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Current Delusions

THE ONE AND ONLY TRUE GOD

Is God one? Or is He a union of a number of Gods? To

prove the latter we are told that the word achad, one,
which is used of God, means a.compound unity, and that
yachad,the word for only, is never used of God in Hebrew.
This is so extremely important that it demands the closest
investigation, hence we present the evidence to show that
the opposite is true. Achad, which is used of God, means
ONE or only, while yachad denotes a compound unity. To
begin with, we are all agreed that the "great confession"
contained in Deuteronomy 6:4, which our Authorized
Version renders,"the Lord our God is one Lord," uses the
Hebrew achad, sometimes transliterated echad, vdiich we
have standardized as achud, one. Furthermore, all admit

thatJewish scholars insist that the word here denotes one,
as opposed to many gods,such as the nations had,even if
they were theoretically monotheistic. The rabbis say that
it contradicts the idea of a combination of gods, such as
the Ghristian Trinity.

The Companion Bible has a note on this word as fol
lows:"a compound unity(Lat. unus),one made up ofoth
ers: Gen.LS,one of seven; 2:11, one of four; 2:21, one of

twenty-four; 2:24, one made up of two: 3:22, one of the
Trinity; 49:16, one oftwelve; Num.l3:23,one of a cluster.
So Psa.32:20, &c. It is not yachid, which is (Lat.) unions,
unique—a single, or only one, occurs twelve times: Gen.
22:2,12,16; Judges 11:34; Psa.22:20; 25:16; 35:17; 68:6.
Prov.4:3; Jer.6:26. Amos 8:10; Zech.l2:10. Hebrew of all
other words for "one" is echad."

We gladly acknowledge that the Companion Bible is in

Is "One" a "Composite Unity"?
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a class by itself when it comes to a knowledge of Hebrew.
The learned compiler was a personal friend of mine, and
asked me as a favor to keep the secret of his identity. But
I may say that he was closely connected with an edition
of the Hebrew text, and wrote articles popularizing the
facts concerning it. He was one of the best friends I ever
had and I honor and love him for his works'sake. But this

does not bind me to accept all that he wrote, or hinder
me from testing his assertions by the facts. Much that he
said he took from others, and he was quite politic in his
pubhc utterances.
The argument that the Hebrew word achud (one)
means one made up of others, and therefore implies a
union of three in the "Godhead," is by no means substan
tiated by the examples here given. On the contrary, the
one is usually a part of a unity. If apphed to the "Trinity"
they would prove that each "Person" is One,and the three
One's would make three. Thus,the one day of Genesis 1:5
is not composed of three days, but is one of seven. This
would prove seven gods, not One. The "one offour" rivers
in Genesis 2:11, Ukewise,ifeach one is a trinity, would add
up to twelve rivers in all. Ifeach one ofthe twelve tribes is
composed of three, then there are thirty-six tribes form
ing one nation. The composite is not the same as the unit
The seven days do not make one day, but one week. The
twelve, tribes combined do not make one tribe, but one

nation. The three gods of Ghristendom do not make one

God, but one pantheon.
True,oneflesh(Gen.2:24)is an example ofa compound,

or rather, composite, unity. To begin with, man and wife
were not two persons. Both were one flesh in Adam. After
Eve was separated, man and woman were two. In mar
riage, husband and wife are re-united, so that their flesh
becomes one, as is clearly seen in their children. But if
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Hebrew Usage is Against it

this is the basis ofthe Triune God,then it must be the old

Egyptian trinity, father, mother, and son, Osiris, Isis, and
Horns,the gods against which Yahweh executes judgment.
This lands us in inextricable confusion. The components

are by no means of"equal power and might." They are
not "underived." According to this, the Holy Spirit must
be the Mother of the Son, whereas Scripture makes it the
Father, when He became flesh (Luke 1:35). There is no

possible escape from the fact that both the Most High and
the spirit are the Father ofour Lord Jesus Christ and that
Mary was the mother of His flesh. There is no mention of
another Mother in God s revelation.

But the meaning or usage ofa word is not established by
a few selected passages, but by the consensus of all of its
occurrences. The word achud, ONE,is found ever so often
where there is no thought of a compound unity. There are
some passages where this idea is absolutely excluded by
the context. In Genesis 11:1 we read that the whole earth

was of one language. Was this language made up of oth
ers? There were no others! It was the only language up
to that time. Here we are compelled to give one the very
sense which we are told it cannot have.

This word achud, one,is the usual word for a unit. It

occurs in hundreds of places where there is no thought of
a"compound unity." It is used ofone mountain(Gen.22:2),
one ofthe cisterns(Gen.37:20,AV "some"),one night(Gen.
40:5),one stalk(Gen.41:5),one ... cattle (Ex.9:7),one con

tagion(Ex.ll:l),one house(Ex.12:46), one law(Ex.l2:49),
one urn(Ex.16:33). Are any ofthese a trinity, a compound
unity made up of others ofthe same kind? How many pits
make one pit? How many pots one pot? Does the English
numeral one always imply a group, an assemblage, a col
lection, a compound, a cluster, a combination? Of course
it can be used of these, but no one would deduce from
this that this sense is resident in the word one. That one

The Stem chd and Its Branches
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army is composed of many persons does not prove that
one soldier is a group of persons. One word may be com
posed of several letters, but, one letter is not a compos
ite on that account The meaning ofone is not changed to
several by the fact that there are many ofthe ones, as one
day ofseven, or that the one is a noun of multitude, as one
nation. This does not multiply one individual.
To the ordinary reader the Hebrew words achad and
yachad, which are used in this argument,seem to be quite
different as if derived from separate stems. Putting a i/ in

front of an English word changes it entirely. Thus awl, a
shoemakers tool, differs altogether from a yawl, a ships
small boat. But in Hebrew there are a number of letters

which do duty as servants, hence are called serviles. The
vowels a and i {i is the same as y), as well as u, are very
often on duty, as will be seen if we examine the stem and
branches of this word. Then we will see that achad and

yachad are derived from the same stem chd, and the y
merely makes the stem active, he or make one.
Since this word has become so very important,it should
be most interesting and instructive to make the acquaint
ance ofthe whole group which springs from the same two
letters. The accompanying illustration pictures the word
as a tree, and will help to show the relation ofeach deriva
tive to the main stem or trunk. The ultimate stem is prob
ably chd. In Syriac, or Aramaic, this simple form is used
for the number one,just as achud is in Hebrew. Thus we
have one decree (Dan.2:9, AV). The idea of ONEness pre
vails throughout its various branches in Hebrew also. In
one case (Ezek.33:30)this short form is used for one, but

the word may be written defectively here. As an adjec
tive, this stem has the signification ofsharp, as in Psalm
57:4(5): their tongue asharp sword. As averb this becomes
be sharp or sharpen, when the d is doubled, in order to
intensify the idea, as in Ezekiel 21:11(16): this sword is
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Ichd is a "Compound Unity"
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sharpened. This, in turn,forms a strong adjective,chdud,
found only in Job 41:30(22); His underparts are sharp
pieces of shard. How the thought ofsharpness is derived
from the stem ONE can be grasped intuitively, but is not
so easy to put into words. Such are many of the relations
between derivatives from the same stem in Hebrew. There

is a natural connection which is felt rather than expressed.
It is instinctive rather than reasoned.

Another branch is chde, which takes the turn exhila

rate. Psalm 21:6(7): You are exhilerating him with r^oicing, is an example. As a noun chdue we have this variation
in Nehemiah 8:10: the exhilaration ofYahweh that is your
stronghold. Besides this there is chide, problem. But these
derivatives are not in point at present. We simply put them
in to round out the picture which this stem presents. We
are now interested only in those branches in which one
continues to be the best word to express the thought in
English. We will confine ourselves to those forms in which
chd has the prefix i or a.
The letter i prefixed to a stem often gives us the action.
In this case ichd is he, or make ONE,he united, or unite. In

Genesis 49:6 Do not unite with their assembly, my glory!
In the make form we have (Psa.86:ll): unite my heart to
fear Your name. From this it is easy to see how ichd is also
used for the word together, as(Gen.22:6,8) And the two of
them walked on together. This occurs often.Ifthese words
had heen used ofGod there might he some slight ground
for the thought ofa combination deity. A united god, or
a together god is absolutely foreign to the Hebrew Scrip
tures. Ifthere were a "trinity," these are theforms that
should he used to express it.
Now we come to the adjective ichid(yachad), which is
supposed to mean only. Because it is not used of God,
the reasoning runs that Yahweh is not the only God, but
merely one of the "Trinity." But let us look at the illus-
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Isaac was Not an Only Son

tration and see to which branch of chd ichid belongs. It
is derived from ichd, unite, along with the word together,
which denotes a compound unity! Belonging to this group,
how can it mean only? We cannot unite or put together
things, while they remain alone. The adjective of these
words must mean united, not only. The fact that other
languages lack a corresponding term has led to the loose
rendering only. The Septuagint, the earliest of all transla
tions, made by Jews long before Christ, does not translate
it only. They have agapeton, beloved. This expresses the
sense freely, for love unites. Out of eleven occurrences,
the Septuagint uses beloved seven times(Gen.22:2,12,16;
Judges 11:34; Jer.6:26; Amos 8:10; Zech.l2:10), according
to the Oxford Concordance. This also shows that ichid is

never translated only(monos)in the Septuagint.
How does this agree with the facts? In Genesis 22:2
the Authorized Version reads: Take now thy son, thine
only [son] Isaac. But Isaac was not the only son of Abra
ham. Ishmael was his firstborn, and that is a far higher

place in the East than anything else. Of course it can be
"explained." I myself have tried to explain it, but my expla
nation practically changed the sense to the one who was
united to him by the special ties of promise. Perhaps we
can express it best in our idiom by saying that Abraham
was one with Isaac, but not one with Ishmael. Hence the

tentative Concordant Version reads "your son, who is one
with you, whom you love." Could there be better evidence
that ichid does not mean only?
Another passage is Judges 11:34. Jephthahs daughter
is called his only child. This is followed by the statement,
that, beside her, he had neither son nor daughter. This has
been explained as the repetition of the same sense in dif
ferent words. But ordinarily it would be considered tau
tology, a vain repetition. This fault is removed when we
render idiomatically: his child to whom he was united, or

"The Solitary in Families"
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attached. Then the reason is given for his attachment. He
had no son, who, ordinarily, would have been first in his
heart. And he had no other daughter to divide his affec
tions. All of his paternal love was centered on her. She
was an only child, but this is not stated in the word ichud,
but in what follows.

Another strange passage, which has called forth many

fanciful explanations is found in Psalm 68:6(7): God setteth
the solitary in families. How can anyone in a family be soli
tary? The Hebrew is not quite so puzzling, for it reads: is
causing to dwell at home. I once took this to myself, as I

was the only real believer in our family, although we were
somewhat religious. I did feel solitary in some ways. But

this thought is quite out of line with the psalm. The new
rendering: Elohim is causing the lonely to dwell at home,
corresponds far more closely with the parallel, which is:
Bringing forth the bound into successes. Lonely harmo
nizes with hind: solitary does not
Another parallelism will confirm our conclusions. The
Authorized Version of Proverbs 4:3 reads: For I was my
fathers son, tender and only [beloved] in the sight of my
mother. As they have spoiled the parallel, we will give the
tentative Concordant Version rendering:
For I became a tender son to my father:
And one was I with my mother.
A tender son is balanced by one who is attached to his
mother. The Authorized Version translators felt the need

of this thought and inserted "beloved" without warrant.
The Septuagint also has "beloved."
Much is made of the fact that this word is not used of

God, as if this proved that He is not the only God. But
there is no need to prove that The Scriptures use the term
god freely ofothers as well. He straidy charged His people.
Thou shalt have no other gods before Me (Ex.20:3). Even
men are called gods(AV,judges, Ex.21:6; 22:8(7),28(27).
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The Evidence of the Greek
LATER AND HIGHER REVELATIONS

All will agree that there cannot be any conflict between
God's earlier revelation in the Hebrew Scriptures and His
later one, in Greek. We will therefore turn to this to see
whether our conclusions are sustained or not. There we

will find such clear and incontrovertible light that it is
amazing that the scholars of Christendom ever dared to
corrupt the Hebrew in order to sustain their traditions.
THERE IS NO OTHER GOD
BESIDE THE FATHER

There is one passage in God's Word which settles this
matter for all who believe God rather than man. Paul, in

1 Corinthians 8:5-7, leaves no room for doubt or quib
bling for anyone who is subject to His revelation. There
we read: "For even if so be that there are those being

termed gods, whether in heaven or on earth, even as
there are many gods and many lords, nevertheless FOR
US THERE IS ONE GOD,THE FATHER,out o/Whom
all is, and we for Him,and ONE LORD,JESUS CHRIST,
through Whom all is, and we through Him. But not in all
is there this knowledge."

Let us note that our Lord Jesus Christ is expressly
excluded. The one God is the Father, in contrast to the

Son, Who is the one Lord. In other connections, when

there is no question of the number of gods, Christ, as the
Image ofthe Father, is freely called God in a figure. But
this is literal. Any image may receive the name ofits origi
nal without causing any misunderstanding. But here,where
the subject ofgods and their number is directly discussed,
we are not only informed that there is one God,the Father,
Who is the Source ofall, but we are also shown the place
ofthe Son,outside and apart from the one God,with a dif
ferent function,for He is Lord, and the Channel ofall.

"Only" is used of the True God
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THE ONLY TRUE GOD

What of it, even if it were true that the Hebrew word

only is not used of God? The Greek word only certainly

is used of Him by One Who was far better qualified to do
so than Moses,or any other Hebrew seer. Our Lord Him
self, in speaking of His Father, clearly defines His own
place in relation to His Father. Shall we reject His testi
mony because of a false inference from a Hebrew word?
He spoke of the Father and Himself as follows: the ONLY
true God,and Him Whom Thou dost commission, Jesus
Christ(John 17:3). Yes, there are many gods, but there is
only one true God.And this does not indude the Son,Who
was commissioned by Him. God,as His name implies,is a
real "Disposer." He cannot be commissioned by another.
Twice Paul speaks of Him as the only wise God (Rom.
16:27; 1 Tim.1:17), when our Lord is plainly excluded
and given His true place by the context. What could be
planer or stronger than Judes doxology at the close of his
epistle, when he says:"...to the ONLY GOD,our Saviour,
through Jesus Christ our Lord, be glory, majesty, might
and authority..."? May He open our eyes to His highest
and most excellent glory—His exclusive deity!
Since later revelation has actually used the word only of
God, how futile is the inference that He is one of several

deities because the Hebrew ichid, united, is not applied
to Him! Such argumentation is utterly unworthy of this
august theme.We cannot reason about God from what He
has not said. And,to deduce something from an earlier part
of His Word which is directly denied in a later and higher
unfolding, is proof only of a decadent mind, enthralled by
the superstitions of an apostate Christendom.
"Israels Great Gonfession," Deuteronomy 6:4,is quoted
by our Lord Himself,in Greek. The meaning ofthe Greek
word monos,one,confirms our conclusions as to the Hebrew
achud. He said: The Lord our God is one Lord (Mark
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Trinitarianism Denied by the Son

12:29). Now this same word one is used often of the one

body(Rom.l2:4,5; 1 Cor.l2:12,12,12,13,20; Eph.4:4; Col
3:15). Is the body ofChrist a combination ofthree bodies?
All ofthe unities of today are expressed by this word: one
body,one spirit, one expectation, one Lord,one faith, one
baptism, one Cod and Father (Eph.4:4-6). Is there a tri
une spirit? Is our Lord three Persons? Is our faith three
different beliefs? Have we three baptisms? Is there one
God or three? Is He a triple Father? Many other pas
sages could be given, but these are so uncompromising,
so absolutely clear on this point that further evidence is
Superfluous. Moreover, there is not a single one which is
not in line. One Lord, in Greek and Hebrew, is uncom-

pounded, uncombined. He is neither a dual, a triple, or
a multiple Deity but the One and Only God Who will be
glorified by His Son, the One and Only Lord, Whom we
worship and adore.
A scribe,who heard our Lord,answered apprehendingly,
for he was not far from the kingdom of God(Mark 12:34).
In his reply he said: Thou sayest ideally that He is One,and
there is no other more than He. In saying this he used the
absolute negative, ouk, not the relative, me. This elab
orating and emphasizing of our Lord s word one would
certainly have called down His displeasure if He also had
claimed a place in the pantheon ofthe Trinity. What words
could be stronger than no other? If these assertions allow
of a trinity, language is no longer adequate for the pur
pose ofrevelation. Monotheism was categorically affirmed
and Trinitarianism was definitely denied by One Who was
Himselfone ofthe "three Persons"ofthis mythical TrinityI
The shameful thing about Trinitarianism is its acknowl
edgment that the Bible plainly declares that there is one
God,nevertheless it seeks all sorts of devious and desper
ate devices in order to deny and destroy these declara
tions, without the least qualms of conscience. This is the

Only One has Divine Attributes
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deplorable state to which tradition drives its devotees. We
are told that the Bible makes known three distinct persons
by the names Father, Son and Holy Ghost. And this in face
ofthe fact that the Scripture plainly says that there is one

God,the FATHER!(1 Cor.8:6). And the Scriptures never
speak of any of these three as a "person." The term is not
only non-scriptural and unscriptural, hut an impertinent
and corrupt addition to God s revelation. It is needed only
to distort the truth and uphold error.
The word"person"also rests on a perversion ofthe sacred
record. Perhaps we should not object too violently when
God and His Son are called "Persons." But it is utterly
shameful to distort the figurative passages concerning
Gods spirit, so as to make it a distinct and separate per
son. The mere fact that the spirit of the Most High is the
Father ofour Lord should identify it with the person ofthe
Father. Your spirit, beloved reader,is not a distinct person.
Ghrists spirit is not another individual besides Himself.
Why should God s spirit be otherwise? It is my spirit that
communicates with yours. My spirit dictates these words.
Only a "person" can do this. Is my spirit therefore a per

son? Only the demented and possessed are controlled by
spirits outside their own personality. Is God to be put in
the same class with these?

Sad to say the Trinity is upheld by sheer falsehood. We
are told that each of these three Persons are invested with

aU the attributes that belong to Deity alone. The very oppo
site is the case. The title God means the Disposer. Our Lord
Jesus Christ definitely denies any such function. His great
est glory consists in not doing His own will, but that ofthe
Father. Another title is the All-Sufficient. Yet He insisted

that He could do nothing of Himself. It was the Father
Who did the works. He continually and consistently repu
diated the "attributes" of Deity. When His glorious career
is finished He abdicates and is subject. Is God ever subject
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Only One can be Supreme

to anyone? Does He do the will of another? Is He unable
to do His work without the help of another? In all things
our hlessed Lord was altogether dependent on His God.
The Father has no God on Whom to depend. Where do
we find the Father praying to the Son? In the nature of

things, can the Supreme, the "Omnipotent," implore for
help? Can He be born? Call He be weary? Can He die?
The word "attribute" is another theological term which
is utterly useless except to lead us into error. What attri
butes has your spirit, dear reader, that are distinct from
yourself? God does all things by His spirit Does the fact
that my spirit has my "attributes" prove that it is a writer
such as I am? How silly, you say. The power that gives me
life and enables me to do what I do is my spirit. But it is

not another "person," neither has it my "attributes," even
though I can speak of it as if it were myself. My spirit is
sad when I think ofthe plight ofthe Lords dear saints,led
astray by those who should enlighten them. But does that
mean that I am not sad,only my spirit? It is identical with
my"person,"just as Cods holy spirit is identical with Him.
In bold denial ofthe plain and positive assertion that the
Father Who commissioned Christ is the only true Cod,it is
said that each is truly Cod. And even the English language
is stultified in order to express the supreme Deity of the
Father, the supreme Deity of the Son, and the supreme

Deity of the Holy Spirit. At another time we are told that
these Persons are equals, so that each is supreme! Sensi
ble men may be forgiven ifthey think that Christianity is a
form ofinsanity when such statements are stressed. Only
One can be supreme. If three are, then none are.
I was once impressed by the argument that, if Christ is
not the supreme Deity, then my salvation is not secure.
But this arose out of the old superstition that Cod was
not my Saviour, but an angry Avenger,bent on my damna
tion, while,in contrast to His grim wrath,the gentle Jesus,

God is our Saviour
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meek and mild,sought to save me from His clutches. Later
I learned that God Himselfis my Saviour(1 Tim.l:l, 2:3;
Titus 1:3), and the salvation is through Christ Jesus, my
Lord.Yea, Christ Himselflooked to God for salvation from

death (Heb.5:7). It was God Who designated us before
hand to be conformed to the image of His Son. He it is
Who calls and justifies and glorifies. If God is for us, who
is against us? He it was Who spared not His Son. Together
with Him, He will graciously grant us all (Rom.8:28-32).
No,indeed. Our salvation is not endangered because God
has no other deity on whom to lean. Christ was absolutely
perfect in the place prepared for Him by God, but even
He, unlike a deity, as the Inaugurator ofsalvation, needed
to be perfected through sufferings(Heb.2:10). Was this an
attribute of Deity?
One of the chief foundations of Trinitarianism is the

so-called benediction at the end of Paul's second epistle to
the Corinthians, which reads: the grace of the Lord Jesus
Christ and the love of God and the communion of the

holy spirit be with you all! It has been said that, if Trin
itarianism is not true, then this is the invocation of the

grace of a created being, the love of God, and the com
munion of an attribute.

The process of"reasoning" by which some infer that
this implies three gods seems to be as follows: This is an
invocation. An appeal is made to three Persons, each of
which is invoked. Only the supreme Deity can be invoked.
Therefore each one of these must be supreme Deity and
they must form a Trinity. Let us examine this method of
changing truth to error, so that we may be able to detect
similar substitutes for faith.

But why call this an invocation? There is no call for
help, no appeal. Those who invoke the name of the Lord
shall be saved (Rom.l0:13), but saints do not"invoke" in a

"benediction." There is nothing ofthe kind here. Not one
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Invocation does not Prove Deity

of the Trinity is addressed. It is a mere tmsh, concerning
things. The apostle closes with an expression of his desire
that they enjoy grace and love and communion. The grace
is that which is in the Lord Jesus Christ for them;the love
is that which is in God toward them; the communion is

that which is found alone in the holy spirit of which they
have the earnest(2 Cor.l:22), by which alone communion
is possible among saints. Paul is not invoking the "Persons"
ofthe "Trinity" to be with them,but that their "attributes"
be present in their lives.
Invocation is not confined to the Deity. The same Greek
word epikaleo is used when Paul appealed to Caesar. The
Roman emperors were prone to make gods ofthemselves,
but we may be sure that Paul did not do anything to con
firm their claim to deity. Instead ofusing this term to prove
that God is threefold, this mode ofinference would prove
that He is not. In the Scriptures, appeal is never made to
more than one. When "the name"is not invoked,it is God
(2 Gor.I:2; Heb.ll:I6), or the Father(I Peter 1:17), or the
Lord (Acts 2:21; 7:59; Rom.lO:I2,I3; lGor.l:2; 2Tim.

2:22). This argument is a boomerang.When used accord
ing to the facts it "proves" that there is only one God. But
we refuse such reasoning for it is not offaith. The man of
faith will not heed it, neither does he need it.

Grace, love, and communion are the "trinity" in this
passage. These are the subjects of which Paul is speaking.
He is not concerned with Christ or God or the holy spirit.
These are only descriptive terms which limit the grace and
love and communion. It is the grace ofthe Lord, the love
of God, the communion of the holy spirit. Were this an
invocation, the appeal would be to grace, love, and com
munion, not to the Lord,to God,or to the holy spirit The

grammar will not allow it otherwise. This is in perfect har
mony with the position of the passage. In closing his epis
tle he is wishing the very best there is for the Gorinthians.

Reasoning Contrary to Revelation
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Paul's wish not only is based on his unfoldings in the
Corinthian letters, but is a prophetic foreview of what was
in store for them in the future. It is most remarkable that

the great secret of the Ephesian episde should follow the
very lines laid down in this wish. There,in the three items
ofthe "mystery," the apostle first unfolds the transcendent
treasures of God's love in giving us a celestial allotment
(1:3-19), the greatest of all grace in making us members
of His joint body (1:20-2:10), and the communion of all
behevers in the new humanity(2:11-22). This is the direc
tion of the thought at the end of the Corinthian epistles.
Nothing could be more appropriate.
In contrast to this how incongruous it would be ifso vital
a verse as the foundation of the Trinity should be placed
at the close of the second epistle! Nothing in the context
leads up to it. Indeed, it is all concerned with their walk
and welfare. This is what prompts the apostles wish. A fur
ther contrast is the setting and teaching concerning that
there is only one God, in the eighth chapter of the first
epistle. There the Corinthians had brought up a practical
problem which needed clarification. Should they eat the
food which had been offered to idols? In order to clar

ify it the apostle assures them that the idols do not rep
resent real deities, for there is only one God, the Father.
In this passage, which deals with the subject, Trinitarianism is distinctly and directly denied. Is it not the height
offolly to "reason" to the opposite conclusion from a pas
sage, not even remotely concerned with the subject, and
written to the same saints?
No one doubts that God and our Lord are distinct"Per

sons"(which means personalities but there is no need for
this non-scriptural term except to express error. Then it is
required in order to find a fictitious "third Person" in the

holy spirit. This very verse ought to show how untenable
is such a thought Is the communion of saints by means of
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a divine Person? I am now communing with the reader of
these lines. Have I sent to you, gracious reader,an awe-in

spiring Personage,Who imparts to you the thoughts which
are here set forth? This Personage,we are told, makes His
home in hoth of us at the same time, and,indeed, dwells
in millions of saints all over the earth. He is also the chan
nel ofcommunication between all these individuals. Sane

thinking revolts at such a fairy tale. Our Lord,with all His
might and majesty, never did and never will do anything
like this,except hy His spirit. His spirit is not a distinct Per
sonage apart from Himself. Neither is God's spirit a dis
tinct Personage. It is that vital power by means of which
God imparts His life and light to His saints, and which
enables them to have communion with one another. I send

to you, gracious reader, no wraith, no ghost, no phantom,
no divine Personage Who would devour you by the fire of
His holiness, but words vitahzed by God's holy spirit Such
is the communion of the holy spirit.

Such passages occur often. If we can prove the Trinity
from this occurrence, why may we not by the same fine of
reasoning, prove the Duality of God from the many pas
sages where some "attributes," as grace, peace,and mercy
are found in the salutations of all of Paul's epistles? In
these there is no mention of the holy spirit as a rule. Why
should not the "third Person" ofthe "Trinity"join in wish
ing us grace and peace? But how foolish to seek fight on
this subject in passages which are concerned with noth
ing of the kind? The mere fact that the "Trinity" must he
reasoned from contexts which are not even remotely con
cerned with it should show its falsity. And the fact that

those scriptures which do deal with the number of Gods
must be supressed or "explained," should settle the truth
beyond question.
Our Lord declared,"I and the Father are one"(John
10:30). Had our translators been consistent they would have

The Father is Greater
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rendered this one thing, for the gender is "neuter." Those
who seek to use this statement to establish the "supreme
Deity" ofthe Son do not seem to realize that, at the same
time,they are denying the "Trinity." Ifthe Father and Son
are one in the sense they take it, there are only two Per
sons in the"God-head!"That no such thing as"equality" or
Deity or supremacy is involved is put beyond the shadow
of a doubt by other statements, in John 17:11,21,22. Our
Lord prays for His disciples "that they may be one,accord
ing as We are." Did the oneness of His disciples destroy
all differences? Does everyone become a Peter, and enjoy
every place and privilege promised to him? The oneness
between the Father and the Son is evident by their com
plete harmony in word and work. He spoke, not His own
words, hut the word of God. He did not His own deeds,
but the woifcs of God.

Strangely, those who insist that Christ is the supreme
Deity, which, if it means anything, puts Him above all
other gods, also lower Him to equality with the Father.
The Jews did not object to Him because He said that
He is the supreme Deity, or that He is the Father. They
objected to His caUing God His Father. The passage reads:
Jesus answers them,"My Father is working hitherto, and
I am working." Therefore,then,the Jews sought the more
to kill Him,seeing that He not only annulled the sabbath,
but said His own Father is God, making Himself equal to
God (John 5:17,18). It is evident that they used the word
equal in quite a different sense than that given it by theo
logians today. We would not conclude that a son was the
equal of his father. We may be very sure that our Lord
Himself did not claim this, for He said that "the Father

is greater than 1"(John 14:28). It was only in His former
glory, when He appeared in the outward/orm of God,
that He deems it not pillaging to be equal with God.In the
form of a slave. He humbled Himself, and became obedi-
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ent unto death. Can the supreme Deity die? Who would
rouse Him from the dead?

Since Christ, as God's creative Original (Rev.3:14), is
before all, and all was created in Him, and through Him
and for Him (Col.l:16,17), He must have had what theo

logians call a "preexistence" before He came in humilia
tion to Bethlehem.Yet He is not without a beginning, but
is the Beginning of Gods creation. He is the firstborn of
every creature, not an uncreated Deity (Col.l:15). God
did not create another Creator, but operated creatively in
and through and for Him. The Authorized Version ren
dering:"by Him were all things created" is false and mis
leading. The Revision changes to in (Col.1:16). Later on in
the same verse they have changed,"all things were created
by him," to "through him." If all were out of Him, then,
indeed He would be the Creator. But if all was created

by Another in and through Him,then He is not the ulti
mate Cause. Preexistence is no proof of Deity. It implies
the first and highest place in Gods creation.
God has given Christ many glories, most of which are
intended to reveal the Deity to His creatures. To reason
that these high honors make Him the Deity is the height
offolly. Some have argued that He was the supreme Deity
because He had power on earth to forgive sins(Matt9:6).
The Jews reasoned thus. They said,"Who is able to par
don sins except One—God?"But it is not a question of His

power or ability, but of His delegated authority. God is
the One Who does the pardoning, but He does not do it
directly. He puts this into the hands of His Mediator to
do it for Him. Now a Mediator between two cannot be

either one. The mere fact that Christ has the authority

given to Him by God is enough to show that He is not the
supreme Deity. No one ean give God such a right, or del
egate to Him such authority. He has it in Himself. Christ
did not have it in Himself, but received it from God.
A. E. Knoch

