the creation is described as being that of God; while ‘Wisdom’ is His agent.) “When as yet he 
[Jehovah] had not made the earth...When he prepared the heavens...when he decreed a circle 
upon the face of the watery deep...when he set for the sea his decree...when he decreed the 
foundations of the earth, then I came to be beside him as a master worker.” (vss. 26-30, NWT) 

The Father purposed, decreed, set, the Son did; carried out the aims of his God.  The same 
thought is echoed at Hebrews 1:2: “his Son...through whom he made the universe.” (TEV-GN) 
Yes—Jehovah was the original Creator and His Son was the one who saw to it that His desires 



were brought to fruition after he himself had been begotten ‘in the countless eons of time.’

That the same person is being spoken of both in Proverbs 8:22 and Revelation 3:14 is, in the 
face of all the preceding evidence, beyond any reasonable Biblical doubt.  

As Proverbs 8:22 shows ‘Wisdom’ to be passive i.e. the result of God’s action. So Revelation 
3:14 discloses the Son to be ‘the first of the creation which has been produced by God;’ “God’s 
creative Original.” (Con. Lit.) As such the Logos has an unequaled position of priority over the 
rest of creation. Richard Francis Weymouth in his footnote to Revelation 3:14 wrote:

                                                   
The Beginning, Cf. Col. i. 15, ‘the first-born of all creation.’ The phrase does not mean 
merely that Christ was the first to be created-but that He was the Lord of creation.” 
[Yes, he is both!]

This is a perceptive insight into the import of the phrase.  The Son, by virtue of being ‘the 
firstborn  of  all  creation’  and ‘the  beginning  of  the  creation  of  God’  and because  of  his 
faithfulness, “God made him both Lord and Christ.”—Acts 2:36

Just as in ancient Israel, as well as in most cultures, then and now, the ‘first-born son’ was 
given special honor, blessing and authority.  However, one thing is necessary before these can 
be given him; he must come into existence in order to be the ‘first-born’ and lord in relation to 
others.  So it was and is with the one who became ‘the Lord Jesus Christ’;  God’s ‘only-
begotten Son’ (John 3:16, 18).  His being the first-born and being faithful, made him the oldest 
and the most important of God’s sons.

Some have called into question the correctness of the word “by” used at Revelation 3:14 in the 
NWT, “the beginning of the creation by God.”  The claim is  made  that the Greek word ‘hupo’ 
would be necessary in order to have ‘by’ as a correct rendering.  Other translations in which 
the word ‘by’ is used and hupo is not found in the Greek text are as follows:

1) Matthew 11:19: “Wisdom is justified by her deeds.” (RSV, By.) translates the Greek ‘apo’ 
not ‘hupo’; ‘by’ is also found in the NASV, C.B. Williams, MO., AT, NEB, Norton, ASV, Twentieth  
Century New Testament, Wey., NIV and the JB. In older translations we see the word ‘of’ instead  of 
‘by’, since that was more the style of English during  the time of their production.

2) Matthew 25:34: “Come, you who are blessed by my Father” (NIV).  At this verse ‘by’ is from 
the Greek ‘tou’ not ‘hupo’.  ‘By’ will  also be seen in the  Norton;  Twentieth Century New 
Testament; C.B. Williams; W.F. Beck; TEV-GN; NWT.

We see in Revelation 3:14 a use of the subjective genitive in the Greek.  The subjective 
genitive is: “when the noun in the genitive produces the action”. (Dana and Mantey, p. 78) At  
our subject 
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scripture,  the noun, ‘God’ (Theou), is in the genitive case; this satisfies the grammatical 
requirement  for  having the phrase read:  “of the creation  of  the  God.”  The creation  is 
produced by God, it is the work of His mind, His “hand.”  His Son is a  part  of   that creation.  
Other ex- amples of the use of the subjective genitive will be found at:

1) Romans 16:25:  “The preaching of  Jesus  Christ”  (to kerugma Iesou Christou ‘Iesou’ 
(Jesus) and ‘Christou’(Christ), both being in the genitive case), shows the preaching was 
done by Jesus Christ.

2) Romans 8:35: “[T]he love of Christ” (tes agapes tou Christou), as above ‘Christou’ 



(Christ) is in the genitive, which indicates the love was produced by, or, came from, 
Christ.

     

3) Acts 2:11: “the magnificent things of God’ (ta megal eia tou Theou), ‘Theou’ (God) is  
with (in) the genitive (case). These ‘magnificent things’ are those made or done by God. 
“The great things God has done”—NEB;  (“the great things that God has done”—TEV-
GN;  “the great things that God has accomplished”  NAB; “what great things God has 
done”—Helen Barrett Montgomery,  The New Testament in Modern English, Centenary  
Translation, The American Baptist Publication Society; Philadelphia, The Judson Press, 
1924, printing of 1954).

The foregoing then, shows that grammatically and according to Biblical usage, the translation 
of Revelation 3:14 as: “the beginning of the creation by God,” i.e. ‘the first one of the 
creation which God has made’, is correct.11  Thus we are led to no other understanding than, 
the Son of God had a beginning, he was the offspring of his Father and is not equal to his  
Father, Jehovah, in eternity.

Genesis 40:13 in the LXX  has been used by various ones in an attempt to show that arche 
with the genitive ajrch'" shows the subject to be the chief or ruler of the category referenced. 
So they claim that Revelation 3:14 teaches that the Son of God is designated the ruler of 
creation. That would make the genitive at Genesis 40:13 a subjective genitive: Is it? Or, is it a 
genitive of apposition?

A genitive of apposition is defined in the Dana and Mantey grammar as:

A noun which designates an object in an individual or particular sense[,] may be 
used in the genitive with another noun which designated the same thing in a general 
sense. In this construction a thing is denoted as a representative of a class is more 
specifically defined by attributing to it in the genitive a particular designation.—
p.79.

At Genesis 40:13 in the LXX, the subject is designated as occupying the “office, of chief cup- 
bearer.” He was the chief cupbearer (“butler,” KJV). Did he create the office of cupbearer? 
Was he the ultimate in the creation of offices? Or was he one of the cupbearers? Was he one 
who was given his office by another?: In this  case by the Pharaoh? He was one of the 
category of the cupbearers; albeit the chief. Still he was one of the category mentioned and 
was appointed such by one above him. The general sense is ‘office holder,’ the particular 
sense is ‘chief cupbearer.’ 

At Revelation 3:14 we find a different use of the genitive, as we have said above, a subjective 
genitive. The Son is shown to be the product of the Father’s first life-giving action.
 _________________

                               11  “[T]he very first Being, that  the Deity called into existence”—Edward Harwood  translation, 1768.
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            THE FATHER SUPERIOR IN SEVERAL OTHER RESPECTS

Remembering the definition of the doctrine of the Trinity, ‘three persons equal in all things,’ we 
investigate the Scriptures further to see how the Father is unequaled, is unique. Of course, if  the 
doctrine were true none of  the ‘three’ could be superior to any of  the other ‘two’ in any way. 
No one can be higher than “the Most High God.” God cannot be lower in any way to anyone in 
anything and still be “the Most High God”.

MARK 13:32



The words of the Lord Jesus at this portion of Scripture read: “As to the exact day or hour, no 
one knows it, neither the angels in heaven nor even the Son, but only the Father.”—NAB. Here 
the Father is shown to have unique knowledge; that which is shared by no one else. If the Trinity 
teaching were a Biblical one, never would such a statement be found in Holy Writ. All ‘three’ 
would have the same knowledge of the future. God cannot have less knowledge of the future 
than someone else.

Providing a historical background on the use and reaction to this passage, Martin Werner in his 
The Formation of Christian Dogma, supplies this:

Homoousians [same “substancers”— teachers that the Father and the Son had the ‘same 
substance’] were completely helpless when confronted with the passage of Mk. xiii, 32, 
which was a favourite weapon of the Arians, for therein the ‘Son’ is equated with the 
angels in knowing no more than they the day and the hour of the End, which the Father 
alone determined.   It  is  not  a ‘human nature’  of  Jesus,  but  just  the  ‘Son’  who is 
expressly described here as being ignorant—an absurdity,  if the  ‘Son’ is interpreted  in 
terms of  the homoousia theory, as being in a relationship of substantial identity of the 
‘Father’. Consequently, there was only left to Nicene neo-orthodoxy a resort to literary 
violence, namely, to deny flatly the ascription of ignorance to the Son in Mk. xiii, 32.—
p. 156-7.

How did the leading homoousian spokesman, Athanasius, commit this ‘literary violence’? We 
quote from the words of Athanasius himself:

Our Lord said He was ignorant of the Day, by reason of His human nature. If the Holy 
Spirit knows the Day, therefore the Son knows; if the Son knows the Father, therefore 
He knows the Day; if He has all that is the Father’s He knows the Day in the Father; if  
He created and upholds all things, He knows when they will cease to be.  He knows not 
as Man, argued from Matt. xxiv. 42.  As He asked about Lazarus grave, & c., yet knew 
[?], so He knows; as S. Paul says ‘whether in the body I know not’, yet knew, so He 
knows...And the very context of the lection [reading] shews that the Son of God knows 
that hour and that day, though the Arians fall headlong in their ignorance. For after 
saying, ‘nor the Son’, He related to the disciples what precedes the day, saying, ‘This 
and that shall be, and then the end’. But He who speaks of what precedes the day,  
knows certainly the day also, which shall  be manifested subsequently to the things 
foretold. But if He had not known the hour, He had not signified the events before it, as 
not knowing when it should be...so the Lord saying what precedes that day and that 
hour,  knows  exactly,  nor  is  ignorant,  when  the  hour  and  the  day are  at  hand.—
Discourse Against  the Arians,  chapter XXVIII, section 42,  Nicene and PostNicene  
Fathers, Vol. IV, p. 416.

To professor  Werner’s  charge  against  Athanasius,  the  chief  promoter  of  the  Nicene  neo-
orthodox notion of the ‘equality of the Father and the Son’, (the doctrine of the Trinity per se, 
was to come later) of ‘literary violence,’  could be added the charge of  ‘literary irrationality’ 
against  the  clear 
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statement of Jesus that he did not know.  Athanasius states: “if the Holy Spirit knows the  
Day, therefore the Son knows.” Where did Athanasius get the notion that the holy spirit  
knew?  Jesus said, ‘no one but the Father knew’, leaving out the holy spirit knowing.  This 
shows, as does Acts 1:7, the Father, Jehovah, has knowledge and authority over times and 
dates that no one else has.



Athanasius writes Paul that knew if the sights and sounds he ‘saw and heard’ at 2 Corinthians 
12:2-4, were seen and heard in the body or out of the body.  Paul said he did not know.

Athanasius seems to claim more knowledge than Paul on the matter! Athanasius argues that 
Christ knew what was to happen before the Day,  and therefore,  must have known the ‘day 
and the hour’.  Knowing  what  was going to happen, does not mean he knew when it  was 
going  to  happen!  Athanasius’  comments  are  seen  to  be  a  collection  of  irrelevancies, 
nonsequiturs and specious sophistries.  

When faced with the statement of Jesus at Matthew 24:36 and Mark 13:32, that  only the 
Father knew the day and hour of the final judgement on this world, some have attempted to 
utilize 1 Corinthians 2:10-11 to counteract the correct thought that in addition to the Son not 
knowing, the holy spirit did not know.

This passage reads: “To us God has revealed it by his Spirit. For the Spirit searches out all 
things, even the deep things of God. For who among men knows the thoughts of a man 
except the spirit of a man within him? Just so [,] no one understands the thoughts of God;  
only the Spirit of God understands them.”12 
 
Is “the spirit of a man” a person? No! What, then, is “the spirit of a man”? It is his thoughts  
and cognitive abilities. So, the “spirit of God” is His thoughts and cognitive abilities. If the 
spirit of God were a person, then only the spirit would know “the deep things of God;” God 
Himself would know His own “deep things.” Such a situation would be both nonsensical and 
anti-Biblical.—Hebrews 4:13; 6:13.

            As The Jerome Biblical Commentary says on the parallel scripture Matthew 24:36:

The words mean that Jesus did not know the time, and he did not add “in my human 
nature” or “with my experiential knowledge.”...perhaps the only remark that can be 
made is that there is much we do not know about the relations of Jesus and the 
Father on the question.

It is simple and straightforward from the Scriptures; the Father knows more than the Son. 
According to the Bible they are not ‘equal in knowledge’.

Professor Werner says about the ‘two-nature’ type of arguments:

Consequently,  all  the  neo-orthodox  Homoousians  were  constrained  to  relate  all 
Gospel statements about the historical Jesus, not to a single subject, but to one or the 
other of the two substances or natures, which were posited by the new scheme. Such 
an attribution was wholly in contradiction to the Biblical texts.—The Formation..., 
p. 156.

_______________
  12 The New Testament A New Translation in Plain English, Charles Kingsley Williams, London, 

S.P.C.K. and Longmans, Green And Co. 1952, revised edition 1963, reprinted 1964.
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JOHN 14:28

Jesus’ own pronouncement at this scripture shows the true relationship between he and his 
Father: “If you loved Me, you would have rejoiced, because I go to the Father; for the Father 



is greater than I.” (NASV) No one could be greater than God.  Jesus told that there was one 
greater than he. Jesus is not the ‘God Most High’.

The claim has been made: ‘This being greater is because at that time the Son was on the 
Earth, his Father was in heaven, so in the matter of position the Father was greater’. Does the 
word ‘greater’ have reference only to position?  Does it have reference to other aspects of 
one’s  relationship  to  another?  “Greater”  here,  translates  the  Greek  µεivζων (meizon, 
MY.zohn, “greater”) a form of µevγας (megas, MEH.gahs, “great”).

 The ‘Thayer’ lexicon has this information:

meivzwn is used of those who surpass others-either in nature and power, as God: Jn 
x. 29...xiv.  28...or  in excellence,  worth authority,  etc.  Mt.xi.11”.—p.  395. Note: 
“nature and power as God”, not ‘nature or power as God’. 

            The Father surpasses the Son in both of those qualities.

According to this authority, the word “greater” has this meaning: “those who surpass others-
either in nature and power, as God’, and cite John 14:28 as one example of this usage in 
Scripture  pages  394-5.  (This  definition  was  given  by  the  Lutheran,  Grimm,  not  the 
Congregationalist, Thayer.) The Father surpassing Jesus in ‘nature and power’, could not be 
possible, if the doctrine of the Trinity were true.  Those who hold to the doctrine proclaim: 
‘The Son was God and man’, not ‘The Son was God or man’.

The Bauer, Arndt and Gingrich lexicon says about “megas” and “meizon”: “of rank and 
dignity...greater of God...J[ohn] 14:28”—p. 499.

Can anyone be of higher rank and have more dignity than God?  Jesus, by the word he used, 
as reported by John in Greek, showed that his Father was of higher rank and had more dignity 
than he.

What  is  the meaning of the English word “greater” translators have found fit  to  use to 
translate “meizon”?  Webster’s Twentieth Century Dictionary, 1975, offers this:

2. much higher in some quality  or degree; much above the ordinary or average; 
especially, (a) existing in a high degree, intense; as, a great light, great pain; (b) very 
much of a; acting much as (something specified): as a great reader;  eminent; illustri- 
ous, superior (see: under, “great”).(e.a.) 

Using ‘greater’ as Jesus did, we would understand him to say: ‘My Father is above me; more 
important and more eminent than I’.  The above does away with the argument offered by 
some, that ‘meizon’ is used as a:

[Q]uantitative term descriptive of position, and in no sense of the context (of John 
14:28) could it be construed as a comparison of nature or quality.”—Walter Martin, 
The Kingdom Of The Cults, Grand Rapids, Zondervan Publishing House, 1965,  p. 
104.
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JOHN 17:3

Jesus, in prayer to his Father, as recorded at this verse, said: “This means everlasting life, 



their taking in knowledge of you, the only true God, and of the one whom you sent forth, 
Jesus Christ.” The Father is the only true God, no one else is, not the holy spirit, not the Son, 
the Father  only.  This scripture, by itself, shows the Trinity doctrine to be not only  non-
Biblical but anti-Biblical!

Yet, in an effort to defend the doctrine of God being a Trinity, some have made the statement: 
‘If the Father is the only true God, and we find the Son being called “the mighty God” at 
Isaiah 9:6 and “the only  begotten God” at John 1:18, the Son must be a false God.’

What is the sense of the word ‘true’ used in the Greek with reference to the word “God”?  Is 
the only contrast to it ‘false’?  Notice what scholars have to say on the word translated “true” 
(αληθινov", alethinos, ah.lay.theh.NAHS):

alhqinov"...that which has not only the name and semblance,  but the real nature 
corresponding to the name in every respect corresponding to the idea signified by the 
name, real and genuine a. opp[osed]. to what is fictitious, counterfeit, imaginary,... 
Jn xvii. 3 it contrasts realities with their semblances Heb viii. 2; the sanctuary, Heb. 
ix. 24.— ‘Thayer’ lexicon,. p. 27.

We find the same thought at Isaiah 43:10: “Before me there was no God formed, and after me 
there continued to be none.” There is no God equal to Jehovah. There was none before Him. 
There will never be an ‘after Jehovah time,’  He will never die and some other ‘God’ take His 
place!  Jehovah is the only  God in the fullest sense of the word!

Those who are called by the title of  ‘God’ or ‘god,’ and are other than the Father, are only a 
semblance of Him.  They have only a portion of His authority, power and the glory which is 
original to Him.  Thus, the judges of Israel, the angels and the Son could and are called by 
that title.  As long as they are faithful in their assignments as ‘gods,’ they are not false gods.  
—(See Psalm 8:5-6; Hebrews 2:6, 9.)

At John 6:48, Jesus said: “Your forefathers ate the manna in the wilderness and yet died;”  
and then at verse 55: “for my flesh is true food, and my blood true drink.” Was the manna  
false food?  No!  It was only a semblance, a picture of the true, the real bread from God for  
everlasting life that was to come when The Seed would come to the earth and die as a 
sacrifice for the forgiveness of sins.

Hebrews 8:2 and 9:24, contrast the semblance with that of which it  was only a copy or 
representation, heaven itself. We read: “a public servant of the holy place and of the true 
[form of  “alethinos”] tent, which Jehovah put up, and not man.’ and “For Christ entered, not 
into a holy place made with hands, which is a copy of the reality (form of “alethinos”) but 
into heaven itself, now to appear before the person [not, ‘persons’] of God for us.” 

The tabernacle in the wilderness and the holy of holies at the temple were not false, they 
were, however, only a picture of the true ‘tent’ of God, the place of His residence, heaven.  
There is some position or state between the ‘true’ of anything and the ‘false’ of it.  This  
‘between’ state of being ‘God’ or ‘god’ is occupied by, among others, Jesus Christ.  He is 
vastly  superior to these other “gods”;  yet he is below  “The God,” Jehovah, of whom he is  
only a semblance.
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Hebrews 1:3—4 explains the situation in this way: “He [the Son] reflects the brightness of 



God’s glory and is the exact likeness of God’s own being, sustaining the universe with his 
powerful word.  After achieving forgiveness for the sins of  faithful mankind, he sat down in 
heaven at the right side of God, the Supreme Power.  The Son was made greater than the 
angels, just as the name that God gave him is greater than theirs.” (TEV–GN) The Son is the 
reflection  of  God’s  brightness,  but  only the  reflection,  not  the  original  source  of  that 
brightness. He is God’s image (Colossians 1:15). Man is an ‘image and glory of God” (1 
Corinthians 11:7); but that does not make him God’s equal.  Man is not the equal of the one 
of whom he is only the image, the reality, Jehovah.  So it is with the Son of God.

The Father, Jehovah, remains the one who uniquely is, “that which has not only the name but 
in every respect corresponds to the idea signified by the name,” the God in every sense and in 
the superlative degree signified by the title “God.”

1 CORINTHIANS 8:5–6

“For even though there are those who are called ‘gods’, whether in heaven or on earth, just as 
there are many ‘gods’ and many ‘lords’, there is actually to us one God the Father, out of 
whom all things are, and we for him; and there is one Lord Jesus Christ, through whom all  
things are,  and we through him.”  Here we are taught  that  the ‘only God to us’,  to  the 
Christians, is the Father.  Paul mentions no one else as the God of Christians.  If, the doctrine 
of the Trinity were true, we would expect to find written, ‘one God, Father, Son and the Holy 
Spirit;’ we find no such writing here nor anywhere else in the Bible.  The Father alone is God.

How is Paul, under inspiration of God’s holy spirit, using  the word “lords”?  Who are these 
“lords many”?  A look into the religions of the pagan world, out of which many Corinthians, 
and  other  Christians,  had  come,  will  aid  us  in  our  quest  for  the  truth  on  this  matter. 
Researchers into the facts related to the expressions, “gods many” and “lords many” have 
found the following:

Paul, affirms, in harmony with the [the rest of the book to the] Corinthians, 
that what ever may be the multiplicity of gods worshipped by the heathen, the 
Christian recognized only one God, Him whose character he here defines, and 
but one Lord, the Mediator between God and men.  “The imagination of the 
Greeks, says Bert, filled with divinities the visible and invisible heavens, and 
on earth, mountains, forests, and rivers....As God, the Father, is contrasted 
with the principal heathen deities, Christ, the Lord, is so [contrasted] with the 
secondary deities who served as mediators between the great gods and the 
world. What Paul means is, that as the world is from God, and the Church for 
God;  so  the  world  is  by  Christ,  and  the  Church  by Him.–F.L.  Godet, 
Commen- tary on the First Epistle of St. Paul to the Corinthians ,  Classic  
Commentary, printing of 1957, pages 412, 416.

Even the pagans believe that there are many gods and many lords.  The word 
‘gods’ refers to idols, ‘lords’ refers to heroes and demi-gods as we know them 
from Hellenistic mythology.  But not so the Christians, they have but one 
God, the Father of Christ and in Him our Father.  He is the origin of all things, 
for they are of Him....We Christians, thus the [book of] Corinthians continue, 
have  only  one  Lord  and  He  is  Jesus  Christ,   names   which   call   to 
mind 
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everything Christ  has  done and  still does as the Savior. But the Mediator 
also was active at the Creation.  Through Him are all things and we through 
Him, i.e., by His mediation.—F. W. Grosheide,  Commentary on the First  
Epistle to the Corinthians, pp. 192-3.

But Paul meant much more than the affirmation of heontheism, the restriction 
of worship to the God of the Christian. faith.  In his eyes only one is really 
God, the Father of all, who is the creator and consummation of all things.  So 
likewise Jesus Christ was not one Lord among many.  He is the only true 
Lord, one who shares his place with no other because he is the one mediator 
of  creation.   Paul  chose his  prepositions  carefully in  order  to  distinguish 
between God the Father, who is the ultimate source of creation, and Christ, 
the Lord,  through whom this activity took place. (e.a.)—The Interpreters  
Bible, Vol.  X, p. 93. 

[I]t  means that  Jesus Christ,  in  His premundane existence,  is  the Son of 
God...was He through whom God brought about the creation of the world... 
Christ in the physical creation, is the causa medians. [an intermediate cause] 
Just as we Christians have but one God, the true Creator, whose designs we 
serve; so, to, we have but one Lord, the true Mediator, to whom all things 
owe  their  being,  and  we  our  Christian  existence,  that  which  we  are  as 
Christians.—Heinrich  August  Wilhelm  Meyer,  Critical  and  Exegetical  
Handbook to the Epistles to the Corinthians, 1894, p. 242, (in some editions 
pp. 187-8).

Awareness of demonic powers that attract the devotion of men leads Paul to 
reassert his conviction that there is one God, the Father.  He is the creator of 
all things and has made us for himself.  The origin of the world is found in 
him who calls men to salvation.  There are not many lords but only one Lord, 
Jesus Christ, through whom everything was created and through whom men 
may know redemption...The existence of the Christian is possible because his 
redemption  has  come  through  the  one  Lord,  Jesus  Christ.  therefore,  the 
cosmic mediation of Christ is placed at the beginning in creation and at the 
end redemption.—The Broadman Bible Commentary, Vol. 10, p. 338.

That God, not Zeus, is the Father (1.3), the creator of the universe and the End for 
his people, that the world was made by him and we for him, is correlated with the 
truth,  which  distinguished  the  Christian  revelation  from its  predecessor,  Jewish 
monotheism, that this divine purpose from beginning to end works through the one 
Lord, Jesus Christ....God had been hailed as God of gods and Lord of lords in the 
Greek Bible (Dan. ii.47, Ps. cxxxvi. 2, 3, Deut. x. 17); Christ is thus Lord of the so-
called  lords in the pagan supernatural universe, and yet-this is significant-neither  
here nor elsewhere is he called God outright. The words by whom we exist voice 
the apostle’s deep sense of Christians owing their existence to the Lord Jesus, but 
this never puts God into the background. Christianity for him is not a Jesus-cult (see 
on xv:28). His faith in the Lord is opposed not to God, but to the ‘lords’ worshipped 
in  the  Hellenistic  cults....Jesus  as  Lord,  as  the  risen  and reigning  Son of  God, 
mediates fellowship with God in all its power and prospects, as nothing else can 
do...What is implied is, that faith in the  one God, which Jews confessed in the 
Shema [Deuteronomy 6:4] and which pagan converts hailed as an intense relief from 



polytheism...was explicit  in  the belief  that the Lord  Jesus  was living  with God, 
his 
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Head  and  Father.  (e.a..)—James  Moffatt,  “The  First  Epistle  of  Paul  to  the 
Corinthians” in, The Moffatt New Testament Commentary, pp. 107-8.

Yes, all created things are from the one God, the Father, and through the one Lord, His Son, 
the Word.  This reminds one of Hebrews 1:2: “[God] has at the end of these days spoken to 
us by means of a Son whom he appointed heir of all things, and through whom he made the  
systems of things.” As explained by  Theophilus: “And first, they [the prophets] taught us 
with one consent that God made all things out of nothing; for nothing was coeval with God: 
but He being His own place, and wanting nothing, and existing before the ages…having His 
own Word internal within His own bowels, begat Him, emitting Him along with His own 
wisdom before all things.  He had this Word as a helper in the things that were created by 
Him, and by Him He made all things.”—Theophilus to Autolycus, Book II, chapter X; ANF, 
Vol. II, pages 97-8.

“THROUGH” OR “BY” ?,  GREEK, diaV or, DiaV (dia, deh.AH):

We have seen that the Son is said to be the one “through whom” or “by whom” various  
things were accomplished.

At times the same word, diaV is used of the activity of God Himself as the direct cause.13 (Ro. 
11:36; Heb. 2:10, etc.) This has caused some to wonder: ‘Does this not equate the creative 
activity of the Son to that of the Father, putting them on the same level as the direct cause?’

It must be kept in mind that the same is said of the prophets and the angels. (Mt. 1:22; 2:5,  
15, 17, 23;  Acts 3:21;  Gal. 3:19;   Heb. 2:2;   Rev. 1:1)   Does this mean that the prophets  
and the
angels are the equal of the Father, Jehovah God?: That they are the first, the original, cause of 
that which they are said to have done? What have the scholars related on this?

DiaV…III. of means, instrument, agency: by means of, through, with…2. w[ith the] 
gen[itive case]. Of the pers[ons].—a. denoting the personal agent or intermediary 
through (the agency of)…by human agency  Gal 3: 19; 15: 12…through Moses…
H[e]b 3: 16…by means of angels…sent and said through his disciples Mt 11: 2f…
Christ as intermediary in the creation of the world J[ohn] 1: 3, 10; 1 Cor 8: 6; Col 1: 
16…thank God through Jesus Christ Ro. 1: 8; 7: 25; Col 3: 17.—BAG, pages 178-9.

DiaV… A. with the GENITIVE: through…in passages relating to the Logos…Jn. i. 
3; 1 Co. viii. 6 (where he is expressly distinguished [differentiated] from the first 
cause [the Father, Jehovah] …Col. i. 16…The instrumental cause and the principle 
[cause] are distinguished in 1 Co. xi. 12…Gal. i. 1”.—‘Thayer’, pages 132-3.

Although diaV  is occasionally used to express agency, it does not approximate the 
full strength of upov [sic, should be, uJpoV, hü.PAH, “by”]. This distinction throws 
light on Jesus’ relation to the creation, implying that Jesus was not the absolute, 
independent creator, but rather, the intermediate agent in creation…Jn 1:3…Heb. 
1:2…Mt.  1:22…(Cf.  Mr.1:22;  Lk.  2:18;  Jn.  1:10)…(2)  The  Passive  With  
Intermediate Agent. When the agent is the medium through which the original cause 

______________________________



                    13 On occasion, we find δι’  used in the Greek text. This is the elided (shortened) form of diaV. Such does not change 
the meaning of δiaV in any way. It is simply done to avoid making the same sound in succession in the case of a word ending 
with the same sound as the beginning of the next word, or before a word beginning with a vowel.
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has effected the action expressed by the passive verb. The regular construction is  
diaV  with  the genitive. Pavnta di’  aujtou’  ejgevneto.  All  things were made 
through him. Here God the Father  is thought of  as the original cause of creation, 
and the lovgo" as the intermediate agent.) See also: Mt. 1:22; Gal. 3:18.—Dana and 
Mantey, A MANUAL GRAMMAR OF THE GEEK NEW TESTAMENT, pages 102, 
162.

g) THE AGENT WITH THE PASSIVE VOICE...the direct agent is most commonly expressed 
by  uJpoV  (Mt.4:1), the intermediate by diaV (Mt. 1:22). The agent (see chapter on 
Prepositions) is also expressed by  aJpov [huo, hüe.PAH](2 Cor. 3:18)  ejk (Gal. 
4:4), παραV (Jo. 17:7)—A.T. Robertson,  A GRAMMAR OF THE GREEK NEW 
TESTAMENT IN THE LIGHT OF HISTORICAL RESEARCH, 1934, p. 820.

(d)  CONDENSATION BY  VARIATION. Once  more,  the  variation  of  the  pre- 
position is a skillful way of condensing  thought, each preposition adding a new 
idea. [“by”, “through”, “out”, “with” and other words which show direction, location 
or function are prepositions]  Paul  is  especially fond of this idiom.  Thus in Ro. 
3:22...Cf. verses 25...Ro. 11: 36...Cf. also Col.1:16...In Gal.1:1 Paul covers source 
and agency in his denial of man’s control of his apostleship by the use of uJpoV and 
diaV See Winer-Thayer, p. 418f. Cf. also uJpoV Kurivon diaV tou' profhVtou [by 
Lord  (=Jehovah)  through  the  prophet]  (Mt.  1:22)  for  mediate14  [Jehovah]  and 
intermediate  agent  [the prophet].—ibid.,  p. 567 (This  is part  of  the “chapter  on 
Prepositions” referenced by Robertson in the previous quotation.)

 
When one person is noted as accomplishing an action or bringing about a condition, these are 
from that person; he is identified as the first (or, principle) cause. 
 
We see then, the Father, Jehovah, is disclosed as being the first cause—the Originator—and 
His Son, the prophets, Moses, etc., the intermediate cause(s). When they are identified as 
such, they are not spoken of as being the equal of the Originator. 

In addition to the Son being the ‘mediator’ from God in connection with creation, he is the 
‘mediator’ from God in connection with salvation.  First Timothy 2:15 tells us: “For there is 
one God, and one mediator between God and men, a man Christ Jesus.” First John 4:14 states 
it in this manner: “In addition, we ourselves have beheld and are bearing witness that the 
Father has sent forth his Son as Savior of the world.” There is no other ‘Lord’ to Christians in 
the sense of ‘mediator’ than the Lord Jesus Christ.  There is no other God to Christians but 
the one God, the Father, Jehovah.  The Father is the original source of creation and salvation; 
the Son is the means by which the Father saw fit to bring about both. The Son mediates the 
acquiring the gift of kingship for those of mankind who are in the ‘covenant for a kingdom’ 
and so will receive heavenly life.— Revelation 5:10; 20:6; Luke 22:29.

1 CORINTHIANS 11:3

“But I want YOU to know that the head of every man is the Christ; in turn the head of a 
woman is the man; in turn the head of the Christ is God.”—NWT. 

The Greek from which ‘head’ is rendered is κεφαληv (kephale, keh.fah.LAY, first ‘e’ short 
as in ‘let’). What is the idea conveyed by ‘kephale’?  We have this from various scholarly 



sources:
 _____________________________
                    14  “me.di.ate...acting by, or connected through some intervening agency;”—WEBSTER’S NEW WORLD 
DICTIONARY OF THE AMERICAN LANGUAGE, Prentice Hall Press, 1984.
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[I]n the case of living beings, to denote superior rank...I Cor. 11:3b.—BAG, p. 431.

                  
[A]nything supreme...master...1 Cor  xi:3.— ‘Thayer’s’ lexicon, p. 345.

[T]he head, superior, chief, principal, one to whom others are subordinate, I Co. II. 
3.—The Analytical Greek Lexicon, (AGL), p. 229.

[H]ead denoting one of superior rank 1 Cor 11: 3.—G. Wilbur Gingrich,  Shorter  
Lexicon of the Greek New Testament, p. 115.

As Christ is superior in rank over men and men are superior in rank over women, God the 
Father, is superior in rank over Christ.  If Christ were “God” equal to the Father, no one could 
be ‘superior in rank,’ ‘supreme’ over him:  Someone is!  He is not equal to the Father! It is 
just that simple, according to the written Word of God.

Some have made the statement: ‘This scripture may teach that the Father and the Son are not 
the same in rank.  But it does not teach that they are not the same in nature; just as men and 
women are of the same nature but not of the same rank.’ It does not address the subject of 
‘nature.’  God and Christ are both spirit; just as men and women are both human.  However, 
no one could be of higher rank than ‘the Almighty God.’ Jehovah is the only One called 
“Almighty God” in Scripture. (Exodus 6:3) This scripture shows there is a person, God, that 
is higher than Christ. Therefore, Christ cannot be “the Most High God.” The Father alone is  
the “Supreme One,” “The Most High,” “the Supreme God.”—Daniel 7:18,  NWT; RSV; 
TEV–GN.

                           1 CORINTHIANS 15:28

“When all things have been subjected to him, then the Son to will be subjected to him who 
subjected all things to him, for the final purpose is that God should be all in all.’ (Barclay) 
Or, as the TEV–GN  puts it: “But when all things have been placed under Christ’s rule, then 
he himself, the Son, will place himself under God, who placed all things under him; and God 
will rule completely over all.” The verse tells:  (1) “God” and “Christ” are two different 
individuals; (unless one would hold that Christ is going to be in subjection to the Trinity) (2) 
that Christ is subjected to God.  How could  “God” be subjected to anyone and still be God? 
Such a situation  would be a  clear contradiction;  ‘the Most  High” would be lower than 
someone else!

The word for “subjected” is “hupotasso” and its forms. They occur three times in this verse.  
Learning their meanings will aid us in our understanding. Scholars have these facts to offer:

HUPOTASSO  primarily  a  military  term,  to  rank  under  denotes  (a)  to  put  in 
subjection,  to subject  I Cor. 15:27 (thrice),  28 (3rd clause).—W.E. Vine,  Vine’s  
Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words, also known as: A Comprehensive  
Dictionary of the Original Greek Words with their Precise Meanings for English  
Readers, p. 1109.



[S]ubject, subordinate...bring someone to subjection...I Cor 15:27c, 28c.—BAG, p. 
855.

The import of the words ‘subject’ (used as a verb) and ‘subjected’ will be of value to us at 
this point. “Subject” is defined as:
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I. trans[itive] To make (persons, a nation or country) subject to a conquering or 
sovereign power; to bring into subjection to a superior; to subjugate”—The Oxford  
Universal Dictionary on Historical Principles, third edition, 1955.

Of  “subjected”, we find:

I.  Placed  or  set  underneath;  underlying,  subjacent...2.  Reduced  to  a  state  of 
subjection; under the dominion or authority of another.”— ibid.

The Son is then, “ranked under,” “subjected to a sovereign power,” is in “subjection to a 
superior” and in “a state of subjection; under the dominion or authority of another.” God 
cannot be in any of those conditions.

What can be said of  Luke 2:51: “And he [Jesus] went down with them [Joseph and Mary] 
and came to Nazareth, and he continued subject [form of ‘hupotasso’] to them.”  This was a 
temporary situation, Jesus was under the Law of Moses and had to be in subjection to his 
foster father Joseph and his mother Mary, the ones considered to be his ‘parents’ at that time. 
This situation has nothing to do with the events in the spiritual realm which endure for all  
eternity. At that time “God will rule completely over all.” He, the Father, Jehovah, will be the 
focal point of praise and honor and Sovereign of all others in the universe.

CONCLUSION — INVITATION

We have seen from history and from the Holy Scriptures that the doctrine of God being a 
Trinity is not that which was believed by the early Christian congregation, nor can it be found 
in the pages of the Word of God.  As Jesus said at John 4:23, 24: “Nevertheless, the hour is 
coming, and it is now, when the true worshippers will worship the Father with spirit and 
truth, for, indeed, the Father is looking for suchlike ones to worship him.  God is a Spirit, and 
those worshipping him must worship with spirit and truth.” Christians must worship the 
Father with, ‘their heartfelt devotion and with a perception of Him free from error.’—John 
4:23.

Those who adhere to the doctrine of the Trinity are not doing the latter!  Can they then, hope 
to be acceptable to the Father, Jehovah?

When all the controversy is a thing of the past, when all men know the God of creation as He 
really is, one, unique, not a plural God.  Then will obtain the ideal condition as foretold in 
Zechariah 14:9: “And Jehovah will be King over all the earth: on that day Jehovah will be 
one, and his name one.” (ASV) All will know Jehovah is one person and that His is name one 
and will acknowledge the truth of Psalms 83:18  (JKV): “That men may know that thou, 
[singular] whose name alone is JEHOVAH, art the most high over all the earth.”



May all readers of this study, be there, in God’s “new heavens and a new earth” (2 Peter 
3:13), to worship and render sacred service to Him, through Jesus Christ our Lord, to their 
eternal blessing and to the eternal glory of the Great God, He whose name alone is Jehovah.  
Then for all eternity, to have the wonderful privilege to:

            With one voice glorify the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.—Romans 15:6, NAB.
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                                                                                          APPENDIX 1
            
              ON: THE SON OF GOD BEING MICHAEL THE ARCHANGEL

      The following are taken from various sources:

The two passages in the New Testament, in which Michael is mentioned, 
serve to confirm the result already arrived at.  That the Michael referred to in 
Rev.  xii.  7  is  no other  than the Logos,  has  already been proved in  my 
commentary upon that passage.  Hofmann (Schriftbeweis i., p. 296) objects 
to this explanation, and says, ‘in this case it is impossible to imagine why the 
Archangel should be mentioned as fighting with the dragon, and not the child 
that was caught up to the throne of God.’ But we have already replied to this 
in the commentary, where we said, ‘if Michael be Christ, the question arises 
why Michael is mentioned here instead of Christ’. The answer to this is, that 
the name Michael [Who is like God?, that is, ‘Who dares to claim that they 
are like God?’] contains in itself an intimation that the work referred to here, 
the decisive victory over Satan, belongs to Christ, not as human, but rather as 
divine [compare 1 John iii. 8].  Moreover, this name forms a connecting link 
between the  Old Testament  and the New.  Even in the  Old Testament, 
Michael  is  represented  as  the  great  prince,  who fights  on  behalf  of  the 
Church (Dan. xii.  1).’ The conflict there alluded to was a prediction and 
prelude  of  the  one  mentioned  hero.   The  further  objections  offered  by 
Hofmann rest upon his very remarkable interpretation of chap. xii., which is 
not  likely  to  be  adopted  by  any  who  are  capable  of  examining  for 
themselves.”—Ernst  Wilhelm  Hengstenberg,  Christology  of  the  Old  
Testament and a Commentary on the Messianic Predictions, 1836-9, Vol. 
IV,  pp.  304-5  (in  the  T.  & T.  Clark  publication;  p.  269 in  the  Kregel 
publication).

Paul says, ‘For the Lord himself shall descend from heaven with a shout, 
with the voice of the archangel, and with the trump of God” and the dead in 
Christ will rise first.’ I Thes. iv. 16.  From this text it appears that when the 
Lord shall descend with a shout, his voice will be that of the Archangel, or 
head Messenger; therefore the Lord must be that head Messenger.  This text 
says the dead shall rise at the voice of the Archangel; and Christ affirms that 
the dead shall be raised by his voice.  He says, “Verily, verily, I say unto you, 
the hour is coming, and now is, when the dead shall hear the voice of the Son 



of God, and they that hear shall live. Marvel not at this: for the hour is  
coming, in which all that are in the graves shall hear his voice, and shall  
come forth; they that have done good unto the resurrection of life, and they 
that have done evil, unto the resurrection of damnation.” John v. 26, 28, 29.

I am not alone in this opinion; most of the principal writers of the Trinitarian 
school have advocated the same doctrine.  Brown’s dictionary of the Bible on 
the words Michael, and Angel says, that both these words do sometimes refer 
to Christ; and also affirms that Christ is the Archangel. Wood’s Spiritual Dic- 
tionary teaches nearly, if not exactly, the same on this subject that Brown’s 
does.   The  former  was  a  Calvinist,   the  latter  a  Methodist.   Buck   in  his 
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Theological Dictionary says, under the article Angel, d) that Christ is in scripture 
frequently called an Angel.[1] Butterworth, Cruden, and Taylor in their concordances, 
assert that Michael and  Angel are both names of Christ. Doctor Coke, a Methodist 
bishop, in his notes on the Bible, acknowledges that Christ is sometimes called an 
Angel.  See his notes of that passage where the Angel of the Lord spake to the people 
at Bochim.  Winchester has taught the same doctrine in the 152[nd] page of the first 
volume of his lectures on the prophecies.  Whitefield, in his sermon on the bush that 
burnt and was not consumed,   says that the Angel that appeared to Moses in the bush 
was  Christ.  Pool,  in  his  Annotations,  explains  those  passages  where  the  Lord 
appeared to the Patriarchs under the character of an Angel, as referring to Jesus 
Christ. Bunyan makes the pilgrim ascribe his deliverance from Apollyon to Michael. 
He says, “Blessed Michael helped me.” Pilgrim’s Progress, Cincinnati edition, page 
54. Guyse in his Paraphrase on the New Testament, on Rev. xii. 7, acknowledges that 
many good expositors think that Christ is signified by Michael; and also gives it as his 
opinion.

Doctor Watts in his [G]lories of Christ, page[s] 200, 201, 202, 218, 223, and 224, 
teaches the same doctrine.  Watts, Dodridge and some others have called this Angel 
of the covenant, or Angel of God’s presence Christ’s human soul, whom they think 
was the first Being that God ever created.  I agree with them that Christ is the first  
Being that God created, but I cannot see the propriety of calling the pre-existent 
Christ a human soul, seeing he did not descend from humans but existed before the 
human family was created.

Thomas Scott, in his notes on the Bible, says the Angel that appeared to Hagar when 
she fled from her mistress, one of the three Angels that appeared to Abraham in the 
plains of Mamre, the Angel that appeared to Moses in the bush, and the Angel that 
spoke to the Jews at Bochim, was Jesus Christ: and also asserts that Michael the 
Archangel is Jesus Christ. See Gen. xvi. 9, 10. Chap. xviii throughout. Exod. iii. 2-7. 
Judg. ii. 1-5, Dan x. 13, 21. Chap. xii. 1, Rev. xii. 7.

I could mention many other writers who have advocated this doctrine, but these are 
sufficient  to  prove  that  it  has  long  been  believed  among  the  most  eminent 
Trinitarians. I forbear to quote the words of all these authors on the subject, because it 
would swell this work unnecessarily; and as those books are very common, the reader 
can examine them for himself.

Little did many of these great and good men think that when they were teaching that 
Christ is an Angel, that he is the Angel of the covenant, the Angel of God’s presence, 
and Michael and Archangel, they were thereby undermining Trinitarianism; yet they 



actually were, because, if he was the Angel of God, and as Moses says, the Angel that 
God sent to bring the Jews out of Egypt, he cannot be God in the highest sense of the 
word.

As the text which says Melchisedec was the Priest of the most high God, proves that 
Melchisedec was not the most high God, so the passages which say Christ is the 
Angel of God, prove that he cannot be that God, whose Angel or Messenger he is. 
[Christ is called “apostle and high priest.” (Hebrews 3:1) This shows he is serving 
someone above him!]

 _____________________
                          1At Isaiah 9:6 LXX, the future Christ is called “the Messenger [a[ggelo" aggelos, AHN.geh.lahs, “angel”] of 
great counsel.”
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I have heard but two texts of scripture brought to disprove this doctrine. 
One is, for verily he took not on him the nature of Angels; but he took on 
him the Seed of Abraham.  Heb. ii. 16.  As the word nature in this text is 
wanting in the Greek, it proves nothing about the nature of Christ. In fact 
the word Angel simply signifies a messenger, and never denoted nature, 
but is always significant of  office. Every messenger that ever existed in 
heaven, earth or hell, was an Angel. Christ is called a “Messenger that I 
sent?” also, Mal. iii. 1, 2. [When the Son came to earth he took on himself 
human nature, he no longer had spiritual nature. He “emptied himself”!—
Philippians 2:7.]

The other text that I have heard urged to prove that Christ never was an 
Angel, is Heb. i. 5. “For unto which of the Angels said he at any time,  
thou  are  my Son,  this  day have  I  begotten  the.”  Although  this  text 
abundantly proves that Christ is exalted above all other Messengers, it by 
no means proves that he never was a Messenger himself. If I should say of 
General Washington that he was made superior to all the officers of the 
Revolutionary army for to which of the officers said Congress at any time, 
thou shalt be commander-in-chief, and again when they brought him into 
the army, they said, let all the of officers obey him, and of the of officers it 
is said that the government gave them commissions and appointed them 
wages, but to Washington it said, thou hast loved thy country, and hated 
treachery, therefore the government, even thy government, hath exalted 
thee to honor and office, above they fellows; such conversation would go 
just about as far to prove that I thought Washington never was an officer 
in the army of the Revolution, as the first chapter of Hebrews goes to 
prove that Christ never was a Messenger of God. In fact the above text 
taken in its connexion [connection] goes rather to prove, then to disprove, 
that he is  one of God’s  Angels, or Messengers,  because the writer,  after 
speaking  of him in connexion with the Angels several times,  finally 
asserts that he was anointed with the oil of gladness above his fellows, by 
which  he  must  mean  his  fellow messengers,  for  there  are  no  others 
mentioned in this connexion.

The drift of the writer in the first chapter of Hebrews, was not to show 
that Christ was no Messenger, but to show that he was made greater than 
all the Messengers of God: therefore, when the above text is brought to 
prove that Christ never was an Angel, that is, a Messenger of God it is 



pressed into a service for which it was never designed by the writer.”—
William Kinkade,  The Bible Doctrine of God, Jesus Christ,  The Holy  
Spirit,  Atonement, Faith, and Election; New York: H. R. Piercy, 1829, 
pp. 152-5, a copy to be found in the library of Harvard University.

The  earlier  Protestant  scholars  usually  identified  Michael  with  the 
preincarnate  Christ,  finding  support  for  their  view,  not  only  in  the 
juxtaposition of the ‘child’ and the archangel in Rev 12, but also in the 
attributes ascribed to him in Dnl (for a full discussion see Hengstenberg, 
Offenbarung, I,  611-22,  and  an  interesting  survey in  English  by Dr. 
Douglas  in  Fairbairn’s  B[ible].  D[ictionary].)—John  A.  Lees,  The 
Interna- tional Standard  Bible Encyclopedia, 1930, Vol. III, p. 2048.
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The only holy angel other than Gabriel named in the Bible, and the only one 
called “archangel”. (Jude 9) The first occurrence of the name is in the tenth 
chapter  of  Daniel,  where  Michael  is  described  as  “one  of  the  foremost 
princes” that  came to the aid of a lesser angel who was opposed by the 
“prince of  the royal  realm of  Persia.”  Michael  was called “the prince of 
[Daniel’s]  people.” (Dan. 10:13, 20, 21; 12:1) [“the great prince”, Daniel 
12:1] This points to Michael as the angel who led the Israelites through the 
wilderness.  (Ex.  23:20,  21,  23;  32:34;  33:2)  Lending  support  to  this 
conclusion is the fact that “Michael the archangel had a difference with the 
Devil and was disputing about Moses’ body.” Jude 9.

Scriptural evidence indicates that the name Michael applied to God’s Son 
before  he left heaven to become  Jesus   Christ  and also  after  his  return.  
Michael is the only one said to be the “archangel,” meaning ‘chief angel’ of 
‘principal angel’. The term occurs in the Bible only in the singular.  This 
seems to imply that there is but one whom God has designated chief or head 
of the angelic host. At 1 Thessalonians 4:16 the voice of the resurrected Lord 
Jesus Christ is described as being that of an archangel, suggesting that he is in 
fact, himself the archangel. This text depicts him as descending from heaven 
with  a  “commanding  call.”   It  is  only logical,  therefore,  that  the  voice 
expressing this  commanding call  be described by a word that  would not 
diminish or detract from the great authority that Christ Jesus now has as King 
of  kings  and Lord of  lords.  (Matt.  28:18;  Rev.  17:14) If the designation 
“archangel”  applied  not  to   Jesus  Christ,  but  to  other  angels,  then  the 
reference to an “archangel’s voice” would not be appropriate. In that case it 
would be describing a voice of lesser authority than that of the Son of God. 

There are also other correspondences  establishing  that  Michael is actually 
the Son of God. Daniel,  after making the first references to Michael (Da 
10:13), recorded a prophecy reaching down to “the time of the end” (Da 
11:40), and then stated: “And during that time Michael will stand up, the 
prince who is standing in behalf of the sons of [Daniel’s] people. (Da 12:1) 
Michael’s ‘standing up’ was to be associated with “a time of distress such as 
has not been made to occur since there came to be a nation until that time.” 
(Da 12:1) In Daniels’s prophecy, ‘standing up’ frequently refers to the action 
of a king, either taking up his royal power or acting effectively in his capacity 
as king. (Da 11:2-4, 7, 16b, 20, 21) This supports the conclusion that Michael 



is Jesus Christ, since Jesus is Jehovah’s appointed King, commissioned to 
destroy all the nations at Har-Magedon.—Re 11:15; 16:14-16.

The book of Revelation 12:7, 10, 12 mentions Michael in connection with the 
establishment of God’s kingdom and links this event with trouble for the 
earth: “And war broke out in heaven: Michael and his angels battled with the 
dragon, and the dragon and its angels battled.  And I heard a loud voice in 
heaven say: “Now have come to pass the salvation and the power and the 
kingdom of our God and the authority of his Christ, because the accuser of 
our brothers has been hurled down....On this account be glad, you heavens 
and you who reside in them!  Woe for the earth and for the sea.” Jesus Christ 
is later depicted as leading  the  heavenly  armies  in  war  against  the  nations 
of  the earth. (Rev.  
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19:11-16)  This  would  mean  a  period  of  distress  for  them,  which  would 
logically  be  included  in  the  “time  of  distress”  that  is  associated  with 
Michael’s standing up. (Da 12:1) Since the Son of God is to fight the nations, 
it is only reasonable that he was the one who with his angels earlier battled 
against the superhuman dragon, Satan the Devil, and his angels.”—Insight  
On  The  Scriptures,  Brooklyn,  New  York,  Watchtower  Bible  and  Tract 
Society of New York Inc., 1988, Vol. 2, pp. 393-4.

As a man with a tenor voice is identified as a tenor, and a man with a bass voice is identified 
as a bass; why would it be strange for a person with ‘an archangel’s voice’ to be identified as 
the Archangel Michael?  Who is said to have the archangel’s voice in Scripture?  None other 
than Jesus Christ. At 1 Thessalonians the phrase “the voice of an archangel” (literally, “the 
voice of archangel”) the “an” in English renderings, (of course there is no ‘an’ in the Greek) 
does not suggest that there are a group of such beings with that type of voice nor there are  
more than one Archangel and Christ is one of them; any more that saying of a great operatic 
tenor: “He has the voice of a Caruso.” There was only one Enrico Caruso. What is being 
described is the type of voiced possessed by  the one described as ‘having a Caruso type of 
voice.’ 

ANCIENT TESTIMONIES

Clement of Alexandria, 153—193—217 C.E.:  

Formerly the older people [the Israelites] had an old covenant, and the law 
disciplined the people with fear, and the Word was an angel; but the fresh 
and new people  [the Christians] has also been given a new covenant, and 
the Word has appeared, and fear turned into love, and that mystic angel is 
born—Jesus.—The Instructor, Book I, chapter VII (7);  ANF, Vol. II, p. 
224.

Hippolytus, 170—236 C.E.:

“And lo, Michael.” and Who is Michael but the angel assigned to the people? 
As (God) says to Moses. “I will not go with you in the way, because the 
people are stiff-necked; but my angel shall go with you.—Scholia On Daniel, 
13;  ANF, Vol. V (5), p. 190. (Compare, Exodus 14:19; 23:20, 3; 32:34; 1 



Corinthians 10:4; Insight On The Scriptures, Volume 2,  p. 816, paragraph 9.)

Melito, 160-170-177 C.E.: (estimated dates of composition):

He who in the law is the Law; among the priests, Chief Priest; among kings, 
the Ruler; among prophets, the Prophet; among the angels, Archangel; in the 
voice of the preacher, the Word; among spirits, the Spirit; in the Father, the 
Son; in God, God; King for ever and ever. (bold italics added)—On Faith; 
ANF, Vol. VIII (8), pp. 756-7.

                         MORE RECENT TESTIMONIES:

MI’CHAEL [who is like unto god?] 1. The name of a super-human being, Da. 
x.13, 21; xii.1; Jude 9; Re. xii.7, in regard to whom there have in general been 
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two rival opinions, either that he is the Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, or 
that he is one of the so-called seven archangels. We hold the former opinion, 
and very much  on  the  grounds  stated  by older  writers,  and repeated  by 
Hengstenberg in his Commentary on Revelation and his Christology.

But we have not only this, that Michael is here [Daniel 12:1], not “one of the 
chief princes,” nor even “the first of them;” but “the chief prince,” because no 
other prince is worthy to be named in the same breath with him; as in fact he 
is that unlimited and everlasting ruler of whom the whole book of Daniel 
prophesies, at the coming of whose kingdom all its rivals were swept away, 
and no place was found for them.

A dispassionate consideration can scarcely fail to convince us that this being 
whom Daniel saw is the Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God....There is nothing 
strange and unprecedented in the view that this prince of his people, this great 
prince, this effective helper superior to men and angels even when he stood 
alone, should be a person about whom there was indeed a great mystery in the 
Old Testament, but who had been known throughout the whole course of 
revelation to Daniel’s people, as standing in some very close relation at once 
to Jehovah and to them.

To  deny that  the  Angel  of  the  Lord  is  the  Son  of  God  is  to  introduce 
confusion into the whole of the record of God’s dealings with his ancient 
people; if, on the contrary, we affirm their identity, when the supposition that 
he  and  Michael  are  one  and  the  same  is  the  simplest  and  most  natural 
imaginable, as will appear all the more if we attempt to construct a different 
theory.—Fairbairn’s  IMPERIAL STANDARD Bible  Encyclopedia,  Patrick 
Fairbairn, D.D., editor, Grand Rapids, Zondervan Publishing, 1957, Volume 
Four,  pp.  238,  239;  Revised  1997,  Volume  Seven,  p.  800.  (originally 
published as The Imperial Bible Dictionary, 1891).

                                                                                    
                                                                                           



136



                                                                       APPENDIX 2

                                        ON: “ME” AT JOHN 14:14:

                                       ACTS 7:59: MATTHEW 1:23

I. GREEK TEXTS:

   A. Those accepting

        1) Bover
                     2) Merk

   B. Those accepting with some reservation
  

       1) Westcott and Hort
 2) United Bible Societies

    3) Nestle
                    4) Lachmann

C. Those not accepting

 1) The Expositor’s
 2) Alford

                    3) R.V.G. Tasker (1964, Greek text of New English Bible)

II. TRANSLATIONS AND VERSIONS:

     A. Those including                                                      B. Those not including

                      1) New American Standard                                        1) KJV         
                      2) Beck                                                                         2) C.B. Williams
                      3) Barclay                                                                     3) Montgomery(Centenary)
                      4) Weymouth                                                               4) American Standard  

                   5) Douay                                                                      5) Revised Standard 1946 & ‘71
                   6) New American Bible                                              6) Robert Young

                      7) TEV-GN                                                                  7) Jerusalem Bible 
                      8) Rotherham (with reservation)                                 8) Amplified Bible 
                      9) Moffatt                                                                     9) John Nelson Darby
                    10) American Translation                                           10) Norlie
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 11) Klist and Lilly                                                              11) New World Translation
12) Byington                                                                      12) Living Bible
 13) New International Version                                             13) Emphatic Diaglott 
 14) Simple English Bible                                                  14) Gospel of History, Totten (1900)
 15) New Century Bible                                                     15) George Ricker Berry
 16) New English Bible
 17) Modern Language Bible (New Berkeley)
 18) Richmond Lattimore (1979) 
 19) Metropolitan Noli (1961)
 20) Better Version, Chester Estes (1973)
 21) Twentieth Century New Testament
22) The Unvarnished New Testament (1990)                                             
23) Jewish New Testament (1991)

III. ADDITIONAL:

1) Not mentioned as possibility  in The Evangelical Commentary, The Gospel According to 
John, Allen Turner and Julius R. Mantey, 1964, p. 288.

2) “It seems to me absolutely impossible to keep in the text the µε (me, meh, “me”) which 
the  Alexandrian  authorities  give  as  the  object  of  ai*tlhvste (aitesete,  eye.TAY.say.teh, 
“you  shall ask”)—F. Godet,  Commentary on John, p. 278.

3) “Ask me” would be contradictory to John 15:16, 23.

4) “Ask me” need not have the meaning of asking in a religious sense. “Ask” comes from the 
Greek   aivtew (aiteo, EYE.teh.oh); it can be used in a secular sense. Note this in the case of 
one human asking another human; Matt. 5:42; Luke 6:30; Acts 13:28; 25:3.

                                                               ACTS 7:59

Did Stephen pray to Jesus in a religious sense of the  word, as though Jesus were God? The 
word in the Greek text is epikalou'menon (epikaloumenon, eh.peh.kah-LU.meh.nahn). It is 
also used when one human makes request or appeal to another human, as at Matthew 5:42. At 
Acts 25:11, 25; 26:32; 28:19, we find accounts of Paul appeal to Ceasar. Certainly, Paul did 
not consider Caesar God; but he did make an appeal to him as one in a position of authority.

                                                      
                                                     MATTHEW 1:23

                                                    
                                                                                                                          
“The virgin will be with child and will give birth to a son, and they will call him Immanuel-
which  means,  “God with  us”.  From this  some have concluded,  ‘God was present  with 
mankind in the person of Jesus Christ’.  Was this the case?  In saying, which means, “God 
with us” Matthew was here giving the definition of the name Immanuel, not describing the 
situation of God being on earth with men.
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Many Hebrew names contain the word “God” and/or “Jehovah” within them.  This does 
not mean the one having the name is God or Jehovah.  As examples we find the names  
Elizabeth  (God  has  come),  Elihu  (God  is  he),  these  ones  were  not  God.   The  first 
Immanuel, spoken of in Isaiah 7:14-16 was not God. (See: Insight On The Scriptures, Vol. 
1, pp. 1187-1189, (especially paragraph 6 on page 1188).

Why the use of the name Immanuel with reference to Jesus Christ?  It was used as it had 
been used in the time of Isaiah.  As at that time Jehovah wanted to tell His people that He 
was “with” them in the sense of ‘in support of;’ ‘on the side of.’ Jehovah was helping His 
people by sending His son to instruct them, give the hope of everlasting life. (See: John L. 
McKenzie,  Dictionary of the Bible, p. 234; A.T. Robertson,  Word Pictures in the New 
Testament, Vol. I, p. 12.
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                                                                        APPENDIX 3

                COMMENTS ON THE NEW WORLD TRANSLATION
              AND THE NEW WORLD TRANSLATION COMMITTEE

I am...much pleased with the free, frank and vigorous translation. It exhibits a vast 
array of sound serious learning, as I can testify.—Edgar J. Goodspeed, from a 
letter to one of Jehovah’s Witnesses, December 8, 1950, relating to the translation 
of the  books of Matthew through Revelation.

Independent readings of merit often occur in other modern speech versions, such 
as...the  Jehovah’s  Witnesses  edition  of  the  New  Testament  (1950).—Allen 
Wikgren, Associate Professor of New Testament Language and Literature, the 
Divinity School and Federated Theological Faculty, University of Chicago, THE 
INTERPRETER’S BIBLE, 1952, Vol. I, p. 99.

The translation is evidently the work of skilled and clever scholars, who have 
sought to bring out as much of the true sense of the Greek text as the English 
language is  capable of expressing.—Alexander Thompson, The Differentiator  
(British religious Journal), April 1952, p. 52.

[T]he New World Translation of the Christian Greek Scriptures...the anonymous 
translators  have  certainly  rendered  the  best  manuscript  texts...with  scholarly 
ability and acumen.—Charles Francis Potter,  THE FAITH MEN LIVE BY, Ace 
Books Inc., 1954, p. 239.

Just when the infidel universities of this land thought they had laughed out of 
court  the very Name Jehovah,  up...surges...“Jehovah’s  Witnesses”....And with 
consider- able scholarship they get out their own New Testament and lo and 
behold, they put Jehovah into the New Testament two or three hundred times...It 
ought  to  be  there  [in  the  entire  Bible]  many times.—William  Carey Taylor 
(Southern Baptist minister), THE NEW BIBLE PRO AND CON, (a review of the 
RSV), Vantage Press, Inc., 1955, p. 75.

The  translation  of  the  New  Testament  is  evidence  of  the  presence  in  the 
movement of scholars qualified to deal intelligently with the many problems of 
Biblical  translation.—Robert   M.  McCoy, THE  ANDOVER  NEWTON 
QUARTERLY, “Je- hovah’s Witnesses and Their New Testament”, January 1963, 
Vol. 3, Number 3, p. 31.

In 1950 the Jehovah’s Witnesses published their New World Translation of the 
New Testament, and the preparation of the New World Old Testament translation 
is  now  far  advanced.  The  New  Testament  translation  was  made  by  a 
committee...that  possessed  an  unusual  competence  in  Greek.—S.  MacLean 
Gilmore,  THE ANDOVER NEWTION QUARTERLY, September 1966, Vol. 7, 
Number 1, pages 25-6.
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I think it is a legitimate and highly useful aid toward the mastery of koine (and 
classical) Greek. After examining a copy, I equipped several interested second-
year  Greek students  with it  as  an auxiliary test.  After  learning the  proper 
pronunciations, a motivated student could probably learn koine Greek from 
this source alone...The text is based on that of Brooke F. Westcott and Fenton 
J.  A.  Hort  (1881,  [respectively]),  but  the  translation  by  the  anonymous 
committee is thoroughly up-to-date and consistently accurate....In sum, when 
a Witness comes to the door, the classicist, Greek student, or Bible student 
alike would do well to place an order. (e.a.)—Thomas N. Winter, University of 
Nebraska,  THE  CLASSICAL  JOURNAL,  “The  Kingdom  Interlinear 
Translation of the Greek Scriptures, Translated by the New World Translation 
Committee”. (illustrated with a full presentation of the Greek and English texts 
of John 1:1), April-May, 1974, pages 375–6.

In my linguistic research in connection with the Hebrew Bible and translations, 
I often refer  to  the English  edition  of  what  is  known as  the New World 
Translation. In so doing, I find my feeling repeatedly confirmed that this work 
reflects an honest endeavor to achieve an understanding of the text that is as 
accurate as possible.  Giving evidence of a broad command of the original  
language it renders the original words into a second language understandably 
without deviating unnecessarily from the specific structure of the Hebrew ... 
Every statement of language allows for a certain latitude in interpreting or 
translation. So the linguistic solution in any  given case may be open to debate. 
But I have never discovered in the New World Translation any biased intent to 
read  something  into  the  text  that  it  does  not  contain.  (e.a.)—Professor 
Benjamin Kedar of Israel. Quoted in The Watchtower of March 1, 1991, page 
30.

I have just completed teaching a course for the Religious Studies Department 
of  Indiana  University,  Bloomington.…This  is  primarily  a  course  in  the 
Gospels. Your help came in the form of copies of  The Kingdom Interlinear  
Translation of the Greek Scriptures which my students used as one of the 
textbooks for the class. These small volumes were invaluable to the course and 
very popular  with my students.  Simply put,  it  is  the  best  interlinear  New 
Testament available. I am a trained scholar of the Bible, familiar with the text 
and tools in use in modern biblical studies, and, by the way, not a member of 
the Jehovah’s Witnesses. But I know a quality publication when I see one, and 
your ‘New World Bible Translation Committee’ has done its job well. Your 
interlinear  English  rendering is  accurate  and consistent  to  an extreme that 
forces the reader to come to terms with the linguistic, cultural, and conceptual 
gaps  between the Greek-speaking world  and our  own.  Your  ‘New World  
Translation’  is  a  high  quality,  literal     translation  that  avoids  traditional   
glosses in its faithfulness to the Greek. It is, in many ways, superior to the 
most successful translations in use today. (e.a.) —Dr. Jason BeDuhn, quoted in 
The  Watchtower, February 1, 1998, page 32.
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                                                       APPENDIX 4
              
                     ON: “JEHOVAH” AS FOUND IN VARIOUS
               TRANSLATIONS, VERSIONS AND OTHER WORKS
                                                      (With occasional notes)

A review of translations and versions in which the name of God, “Jehovah”, is used.  These 
translations and versions have been produced by Jewish, Protestant, Roman Catholic and 
Unitarian scholars. The review is representative, but it is by no means exhaustive. Some 
translations, such as Rotherham, The Jerusalem Bible and An American Translation by Smith 
and Goodspeed use the spelling “Yahweh.”

When one sees “the LORD” in the Hebrew scripture portion of a translation or version, he 
should be aware that it has been used as a substitute for the Hebrew name of God, (JHVH or 
YHWH), Jehovah (or Yahweh* as some say). ‘JHVH’ is not the word ‘lord’. There is no ‘the’ 
before the word JHVH where this substitution has been made in the translations, which have 
removed God’s name from His own book.

 This  substitution has been made some 6,820 times in such translations! The Hebrew text 
contains hwhy (JHVH) not /oda, (adown, “lord”) or its short form /da (adon) and—as we 
have said above—the equivalent of the definite article  (ha = “the”)  has been added; it is not 
found in the Hebrew before the Divine Name. 

If Jehovah had wanted the words “the LORD” to be used at these places He would have had 
the Bible writers write them there. He did not do so!  He had His name JHVH put there. 
(Hebrew is written using consonants only;  the vowels being supplied by memory or a system 
of vowel points). Such a substitution is not in harmony with the manifest will of Jehovah!

On the correctness of using the Name in the Christian Greek Scriptures please see: “THE 
TETRAGRAM  AND  THE  NEW  TESTAMENT”,  George  Howard,  Journal  of  Biblical  
Literature,  Vol.  96/1  1977,  pp.  63-83.  Professor  Howard  sets  forth  as  his  purpose  for 
presenting his article by saying (data in brackets added by this reviewer):

In the following pages we will  set forth a theory that  the divine name, (and possibly 
abbreviations of it), was originally written in the N[ew]  T[estament] quotations of and 
allusions to the O[ld]  T[estament] and that in the course of time it was replaced mainly 
with the surrogate KS [Or, KC, abbreviations of the word for ‘lord’ in Greek, ‘kurious’. 
‘S’ and ‘C’ are forms of the Greek capital ‘s ’ (‘sigma’). See the Watchtower Society 
publication,  The Divine Name That Will Endure Forever, p. 26. KY (= KU) is also an 
abbreviation  of  ‘kurious’  using  the  first  and  second  letters].   This  removal  of  the 
Tetragram, in our view, created a confusion in the minds of early Gentile Christians about 
the relationship between the “Lord God”: and the “Lord Christ” which is reflected in the 
MS [manuscript] tradition of the NT text itself.— p. 63.

            __________________________
                    * See: “The Tetragrammaton How God’s Name Was Pronounced” by Professor George Wesley 
Buchanan, Wesley Theological  Seminary, Washington D.C. in,  Biblical  Archaeology  Review,  March/April, 
1995,  pp.  30-31,  100.  In  his article,  Professor Buchanan gives  strong evidence  showing that  God’s  name 
anciently was pronounced, in Hebrew, as a three syllable word, “Yehowah” or “Yahoowah”, not  the  two 
syllable “Yahweh”, as some contend.
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Professor Howard ends his article with such questions as:

How great was the impact of the removal of the Tetragram (i.e. JHVH) from the NT?  Were only 
those  passages  affected  in  which  God  and  Christ  were  confused  by  the  ambiguity  of  the 
immediate context;  or were other passages, which reflected a low Christology even after the 
change, later altered to reflect a high Christology?  Did such restructuring of the text give rise to 
the later christological controversies within the church, and were the NT passages involved in 
these controversies identical with those which in the NT era apparently created no problems at 
all?—p. 83.

It should also be understood, when passages from the Hebrew Scriptures containing the Name are 
quoted in the Christian Greek Scriptures, we find in most translations, “the Lord”. The word 
“the” is not in the Greek text, it has been added. The Greek text has only the word “Lord”. This 
also indicates that originally the Name was in the text. As one would not say: ‘you must love 
Lord your God; but ‘You must love Jehovah your God’ would be said without the use of  “the”.

We quote the afore-referenced article by  Professor Buchanan:

Professor  Rainey has presented the usual  four arguments  given for the pronunciation of the 
Tetragrammaton  as  “Yahweh,”  (“How  Yahweh  Was  Pronounced,”  Quries  &  Comments, 
Sept./Oct. 1994) but he has overlooked some important primary data that negates the customary 
conjecture.

1) Among the magical papyri the name appears as iawouhe (Ya-oh-ay-eh), but it is difficult to 
know how much this pronunciation had to do with the Tetragrammaton because these prayers 
and incantations  in  these  papyri  mix  all  kinds  of  sounds  together,  some  meaningful,  some 
nonsensical, so it is not certain how many of these syllables were thought to belong to the name. 
At least, however, it has more syllables than two, and the central vowel is not omitted as is done 
in Yah-weh.

2) Clement of Alexandria spelled the Tetragrammaton iaoai (Ya-oo-ai),  iaoe (Ya-oo-eh), and 
iao (Ya-oh). In none of these is the central vowel oo or oh, omitted. 

3) Rabbis often deduced the meaning of a word by taking the word apart and  interpreting each 
part. A modern equivalent would be to determine the meaning of “insect” by the meanings of 
both “in” and sect”. This might, then, be defined as a religious sect that is in some place. This  
methodology is called “etymology” and is not always accurate, but it was followed by rabbis, 
Clement of Alexandria, and some authors of Scripture. (Genesis 28:10-22; 22:15-34; 26:17-34). 
By this logic Clement argued that the Tetragrammaton had the same consonants as the verb “to 
be”, so it meant the one who caused things to be, but he did not pronounce the word according to 
any form of that verb. His conjecture was homiletically thought-provoking, but not scientifically 
or historically correct. The verb “to be” would deserve the extensive comparative analysis it 
has  been  given  only  if  it  could  be  shown  from  the  Scriptures  to  related  be  to  the 
Tetragrammaton,  but  this  is  not  the  case.  Reams  of  paper  and  gallons  of  ink  have  been 
expended  over  the  years  justifying  a  pronunciation  Westerners  deduced  on  the  basis  of 
Clement’s conjecture. It may all be irrelevant to the subject. There are other ways and other  
places to look for the correct pronunciation. These are found in the Scriptures and associated 
texts. The following are some of the materials to consider:

Among the caves of Qumran was a Greek text that included a few Greek words of Levtiticus 
(Q4LXX Lev), one of which was the Tetregrammaton. It was spelled  IAW [= IAO]  (Ya-oh). 



This is apparently a  two-syllable word,  but the second syllable is only a vowel.  There is no way 
that it 
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it could be rendered “Yah-weh.”  This was a transliteration of the  Hebrew  Ya-ho (why). It is the 
same spelling given in the fifth century B.C. Aramaic papyri.  From  the  Aramaic alone this word 
could be pronounced either Ya-hoo or Ya-hoh.  Some of  the words in the Dead Sea scrolls were 
pronounced and spelled in the scrolls with an aspriant [aspiate], which is lacking in the Mesoretic 
text.  For example, Mesoretic words like hoo (ayh) and hee (ayh) are spelled hoo-ah (hawh) in the 
scrolls. Arabs pronounce these words the same way they are spelled in the scrolls, but Arabs do not 
spell  the  final  aspirant  [aspirate]  with a  consonant.  They indicate  the  aspirant  with only vowel 
pointing, which was not used in early Biblical texts. The words spelled Ya-hoo or Ya-hoh may have 
been pronounced Yahowah or Yahoowah, but in no case is the vowel oo or oh omitted. This can be 
illustrated further by studying the proper names of the Bible that were based on the Tetragrammaton.

The Hebrew for the name “Jonathan” is Yah-ho-na-than (/hnwhy) “Yaho-wah has given.” When this 
name was abbreviated it became “Yo-na-than” (/nhwhy) preserving the vowel oh. John was spelled 
“Yaho-cha-nan” (/nhwhy), “Yaho or Yahowah has been gracious.” Elijah’s name was Eli-yahoo 
(nhyla), “My God is Yahoo or Yahoo-wah.” Ancients often gave their children names that included 
the name of their deity. For other examples, Ish-baal is “the man of Baal,” and Baal-ya-sha means  
“Baal has saved.” In both cases the name “Baal” is probably correctly pronounced in the name of the 
person  involved.  The  same  is  true  with  the  Tetragrammaton.  Anyone  who  cares  to  check the 
concordances will find that there is no name in the entire Scriptures that includes the Tetragrammaton 
and also omits the vowel that is left out in the two syllable pronounciation Rainey upholds.

There  is  still  one other  clue  to  the  pronunciation  of  the  Tetragrammaton—Hebrew poetry.  For 
example, from the poem of Exodus 15, read aloud verses 1, 3, 6, 11, 17 and 18, first pronouncing the 
Tetragammation as “Yahweh” and then read it again pronouncing the same word as “Yahowah.” 
Notice the rhyme and poetic beat of the two. In this way the reader can judge which one is the more  
likely pronunciation used in antiquity.

The name “Yahowah” is not a ghost word, as Rainey declared. Clement of Alexandria’s conjecture 
that the Tetragrammaton was based on the  verb “to be” overlooks the pronunciation of the proper  
names in the Scripture that include some portion of the Tetragrammaton. Clement did not have access 
to  the  scrolls  and  may  never  have  seen  the  Aramaic  Papyri.  Nevertheless,  he  spelled  the 
Tetragrammaton in Greek employing the central vowel that Rainey omitted in his determination that 
the proper name was Yahweh.

When the Tetragrammaton was pronounced in one syllable it was “Yah” or “Yo.” When it was 
pronounced  in  three  syllables  it  would  have  been  “Yahowah”  or  “Yahoowah.”  If  it  was  ever 
abbreviated to two syllables  it  would have been “Yaho,”  but  even this spelling may have been 
pronounced with three syllables, including the final aspirant [aspirate], because Hebrew had no vowel 
points  in  Biblical  times.  Biblical  theologians  should  start  with  this  data  and reach  their  belief 
regarding the character of the deity from the descriptions given in the texts, rather than trying to 
deduce it from some possible etymology of the word. This data and logic do not refute the suggestion 
that God is the one who “causes to be,” but it means that belief cannot be proved on the basis of  
words conjectured to be part of the name.

REVIEWER’S NOTE:

We can see from the above, that the Hebrew “yod” (y) and the Greek “iota” (i) are transliterated as 
“y”. The translation into English of these letters is the letter “j”. From other linguistic sources (such 
as the “Hebrew And Chaldee Dictionary” in Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance Of The Bible) we find 
that the Hebrew “waw”  (w)) transliterated as “w”; and translated into the English letter “v”. Thus, 
one of the suggested spellings of the name of God by Professor Buchanan, “Yahowah”, would be, in 
English, “Jehovah”. “Jehovah” is much closer to this spelling from the Hebrew than “Yahweh”. It is 



far from the expression “The LORD” found in many translations of the Bible which is used as a 
substitute for the name of God found over 6,000 times in the Hebrew text, the Tetragrammaton,  
hwhy (JHVH).
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_____________________

[Gilbert Wakefield, (1756-1801), classical scholar,  Anglican clergyman, then Unitarian. Original 
translation  1791,  second  edition  1795.  The  1820  printing  made  in  Cambridge,  Massachusetts. 
Source: The English Bible in America, Margaret T. Hills editor; New York, American Bible Society 
and The New York Public Library; 1962, p. 64, entry, 406A.—Ed.]
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               ________________
               [Gay Green, general editor and translator; Lafayette, Indiana, Associated Pub- 

lishers; 1979—Ed.]
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____________________                        
[Original translation, 1936; reprinting of 1951.—Ed.]
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               ________________________
                   [* “Hallelujah”, which means, “Praise Ye Jehovah!”—Ed.]        
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            __________________
            [A version made by a Protestant scholar and accepted by the Roman Catholic Church—Ed.]
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                        _______________

            [* “He” that is Christ, as prophesied in 5:2; Jehovah is his God.—Ed.]
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[1969]
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__________________
[Original translation, 1897; printing of 1972.—Ed.]
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      ________________  
[Note the Hebrew text at verses 3 and 6 contains the tetragrammaton hwhy (JHVH or YHWH, 
with the addition of vowel points) God’s personal name, which is rendered in the interlinear 
section as “Jehovah.” The left-hand column is from the King James Version; it has “Jehovah” at 
verse 3. The right-hand column is from the English Revised Version of 1881-85; in it we see 
“Jehovah” in verses 3 (bis.) and six. The foregoing from the English Revised Version is proper 
translation. The substitution “the LORD, ” (as in verse 3 of the King James Version) not proper 
translation. The word for ‘lord’ in Hebrew is  (adown, with use of the vowel points) which 
is in no way the same as hwhy. In addition, there is no  (= the) before the tetragrammation in 
the Hebrew text; it has been added when we see “the LORD”  in the English. If the Almighty 
Jehovah had wished to have Himself identified as “the LORD,” He would have had those words 
written in the text of His own Book, He did not! He had His personal name recorded in the text  
over 6,800 times!—Ed.]
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                                   ________________
                                  [1976, American Bible Society—Ed.]
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 _______________________
 [From: HOLY BIBLE NIV — SAMPLER—Ed.]                                     
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_____________________
[With  this  correct  understanding  of  the  name  of  Jehovah  and  its  significance  in  the 
Scriptures, how many times do we find the name of Jehovah in the NIV? Not even once! 
Why did those in authority over the NIV not include the name? The answer will be found on 
the next two pages.—Ed.]
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______________________
[* In addition to Ps. 83:18, Jehovah’s name will be found in the King James Version at: 
Gen. 22:14; Ex. 6:3; 17:15; Judges 6:24; Is. 12:2; 26:4 and the abbreviation “Jah.” once 
at Ps. 68:4.   If, as Mr. Palmer wrote: “We are victims of 350 years of the King James  
tradition.” Why did   the NIV NOT USE Jehovah’s name in the same places the King 
James Version does? The New World Translation uses Jehovah’s name in over 7,000 
places; to date over 100,000,000 copies of the NWT have been distributed by Jehovah’s 



Witnesses—Ed.]
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__________________
[1 Corinthians chapter 10—Ed.]
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                          ____________________
[FROM: The New Testament, in German, Dominikus von Brentano, 1796, Mark 12:29. The 
name Jehovah would be pronounced Yehovah in German.—Ed.]
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                                              [1913]
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             ______________________
             [Translation by a Roman Catholic Bishop, in Spanish, circa 1798.—Ed.] 
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___________________
[In Spanish, the name of God is spelled ‘Jehova’; the pronunciation is ‘hay.oh.VAH.’—Ed.]
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             _________________
[Above we see, in addition to the spelling ‘Jehova’, two more forms of the name of God;  
“Jehovæ”  and  “Jehovam.”  These  are  merely  grammatical  case  endings  affixed  to  the 
nominative case spelling.–Ed.]
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                                              EXCURSUS:

SOME QUOTATIOS FROM THE AFORE-REFERENCED WORKS

P. E. Kahle, Oxford, England:

 PAPER on the transmission of the pronunciation of Hebrew and the punctu-
ation of the Masoretes [Jewish scribes] which I read at the first German Con-

ference of Orientalists held in Leipzig in 1921, made it clear to me that we urgently 
needed to study Hebrew texts having a vocalization [vowel points] different from the 
normal form of our M[asoretic]T[exts]…In the work I proposed it was necessary to 
deal with a great number of Hebrew texts transcribed in Greek letters and provided 
with vowels. Such a text used by Origen in the Second Column of the Hexapla 
which must have existed in the 3rd century A. D.  had been discovered by Givovanni 
Mercati in 1894 in the palimpsest 0 39 of the Ambrosian [Library] in Milan.

A 

We should, however, consider that not only in the Second Column of the Hexapla, 
but also in the column of [the translations into Greek by] Aquila and Symmachus, 
and in the LXX and Quinta (with the Sexta). Origen copied Jewish Bible texts in 
which the name of God was written in Hebrew as  hwhy , read by the Jews as 
adwnoi [adonai, ah.doh.NIGH. or, ah.doh.NOY, “my lord”] and by the Christians as 
kurio" [kurios] to which they were accustomed.—“THE GREEK MANUSCRIPTS 
USED BY ORIGEN”, Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. 79, 1960, pp. 111, 115.

George Howard, Associate Professor of Religion and Hebrew, University of Georgia:

Another  specimen  of  the  pre-Christian  Greek  Bible  is  P[apyrus].  Faud  266, 
containing fragments of Genesis 7 and 38 and extensive portions of Deuteronomy 
17-33. It dates to the first or second century B. C. In 1944 W. G. Waddell published 
a  fragment  of  this  MS covering  Deut.  31:28-32:7.  In  1950  photographs  of  12 
fragments of the MS appeared in  print although in poor reporduction.6…The MS is 
significant in that, instead of using kuvrio" which in the Christian codices of LXX 
stands for the divine name, hwhy, it writes the Tetragram in Aramaic letters within 
the Greek text itself.

In 1952 fragments of a scroll of the Twelve Prophets in Greek were found in a cave 
in Nahal Hever in the Judean Desert….It differs from P. Faud 266 in that it writes 
the Tetragram not in Aramaic letters, but in paleo-Hebrew….6 New World Translation  
of the Christian Greek Scriptures   (Brooklyn, Watchtower Bible and Tract Society, 1950) 
[pp.] 13-14.

From these findings we can now say with almost absolute certainty that the divine 
name,  hwhy, was not rendered by kuvrio" in the pre-Christian Greek Bible, as so 
often has been thought. Usually the Tetagram was written out in Aramaic or in 
paleo-Hebrew letters or was transliterated into Greek letters. At a later time, about 
which we will have more to say soon, surrogates replaced the Tetragram. The first 
surrogates, as we will see, were qeov" [“God”] and kuvrio" [“Lord”].

Before entering the post-NT era, a brief  summary of the data gathered thus far 
should be helpful.  
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(1) In pre-Christian Greek MSS of the OT, the divine name normally appears not 

in the form of kuvrio", as it does in the great Christian codices of the LXX known 
today, but either in the form of the Hebrew Tetragram (written in Aramaic or paleo-
Hebrew letters or in the transliterated [Greek] form of IAW [IAO].

(3) [sic,  should  be  “(7)”]  Post-New  Testament  Usage  of  God’s  Name. A. 
Jewish Usage: By the beginning of the second century A. D. (plus or minus a few 
years) a  textus receptus: [received  (accepted) text] of the Hebrew Bible emerged 
among the Jews…Greek versions of this standard text followed in Jewish circles. 
The best known of these are those of Aquila, Theodotion, and Symmachus….It is 
important for us to note that the practice of writing the Hebrew Tetragram in the 
Greek text was continued by these Jewish versions.

In  1897   F.  C.  Burkitt  published  dome  fragments  of  Aquila  found  as  the 
underwriting of some palimpsests[’] scraps among the debris in the old Cairo Geniza 
[a storeroom for manuscripts in a Synagogue]. The fragments show clearly that the 
Hebrew Tetragram (in this case in paleo-Hebrew script) was retained by Aquila. 
About  this  same  time  Giovanni  Cardinal  Mercati  discovered  in  the  Ambrosian 
Library of Milan a palimpsest containing parts of the Psalter to Origen’s Hexapla 
(lacking the Hebrew column). The interesting thing about these fragments from the 
Hexapla is that all five columns, not just the transliterated Hebrew column and that 
of Aquila, contain the Tetragram written in square Hebrew letters.

Paul Kahle suggested, on the basis that the Tetragram appears in all five columns, 
including that of the LXX, that Origen originally used a Jewish text of his LXX 
column as well as Jewish texts for the other columns. He argued this because he 
knew of no evidence of Christian MSS using the Tetragram dating in the time of 
Origen. But according to Eusebius, Origen searched out copies of ancient Greek 
versions and reported that one was found at Jericho in a jar. In view of his desire to 
acquire ancient copies it does not seem unreasonable to believe that he could have 
searched out old Christian copies of the LXX which dated to the first century itself. 
If so, it would have been possible of him to use a Christian copy (perhaps of early 
Jewish Christian origin) of the LXX which contained the Tetragram.

     B.  Christian Usage: When we come to Christian copies of the LXX, we are 
immediately  struck  by  the  absence  of  the  Tetragram and  its  almost  universal 
replacement by  kuvrio".  This means that sometime between the beginning of the 
Christian movement and the earliest extant copies of the Christian LXX a change 
had  taken  place.  Just  when  the  change  occurred  is  impossible  to  date  with 
absoluteness.  But  by the  time  we reach  the  Christian  codices  of  the  LXX,  the 
Tetragram is not to be found. Instead the words  kuvrio"  and occasionally  qeov", 
stand for the divine name and are abbreviated….

In all probability the Christian LXX began to be surrogated with contracted words…
at least by the beginning of the second century. For our purposes the point that is 
most important is that these  same abbreviated words appear also in the earliest  
copies of the NT      (emphasis added).

Since the Tetragram was still written in the copies of the Greek Bible which made 
up the Scriptures of the early church, it is reasonable to believe that the NT writers, 
when quoting from Scripture, preserved the Tetragram within the biblical text. On 
the  analogy of  pre-Christian  Jewish  practice  we  can  imagine  that  the  NT  text 



incorporated the Tetragram into its OT quotations (and other expressions, such as in 
narratives. The Tetragram in these quotations would, of course have remained as 
long
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as it continued to be used in Christian copies of the LXX. But when it was removed 
from the Greek OT, it was also removed from the quotations of OT in the NT.
—“THE  TETGRAM  AND  THE  NEW  TESTAMENT”,  Journal  of  Biblical  
Litera- ture, Vol. 96/1, p. 63-66, 71, 77.

Fragments of Psalm 22 from Origen’s Hexapla found in the Cairo geniza, were 
published in 1900 by C. Taylor. These fragments show the Tetragrammaton written 
into the Greek columns of Aquila, Symmachus, and the Septuagint in the strange 
form of PIPI [Greek, PIPI]. This is a clumsy attempt to represent with Greek letters 
what the Tetragrammaton looked like in Hebrew. The Greek letter  pi [P] somewhat 
resembles the Hebrew he [h]. [Also the Greek capitol, or uncial, letter iota (I) some- 
what resembles the Hebrew letters waw (w)  and  yod  (y) ).]

The Faud papyrus scroll is the earliest example we have examined, dating to the first 
or second century B. C. Here for the first time we have clear evidence that in  pre-
Christian times the Septuagint, at least sometimes, did not translate the divine name 
with kyrios as had been previously thought; rather it preserved the Hebrew YHWH 
itself. Could it be that Jews had always written the Tetragrammaton in Hebrew into 
the text of their Greek Bibles and that this practice represented a continuous tradition 
from the  earliest  Septuagint  through the  second  century [C.  E.]  translations  of 
Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion? Or is the Fuad manuscript a maverick, the 
only one to do such a thing?

In 1952, fragments of a scroll of the Twelve Prophets in Greek were found in a cave 
at Nahal Hever in the Judean desert. Père D. Barthélemy announced the discovery of 
the scroll in 1953 and ten years later published a transcription of it. In all probability 
the document dated to the beginning of the first Christian century. Like the Fuad 
papyrus  it  writs  the  Tetragrammaton  in  Hebrew—in  old  style  script—in  an 
otherwise Greek text.

At Qumran cave 4, a fragment of  the Greek translation of Leviticus confirms that 
the divine name was preserved in the pre-Christian Septuagint. In this scroll, dated 
by P. W. Skehan to the first century B. C., the Tetragrammaton is transliterated with 
the Greek letters IAO.

Thus, we have three separate pre-Christian copies of the Greek Septuagint Bible and 
in not a single instance is the Tetragrammaton translated  kyrios  or for that matter 
translated at all. We can now say with near certainty that it was a Jewish practice 
before, during, and after the New Testament period to write the divine name in 
paleo-Hebrew or square Aramaic script or in transliteration right into the Greek text 
of Scripture. This presents a striking comparison with the Christian copies of the 
Septuagint  and  the  quotations  of  it  in  the  New Testament  which  translate  the 
Tetragrammaton as kyrios and theos for the Tetragrammaton.

But Gentile Christians, unlike Jewish Christians, had no traditional attachment to the 
Hebrew Tetragrammaton and no doubt often failed even to recognize it. Gentile 
scribes who had never before seen Hebrew writing (especially in its archaic [paleo] 
form) could hardly be expected to preserve the divine name. Perhaps this contributed 
to the use of surrogates like kyrios and theos for the Tetragrammaton.*

____________________________
               * This would account for the fact that, as we have observed at Luke 1:38, the article is not before the word 
“Lord”  in  the  later  copies  of  the  Christian  Greek  Scriptures.  This  indicates  that  in  the  original,  the 



Tetragrammaton or at least surrogated forms of it, were written, and being the Name of God, the article oJ (= 
“the”) or any of its forms (according to the case of  the noun following) would not be added before it. Then, later, 
when the complete word kuvrio" was written in its place, the copyist would also not add the article to the text he 
was writing. We find this at Matthew 1:20, 22, 24; 4:l7, 10, et al.   
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The contracted from of the surrogates marked the sacred nature of the name standing 
behind them in a way which was convenient for Gentile scribes to write Greek. At 
the same time the abbreviated surrogates may have appeased Jewish Christians who 
continued to feel the necessity of differentiating the divine name from the rest of the 
text. After the system of contractions was in use for some time, its purpose was 
forgotten  and  many other  contracted  words  which  had  no  connection  with  the 
Tetragrammaton were introduced.

A similar pattern probably evolved with respect to the New Testament. When the 
Septuagint which the New Testament church used and quoted contained the Hebrew 
form  of  the  divine  name,  the  New  Testament  writers  no  doubt  included  the 
Tetragrammaton in their quotations. But when the Hebrew form of the divine name 
was eliminated in favor of Greek substitutes in the Septuagint, it was eliminated also 
from the New Testament quotations of the Septuagint.—“The Name of God in the 
New Testament”;  Biblical Archaeology Review; March 1978, Vol. IV, No. 1; 
pp. 14-15; photos below, pp. 15, 64

Fragment of the Twelve Prophets  scroll found in the                Column 10 of the Habakkuk commentary from 
cave

              Nahal Hever caves.  The scroll is in Greek except for                1at  Qumran containing  quotations from  
Habakkuk                 the Tetragrammaton on lines 3 and 5 (underlined) in                 2:13-14. The Tetragrammaton occurs  
on lines 4 and
                paleo-Hebrew script. The text is a portion of  Zecha-                11 (underlined) in paleo-Hebrew script. Rest of 
text 

riah 8:19-9:4.                                                                                 is in newer square script. (Picture copyright John  
C.
                                                                                             Trever, 1964.)
 

The Divine Name That Will Endure Forever:

In the forth century, Jerome [the translator of the Latin Vulgate], reported: “Matthew 
who is also Levi, and who from a publican [tax-collector] came to be an apostle, first 



of  all  composed  a  gospel  of  Christ  in  Judaea  in  the  Hebrew  language…Who 
translated it after that in Greek is not sufficiently ascertained. Moreover, the Hebrew 
itself is preserved to this day in the library at Caesarea.”

Since Matthew wrote in Hebrew, it is inconceivable that he did not use God’s name 
especially when quoting from the “Old Testament” that contained the name.
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However,  other  writers  of  the  second  part  of  the  Bible  wrote  for  a  worldwide 
audience in the international language of that time, Greek. Hence, they did not quote 
from the original Hebrew writings but from the Septuagint Greek version. And even 
Matthew’s gospel was eventually translated into Greek. Would God’s name have 
appeared in these Greek writings?

Well, some very old fragments of the  Septuagint Version that actually existed in 
Jesus’ day have survived down to our day, and it is noteworthy that the personal 
name  of  God  appeared  in  them.  The  New  International  Dictionary  of  New 
Testament Theology (Volume 2, page 512) says: “Recent textual discoveries cast 
doubt  on  the  idea  that  the  compilers  of  the  LXX  [Septuagint]  translated  the 
tetragrammation YHWH by kyrios. The oldest LXX MSS (fragments) now available 
to us have the tetragrammaton written in Heb[rew] characters in the G[ree]k text. 
This custom was retained by later Jewish translators of the O[ld] T[estament] in the 
first centuries A. D.” Therefore, whether Jesus and his disciples read the Scriptures 
in Hebrew or Greek, they would have come across the divine name.

God’s name remained in Greek translations of the “Old Testament” for a while 
longer. In the first half of the second century C.E. the Jewish proselyte Aquila made 
a new translation of the Hebrew Scriptures into Greek, and in this he represented 
God’s  name by the Tetragrammation in ancient  Hebrew characters.  In the third 
century Origen wrote: “and in the most accurate manuscripts THE NAME occurs in 
Hebrew characters. Yet not in today’s Hebrew [characters], but in the most ancient 
ones.”

Even in the forth century, Jerome [the translator of the Latin Vulgate] writes in his 
prologue to the books of Samuel and Kings: “And we find the name of God, the 
Tetragrammaton [hwhy], in certain Greek volumes even to this day expressed in 
ancient letters.”—p. 24, photos below from p. 26.

  Fragment of the Septuagint Version dated to the              The Alexandrine Manuscript of the Septuagint 
dated
  first century C. E.  It contains  Zechariah 8:19-21             to the fifth century C. E.; containing the same 



verses
  and 8:23-9:4. The Tetragrammaton is written  in             as at left. The Tetragrammaton  has been replaced 
by
  paleo-Hebrew  script  within  the  Greek  text  of             the abbreviated forms of the Greek word for 
‘LORD’
  the  remainder of  this  portion  found the cave at             ku and ks.  Segments of the superscript lines are. 

                  Nahal Hever.                                                                       still visible.                                       
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Excerpts from the Psalms, Dead Sea Scroll. The Tetragrammaton appears repeatedly in distinctive ancient 
Hebrew  characters—INSIGHT  ON  THE  SCRIPTURES;  Brooklyn,  WATCHTOWER BIBLE AND TRACT 
SOCIETY OF PENNSYLVANIA; 1988, Vol. 2, p. 7.

   



                     Copy of a late fifth- or early sixth-century C.E.        Page 559 of Pugeo Fidei [“Dagger of Faith”] by Raymun- 
     manuscript of Aquila’s  Greek translation. The        dus Martini, a Dominican monk, in the year 1273, or 1278.
     Tetragrammaton is  represented   in  lines 1,  7         Martini rendered  the Tetragrammaton  into Latin by   “Je-
     and 10 by one form of old Hebrew characters          hova.”    Illustrations  and  most  text  from,   Aid  to  Bible  
Understanding;   Brooklyn;   Watchtower  Bible  And  Tract 
Society  Of  New York Inc. 1971, pp. 884-3, respectively.
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                                                                         APPENDIX 5



            ON: “TREE,” “STAKE,” “CROSS” AND “CRUCIFY”
                                                                
TREE (Greek, zuvlon, zulon, ZÜ.lahn, Acts 5:30; 10:39; 13:29; Galatians 3:13; 1 
Peter 2:24):  (Used here for the stauros on which Jesus was crucified.) Both words 
(‘zulon’, wood, timber, and ‘stauros’, stake, pale,) disagree with the modern idea of 
a cross,  with which we have become familiarized by pictures.  The  stauros  was 
simply an upright pale or stake to which the Romans nailed those who were thus 
said to be crucified. Stauroo, merely to drive stakes. It never means two pieces of 
wood joining each other at any angle. Even the Latin word crux means a mere stake.
—Ethelbert W. Bullinger, A Critical Lexicon and Concordance to the English and 
Greek New Testament, p. 819.

STAUROS (Greek, staurov", stou.RAHS, (stou as is “stout”) Matthew 27:40; Mark 15:30; 
Luke 23:21): 

STAUROS (staurov")  notes,  primarily,  an  upright  pale  or  stake.  On  such 
malefactors  were  nailed  for  execution.   Both  the  noun and the verb  stauroo 
[stou.RAH.oh] to fasten to a stake or pale, are originally to be distinguished from 
the ecclesiastical form of a two beamed cross. The shape of the latter had its origin 
in ancient Chaldea, and was used as the symbol of the god Tammuz (being in the 
shape of the mystic Tau, the initial of his name) in that country and in adjacent 
lands, including Egypt. By the middle of the 3rd cent. A.D. the churches had either 
departed from or had travestied, certain doctrines of the Christian faith. In order to 
increase the prestige of the apostate ecclesiastical system pagans were received 
into the churches apart from regeneration by faith, and were permitted largely to 
retain their pagan signs and symbols. Hence the Tau or T, in its most frequent 
form, with the cross-piece lowered, was adopted to stand for the cross of Christ.—
W.E. Vine, Vine’s Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words, pp. 258, 259.

The word stauros, which denotes an upright pale or stake, to which the criminals 
were nailed for execution,...Homer uses the word stauros of an ordinary pole or 
stake, or a single piece of timber.  And this is the meaning and usage of the word 
throughout the Greek classics.  It never means two pieces of timber placed across 
one another at any angle, but always of one piece alone. Hence the use of the word 
xulon...rendered ‘tree’ in Acts 5:30; 10:39...This is preserved in our old Eng. name 
rood, or rod. See the Encycl. Brit., 11 th (Camb.) ed., vol. 7, pg 505d. There is 
nothing  in  the  Greek of  the  N.T.  even  to  imply  two  pieces  of  timber....The 
evidence in the same as to the pre-Christian (phallic) symbol in Asia, Africa, and 
Egypt, whether we consult Nineveh by Sir A.H. LAYARD (ii. 213), or Manners and  
Customs of the Ancient Egyptians, by Sir J. GARDNER WILKINSON, iii. pp. 24, 26, 43, 
44, 46, 52, 82,136. Dr. SCHLIEMANN gives the same evidence in his  Ilos (1880), 
recording his discoveries on the site of prehistoric Troy. See pp. 337, 350, 353, 
521, 523....The Catacombs in Rome bear the same testimony: “Christ” is never 
represented there as “hanging on a cross”, and the cross itself is only portrayed in 
a veiled and hesitating manner. In the Egyptian churches the cross was a pagan 
symbol  of  life,   borrowed by the Christians,   and interpreted   in   the  pagan 
manner.
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See the Encycl. Brit., 11th  (Camb.) ed. Vol. 14, p. 273. In Mrs. Jameson’s famous 
History of our Lord as Exemplified in Works of Art, she says (Vol. ii, p. 314: “…It 
must be owned [admitted] that ancient works of art, as far as hitherto known, afford 
[provide] no corroboration of the use of the cross in the simple transverse [lying 
across] form familiar to us, at any period preceding, or even closely succeeding, the 
time of Chrysostom [John Chrysostom (347?-407) patriarch of Constantinople] and 
Chrysostom  wrote  half  a  century  after  Constantine!….The  evidence  is  thus 
complete, that the Lord was put to death upon an upright stake, and not on two 
pieces of timber placed at any angle.—The Companion Bible, “Appendix 162”, p. 
186.

The book The Cross and Crucifixion by Herman Fulda, Breslau, Germany, 1878, says:

Trees were not everywhere available at the places chosen for the public execution. 
So a simple beam was sunk into the ground. On this outlaws, with hands raised 
upward and often also with their  feet,  were bound or nailed….this simple cross 
[Latin,  crux  simplex]  was  the  oldest  instrument  erected  by  human  hand  for 
punishment with—crucifixion; and because of this very simplicity it has maintained 
itself  in  this  form alongside  its  somewhat  more  artificial  double  down  to  the 
end….Jesus died on a simple death-stake: In support of this there speak (a) the then 
customary usage of execution in the Orient, (b) indirectly the history itself of Jesus’ 
sufferings and (c) many expression of the early church fathers.”—pp. 156, 339.

              The cross was offensive to the Jews , [because it was                     The crux simplex illustrated by Roman Cath-
              a pagan symbol—Ed.]  absurd to the Gentiles. A Ro-                     olic  scholar  Justus  Lipsius  in his book De
              execution is  shown  in  this  figure found at Halicar-                      Curce Libri Tres.  [We do not claim Lipsius
              nassus.                                                                                                  taught Christ was put to death on such an in-
              FROM: Eerdman’s Handbook to the Bible, 1973,                         strument.  The drawing is  presented to show 
              p. 591.                                                                                                  that this method of  execution was known in
                                                                                                                            the ancient and mediæval worlds.—Ed.] 
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                                                                           APPENDIX 6

               ON: 2 JOHN 7——DOES IT HAVE REFERENCE TO THE 
COMING OF CHRIST IN THE FIRST CENTURY, OR,

TO HIS PRESENCE IN THIS CENTURY?

Jesus  Christ  coming  in  (the)  flesh  (coming,  altogether  timeless,  and 
representing the great truth of the Incarnation itself, (as distinguished from its 
historical manifestation)...He who denies the coming in the flesh, denies the 
possibility of the Incarnation: He who denies the having come, denies its 
actuality.—Henry Alford, The New Testament for  English Readers, Vol. II. 
p. 922.

The Incarnation is referred to here in the most general way (erchomenon) 
[“coming”] contrast eleluthota [“having come”] in I John 2:22.  The elder has 
in view the Docetic denial of  Christ’s humanity and passion, which meant a 
failure to grasp the full love of the Father and the true basis for our quickening 
fellowship with the Son.—The Interpreter’s Bible, Vol. XII, p. 305.

[T]he present participle is used and the translation is properly coming (not the 
coming, however, as in the RSV).  It is simply another way of describing the 
heresy of the false prophets. The Elder was not accusing these heretics of 
denying the second coming of Christ; they were Docetists who denied that the 
body of Jesus was a real human body; they held that Jesus only appeared to be 
a  man.   Literally  translated  the  Elder’s  statement  (v.  7)  is:  “For  many 
deceivers went out into the world, those not confessing Jesus Christ coming 
in flesh.” Anyone denying that this was the character of Jesus is branded as 
the antichrist.—The Broadman Bible Commentary, Vol. 12, p. 227.

Antichrist  denies the Father and the Son; and does not confess that Jesus 
Christ  is  come in the flesh.—John Albert  Bengel,  New Testament  Word 
Studies, Vol. 2, p. 818.

Naturally this cannot refer to the coming of Jesus Christ at his future parousia, 
[“presence”] since that is not a coming en sarki [“in the flesh”], but en doxe 
[“in glory”] (cf. Heb 4:13, etc.).  Rather, the present tense of erchomenon 
[“coming”] is a timeless characteristic of Jesus (as the one sent by God into 
the world), as in Jn 3:31; 6:14; 11:27.—Rudolf Bultmann, A Commentary on 
The Johnannine Epistles, p. 112.
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“Jesus  Christ  coming  in  the  flesh,”  present  middle  [voice]  participle  of 
erchomai [‘coming’] treating the Incarnation as a continuing fact, which the 
Gnostics flatly denied. ... There is no allusion here to the second coming of 
Christ.—A.T. Robertson,  Word Pictures in the New Testament, Vol. VI, p. 
253.

     TRANSLATION SURVEY:

           1) “Jesus Christ is come in the flesh.”–KJV.
     
           2) “Jesus Christ is come in the flesh.”–Improved Version.
     
           3)  “Jesus  the Messiah  hath  come in  the flesh.”–James  Murdock,  The Syriac New 
Testament.
     
           4) “Jesus is the Christ come in the flesh.”–Samuel Sharp.
.    
           5) “Jesus as Christ come in our human nature.”–Twentieth Century New Testament.
     
           6)  “Jesus Christ  to  have come bodily.”–Ferrar  Fenton,  The Holy Bible  in  Modern  
English.
    
          7) “Jesus Christ is come in the flesh.”–Sir Edward Clarke,  The New Testament,  The 
Authorized Version, Corrected.
      
          8) “Jesus Christ has come in the flesh.”–The Riverside New Testament.
      
          9) “Jesus Christ has come in the flesh.”–George M. Lamsa.
    
       10) “Jesus Christ has come in the flesh.”–T.G. Ford and R.E. Ford,  The New Testament, 
The Letchforth Version.
     
       11) “Jesus Christ to have come in the flesh:”–F.A. Spencer, The New Testament.
     
       12)  “Jesus  was  the  Christ  Who came  in  the  flesh.”–Frank C.  Laubach,  The  Inspired 
Letters in Clearest English.
     
       13) “Jesus Christ has come in human flesh.”–Roland Knox.
     
       14)  “Jesus  Christ  really  became  man.”–J.B.  Phillips,  The  New  Testament  in  Modern 
English.
     
       15)  “Jesus  Christ  has  appeared  in  the  flesh.”–Metropolitan  Fan  S.  Noli,  The  New 
Testament
    

16) “Jesus Christ came to earth as a human being with a body like ours.”—The Living Bible.
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            17) “Christ as having come incarnated.”—The Modern Language Bible (New Berkeley).

            18) “Jesus Christ came in a human body.”—The New Life Testament.

            19) “Jesus Christ came as a human being.”—The Translators New Testament.
      
            20) “Jesus Christ did come in the flesh.”—Chester Estes,  The  Better Version of The  

New Testament.
      
            21) “Jesus Christ has come in the flesh.”—Jerusalem Bible.
            
            22) “Jesus Christ became mortal man.”—TEV—GN.
       
            23) “Jesus Christ came in the flesh.”—BBE.
      
          
           FOOTNOTE COMMENTS:

“The denial of the incarnation is the basic heresy attacked by the author.”—NEB, 
Oxford Study Edition.

“Deceivers, who taught that the Christ was not indissolubly united with the man Jesus 
(I Jn. 2:22), or that Jesus’ body was not a real body of flesh and blood (I Jn 4:23).”—
New Oxford Annotated Bible RSV.

“Referring to his past coming; referring to past time as in like case at 3 John 3 of the 
Greek participle.”— NWT, 1971, 1984.
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                                          APPENDIX 7

                                                1 TIMOTHY 3:16

In the  KJV this  verse  reads:  “And  without  controversy great  is  the  mystery of 
godliness: God was manifest in the flesh.…” This has been used in an attempt to  
support the Trinity doctrine. Says a footnote to this verse in the ASV: “The word God, 
in place of He who, rests on no sufficient ancient evidence. Some ancient authorities 
read which.”

As a consequence of this fact, the vast majority of modern translations/version do not 
use the word “God.”  It is of interest that the Roman Catholic Douay version did not 
use “God” here, nor do the NASV, RSV, NIV, MO., etc.
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                                                        APPENDIX 8

                                                   LUKE 23:43
    

Do, all Greek, Latin, German and English translations except the NWT place a comma before 
“today”,  as  has  been  claimed?   First  let  it  be  understood,  some  of  the  oldest  Greek 
manuscripts have no punctuation at all; punctuation marks did not come into general use in 
the Greek until long after the age of Bible composition.  Note:

1) “Verily I say unto thee this day: With me shalt thou be with me in  Paradise.” 
(margin), Or: “This day (with me) shalt,  &c”.—Ro.

      
2) “Jesus said to him, Truly I say to you today, You will be with me in Paradise.”  

Lamsa, edition of 1940; “Jesus said to him, Truly I say to you, Today you will be 
with  me  in  Paradise.”  (margin)  “Ancient  texts  were  not  punctuated.  [?]  The 
comma  could come before or after today.” Fourth Edition, 1957.

            3) “Verily, to you am I saying today, with Me shall you be in paradise.”—Concor-  
dant Literal.

            4) “I tell you truly to-day you will be with me Paradise. [no comma at all]—Riverside New 
Testament.

            5) “Verily do-I-say unto-thee to-day — With me, thou-shalt-be, in Paradise.”—Charles 
A.L. Totten, The Gospel of History, Destiny Publishers, Merrimac, Mass,  1900.

            6) “Indeed today I say to you, you shall be with Me in the paradise.” —James L. Tomanek, 
The  New  Testament  of  Our  Lord  and  Savior  Jesus  Anointed,  Arrowhead  Press,  Poca- 
tello, Idaho, 1958.

            7) “Verily I say to thee to-day that with me thou shalt be in the Eden’s garden.”—William 
Cureton, Four Gospels in Syriac, John Murray, London, 1858.

             8)  “[A]men dico tibi hodie mecum eris in paradiso”.—Latin Vulgate. (No comma nor any 
other  punctuation was used.)

IN OTHER SCHOLARLY SOURCES WE FIND:

The interpretation  of  this  verse depends entirely on punctuation,  which rests  wholly on 
human authority, the Greek manuscripts having no punctuation of any kind [sic] until the 
ninth century,  and then only a dot  (in the middle of the line)  separating each word.…His 
(the malefactor’s) prayer referred to the Lord’s coming and His Kingdom; and, if the Lord’s 
answer referred to that coming and that Kingdom, and not to anything that was to happen on 
the day on which the words were being spoken.—The Companion Bible, Appendix 173, page 
192.
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The Lord will not come into His kingdom until after the great judgments 
which commence the Lord’s day....The Lord assured the malefactor that his 
request will be granted, and that his present sufferings shall be exchanged for 
the delights of that day.—Concordant Literal New Testament, (in editions 
with the Greek text and commentary on facing pages) p. 93.

And Jesus said to him, Verily, to thee I say this day, with Me shalt thou be in 
the Paradise.” The words  to-day being made solemn and emphatic.  Thus, 
instead  of  a  remembrance,  when  He  shall  come  in...His  kingdom,  He 
promises a presence in association (meta, “with”) Himself.  And this promise 
He makes on that very day when He was dying...Thus we are saved (1) the 
trouble of explaining why Jesus did not answer the question in its own terms; 
and (2) the inconvenience of endorsing the punctuation of the Auth[orized]. 
Vers[ion]. [KJV] as inspired; and we also place this passage in harmony with 
number- less passages in the O.T., such as “Verily I say unto you this day,” 
etc.; “I testify unto you this day.” etc.  Deut. vi. 6; vii. 1; x. 13; xi. 8, 13, 23;  
xii. 13; xix. 9; xxvii. 4; xxxi. 2, etc., where the Septuagint corresponds to 
Luke  xxiii.  43.—Elthelbert  W.  Bullinger,  A  Critical  Lexicon  and  
Concordance to the English and Greek New Testament, p. 811.

Jesus could not have meant the malefactor would be with him in the Kingdom nor in a  
paradise of any type on that day, (unless one considers the tomb Paradise), for the following 
reasons:

   
(1) Jesus was to be dead for a time, then he would be resurrected. At Revelation 1:18 he 
says: “I became dead”,  not ‘part of me was dead’,  but  “I”,  all  of him. He was not 
resurrected until the third day after his death. He was nowhere in an alive condition; no 
one could have been with him in an alive condition on the day of the promise, after he 
was killed.  Jesus did not come to life and go to the Father, Jehovah, until  after his 
resurrection.—Jo. 20:17.

(2) Jesus  kingdom  was  not  to  be  established  on  that  day.   It  was  a  future  event. 
Revelation 12:10 relates: “Now [at that time, not before] have come to pass   the kingdom 
of our  God and the authority of his Christ.”  This would take  place after the defeat and 
the hurling down out of Satan.  “The  things  that must shortly take place:, “now have 
come to pass the kingdom”, “now”, not before! 

It must be kept in mind that the book of Revelation was written circa the year 96 C.E. The 
prophecies in it were to have their fulfillments in the future from that time on. They did 
not start having their fulfillments prior to the writing of that book of Holy Scripture. 
Therefore, the resurrection of the repentant evil-doer could not have occurred in the year 
33 C.E. Both of these events would take far into the future from the day of Jesus’ death  
on the earth.—Revelation 1:1; 12:7-12.

(3) The resurrection of the dead, other than Christ, would not take place until after “his 
presence” which would be during, ‘the last trumpet sounding’. “For the trumpet will 
[future] sound, and the dead will [future] be raised up incorruptible.”—1 Corinthians 
15:52.
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EXCURSUS:
LUKE 23:43 IN THE VATICAN 1209 AND OTHER MANUSCRIPTS 

BEARING ON THE RESURRECTION OF CHRIST AND THE 
REPENTANT  EVILDOER

The Vatican Manuscript 1209 is dated to the forth century C. E. It is one of the oldest and 
most complete Greek manuscripts of the Bible. The symbol ‘B’ is used to represented it in 
scholarly works. Concerning ancient manuscripts A. T. Robertson says in his A Grammar 
Of The Greek New Testament In The Light Of Historical Research: 

As a rule all the sentences, like the words, ran into one another in an unbroken line 
(scriptura continua), but finally three stops were provided for the sentence by the 
use  of  the  full  point.  The  point  at  the  top  of  the  line  (·)  (stigmhV)  [stigne, 
stig.MAY] teleiva) [teleia, tel.AYAH, ay as in “hay”], high point was a full stop; 
that on the line (.) (uJpostilgmhv) [hupostigme, hü.pahs.tig.MAY, “lower point”] 
was equal to our semicolon, which a middle point (stigmahV [stigme, stig.MAY] 
mevsh) [MEH.- say] was equivalent to our comma….Some of the oldest N. T. 
MSS show these marks to some extent. B has the higher point as a period, the lower 
point for a shorter pause.—Nashville, Tennessee; Broadman Press; Fourth Edition, 
1934, p. 242.                                        

            

At left, portion of B from: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana Vat. Grec. 1209 II Parte (Library Apostolic [of 
the] Vatican,) Vatican Greek 1209 Part II (2) page 1347, column 1 lines 34-40, dated 10 Nov., 1970. This 
reviewer viewed the microfilm of B at the Ancient Biblical Manuscript Center at Claremont, California, 
U.S.A.; and attests to the fact of the lower point occurring between the words  shÈmeron  (SEMERON, 
SAY.meh.rahn, “today”) and metv (MET, meht, the elided (shortened form—shortened because the next 
word begins with a vowel) of  metav, META, meh.TAH, “with” ). The first two letters of shvmeron, (shv) 
are found at the end of line 38; the last four letters (meron) are located at the beginning of line 39. The lower 
point is seen between  shÈmeron  and metv. Therefore,  in English, this part of the sentence would be 
properly rendered as ‘today, with.’ The style of script seen in B is called uncial. In edited Greek texts of 
more recent times, the words under consideration appear as sevmeron and met.v At the center and right 
above, is text from page 27 of the Watchtower Society publication Life Does Have a Purpose, 1977. The 
caption to this text reads: “Greek text of Luke 23:43 from Vatican MS. 1209 with literal rendering, line for  
line, at the right.” 

Scholars have observed that portions of the lettering, punctuation and breathings were added 
by a second, third and fourth hand in the ninth, tenth and eleventh centuries. Could the lower 
point have been added by one of these correctors-restorers? The various colors of the inks 
would show what was original and what was added later; one cannot tell from the black and 
white micro film copy.

In response to  letters sent to the Vatican Library, dated November 8, 1994 and February 24, 



1995, the following data was received in letters dated November 19, 1994 and November 3, 
1995.  (1)  “The  ink  of  the lower  point  seems to  be  that of  the letters of  the  text  it  can 
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therefore be traced back to the Fourth century.”  (2)  “the original vellum folio leaf was 
examined to determine the age of the lower point.” (3) The ink of the lower point “is a faded 
brown color” and has not been traced over with newer ink; thus it matches the rest of the 
Fourth century text on that page. 

Such evidence proves that statements similar to that made by Julius R. Mantey in his letter to 
the Watchtower Society of July 11, 1974:

Why the attempt to deliberately deceive people by mispunctuation by placing a 
comma after  “today”  in Luke 23:43 when in the Greek, Latin,  German and all  
English  translations  except  yours,  even  in  the  Greek  in  your  KIT  [Kingdom 
Interlinear Translation], the comma occurs after lego (I say) [which is not true]?

are erroneous.

Dr. Bruce M. Metzger in  A Textual Commentary On the Greek Testament,  United Bible 
Societies, 1975, pp. 181, 2, observes:

The Curetonian Syriac, rearranges the order of words, joining shvmeron [semeron, 
SAY.meh.rahn, “today”] not with  met v ejnou~  e[ [met, meht, “with”; emou, 
ehm.OU, “me”; ese, EH.say, “you will be”]. But with aJmhvn soi levgw [amen, 
(ah.mayn)] “truly”; soi [soy] “(to) you”; lego, [LEH.goh, “I say”] (“Truly I say to 
you today, that with me you will be ...”).

Some history of the Syriac manuscripts in two works of Sir Frederic C. Kenyon will be of 
interest:

Until  about  the  middle  of  the  last  century,  no  Syriac  translation  of  the  New 
Testament was known earlier than the Peshitta, which was then variously assigned to 
the fourth, third, or second century. But in 1842, among a large number of Syriac 
MSS. brought by Archdeacon Tasttam and others from the monastery of St. Mary 
Deipara in the Nitrian desert in Egypt, and acquired by the British Museum, W. 
Cureton found some eighty leaves of a version evidently different from, and in his 
view older than, the Peshitta...Then in 1892 two Cambridge ladies, Mrs. [Agnes 
Smith] Lewis and Mrs. [James Y.] Gibson [twin sisters], brought back photographs 
of a palimpsest in the monastery of St Catherine at Mount Sinai, which proved to 
contain the same version as the Cureton MS., though with important variants and 
apparently  of  earlier  date.—The  Text  Of  The  Greek  Bible,  London,  Gerald 
Duckworth & Co. Ltd, 1953, p. 117.

THE DIATESSARON OF TATIAN...It was known from Eusebius [of Caesarea, c. 
260 C.E.—c.  340 C.E.]  that  one  Tatian  had  composed  a  harmony of  the  four 
Gospels which went by the name of Diatessaron, a musical term denoting a harmony 
of four elements. It was know also that it circulated widely in the Syrian Church, 
almost to the exclusion of the separate Gospels. Tatian was an Assyrian by birth, 
who became a disciple of Justin Martyr at Rome...he returned to his native land, 
where he died about [the year]  180...it seems probable that Tatian compiled his 
Harmony in Rome and in the Greek language, that he took it with him to Syria and, 
finding no vernacular version of the Gospels in use there, translated his own work 
into  Syriac.—The  Bible  And  Archaeology,  New  York  and  London,  Harper  & 
Brothers, 1940(?), pp. 237, 9.



F.F. Bruce reports:

The Lewis palimpsest has traces of Palestinian dialect in its Syriac, which suggests 
that  the  translators  of   the  Gospels  into  Syriac  were  Palestinian Christians. 
According 
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to Professor C.C. Torrey,  ‘the Curetonian text is a revision of the Sinai (Lewis) text improving [?] its 
language in  the  direction  of  pure  Syriac,  removing the  conspicuously Palestinian  elements  and 
conforming the text to a later form of the Greek’...The original Old Syriac Gospels was earlier than 
the  introduction   of  Tatian’s  Diatessaron...Our  knowledge  of  the  Old  Aremian  Version  (which 
included the Gospels, Acts, Pauline Epistles, and Revelation) is scanty, but it seems likely that part of 
it was a translation of an [original] Old Syriac text—not, however, an Old Syriac text of the same 
type as the Sinaitic [A.S. Lewis] and Curentonion manuscripts, but one of the [older] Caesarean type.
—The Books and the Parchments, Westwood, New Jersey, Third and Revised Edition, 1963, pp 199, 
212.

We have in these presentations, strong evidence that the reading of Luke 23:43 in the New 
World Translation and other translations/versions of the Bible reading the same or similarly, 
denoting that the promise was being given on that day, and would be fulfilled in the future, 
are correct. (See translations: William Curenton, 1858; J.B. Rotherham, 1897; A.L. Totten, 
The Gospel of  History,  1900;  Concordant Literal,  1926-1976; George M. Lamsa, 1940; 
James L. Tomanek, The New Testament of Our Lord and Savior Jesus Anointed, 1958.)

Studies of patterns of speech in the original languages and contextual considerations of our 
subject verse by George M. Lamsa and E.W. Bullinger, D.D. (respectively) have resulted in 
the following conclusions:

According to the Aramaic manner of speech, the emphasis in this text is on the word 
“today” and should read, “Truly I say to you today, you will be with in Paradise.” 
The  promise  was  made  on  that  day and it  was  to  be  fulfilled  later.  This  is  a 
characteristic of Oriental speech implying that the promise was made on a certain 
day and would surely be kept.—Gospel Light, Nashville, Holman Bible Publishers, 
1936, 1967, pp. 303, 304.

“I say unto thee this day” was the common Hebrew idiom for emphasizing the 
occasion of making a solemn statement (see Deut. iv. 26, 39, 40; v. 1; vi. 6; vii. 11; 
viii. 1, 11, 19; ix. 3; x. 13; xi. 2, 8, 13, 26, 27, 28, 32; xiii. 18; xv. 5; xix. 9; xxvi. 3,  
16, 18, 19; xxxii, 46)...“Paradise” was the condition of the earth before the entrance 
of Satan and the pronouncing of the curse; so it will be the condition of the earth 
again when Satan shall be bound, and the Lord shall come and reign in His kingdom. 
We see it described in Gen. ii; lost in Gen. iii; its restoration pronounced in Rev. ii. 
7; and regained and enjoyed in the New Earth (Rev. xxii. 1-5, 14, 17)…We therefore 
suggest the following translation and punctuation: “And he said to Jesus, Remember 
me, O Lord, when thou shalt come in thy kingdom. And Jesus answered him, Verily 
I say to thee this day, with me thou shalt be, in paradise.—How To Enjoy The Bible:  
OR  The  “Word,”  And  “The  Words”,  How  To  Study  Them, London,  Eyre  & 
Sottiswoode; Bible Warehouse, LTD., Fifth Edition, 1921, pp. 48-49.

                                                                                
We must, in addition, consider other factors to arrive at the correct understanding of this 
scripture. Did Jesus go to any paradise on that day? Where was he for parts of the next three 
days? Not in a paradise, but in a tomb. (Unless one considers the tomb ‘paradise’!) Jesus’ 



own testimony three days later was: “Do not hold on to me, for I have not yet returned to the 
Father. Go instead to my brothers and tell them, ‘I am returning to my Father and your Father, 
to my God and your God.’—NIV. He had not gone to any paradise heavenly or earthly!

Was any other resurrection to take place during the time of Jesus’ resurrection? According to 
the inspired Scriptures,  the resurrection of  those who after Jesus, will receive the gift of life 
in 
a paradise whether the earthly or the heavenly, is due to be accomplished “at the last day”,
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during Christ’s  presence,  “at  the  last  trumpet.”  (Matthew 24:3  (margin);  John 11:24;  1 
Corinthians 15:22, 23, 51, 52;  NASV) Was the year 33 C.E. the time of the ‘presence of 
Christ’ the “last day” and the “last trumpet”? In the book of Revelation, as we have stated 
above, we are told of “what must soon take place”, (events to occur in the future from the  
time of the writing of the book of Revelation; the resurrection being one of those events). The 
apostle John was given this knowledge of those future occurrences, being inspired to write: 
“The sea gave up the dead that were in it, and death and Hades gave up the dead that were in 
them and each person was judged.”—Revelation 20:1, 3, NIV.

Those resurrections were to take place after they were described in the book of Revelation; it 
was written circa 96 C.E. The resurrection of the repentant evildoer did not take place on the 
day of his and Jesus’ death.

Therefore, the understanding that Christ was making the promise on that day, and it would be 
fulfilled when he came into his kingdom in the future, is Biblically harmonious.
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                                                                                       APPENDIX 9

                                 ON: RUFINUS’ TRANSLATION OF
                                           ORIGEN’S DE PRINCIPIIS

 
Some have quoted certain portions  found in Origen’s  De Principiis (c. 228 C.E.) in an 
attempt to demonstrate that he taught the Trinity doctrine. These quotations would seem to be 
in  direct  contradiction  to  Origen’s  other  statements  found  in  that  work  and  in  his 
Commentary on John. The Commentary on John was written much later than De Principiis, 
and reflects Origen’s mature thoughts on the relation of the Father and the Son. Are such 
quotations from De Principiis to be taken as the genuine work of Origen?

De Principiis…has come down to us in the Latin translation [398 C.E.] of his admirer 
Rufinus; but, from a comparison of the few fragments of the original Greek which have 
been  preserved,  we  see  that  Rufinus  was  justly  chargeable  with  altering  many  of 
Origen’s expressions, in order to bring his doctrine on certain points more into harmony 
with the orthodox views of the time. [of Rufinus]

It is much to regretted that the original Greek of the De Principiis has for the most part 
perished. We possess it chiefly in a Latin translation by Rufinus. And there can be no 
doubt that he often took great liberties with his author. So much was this felt to be the 
case, that Jerome undertook a new translation of the work; but only small portions of his 
version have reached our  day.  He strongly accuses  Rufinus  of  unfaithfulness  as  an 
interpreter, while he also inveighs [protests] bitterly against Origen himself, as having 
departed from the Catholic  Faith,  specially in regard to the doctrine of the  Trinity.
—“INTRODUCTORY NOTE TO THE WORKS OF ORIGEN,”  THE ANTE-NICENE FA-  
THERS TRANSLATIONS OF The Writings OF The Fathers down to A.D.325; Grand 
Rapids, Michigan; Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company; Volume IV (4), reprinting of 
April, 1982, pp. 231, 233.

Rufinus says himself in his introduction that he followed the example of Jerome in his 
translation of the homilies, “Here and there”, he says, “things are found in the Greek that 
might give offense.”  Jerome whittled all that down when he made his translation and 
expurgated the text so that no one reading the Latin would find anything in it at variance 
with our [Roman Catholic] faith.  He [Rufinus] was all the more convinced of his right to 
do this in that he thought that Origen’s books had been altered by heretics, as he explains 
in his  De Adulteratione Liborun Origenis  [Of  (the)  Adulteration (of  the)  Books Of 
Origen] Jerome produced a more faithful translation of the book to take the field against 
Rufinus’s  but  it  is  now lost.  Rufinus’ translation therefore has to be used,  but  with 
caution.—Origen, by Jean Danielou, translated by Walter Mitchel, 1955, Nehil Obstat: 



Caroulu Davis Imprimatur: E. Morrogh Bernard, New York, Steed and Ward, page xii.

Of  Origen’s dogmatic works there is only one complete specimen extant, namely, the 
PERI ARCHON (De Principiis,  On the Fundamental  Doctrines).  For  the  most  part, 
unfortunately,  we possess  it  only in the Latin translation of Rufinus.  Believing that 
Origen’s  works  had  been  malevolently  corrupted  by  heretics,  this  writer  [Rufinus] 
undertook the translation on the express understanding that he should follow the method 
adopted by Jerome in translation of the Homilies, that, namely, of excising, or amending 
heterodox statements...one can never be certain as to what is Origen’s and what is due to 
Rufinus,  except  indeed  where  the  original  Greek  has  been  preserved....This 
[preservation]  applies  to  considerable  sections  of  Books  III,  and  IV.—William 
Fairweather, Origen and Greek Patristic Theology, Edinburgh, T. & T. Clark, 1901, pp. 
125, 126. [The “famous” Trinitarian quotation is to be found in Book I]
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_____________________
[We see from the above, that the “perfect indefinite tense” has been known in the English 
language at least from the seventeenth century.—Ed.]
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___________________
[*  The  term,  “past”,  “perfect”  and  “preterit”  are  used  by  grammarians,  with  various 
distinctions, to denote the same general thought; ‘an event of past time.’—Ed.]
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             __________________
[It  can  be  seen  that  the  number  of  tenses,  in  English,  has  ranged,  in  the  opinion  of 
grammarians, from two to twenty-seven, and that grammatical terminology has changed from 
time to time.—Ed.]
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__________________
[According to the information found on the OCLC web page, this work of Henry Sweet 
(1845-1912) has had at least 12 reprintings, from 1891 through 1968 by Oxford and the latest 
(1983) by Meicho-Fukyu-Kai, Tokyo.—Ed.]
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___________________
[We have here this page from the 1955 impression of the Sweet grammar. This is the same 
text as in the original 1891 printing.  Note the time-frame; 59 years  before and five years 
after  the release of the New World Translation of the Christian Greek Scriptures. What is 
identified during all that time?: the perfect indefinite tense!—Ed.]
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___________________



[e.g., John 8:58: “before Abraham,” how long before Abraham is not specified—Ed.]
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_________________
[This dictionary, of 1901, was the forerunner and model of the Oxford English Dictionary. 



Many of the definitions found in the New English are used in the OED.—Ed.]
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                          __________________
[We note that these definitions and descriptions have been in use in dictionaries at 
least from 1901 to 1989; and in grammars, hundreds of years earlier. Just taking 
dictionary definitions  into consideration,  that is a time-period (as we have stated 
previously) extending from 49 years before to 39 years after, the publication of the 
New World Translation of the Christian Greek Scriptures in 1950!—Ed.]
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SUMMARY

The term “perfect indefinite” as applied to tense, and its exact or near equivalents, have been 
in use in the English language, for over three hundred years. It has, is, and will continue to be, 
a part of the grammar and usage of English.

To say about the use of the term “the perfect indefinite tense” in the footnote to John 8:58 in 
The New World Translation of the Christian Greek Scriptures of 1950 and 1951:

It is difficult to know what the author of the note on page 312 means since he does 
not  use standard grammatical terminology, nor is his argument documented from 
standard grammars….The term “perfect indefinite” is an invention of the author of 
the note, so it is impossible to know what is meant.*

Just how “impossible” was it to research the Henry Sweet grammar to find the term. If any 
grammar of English could be classified ‘a standard grammar’ it is the Sweet grammar; which 
had been in print for 84 years, and can still  be found on the shelves of libraries. (This  
researcher found such in public libraries.) How “impossible” was it to read in the  Oxford 
English Dictionary —and other dictionaries—under the entry “indefinite” and find what we 
have seen in the foregoing pages. These reference sources are not unique, as we have seen.  
Other works use the term and have done so for centuries! What would have so “impossible” 
about  doing  some  in-depth  searching  to  find  this  data:  especially  when  a  team  of 
“researchers” was available to the one casting such erroneous and indefensible aspersions on 
the New World Translation Committee?

In addition, as found on pages 57 and 58 of this work, various Greek grammars show that an 
expression of  present time accompanied by an adverbial expression referring to past time is 
properly rendered in English  in the perfect indefinite tense. Anyone who has studied Greek 
as used in Biblical times should be aware of this fact.

Also to make the charge that:

In the 1950 edition of the New World Translation and the footnote of John 8:58, it 
was clearly stated that the perfect indefinite tense was in the Greek language #

Will study of the said footnote support this allegation? We will quote from the footnote:
C I have been = ejgwV eijmiv (e.go´ ei.mi´) [I am, present tense] after the a´orist 
infinitive  clause  priVn  *AbraaVm  genevsqai  [before  Abraham  to  become, 
adverbial  expression  referring to  past  time]  and hence properly rendered  in the 
perfect indefinite tense.

Where is the ‘clear statement’ that the Greek is in the perfect indefinite tense? There is none. 
As  we pointed  out  on  page 65,  “rendered”  refers  to  the  translation  not  to  the  original 
language.   
How anyone could construe the statement in the footnote to mean that the perfect indefinite 
tense  was  to  be  understood  as  being  a  tense  in  the  Greek,  is  beyond  all  linguistic 
reasonableness!

                         __________________
          * Walter R. Martin, The Kingdom of the Cults, 1965, pp. 77-8.



# Walter R. Martin in a letter to this reviewer dated July 8, 1981.
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The data below in a letter from the Watchtower Bible and Tract Society will settle the matter: 
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APPENDIX 11
ON: REVELATION 20:10—“TORMENTED DAY AND NIGHT 

FOREVER AND EVER.”—WHAT DOES IT MEAN?

When approaching this subject, there are some fundamental thoughts to keep in mind. The misunderstanding of this 
subject is based on the false doctrine of the inherent immorality of a spiritual entity in humans, called the soul,  
which will experience bliss in Heaven, or pain in a fiery place of torture called either Purgatory or Hell. 

Of course, the Scriptures are quite clear that man is a soul, a breathing creature (Hebrew, nephesh), along with the 
fish and other fleshly living things. (Gen. 2:7; 1:20-21,  NWT; Rotherham;  Num. 31:28,  NWT; KJV ; some 
translations read at these places “living creatures,” hiding the fact that the Hebrew word used is nephesh. Joshua 
10:28-32, 34-39 shows that the inhabitants of the cities conquered by the Israelites were called “souls” and were 
killed  by the  sword.  This  would  be  impossible  if  these  souls  were  spirits  and  immortal!  (Many recent 
translations call these slain souls “everyone,” (Today’s English Version  also called Good News Bible; New 
International Version) “every living thing,” (New English Bible) “every living creature” (The New Jerusalem 
Bible) “every person” (New American Standard Version  (margin: “3 Lit[erally].,  soul,  and so throughout the 
chapter”). Of course, at these passages the New World Translation reads “souls.” Thanks be to Jehovah, there 
are some translators who have exercised accuracy at these verses and rendered the Hebrew into English as it  
should be, “souls,” (King James Version; American Standard Version; The Holy Bible Containing The Old and 
New Testaments An Improved Edition, 1913, American Baptist Publication Society (which I call “The Baptist 
Improved Edition”  BIE);  Rotherham. Rotherham adds a note on the words ‘nephesh’ and ‘psuche’ in his 
“APPENDIX”:

                                                                                                SOUL.

One cannot but regret the impossibility of making our English word “soul” express just as 
much as is conveyed by the Greek word  psuche [soul] and the Hebrew word  nephesh. The 
translator may confess that, after a determined endeavor to render the latter term uniformly 
“soul” through the O[ld].T[estament]., he was reluctantly constrained to give up the attempt. 
When, in the book of Ester, it came in at the climax that the Jews were permitted “to stand for 
their soul.” nephesh—Est. viii. 11, this example proved to be the turning of the scale, and “life” 
was promptly substituted. [Rotherham could not comprehend how the Jews could defend their 
“spiritual essence” with a physical sword.] It certainly may be worth enquiry, how it comes 
about that the sacred originals so freely use a concrete word where we sorely feel our need of 
employing our abstract term “life”.…p. 271.

If Rotherham were alive, we could point out to him that his faulty understanding—along with the 
majority  of  so-called  “Christendom”  and  the  rest  of  Babylon  the  Great—is  what  creates  this 
difficulty. If their churches, temples and synagogues taught the Biblical truth on the subject, there 
would be no “impossibility”! I would ask all believers in the immortal-soul-hell-fire-eternal-torture 
doctrine: ‘How can a spirit feel fire?’:and: ‘What scripture teaches the doctrine of an immortal human 
soul.?’ 

With the false doctrine of the immortality of a spiritual soul exposed, the doctrine of ‘eternal torture 
of souls’ collapses; and is branded as being of a pagan, a Satanic origin!

 
Now to address the meaning of ‘tormented’ as found at Revelation 20:10 we consider the following. 
Greek lexicons show that the  original meaning of the word translated ‘tormented’ at Revelation 



20:10                    
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is  bavsanivzw  [asanizo,  BAH.san.EE.zoh]  (verb)  from  the  noun  bavsano"  Basanos 
[BAH.sahn.ahs]:

                                                        TORMENT (Noun and Verb)
                                                                                                                              
                                                                          A. Nouns.
   I. BASANISMOS (basanismov"), akin to basanizo (see TOIL, No. 2), is used of Divine 
judgments in Rev. 9:5; 14:11; 18:7, 10, 15¶        

   2. BASANOS (Bavsano"), primarily a touchstone, employed in testing metals,  hence, 
torment, is used (a) of physical diseases, Matt. 4:24; (b) of a condition of retribution in 
Hades, Luke 16:23, 28 ¶

Note:  In  I  John  4:18,  A.V.  [Authorized  Version  (King  James  Version)].,  kolasis,  
“punishment”  (R. V.)  [English Revised Version,  1881-1885], is  rendered “torment.”  See 
PUNISHMENT, No. 3

B. Verbs.
   I.. BASANIZO (Basanivzw), for which see TOIL, No. 2, is translated to torment, (a) of 
sickness, Matt. 8:6; (b) of the doom of evil spirits, Mark 5:7; Luke 8:28; (c) of retributive 
judgements upon impenitent mankind at the close of this age, Rev. 9:5; 11:10; (d) upon those 
who worship the Beast and his image and receive the mark of his name, 14:10; (e) of the 
doom of Satan and his agents, 20:10.—W.E. Vine,  Vine’s Expository Dictionary Of  New 
Testament Words, p. 1167.

TORMENT (-s.) [noun.]
2. Bavsano", a touchstone, the ancient lapis Lydius for trying metals, etc., (on which when  
gold is rubbed it leaves a peculiar mark); hence, examination, trial, enquiry by torture; also,  
torture, pain; (lxx, [LXX] for hzgr, Ezek. xii.18.) [2] …

TORMENT (-ED.) [verb.]
Basanivzw, to rub upon the Bavsano"or touchstone, (see No. 2, above) hence, to put to the 
test, prove, to examine closely, cross-question;  later, [note:  later] to question by applying 
torture,  to  torture,  rack.  —Ethelbert  W.  Bullinger,  A  CRITICAL  LEXICON  AND 
CONCORDANCE TO THE ENGLISH AND GREEK NEW TESTAMENT, p. 813.

[Revelation  20:10]  10.  DEVIL]  lit[erally].  ‘thruster  through  [ultra-literal  meaning  of 
Diavbolov" (Diabolos, deh.AHB.ah.LAHS, ‘one who thrusts through (casts) accusations at 
another’]  who  is  leading  them  astray..of  the  fire  and  sulphur..tried..[“to  examine  and 
determine judicially…to put to a severe test”3] to the ages of the ages.’—Robert Young, 
YOUNG’S CONCISE CRITICAL COMMENTARY, p. 189,  in “The New Covenant” section. 

rub upon the touch-stone  (Bavsano")  …put to the test,  prove…II. of persons,  examine  
closely, cross-question…2. question by applying torture, torturer…to be put to the torture,…
to be tortured  by disease…one must put to the test, prove…III. touchstone, test,…examiner,  
questioner,  torturer,  goaler  [modern  spelling,  ‘jailer’]  Matt. 18.34…2.  for  testing…
touchstone,  on which pure  gold leaves a yellow streak…II.  the  use  of  this  as a test…
generally, test, trial of genuineness…will be subjected to a test.—Henry George Liddell and 
Robert  Scott,  Revised  by  Sir  Henry  Stuart  Jones  with  Roderick  McKenzie,  Oxford, 
Clarendon Press, 1968, pp. 308-9.

           __________________
                              2 At Ezekiel 12:18 this Hebrew word, ‘rogzah’ is defined as: “trepidation:—trembling.” (Strong’s “HEBREW 
AND  CHALDE DICTIONARY”, word 7269). In this scripture it is applied to a physical person; not a spirit. 

             3 Random House Webster’s College Dictionary, New York, Random House, 1997, under “try.” 
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We note in the above, that the original and primary meaning of basanos, and related words, had to do 
with proving something by apply it to the touchstone and then, also, by questioning someone. The 
meaning of physical torture was a later and an extended meaning and was applied to  physical  
persons  ,   not     to spirits  .   

How then, are we to understand Revelation 20:10 and the way in which the Devil, the wild beast and 
the false prophet are to be “tormented” or tested and tried for all time to come? Of what will such  
prove the genuineness?

First of all, this scripture speaks of the spirit, Satan, the wild beast and the false prophet, not about the 
“souls” of mankind in general. According to the teaching of Babylon the Great, what will be in the 
“lake of fire and sulphur” are the souls of the wicked. So, then, according to this false teaching it is 
not  physical  persons  that  are  to  be “tormented.”  As a  consequence,  the  secondary meaning of 
basanos, ‘physical pain and discomfort,’ could not be applied to Satan (a spirit) and the “souls” 
(“spirits”) of his agents.

Why not ? For the simple reason that in Scripture only physical persons are said to suffer such! Once 
again, we ask the question: ‘How could a spirit entity feel the pain of fire?’

When the record of Satan and the human elements of his system of things, has ‘the touchstone 
applied to it,’  that is, applied to the record of what they have brought about in the spirit world 
(causing some of that world to become demons) and on the Earth, their record will prove to be a 
miserable, pathetic and destructive imitation of what life among Jehovah’s creatures should have 
been.  Satan,  and  his  own,  will  be  found  to  be  false,  defective,  not  the  genuine  leader  and 
representatives of the best way of life.

Now to the final eternal state of Satan, his demons and the human elements of his system. The 
Scriptures tell us of  his final state and that of his human elements:

You were in Eden, the garden of God’ Every precious stone was your covering; The ruby, the topaz 
and the diamond; The beryl, the onyx and the jasper; The lapis lazuli, the turquoise, and the emerald; 
And th gold, the workmanship of your settings and sockets, Was in you. On the day you were created 
They were prepared. You were the anointed cherub who covers [or “guards”, margin] And I placed 
you there. You were on the holy mountain of God;’ You walked in the midst of the stones of fire. 
Your were blameless in your ways From the day your were created, Until unrighteousness was found 
in you. By the abundance of your trade You were internally filled with violence, And you sinned; 
Therefore I have cast you as profane From the mountain of God. And I have destroyed you,  O 
covering [or, “guardian”, margin] cherub, From the midst of the stones of fire, Your heart was lifted 
up because of your beauty You corrupted your wisdom by reason of your splendor. I cast you to the  
ground; I ut you before kings, That they may see you. By the multitude of your iniquities, In the 
unrighteousness of your trade, You profaned your sanctuaries. Therefore I have brought fire from the 
midst of your; It has consumed you, And I have turned you to ashes on the earth In the eyes of all who 
see you. All who know you among the peoples Are appalled at you; You have become terrified And 
you will be no more. (emphasis added)—Ezekiel 28:13-19, New American Standard Version; And 
shall be no more.—New English Bible; You have come to a horrible end and will be no more.—New 
International Version; thou shalt  nevermore have any being.—American Standard Version; gone 
forever.—New Jerusalem Bible; And have ceased to be forever.—TANAKH.

And I will make her princes and her wise men drunk, her governors, her prefects, and her mighty 
men, That they may sleep a perpetual sleep and not wake up, Declares the King, whose name is the 



LORD of hosts. (emphases added)—Jeremiah 51:57, New American Standard Version.
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Satan and his followers, his total system, will no longer exist; therefore, they and it, could not be suffering in a 
fire. Their ‘torment’ will be (in addition to the record of their failure to produce anything good) their restraint  
in death. (See the copy of page 612 from Ethelbert W. Bullinger’s A Critical Lexicon And Concordance To  
The English and Greek New Testament.)

Our Insight On The Scriptures Volume 2, page 1115 first quoting from The International Standard  
Bible Encyclopaedia, says: 

“Probably  the  imprisonment  itself  was  regarded  as  ‘torment’  (as  it  doubtless  was),  and  the 
‘tormentors’ need mean nothing more than jailers. (Edited by J. Or, 1966, Vol. V, p 2999)”

        Then Insight makes this observation:

Thus, the mentioning in Revelation 20:10 of ones who will be “tormented day and night forever and 
ever” evidently indicates that they will be in a condition of restraint. That a condition of restraint can 
be spoken of as “torment” is indicated by the parallel accounts at Matthew 8:29 and Luke 8:31.—See 
LAKE  OF  FIRE.

Spirits and dead humans can have the touchstone applied to their record and undergo restraint in death 
without being conscience of it nor of anything else; including the remembrance of God Himself.

Return, O Jehovah, deliver my soul: Save me for thy lovingkindness’ sake. For in death there is no  
remembrance  of  thee in  Sheol  who  shall  give  thee  thanks?  (emphasis  added)—Psalms  6:4-5, 
American Standard Version.

For the living know they will die; but the dead do not know anything, nor have they any longer a 
reward, for their memory is forgotten. Indeed  their love, their hate, and their zeal have already   
perished, and they will no longer have a share in all that is done under the sun….Whatever your hand 
finds to do, verily, do it with all your might; for there is no activity or planning or wisdom in Sheol 
were you are going. (emphasis added)—Ecclesiastes 9:5, 10, New American Standard Version.
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  APPENDIX 12

     ON: WITH WHAT TYPE OF BODY WAS JESUS RESURRECTED?

Most of  what is called Christendom, holds to the opinion that Jesus’ words at John 2:19: “Break down this  
temple, and in three days I will raise it up.” along with the addition to them written by John at verse 21: “But 
he was talking about the temple of his body.”, conclude that Jesus was referring to the raising of his physical 
body. Others are of the opinion that Jesus was speaking of his receiving his spirit body once again at his  
resurrection. ‘After all,’ the latter declare: ‘Jesus did not say that he would raise his physical body, he spoke 
of the Temple in reference to his body, what type of body he did not state, he was using figurative language.’ 
But to which body was he referring, his physical body or the type of body he had before he came to the Earth, 
a spiritual body?  What will guide us see what Jesus actually meant?: the inspired Scriptures.

Matthew 28:16-17 reports: “However, the eleven disciples went into Galilee to the mountain where Jesus 
had arranged for the, and when they saw him they did obeisance, but some doubted.” If Jesus had appeared to 
the eleven in the same physical body that had died, why did some doubt that it was the resurrected Jesus who 
was before them? If it were the same physical body, there would be no reason to doubt. We reiterate that it is 
to the Scriptures we must turn as the final authority.

The fifteenth chapter of 1 Corinthians is a definitive source of the answer to the question before us.  In the 
Rotherham Translation, we find these words:

Thus also the resurrection of the dead: It is sown in corruption, It is raised in incorruption, It is  
sown in dishonour, It is raised in glory, It is sown in weakness It is raised in power, It is sown a 
body of the soula  (footnote: a Gr[eek]. a psychical [soulical, physical]) body It is raised a body of 
the spirit; If there is a body of the soul There is also [a body] of the spirit: Thus also it is written  
The first  man Adam  became a living soul  The last Adam [Jesus, the last perfect man] a life-
giving spirit Howbeit not first is the body of spirit, But that of the soul, Afterwards that of the 
spirit. The first man is of the ground earthy1, The second man [Jesus] is of heaven: As the man of 
earth such also the men of earth, And as the man of heaven such also the men of heaven; And 
even as we have borne the image of the man of earth Let us also bear the I mage of the man of  
heaven.—vss. 42-49.

To analyze the above:
(1) Paul was inspired to describe two types of bodies; one physical the other spiritual. These two 
bodies are the very antitheses of each other. The physical body is made of earthly elements as indicated 
by the use of the word “dust.” The spiritual body is composed of what we might call ‘spiritual essence.’
(2) The first Adam became a “living soul,” having a body made up of the natural elements (the dust) 
of the planet Earth. The “last Adam” (the last perfect man, Jesus) “became a life giving spirit,” having a 
body the same as those dwelling in heaven. What type of body is that? “God is a spirit,” (John 4:24) and 
“[God] makes his angels spirits.” —Hebrews 1:7.
(3)  Those who will inherit the heavenly resurrection, will no longer ‘bear the image of the man of earth,’ 

(tou' coi>kou',  “of the dusty (one),” Adam, a physical person) but will be given the same type of 
body as Christ was given; a spiritual body; not a body of flesh nor bone nor blood.

This understanding is reinforced by 1 Peter 3:18-20a:
______________________________
               1Greek, coi>kov",  choikos, kah.eh.KAHS, a form of  covo"and cou'" “earth dug up and heaped up; loose earth, dirt, dust, Mar. 6.ii; 
Re.  18.19.  coikov"……of  earth,  earthy,  1  Co.  15:47,  48,  49.  N.T.”—The  Analytical  Greek  Lexicon;  Grand Rapids  Michigan, 



Zondervan Publishing House; page 437. In the LXX  the word cou'n (choun, kah.UN, “dust,” accusative case) is used to identify the 
material out of which Jehovah God made Adam (See LXX, Genesis 2:7, where a form of the same word for dust is used to identify the 
basic composition of a physical body; the very opposite of a spiritual body.)
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For Christ also died for sins once for all, the just for the unjust, in order that He might bring us to 
God, having been put to death in the flesh, but made alive in the spirit; in which also He went and 
made proclamation to the spirits now in prison, who once were disobedient, when the patience of 
God kept waiting in the days of Noah—New American Standard Version. 

Christ suffered death while he possessed a physical body (flesh) and was resurrected in a spiritual body. In 
that spiritual condition he went to proclaim a message of doom to the spirits (former angels) who had been 
disobedient in the days of Noah.—(Compare Genesis 6:1-4; James 2:19.)

Through the apostle Paul, Jehovah God informs Christians:

Therefore from now on we recognize no man according to the flesh; even though we have known 
Christ according to the flesh, yet  now2  we know  Him thus no longer—New American Standard  
Version.

Even when anointed Christians, those “born again” with the hope of heavenly spiritual life, receive the gift of 
that life, they will not know Christ according to the flesh: Why not? Because he is and will be a “life-giving 
spirit.”

We read in the Watchtower of April 15, 1966:

Then Paul concluded in [2 Corinthians chapter 5] verse 16 that anointed Christians would know man 
according to the flesh. The important spiritual relationship they could have with their brothers was the 
important thing. Jesus showed the same view at Matthew 12:47-50. He emphasized the spiritual  
relationship he had with those who accepted him as the Messiah….Well, how was he [Jesus] raised 
from the dead? The apostle knew, for in his first letter to the same Corinthian congregation he told 
them that Jesus was resurrected a life-giving spirit. (1 Cor. 15:45) And in this second letter he said 
that anointed Christians would have to give up their fleshly bodies in order to receive immortality. (2 
Cor. 5:1-4) Also, he appreciated that Jesus had given his fleshly body as a ransom and could not take 
it back in resurrection without nullifying the ransom. (Heb. 9:28; 10:10) Yes, without question, the 
apostle Paul realized that no human would see Christ in the flesh again. So in a double sense Paul  
could state that humans would know Jesus according to the flesh no longer. And for this reason this  
text can be used to establish that Christ’s return would not be visible and fleshly.—page 256.

For the above reasons the Lord Jesus Christ could say: “After a little while the world will behold Me no  
more; but you [apostles] will behold Me; because I live, you shall live also.” (John 14:19, New American 
Standard Version) The world would not be able to see Jesus after his resurrection since he would be a spirit 
in heaven with his Father, Jehovah. In fulfillment of his prayer in John 17:5, Jesus would receive once again, 
the glory he had with the Father before the world was; a glory appertaining to a mighty spirit. After their 
resurrection to spirit life, the apostles would once again be able to behold Jesus, because they would have the 
same type of life as he; spirit life.

____________________________
               2 “Now” from the Greek nu'n (nun, nün); defined  in various lexicons as: “from now, henceforth…2 Cor. 5, 16”, Edward 
Robinson, p. 485; “now, (Lat., nunc; Germ., nun) i.e. the actually present time; now, in relation to time past or future, just now, 
even now, at this instant….2 Cor. v. 16, see N henceforth no more”, Ethelbert W. Bullinger, A Critical Lexicon And Concordance  



To The English And Greek New Testament, p. 538; “from this time onward, [A]uthorized]. V[ersion]. [=King James Version]…2 
Co. v. 16”, “Thayer”, p. 430; “from now on, in the future…2 Cor 5: 16a”, BAG, p. 548.
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                                                                           APPENDIX 13
WHO ARE THE 144,000?

In Revelation 7:4-8 and 14:1-3 144,000 inhabitants of heaven, who are former humans are mentioned as 
having a special place in the purpose of Jehovah God. Who were these while they had a physical life on the 
Earth?

In the seventh chapter of Revelation, a listing of twelve tribes of Israel is given. Some have concluded that  
this has reference to the twelve natural tribes of Israel and that these are those who were physical descendents 
of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, now given spiritual life, that will live in heaven.

At Daniel 7:13-14, 21, 27 it is written:

As the visions during the night continued, I saw One like a son of man coming, on the clouds of heaven; 
When he reached the Ancient One [Jehovah God] and was presented before him, He [the Son of man, Jesus 
Christ]  received dominion, glory,  and kingship;  nations and peoples of every language serve him. His 
dominion is an everlasting dominion that shall not be taken away, his kingship shall not be destroyed….For, 
as I watched, that horn made war against the holy ones and was victorious until the Ancient One arrived; 
judgment was pronounded in favor of the holy ones of the Most High, and the time came when the holy 
ones possessed the kingdom…Then the kingship and dominion and majesty of all the kingdoms under the 
heavens shall be given to the holy people of the Most High—New American Bible, 1991.

We are told that  “One like a son of man” would receive the kingdom and along with him the holy ones of  
the Most High would also receive the kingdom. Who are these “holy ones of the Most High?” 

Revelation 1:4-6 and 5:9-10 helps us answer the question when it conveys  these messages and descriptions 
of occurrences in heaven:

John, to the seven churches of Asia: grace and peace to you from him [not, ‘them’] who is, who was, and who is to 
come, from the seven spirits who are before his throne, and from Jesus Christ, the faithful witness, the  First-born 
from the dead, the highest of  earthly kings. He loves us and has washed away our sins with his blood, and  made  us 
a  kingdom  of  Priests  to  serve  his  God  and Father; to him, the, be glory and power for ever and ever. 
Amen….You are worthy to take the scroll and to break its seals, because you were sacrificed, and with your blood  
bought people for God of every race, language, people and nation and made then a line of kings for God, to rule1 

the world.(emphasis added)—New Jerusalem Bible.
___________________________
               1 Other translations read: “shall reign over the earth”, R. F. Weymouth; “will reign over the earth.”, Ferrar Fenton; “will 
rule over the earth.”, C.B. Williams; “they will rule as kings over the earth.”, W.F. Beck; “they are to reign over the earth.”, E.J. 
Goodspeed; “to reign over the earth.”, Noli; “shall reign over the earth.”, Confraternity Of Christian Doctrine, 1941; “reign over the 
earth.”, J.N. Darby; “shall rule over all the earth.”, Andy Gaus, The Unvarnished New Testament; “shall reign as kings over the 
earth.”, R..A. Knox; “will rule over the earth.”, The Simple English Bible, 1978; “shall reign over the earth.”, King James II, second 
edition, 1971; “rule over the earth.”, D.H. Stern, Complete Jewish Bible, 1998; “shall reign over the earth.”, O.M. Norlie, Norlie’s  
Simplified New Testament, 1961; “shall reign over the earth.”, J.A. Kleist, S.J., J.L. Lilly, C.M., 1954; “shall reign over the earth.”—
The Modern Language Bible, 1969; “upon (or over) the earth.”, R. Young, Young’s Concise Critical Bible Commentary, p. 181, 
“The New Covenant” section; “they are to rule as kings over the earth.”,  New World Translation. In some translations we find: 
“shall reign upon (or, “on”) the earth.” “Over”, “upon” and “on”, are rendered from the Greek, ejpiV (epi, eh.PEE ).  jEpiV with the 
genitive (case) is defined in The Analytical Greek Lexicon as follows: “ejpiV, prep[osition]. with the gen[itive].,…upon, over, of 
authority,…Mat.  2:22  [Textus  Receptus,  Stephens,  1550]  Ac.  8.27,  et  al.”  The Bauer,  Arndt  and Gingrich lexicon tells  us: 
“ejpiv……………………b. fig. a over of power, authority, control of someone or someth[ing]….Rv 5:10”, pp. 285-6. The New 
World Translation, large print edition, 1984, observes in the footnote to Revelation 5:10: “10# “Over.” Gr., e.pí , with the genitive, 
as in [Revelation] 9:11; 11:6.” In these last three cited scriptures we find that ejpiV denotes authority exercised over something or 
someone. This is the same meaning of  “over”, “upon” and “on” as used with the genitive at Revelation 5:10; over what the kings  



rule. Their rule descends upon the Earth from heaven. An outstanding English use of  “upon” in this sense, is found in the works of  
William Shakespeare: “The quality of mercy is not strain’d, It droppeth as the gentle rain from heaven Upon the place beneath”—
The Merchant of Venice, Act 4, Scene 1.
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We note that these kings would come from those who were, when they were in the flesh, were of every race, 
language, people and nation, not just from natural Israel. Who are these “holy ones of the Most High?”

There is another Israel described in Scripture, in which some of natural Israel descended from Abraham Isaac 
and Jacob, and some who were born Gentiles would participate, a spiritual Israel; those who have been “born 
again” while in the flesh. (John 3:3) The apostle Paul was inspired to explain the situation in these words:

I am talking to you Gentiles. Inasmuch as I an the apostle to the Gentiles, I make much of my ministry 
in the hope that I may Some how arouse my own people [natural Israel] to envy and save some of 
them. For if their rejection is the reconciliation of the world, what will their acceptance be but life 
from the dead: If the part of the dough offered as firstfruits is holy, then the whole batch is holy; if the 
root it holy, so are the branches. If some of the branches [some of natural Israel] have been broken 
off, and you, though a wild olive shoot, have been grafted in among the others and now share in the 
nourishing sap from the olive root, do not boast over those [broken off] branches. If you do, consider 
this: You do not support the root, but the root supports you. You will say then, “Branches were  
broken off so that I could be grafted in.” Granted. But they [some of natural Israel] were broken off 
because of unbelief, and you stand by faith. Do not be arrogant, but be afraid. For is God did not 
spare the natural branches, he will not spare you either. Consider therefore the kindness and sternness 
of God: sternness to those who fell, but kindness to you, provided that you continue in his kindness. 
Otherwise, you also will be cut off. And if they do not persist in unbelief, they will grafted in, for God 
is able to graft them in again. After all, if you [Gentiles] were cut out of an olive tree that is wild by 
nature, and contrary to nature were grafted into a cultivated olive tree, how much more readily will 
they, the natural branches, by grafted into their own olive tree! I do not want you to ignorant of this  
mystery, brothers, so that you may not be conceited: Israel has experienced a hardening in part until 
the full number of the Gentiles has come in and so all Israel will be saved—Romans 11:13-26a, New 
International Version, revised 1984.

What is the significance of this passage of Scripture? The nation of Israel is likened to a cultivated olive tree; 
planted and nurtured by Jehovah over the centuries. The Gentiles are likened to a wild olive tree, growing in 
the “uncultivated world,” separate from the true knowledge and guidance of Jehovah in spiritual matters. 
Because of the rejection on the part of the cultivated olive tree of the Son of God, some (even many, or most) 
of the natural branches suffered rejection by God, they were not considered Israel by God. Of course, 
according to the flesh they were still part of natural Israel, but not part of spiritual Israel. Gentiles, who were 
never part of natural Israel, were now “grafted in” and made part of spiritual Israel along with faithful natural 
Israel. Together these two peoples would be formed by Jehovah, through His kindness and their belief in the 
Son of God, into spiritual Israel, His spiritual nation.

The expression: “and so all Israel will be saved,” could not mean that all natural Israel would be saved. Those 
who knew that Jesus was the Messiah and yet, conspired to have him killed, those whose who told the 
solders—who knew that the tomb was empty—and offered a bribe to them and told them to lie to Pilate and 
then took part in the persecution to the Christians during the rest of their lives, could hardly be in line for  
salvation! (John 19:6, 15; Matthew 28:11-14; Acts 6:8-15; 7:51-60; 9:1-2) 

So the “all Israel” that will be saved is the “Israel of God,” the spiritual Israel, identified by inspiration of  
holy spirit through Paul with the words: “A man is not a Jew is he is only one outwardly, nor is circumcision 
merely outward and physical. No, a man is a Jew is one inwardly; and circumcision is circumcision of the 
heart, by the Spirit  not by the written code”: “It is not as though God’s word had failed. For not all who are 



descended from Israel are Israel.”: “Peace and mercy to all who follow this rule, even to the Israel of God.”: 
“For it is we who are the circumcision, we who worship by the Spirit of God, who glory in Christ Jesus,  land 
who  put  no  confidence  in  the  flesh  ”  (Romans  2:28-29;  9:6;  Galatians  6:16;  Colossians  3:3,  New 
International Version) These words were primarily written to Gentile Christians who had become spiritual 
Jews by faith in Jehovah God and in His Son the Lord Jesus Christ. 
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Some point to the listing of the twelve tribes of Israel in the seventh chapter of Revelation verses 5 through 8 
and conclude that this indicates that the 144,000 were all former Jews when they were in the flesh. If one 
compares the listing here with that in Numbers 1:5-15 differences are found. This is an indication that 
spiritual Israel and physical Israel are not the same entity.

As the apostle Paul was inspired to write at Romans 9:6: “It is not as through God’s word had failed. [to  
produce the full number of Israel, so that “all Israel shall be saved”] not all who are descended from [the  
nation of] Israel are Israel.”(emphasis added)—New International Version.

The Klist and Lilly translation makes this observation in a footnote to Hebrews 3:2: 

3:2. God’s household was in  pre-Christian times the Israelite nation. Now it is the new Israel, the 
historical development of the synagogue, the Church which includes all the faithful, whether they are 
Jews of Gentiles. (emphasis added)

On this subject, Origen wrote:

The people which was called of old the people of God was divided into twelve tribes, and over and 
above the other tribes it had the levitical order, which itself again carried on the service of God in 
various priestly and levitical sub-orders. In the same manner, it appears to me that the whole people of 
Christ , when we regard it n the aspect of the hidden man of the heart, that people which is called  
“Jew inwardly,” and is circumcised in the spirit, has in a more mystic way the characteristics of the 
tribes. This may be more plainly gathered from John in his Apocalypse [Revelation]…And I heard 
the number of them that were sealed, a hundred and forty-four thousand who were sealed, out of  
every tribe of the children of Israel…And he mentioned each of the tribes singly, with the exception 
of Dan [and we might add, listing a tribe of Levi, which is not to be found in Numbers] Now this is 
said in [the writings though] John with reference to those who have believed in Christ, for they also, 
even if the bodily decent cannot be traced to the seed of the Patriarchs, are yet gathered out of the 
tribes…But the number of believers is small who belong to Israel according to the flesh; one might 
venture  to  assert  that  they would  not  nearly make  up  the  number  of  a  hundred  and forth-four 
thousand. It is clear, therefore, that the hundred and forty-four thousand…must be made up of those 
who have come to the divine word out of the Gentile world. [along with those who are believers in 
Christ as the Messiah out of fleshly Israel who have been accepted as part of spiritual Israel]—
Commentary on John, Book 1, chapters 1 and 2;  ANF, Volume 10, reprinting of August 1980, pp. 
297-8.
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	When approaching this subject, there are some fundamental thoughts to keep in mind. The misunderstanding of this subject is based on the false doctrine of the inherent immorality of a spiritual entity in humans, called the soul, which will experience bliss in Heaven, or pain in a fiery place of torture called either Purgatory or Hell. 
	Of course, the Scriptures are quite clear that man is a soul, a breathing creature (Hebrew, nephesh), along with the fish and other fleshly living things. (Gen. 2:7; 1:20-21, NWT; Rotherham; Num. 31:28, NWT; KJV ; some translations read at these places “living creatures,” hiding the fact that the Hebrew word used is nephesh. Joshua 10:28-32, 34-39 shows that the inhabitants of the cities conquered by the Israelites were called “souls” and were killed by the sword. This would be impossible if these souls were spirits and immortal! (Many recent translations call these slain souls “everyone,” (Today’s English Version also called Good News Bible; New International Version) “every living thing,” (New English Bible) “every living creature” (The New Jerusalem Bible) “every person” (New American Standard Version (margin: “3 Lit[erally]., soul, and so throughout the chapter”). Of course, at these passages the New World Translation reads “souls.” Thanks be to Jehovah, there are some translators who have exercised accuracy at these verses and rendered the Hebrew into English as it should be, “souls,” (King James Version; American Standard Version; The Holy Bible Containing The Old and New Testaments An Improved Edition, 1913, American Baptist Publication Society (which I call “The Baptist Improved Edition” BIE); Rotherham. Rotherham adds a note on the words ‘nephesh’ and ‘psuche’ in his “APPENDIX”:
	                                                                                                SOUL.
	      Epikaloumenon      (“appeal”, “ask”), 138
	      Eschatos (“last”, “final”), 94 
	         Euggeliou (“good news”,                        beginning of, starting point), 109

