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Foreword

Tradition says that Moses and the rest of the OT writers seldom hinted at the
existence of the Trinity. This book, however, shows that the NT writers knew that
Moses and the other OT writers wrote strikingly and often about the Trinity and
about the deity of Christ. The OT and NT writers both wrote about the Trinity and
the glory and grace of the Messiah so that their readers could be saved.

The aim of this book is to disperse the smog of those who would obfuscate the
witness of the OT and NT to the Trinity and to the deity of Christ, so that the OT
and NT will continue to save as many as possible through their witness to the truth.
This book ought to accomplish this aim, God willing, because even if someone
were to arbitrarily reject the majority of the Trinitarian proofs mentioned in this
book, the minority of OT and NT proofs that remained would still total more than
the number of proofs known before the publication of this book.

By God’s grace, many readers of this book will conclude that:
= Many of the cults and world religions from which people need to escape are

based on the mistaken idea that Moses was unitarian rather than Trinitarian, and
= If Moses, Yeshua, and all the OT and NT writers were through and through

Trinitarian, then the reader should forsake all anti-Trinitarian religions, cults,

and churches, as well as their leaders, teachers, theologians and philosophers,

and quickly join a Trinitarian church.

Yoel Natan
May 2003






Glossary and Abbreviations

Note: Words and abbreviations can be looked up on Web sites such as:
Britannica.com™ , Infoplease.com™ and GuruNet.com™ . Internet search engines
such as Google.com™ are also helpful. Most of the Bible texts and reference
works listed below can be found in scholarly Bible software products such as
BibleWorks™ or Logos™. Some books, such as the Koran, can be found in the
public domain on the Web.

Transliterated Aramaic: Translation and Interpretation

Ilayah: Most High. Strong’s Concordance has ‘illay with a pronunciation of
il-lah’-ee.

llyonin: Most High. Strong’s Concordance has ‘elyown with a pronunciation of
el-yone’.

Transliterated Greek: Translation and Interpretation

egw eimi: “I am” or “1 AM”
ho wn: “who is” or “WHO IS”
kurios: “lord” or “Lord”

Transliterated Hebrew: Translation and Interpretation

Note 1: Capitalization convention: There is no capitalization in Hebrew. This
makes it a matter of interpretation whether the English translations and transliter-
ations read, for instance, “lord” or “Lord” (adon or Adon), “god” or “God” (elohim
or Elohim), “face” or “Face” (panim or Panim), or spirit or Spirit (ruach or Ruach).

The lack of capitalization, or any convention, for differentiating the Hebrew for
“god” from “God” (elohim from Elohim) can be confusing. For instance, it has led
to two translations of Exo 22:28: “Do not revile the gods” (KJV, LXE), and “Do
not blaspheme God” (NIV, RSV, YLT).

Note 2: Italicization convention: Book titles and words that have not yet
become a part of the English language below are italicized. MT, LXX, DSS, TR
and similar works are not italicized since, though they seem to be titles, they are
used as proper nouns to denote families of manuscripts.

Note 3: Many of the following nouns are discussed in the collective plurals
chapter.

adon: “master”
Adon: “Lord.” Capitalized when used to refer to Yahveh.
adonai: ‘“my master(s).” adonai, like adonim, is a plural form of adonee.
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adonai is a plural of delegation, a type of collective noun, when used to refer to a
single master who has delegated authority to another master or slave driver.

Adonai: “my Lord(s).” Adonai is capitalized when used to refer to Yahveh.
Adonai is a plural of delegation, a type of collective noun, when used to refer to a
single member of the Trinity, but a quantitative plural or a plural collective noun
when used to refer to two or the three persons of the Trinity.

adonee: “my master”

Adonee: “my Master.” Capitalized when used to refer to the Son or Spirit. No
instances of Adonee happen to refer to the Father.

Atah-hu: “You-he” are paired pronouns.

echad: “one,” or “united one” when referring to a group.

echadim: “united ones” or “a few.”

ehyeh asher ehyeh: “I AM who | AM”

el: “god”

El: “God.” Capitalized when referring to Yahveh. The Hebrew root means
“mighty one.” The plural is elohim.

El Shaddai: “God of Mighty Ones.” Shaddai is a “masculine plural” according
to the Westminster Morphology and Lemma Database (WTM), Release 3.5,
Westminster Theological Seminary,2001.

elohim: *god(s).” “elohim” is a plural of delegation, a type of collective
noun, when referring to a single false god among his cohorts. “elohim” is a plural
collective noun or a quantitative plural when referring to angels or human judges.

Elohim: “God(s).” “Elohim” is capitalized when used to refer to Yahveh.
“Elohim” is a plural of delegation, a type of collective noun, when used to refer
to a single member of the Trinity. “Elohim” is a quantitative plural or a plural
collective noun when used to refer to two or three persons of the Trinity.

Elyon: “Elyon™ literally means “high,” but is commonly interpreted to mean
“Most High” or “Highest.”

haElohim: “[All] the Gods”

khayyim: Adjective meaning, “living.”

malek: “messenger,” often interpreted to mean “angel.”

Malek Yahveh: “Angel of Yahveh.” Capitalized when used to refer to the Son.

panim: “face(s),” “person(s),” or “presence(s).” “panim” is a Hebrew dual
form that can be singular or plural, depending on the context.

Panim: “Face(s),” “Person(s)” or “Presence(s)” (of Yahveh). Panim is
capitalized when used to refer to the Son or Spirit (Exo 33:14-15). Panim is
a plural of delegation, a type of collective noun, when used to refer to a single
member of the Trinity. Panim is a quantitative plural or a plural collective noun
when used to refer to two or three persons of the Trinity.

ruach: “spirit,” “mind,” or “wind”

Ruach: “Spirit.” Ruach is capitalized when used to refer to the Spirit.

Shekinah, The: The Son or Spirit who are the Panim. In rabbinic theology,
however, the Shekinah is a visible, impersonal manifestation of the divine
presence.
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Shema, The: Shema means, “Hear!” in Hebrew. The Shema refers to Moses’
statement, “Hear, O Israel: Yahveh [the Father] [and] our Elohim [the Son], Yahveh
[the Spirit] [are] a united one [echad]” (Deu 06:04).

yachid: ““sole,” “alone,” “unique”

Yahveh: “Yahveh” is the personal name of the Hebrew God. Yahveh is
commonly translated as “LORD” in English Bibles, and as Kurios, meaning,
“Lord,” in the Greek LXX (the Septuagint).

Yeshua: ““Jesus” in English, or lesous in Koine Greek. Yeshua is the Aramaic
derivation of the Hebrew name Joshua. Aramaic and other languages were spoken
in Palestine in Yeshua’s day.

Bible Book Name Abbreviations
Conventions

All Bible book name abbreviations are three-lettered. This citation method has
advantages over other abbreviation systems. The three-letter abbreviations are
the same as the first three letters of the English Bible book name, except in a few
cases:
¢ Judges (Jdg) and Philemon (Phm) are differentiated from Jude (Jud) and

Philippians (Phi), and
¢ Song of Solomon is abbreviated “Sol” to avoid confusion with the word “Son.”

For the most part, all three-lettered book name abbreviations sort just as their
corresponding book names would in search engines and indexes. The exceptions
are Judges (Jdg) and Jude (Jud). Jude, however, is only one chapter in length, so
this is not a major concern.

Old Testament

1. Gen: Genesis; 2. Exo: Exodus; 3. Lev: Leviticus; 4. Num: Numbers; 5. Deu:
Deuteronomy; 6. Jos: Joshua; 7. Jdg: Judges; 8. Rut: Ruth; 9. 1Sa: 1 Samuel; 10.
2Sa: 2 Samuel; 11. 1Ki: 1 Kings; 12. 2Ki: 2 Kings; 13. 1Ch: 1 Chronicles; 14.
2Ch: 2 Chronicles; 15. Ezr: Ezra; 16. Neh: Nehemiah; 17. Est: Esther; 18. Job:
Job; 19. Psa: Psalm; 20. Pro: Proverbs; 21. Ecc: Ecclesiastes; 22. Sol: Song of
Solomon; 23. Isa: Isaiah; 24. Jer: Jeremiah; 25. Lam: Lamentations; 26. Eze:
Ezekiel; 27. Dan: Daniel; 28. Hos: Hosea; 29. Joe: Joel; 30. Amo: Amos; 31. Oba:
Obadiah; 32. Jon: Jonah; 33. Mic: Micah; 34. Nah: Nahum; 35. Hab: Habakkuk;
36. Zep: Zephaniah; 37. Hag: Haggai; 38. Zec: Zechariah; 39. Mal: Malachi.

New Testament

40. Mat: Matthew; 41. Mar: Mark; 42. Luk: Luke; 43. Joh: John; 44. Act:
Acts; 45. Rom: Romans; 46. 1Co: 1 Corinthians; 47. 2Co: 2 Corinthians; 48.
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Gal: Galatians; 49. Eph: Ephesians; 50. Phi: Philippians; 51. Col: Colossians; 52.
1Th: 1 Thessalonians; 53. 2Th: 2 Thessalonians; 54. 1Ti: 1 Timothy; 55. 2Ti: 2
Timothy; 56. Tit: Titus; 57. Phm: Philemon; 58. Heb: Hebrews; 59. Jam: James;
60. 1Pe: 1 Peter; 61. 2Pe: 2 Peter; 62. 1Jo: 1 John; 63. 2Jo: 2 John; 64. 3Jo: 3
John; 65. Jud: Jude; 66. Rev: Revelation.

Citation Convention for the Bible and Koran

All the chapter and verse Bible citations are two-digit, for example, Mat 01:
01, except for Psalms, which has three-digit chapter references. Leading zeroes
are used when necessary, for example, Psa 001:01. This method of citation means
that the chapter and verse citations sort numerically in search engines and indexes.
All the chapter and verse citations for the Koran are three-digit (Koran 009:005).
“Sura(h)” is Arabic and refers to the 114 chapters of the Koran.

Other Books, References and Abbreviations

1Ma: First Maccabees (Intertestamental apocryphal book)

2Ma: Second Maccabees (Intertestamental apocryphal book)

a.k.a.: Abbreviation for “also known as”

BDB: Brown, Driver, Briggs: Hebrew-Aramaic and English Lexicon of the OT

BHS: Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (an annotated MT recension)

DSS: The Dead Sea Scrolls and fragments found in the twentieth century at
Qumran and its environs near the Dead Sea. Most of the scrolls that survived were
stored in clay jars in caves.

Hadith: A report of the sayings or actions of Muhammad or his companions,
together with the tradition of its chain of transmission (isnad). The plural is Hadith
or Hadiths.

ISBE: International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, 1934 (Public Domain)

Jdt: Judith (Intertestamental apocryphal book)

KJV: King James Version of the Bible (English)

Koran: The sacred text of Islam, considered by Muslims to contain the
revelations of Allah to Muhammad. Koran is also spelled Qur’an, Quran and
Alcoran.

LXE: The English Translation of The Septuagint Version of the Old Testament
(LXE), by Sir Lancelot C. L. Brenton, 1844, 1851, published by Samuel Bagster
and Sons, London.

LXX: The Septuagint is a second and third century B.C. Greek translation of
the OT and some apocryphal books.

MT: The Masoretic Text (OT Hebrew and Aramaic) is a recension. A
definition of a recension is:

A critical revision of a text incorporating the elements deemed most plausible
from varying sources.
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The MT recension was compiled from various Hebrew manuscripts by Talmudic
academies in Babylonia and Palestine during the 6th to 10th centuries AD. The
name of the text comes from Talmudic academy of the Masoretes, meaning,
“Traditionalists,” that flourished in Tiberias on the Sea of Galilee between the 7th
and 9th centuries AD.

The oldest surviving MT recension manuscript is the “Cairo Prophets” (895
AD), which was produced by Moses ben Asher in Tiberias, Galilee. The second
oldest MT recension manuscript is the Leningrad Codex of the Latter Prophets
(916 AD), which has Babylonian vowel pointing.

This book sometimes uses the term MT as an inclusive term for the MT
recension and the family of manuscripts that served as the basis for the MT
recension. This family of manuscripts no longer exists except for scrolls found
among the Dead Sea Scrolls.

NIV: New International Version, 1984 (US English Bible)

NT: New Testament (the original was written in Koine Greek)

OT: Old Testament (Jewish Tanakh) (the original is in Hebrew, but parts are in
Aramaic).

RSV: Revised Standard Version (1952) (English Bible)

Sir:  Wisdom of Sirach (an Intertestamental apocryphal book, a.k.a.,
Ecclesiasticus)

Sunna: The way of life prescribed as normative in Islam, based both on the
teachings and practices of Muhammad, and on exegesis of the Koran.

TR: Textus Receptus, from the Latin meaning, “Received Text.” This is the
Greek text of the New Testament that was standard in printed editions from the
16th to the end of the 19th century.

TWOT: The Theological Wordbook of the OT

YLT: The English Young’s Literal Translation of the Holy Bible 1862/1887/
1898 (YLT) by J. N. Young

WEB: The World English Bible is one of the public domain versions of the OT
and NT in modern English that is downloadable from ebible.org. The WEB NT
consistently follows the Greek Majority Text, but provides footnotes noting any
significant variant readings listed in these Greek NT recensions: Textus Receptus
(TR), Nestle-Aland (NA), and United Bible Society (UBS).






Synopsis of the Jewish Trinity

Augustine said that Christology is latent in the OT, and patent in the NT.?
Christians have applied Augustine’s analysis to other distinctively Christian doc-
trines. For instance, conventional wisdom says that while the doctrine of the
Trinity was implicit in the OT, it is explicit in the NT.2 3

This book shows that if one reads the OT without wearing unitarian blinders,
the OT is as explicit about the Trinity as the NT. The reader of this book will come
to know the OT as ancient Trinitarian Yahvists knew the OT —a book replete with
Trinitarian proofs.

Synopsis of Chapter 01: The Syntax War Between Trinitarians and Unitarians

This chapter deals with the main difference between the ancient reading and the
modern reading of the OT. The ancients read the several thousand plurals that refer to
Yahveh as collective nouns with different nuances. Collective nouns that refer to Yahveh
are potent Trinitarian proofs, especially considering the sheer number of instances.

During Intertestamental times, unitarian readers argued that all plurals referring
to Yahveh were majestic plurals. The majestic plural proponents said that plurals
referring to Yahveh indicate majesty, but do not hint at the existence of persons
called Yahveh. This chapter shows that the majestic plural usage is an incorrect
reading of thousands of plurals referring to Yahveh, and that these plurals, in fact,
constitute Trinitarian proofs.

Synopsis of Chapter 02: Proto-Sinaitic Trinitarianism

At Mount Sinai, the Son revealed that his name was Yahveh. Previously, only
the Father was known as Yahveh. So Genesis contains both the Proto-Gospel (Gen
03:15) and Proto-Sinaitic Trinitarianism.

In Genesis, the Father was known as Yahveh and the Most High (Elyon), the
Son was known both as God of Mighty Ones (El Shaddai) and as the Malek
Yahveh, and the Spirit was known as the Spirit (Ruach). The Trinity was known as
haElohim, literally, “[All] the Gods.”

This analysis of Genesis is confirmed by examining the Genesis narrative, as
well as other sections of the OT that refer back to Genesis. The Trinitarian in-
terpretation of Genesis debunks the JEDP theory. Also, the theories that say the
Malek Yahveh was a mere creature, or was impersonal, are refuted.

Synopsis of Chapter 03: The Presences of Elyon

This chapter discusses the Presences of Elyon. Important passages include
how the Israelites saw the “Living Gods” (khayyim Elohim) (Deu 05:26) during
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the giving of the law. Moses said that at the giving of the law, “[All] the Gods”
(haElohim) stood on three mountains:

This is the blessing that Moses the man of [All] the Gods [haElohim]
pronounced on the Israelites before his death. Yahveh [the Father] came
from Sinai, and [the Son] dawned over them from Seir; he [the Spirit] shone
forth from Mount Paran. He [the Father] came with myriads of holy ones
from the south, from his [the Father’s] mountain slopes (Deu 33:01-02).

Later, the Father sent his Presences, the Son and Spirit, to Canaan. The Father
said:

‘My Presences [plural noun], they will go [plural verb] with you, and I will
give you rest.” Then Moses said to him, “Your Presences [plural noun], if they
do not go [plural verb] with us, do not send us up from here’ (Exo 33:14-15).

The Presences’ other appearances in the OT are also discussed.

Synopsis of Chapter 04: The Shema

The Shema is a simple Trinitarian formula:

Hear, O Israel: Yahveh [the Father| [and] our Elohim [the Son], Yahveh [the
Spirit] [are] a united one [echad] (Deu 06:04).

The correct interpretation and import of the Shema can be inferred from OT
Shema-like statements (Hos 12:06; Zec 14:09).

Yeshua’s short version of the Shema is, “I and the Father are one” (Joh 10:30).
Whenever Yeshua discussed the Shema, he always mentions two or three of the
divine persons of the Trinity, for instance:
= After quoting the Shema (Mat 22:36-40), Yeshua said that David was inspired

by the Spirit when David said that the Father and Son were his Lord (Psa 110:

01, 05; Mat 22:43-45; Mar 12:36-37; Luk 20:42, 44), and
= After speaking a Shema-like statement, “I and the Father are one” (Joh 10:30),

Yeshua said that the judges to whom the word of God came were called “gods”

(Psa 082:06; Joh 10:35). Yeshua added:

What about the one whom the Father set apart as his very own and sent into the
world? (Psa 082:08; Joh 10:36a).

Yeshua here alluded to Yahveh the Father’s statement to the Son in the same
Psalm:

Rise up, O God [the Son] and judge the earth, for all the nations are your [the
Son’s] inheritance (Psa 082:08; Joh 10:36a)!

Synopsis of Chapter 05: The Trinity in Daniel 01-05

Daniel informed Nebuchadnezzar that the golden head of his dreamscape statue
represented Nebuchadnezzar’s kingdom, the Babylonian Empire. The statue’s
other body parts represent succeeding kingdoms down to the end of time as we
know it.
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The gold head showed that a distinguishing characteristic of Nebuchadnezzar’s
kingdom was wealth. The other body parts were made of inferior metals and clay
to show that the distinguishing characteristics of subsequent kingdoms would not
be wealth.

The gold head also revealed that a distinguishing characteristic of
Nebuchadnezzar’s kingdom was homogeneity. His was a unified kingdom.
The Medo-Persian that followed was bifurcated as shown in the arms united to
the torso. Alexander’s kingdom bifurcated into the Seleucid and Ptolemaic dy-
nasties, as was shown by the bronze thighs. Rome was divided into the Western
Latin—speaking and Eastern Greek—speaking parts, as was shown by the two iron
calves. The Roman Empire dissolved leaving nations of iron to exist in the midst
of nations of clay.

In the end the Son would establish a kingdom not built on the foundations of
the old kingdoms represented in the statue. The Son’s kingdom would last forever.
Nebuchadnezzar saw the Son in Dan 03:25, and Daniel saw the Son in the Dan 07
Son of Man vision.

There is a relationship between the statue of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream (Dan
02) and the golden statue that Nebuchadnezzar built (Dan 03). Nebuchadnezzar’s
landscape statue of Dan 03 was like the dreamscape statue of Dan 02, but was
golden from head to toe (Dan 03).

Nebuchadnezzar’s statue represented Nebuchadnezzar’s prayer to his gods.
Nebuchadnezzar wanted his gods to veto Yahveh’s plan to cut Nebuchadnezzar’s
golden kingdom off at the neck—hence, the gold from head to toe.
Nebuchadnezzar wanted the Babylonian Empire to be the sole empire until the end
of the world, and not just until the Medo-Persian Empire was formed.

Daniel instructed Nebuchadnezzar about Yahveh, the “Most High,” just
as Joseph had instructed Egyptian royalty (Gen 45:08; Psa 105:17-22).
Nebuchadnezzar used OT Trinitarian terminology that Moses, Joshua, and others
had used. Nebuchadnezzar’s Trinitarian speech is recorded in Dan 02—03. By
Dan 04, it seems Nebuchadnezzar matured into a full-fledged Trinitarian, as his
letter to his subjects shows (Dan 04).

Synopsis of Chapter 06: The Prophet Behind the Prophets

The OT prophetic books should be read as the words of the preincarnate Son
rather than as the words of the prophets. The few phrases and sections that are
obvious words of the prophets should be considered mere inspired interjections.
That the OT prophetic books can, for the most part, be understood as the words of
the Son implies Trinitarianism.

In OT prophetic books, first person speech (for example, “L,” “me,” “my”)
should generally be read as the words of the Son. Quotations are most often the
words of the Father as quoted by the Son. Third person speech (for example, “he,”
“him,” “his”) referring to Yahveh generally is the Son speaking about the Father or
the Spirit.

ER T3
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Synopsis of Chapter 07: Various OT Presentations of the Trinity

Ezekiel, Jonah and Zechariah give interesting presentations of the Trinity.
Jonah distinguished between Yahveh the Father and the Presences of Yahveh, who
are the Son and Spirit. Jonah’s Trinitarian language includes mention of “[All] the
Gods” (haElohim) and “Yahveh Elohim.”

In Ezekiel and Zechariah, both the Spirit and Son take on various roles, call
each other Yahveh, and refer to the Father and quote the Father.

Synopsis of Chapter 08: The NT Use of OT Yahveh Texts

The first part of this chapter concerns NT quotations and allusions to OT Yahveh
texts. Many examples are given in the appendix that complements this chapter.
The list of NT allusions and quotations to OT Yahveh text is meant to be represen-
tative rather than exhaustive.

The second part of this chapter concerns whether Yeshua primarily spoke Greek
or Aramaic. This has some bearing on whether Yeshua identified himself as:
= Yahveh the Son by his applying OT Yahveh texts to himself,
= The divine Son of Man described in the Dan 07 vision (as is discussed in the

Song of Moses chapter),
= The “I AM” (as is discussed in the “I AM” and the Song of Moses chapters), and
= The subject of the Shema along with the Father and the Spirit (as is discussed in

the Shema chapter).

The evidence will show that Yeshua spoke both Aramaic and Greek. Galilee,
where Yeshua grew, was home to many gentiles who tended to speak Greek. While
Aramaic was more prevalent in Judea, inscriptions and literary evidence show that
Greek was common there, too.

Given Yeshua’s language abilities, it is implausible that he inadvertently gave
the impression that he was, for instance, the “I AM.” His audiences were astute
enough to know what Yeshua was saying, and they even tried to stone Yeshua more
than once for blasphemy. Not once did Yeshua say he was misunderstood.

The NT writers knew both Aramaic and Greek, and they were familiar with
the OT Hebrew. This means that the NT writers consciously applied OT “I
AM?” statements and Yahveh texts to Yeshua. Given their language abilities, they
faithfully recorded Yeshua’s statements, and no meaning was inadvertently added
or lost during translation or transcription.

Synopsis of Chapter 09: The “I AM” Statements

Yahveh the Son was the divine speaker of Exo 03—06, as was discussed in the
chapter on Proto-Sinaitic Trinitarianism. Yahveh the Son said in Hebrew:
I AM who | AM [Hebrew: “ehyeh asher ehyeh”]. This is what you are
to say to the Israelites: ‘I AM [ehyeh] has sent me to you’ (Exo 03:14).
The Greek LXX version reads:



The Jewish Trinity 13

I AM [Greek: egw eimi] WHO IS [ho wn]...WHO IS [ho wn]...(LXX
Exo 03:14).

Note that the Hebrew word ehyeh mentioned three times in Exo 03:14 is
translated as “egw eimi” and “ho wn.” This chapter discusses the occurrences
where Yeshua and the NT writers applied “egw eimi” and “ho wn” to Yeshua. In
this way, the NT writers show that Yeshua is Yahveh the Son—the divine speaker in
Exo 03.

Synopsis of Chapter 10: The Song of Moses (Deu 32)

The Song of Moses shows God’s strategy for saving Jews and gentiles. The
Father’s strategy is to try to save errant Israel by every means possible, lastly by
sending his Son. The Son is far superior to Moses. After being rejected by the
Jewish leaders, the Son turns to save the gentiles. This has the effect of making
Israel jealous enough to come back into the Trinity’s fold.

One section in this chapter presents a Son of Man theology where the Dan 07
Son of Man is linked to the Proto-Gospel (Gen 03:15). The chapter ends with a
discussion on how the Son is far superior to Moses in that the Son is:
= The “IAM,”
=  The Son of Man (Dan 07), and
= God the Son.

Synopsis of Appendix A: MT Plurals Referring to Yahveh

This appendix discusses plurals referring to Yahveh that are found in 38
chapters of 18 MT books. These are plural verbs, adjectives and nouns other than
the common plural noun Elohim (literally, “Gods”). All plurals referring to Yahveh
should be considered Trinitarian proofs.

Synopsis of Appendix B: OT Texts That Suggest or
Speak of the Deity of the Messiah

This appendix lists the texts, provides a short summary statement of each text,
and directs the reader to where there is further discussion of each text.

Synopsis of Appendix C: Trinitarian Proofs

This appendix first summarizes four categories of Trinitarian proofs. Four cat-
egories of Trinitarian proofs are:

1. Many passages that are prima facie evidence for the doctrine of Trinity contain
MT or LXX plurals referring to Yahveh. Examples include the “us” in Gen 01:
26; 03:22; 11:07 and Isa 06:08. More examples are found in the MT plurals ap-
pendix,
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2. OT Yahveh texts applied to individual persons of the Trinity in the OT and NT
are prima facie evidence for the doctrine of Trinity. These are discussed in the
“I AM” and Song of Moses chapters, as well as in the NT use of OT Yahveh
texts chapter and its complementary appendix that goes by the same name,

3. Texts that suggest or speak to the deity of the Messiah should be considered in-
direct proofs of the Trinity. These proofs are summarized in a table in a separate
appendix, and

4. General Trinitarian proofs are listed with an explanation in this Trinitarian
proofs appendix.

Synopsis of Appendix D: A Sampling of the NT Use of OT Yahveh Texts
A list of OT Yahveh texts quoted or alluded to in the NT is provided with an ex-

planation of their significance. The passages are grouped according to the person
or persons of the Trinity to whom the OT Yahveh text is applied.



Chapter 1

The Syntax War Between Trinitarians and Unitarians

The OT Battleground

The task of a translator and interpreter is to express the author’s intended
meaning in another language. The quandary is that the intended meaning of the OT
authors is in dispute. Were the OT authors unitarian as is supposed by the rabbinic
unitarians, Protestant Unitarians, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Oneness Pentecostals and
others? Did the authors of the OT just hint of the Trinity as mainstream Christian
scholars contend? Or were the authors of the OT full-fledged Trinitarians?

One might ask, “Just how did such divergent views of the OT develop?” This
is surprisingly simple to explain. Many laymen will be surprised to know that,
with just a few exceptions, thousands of OT Hebrew plurals referring to Yahveh are
translated as singulars. These plurals are translated as singulars because rabbinic
and Christian scholars are taught that all plurals referring to Yahveh are majestic
plurals. The majestic plural syntax is counterintuitive in that the plural form sup-
posedly does not indicate any sort of plurality in the godhead. A majestic plural, as
the name indicates, supposedly speaks only of Yahveh’s majesty.

Most Christian scholars grudgingly accept the existence of majestic plurals.
They quickly point out, however, that majestic plurals accommodate the doctrine
of the Trinity, and even hint that Yahveh is the Trinity. Christian scholars bolster
these assertions by referring to the OT and NT Trinitarian proofs.

By contrast, this book contends that the OT writers would find the majestic
plural rationalization to be a foreign concept. Likewise, the OT prophets would
assert that the unitarian misinterpretation of the OT was adopted first during
Intertestamental times. They would assert that the real reason why people do not
believe in the Trinity is they do not want to listen to Moses (Joh 05:47; Luk 16:31).

A casual reading of the NT reveals that Yeshua and the NT writers would not
agree with the assertion that the OT merely hints at the Trinity. The NT writers
speak of the Father, Son and Spirit without an introduction, without apology, and
without any sense of novelty. The NT writers knew the Trinity to be readily ap-
parent in the OT. That many Jews readily became Christians shows that they too
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had a Trinitarian outlook on the OT. The apostles said that the NT merely made the
words of the prophets about the deity of the Messiah more certain (2Pe 01:16, 19).

So to summarize, this chapter deals with a principle difference between the
ancient reading and the modern reading of the OT. The ancients read the several
thousand plural nouns referring to Yahveh as collective nouns with different
nuances. These collective nouns are potent Trinitarian proofs, especially con-
sidering how often they occur in the OT. Moderns, however, read these same
plural nouns as majestic plurals. Supposed majestic plurals indicate majesty, but in
no way hint that there are persons called Yahveh.

Hebrew Collective Nouns

Before the discussion of Hebrew collective nouns begins in earnest, it is
worthwhile to note that Hebrew is like other languages in that it has its own dis-
tinctive syntax. For instance, an American English speaker might think it odd that
in Hebrew:
= Collective nouns, whether singular or plural, can take plural verbs and pred-

icates, and
= Plural collective nouns can refer to a single group, and can take singular verbs

and modifiers.

Hebrew collective noun usage is not entirely different from that of other lan-
guages. A case in point is that British English uses collective nouns much like
ancient Hebrew, but American English does less so. The American Heritage
Dictionary of the English Language states:

In American usage, a collective noun takes a singular verb when it
refers to the collection considered as a whole, as in The family was united
on this question. The enemy is suing for peace. It takes a plural verb
when it refers to the members of the group considered as individuals, as
in My family are always fighting among themselves. The enemy were
showing up in groups of three or four to turn in their weapons. In British
usage, however, collective nouns are more often treated as plurals: The
government have not announced a new policy. The team are playing in the
test matches next week. A collective noun should not be treated as both
singular and plural in the same construction; thus The family is determined
to press its (not their) claim...*

Singular Collective Nouns with Plural Predicates

The famous Hebraist, H. W. F. Gesenius (1786-1842 AD) wrote that Hebrew
singular collective nouns “readily” have plural predicates.® Here are a few ex-
amples:
= Joseph said, “The whole earth [singular] came [plural verb]” (Gen 41:57), so

persons are indicated by the singular “earth,”
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= “Each man [Hebrew singular is eesh] threw down [plural verb] his staff” (Exo 07:12),

= “Each man [singular eesh] gather [plural imperative] as much as he needs” (Exo
16:16),

= “So man [singular eesh] lies down [singular verb] and rises [singular verb]
not again; till the heavens are no more they will not awake [plural verb], or be
roused [plural verb] out of their sleep” (Job 14:12),

= “Surely man [singular eesh] walks about [singular verb] as a shadow! Surely,
for nothing they strive [plural verb]; man accumulates [singular verb] and does
not know [singular verb]” (Psa 039:06 [BHS 039:07]),

= “They open [plural verb] their mouth [singular noun]” (Job 16:10), and

= “The evil man [singular eesh]” (Pro 02:12) is the subject of the plural verbs
“leaves,” “exults” and “are devious” (Pro 02:13-15).

Plural Collective Nouns with Singular Predicates

Hebrew collective nouns that refer to a group may be plural, yet can take

singular predicates. Here are some examples:

= “Luminaries” takes a singular verb (“let be””) in Gen 01:14a, but plural verbs in
Gen 01:14b-16,

= “Nations and a group of nations” take a singular verb (Gen 35:11),

= “Children” takes a singular verb (Exo 10:24),

= “People” takes singular verbs (Exo 20:18; Jos 24:16, 21), but can also take
plural verbs (Jos 24:16, 21, 24),

= “Animals” takes a singular verb (Job 12:07), and

= “Worthless idols” takes the singular verb “pass away” (Isa 02:18).

The Hebrew Plural Collective Noun Elohim, literally “Gods”

The Athanasian Creed speaks against the heresy of Tritheism, and warns against
speaking of the Trinity as “Gods” or “Lords.” The Athanasian Creed was written
in the western church in the sixth century by an unknown author who may have
had no familiarity with the Bible in the original languages.®

The Athanasian Creed concerns doctrine, and should not necessarily be interpreted
as an exegetical gag rule. Exegetes can discuss the fact that the literal translations of
plural forms referring to Yahveh are plural. What to make of that fact, and how to
express it doctrinally, is where the Athanasian Creed becomes helpful.

The Hebrew plural collective noun Elohim/elohim (literally, “Gods” or “gods”)
occurs 2,600 times in 2,247 MT verses. Most instances refer to Yahveh, but elohim
is also used to refer to angels (Psa 008:005 [BHS 008:006]), judges (Exo 21:06; 22:
08-09 [BHS 22:07-08]; Jos 24:01), rulers (Psa 082:01, 06), as well as false gods
and idols.

The ancient Hebrews considered Elohim to be a plural collective noun, or a
nuanced collective noun, denoting the persons of the Trinity. Elohim was not used
to refer to Yahveh in any polytheistic sense. Like other Hebrew plural collective
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nouns, Elohim/elohim could take singular or plural verbs and modifiers. For

example, Elohim/elohim could take:

= Singular modifiers, for example, “Their gods [elohim] will be [plural verb] a
snare [singular noun]” (Exo 23:33; Jdg 02:03),

= Singular verbs, for instance, “The God/gods [Elohim/elohim] who answers
[singular verb] by fire—he is Elohim” (1Ki 18:24). Note that either the
haBaalim (“the Baals”) (1Ki 18:18), who are Baal and Asherah (1Ki 18:19),
or “the Word” (the Son) (1Ki 18:01, 31) and the Spirit (1Ki 18:12), are the col-
lective subject of the conditional sentence (1Ki 18:24),

= Plural verbs and modifiers such as:
0 “...gods [elohim] are near [plural modifier]...” (Deu 04:07),

0 “...make us gods [elohim] who will go [plural verb] before us...” (Exo 32:
01, 23),
0 “...gods [elohim] neither see...hear...eat...smell...” [plural verbs] (Deu 04:
28), and

0 The plural verbs and modifier referring to Yahveh (Gen 20:13; 35:07; Exo 32:
04, 08; Jos 24:19 and the like) that are mentioned in the MT plurals appendix.
Sometimes Hebrew speakers used singular and plural verbs with Elohim in the
same conversation. This tends to prove that Elohim was indeed considered a col-
lective noun. For instance, Sennacherib’s officers asked in Hebrew (2Ki 18:28):
How can your Elohim [Gods] deliver [singular verb] you out of mine
hand (2Ch 32:14)?...How much less shall your Elohim [plural noun]
deliver [plural verb] you out of my hand (2Ch 32:15)!

The chronicler wrote, “Sennacherib’s officers spoke further against Yahveh
Elohim” (2Ch 32:16). Other passages with singular and plural verbs referring to
Elohim can be found in the MT plurals appendix.

Plural collective nouns used with singular verbs suggest that there are the plural
members of “a united” (echad) group. So the plural Elohim (literally, “Gods”) used
with a singular verb is meant to emphasize that there are three persons of the Trinity.
Likewise, the plural form “gods” (elohim) is used with singular verbs to refer to a
false god and his goddess consort or progeny. Other plural collective nouns that are
similar to Elohim are haElohim (“[All] the Gods”), Adonai (“my Lords”) and adonai
(“my masters”). These words are discussed in depth later in this chapter.

A form similar to the collective noun Elohim is the plural collective noun
Mitsrayim. Mitsrayim can be translated as a singular collective noun “Egypt” (Gen
13:10; 15:18), or as a plural collective noun “Egyptians,” according to contextual
clues. For example:
= In Exo 14:25 Mitsrayim is used with two singular verbs (“he said” and “let me

get away”’), but both times Mitsrayim should be translated in the plural as “The

Egyptians said, ‘Let us get away,””

and
= In Exo 14:18 a plural verb is used with Mitsrayim, so Moses must have meant

the plural Mitsrayim to be translated in the plural as “the Egyptians will know,”

rather than in the singular as “Egypt will know.”
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So the plural form Mitsrayim can be translated as a singular collective noun,
“Egypt,” or as a plural collective noun, “Egyptians.” This suggests that the plural
form Elohim should, depending on the context, be treated as a singular collective
noun (God), or as a plural collective noun referring to the persons of Yahveh. For
example, Yahveh is a “God [Elohim] of Gods [Elohim], and Lord [Adonai] of Lords
[Adonai]” (compare Jos 22:22; Psa 050:01; Isa 26:13; Dan 02:47; 11:36; 1Ti 06:15;
Rev 17:14; 19:16).

Elohim, a plural form, can be translated as “God” or “Gods.” The plural form
Adonai can be translated as “Lord” or “Lords.” In the above-listed passages, the
first Elohim and Adonai of each phrase should be translated as a singular collective
noun, while the second Elohim and Adonai of each phrase should be considered a
plural collective noun: “God of Gods” and “Lord of Lords.”

The singular collective noun emphasizes Yahveh’s unity, while the plural col-
lective noun emphasizes that there are persons called Yahveh. That one phrase has
both singular and plural collective nouns referring to Yahveh indicates that Yahveh
is the Trinity: one God, yet three persons.

The “God of Gods and Lord of Lords” passages are similar to the Shema in that
they are Trinitarian expressions. The Shema is mentioned later in this chapter, and
in the chapter on the Shema.

Weaknesses of the Majestic Plural Hypothesis

Grammar issues can rest for a moment as other issues with broad implications
are here discussed. A bird’s eye view of the debate reveals that there are some
obvious weaknesses in the majestic plural hypothesis.

Exceptions Become the Rule Rather Than Just “Proving [in the sense of
“Testing” | the Rule”

A weakness of the majestic plural hypothesis is that the proofs consist of
exceptional examples where plural nouns seemingly refer to single persons
or objects. In the majestic plural schema, the lessons drawn from exceptional
examples determine the translation and interpretation of thousands of words.
Rather than letting “the exceptions prove [in other words, “test”] the rule” —as the
proverb says,” majestic plural proponents say, “The exceptions are the rule.”

There are at least two pitfalls involved when using exceptions to explain the
majority of instances. First, exceptions by definition are always few, and thus are
easier to misconstrue. The misinterpretation is then used to distort the meaning of
many words. Second, even if exceptional data were interpreted correctly, the con-
nection between the exceptions and the mass of data that the exceptions supposedly
explain may be tenuous.

What this means is that even if a few exceptions are proven to be majestic
plurals, this does not necessarily mean there are thousands of majestic plurals in
the OT.
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Analogous situations where erroneous extrapolations could be drawn from scant
data include:
= If one determined what English grammar rules are by analyzing the excep-

tional forms “its” and “it’s,” one would mistake contractions for possessives,

and abbreviations for possessives. “Its” looks plural, but is really a possessive
pronoun, and “it’s” looks like a possessive pronoun, but is really the abbreviated
form of “it is,”

= A planet might be mistaken for a star, or vice versa, but this does not mean all
luminaries are planets, and

= A Tom Clancy fiction novel might be mistaken for history, but this does not
mean that Tom Clancy is a historian rather than a novelist.

Statistically speaking, it is unwise to suppose that thousands of OT majestic
plurals exist based on the analysis of a few examples. Perhaps the majestic plural
rationalization exists merely because no one has bothered to offer viable alternative
explanations. I use the word “viable” because theological liberals have offered al-
ternative explanations.

Liberals commonly believe that the majestic plural rationalization was unknown
in the patriarchal and Mosaic periods. Many liberals believe that the Hebrew
plurals referring to Yahveh actually are vestiges of monolatry (henotheism), binitar-
ianism, or polytheism.®

Monolatry is the belief that there are many gods worthy of worship, but
that each person ought to choose one god to worship and ignore the others.
Binitarianism is the worship of two divine persons who are worshipped as one god.
Of course, these theories are flawed in that they do not satisfactorily explain all the
data. The evidence calls out for a Trinitarian explanation, but the call has fallen on
deaf ears until now.

Someone might ask, “Why must anyone think up explanations for plural
forms?” The answer is that there is no surviving ancient Hebrew grammar book
that states how the Hebrew Scripture should be translated. So a Hebrew grammar
must be based on the study of the language itself. This is problematical because
languages tend to become regular and less complicated over time. Inscriptions and
archaic word forms may be the only evidence that certain words, usages, cases and
conjugations ever existed.

Unfortunately, there are few undisputed samples of extra-Biblical, ancient
Hebrew. These are mainly found on walls and potshards. Unlike some ancient lan-
guages, ancient Hebrew seems to have been written almost entirely on perishable
materials. Whole libraries went up in smoke or disintegrated to dust in a process
that began already in OT times (2Ki 22:08).

There are only a few samples of extra-Biblical, OT-era Hebrew. This means
that OT Hebrew grammars and lexicons cannot be crosschecked and verified
against non-Biblical sources from the same period. By contrast, the NT Greek
grammars and lexicons can be crosschecked against NT-era, extra-Biblical Greek
sources to expose built-in bias.
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Certain ways to read the OT can be taught through Hebrew grammars and
lexicons. The danger of Hebrew grammars doubling as de facto doctrinal books is
that any reading besides the “official” rendering is considered a grammar mistake.

The reader who is nonchalant about the power of grammars to change per-
ception and influence doctrine should consider how some grammar issues are not
just academic issues. Indeed, over the centuries, a student who wished to read
Trinitarian texts as they were intended to be read ran the risk of being charged
with false doctrine or blasphemy. These charges entailed various consequences
depending on the century and cultural setting.

Examples could be multiplied about how far dogma and rules can remove the
pious interpretation of a text from its literal reading, but here are two examples that
may give pause. One example is from Judaism and other from Islam:
= In Hebrew grammars it was taught that in order to avoid the charge of

blasphemy, it was best to read out loud “Lord” (Adonai), or another word,

instead of saying the name Yahveh. The grammar books referred to “what is
read” as gere, and “what is written” as kethib. Just how effective this gere-
kethib system was is shown by the fact that after awhile, the exact pronunciation
of the name Yahveh became a matter for debate. This is the case even though

Yahveh occurs about 6,828 times in 5,790 OT verses, and
= In early Islamic times, in order to show the supposed superiority of Islam,

Muslims devised the dogma that the Koran was both eternal, and the very

words of Allah.® So, to transform Muhammad’s discourse into words that Allah

commanded Muhammad to repeat, compilers inserted the imperative form “say”

350 times into the Koranic text.'” ** Many scholars, unlike most Muslims, sense

the many absurdities that the “say!” interpolations create.'

The gere-kethib and “Say!” rules affected hundreds or thousands of passages,
and thus changed how an entire book was read. Similarly, the majestic plural rule
affected the interpretation of thousands of passages with the result that many read
the Trinitarian Bible as though it taught unitarianism. The majestic plural rule is
nothing but a veil (2Co 03:13-16; 2Co 04:03).

So it behooves the reader to suspect any gere interpretative translation that is
unitarian when the kethib literal reading of the text is Trinitarian. For instance,
the many plural and dual forms that are translated as majestic plurals ought to
be translated as collective plurals. Examples include Elohim (God) and Panim
(meaning, “face(s),” or “presence,” or “Presences”).

The Majestic Plural Rationalization Has Not Been Seriously Cross
Examined Due to a Sanitized History

Another weakness of the majestic plural rationalization is that this grammatical
construction has not been seriously analyzed in the past. The majestic plural usage
has been accepted uncritically based on its long rabbinical tradition. However, the
majestic plural tradition may not be very ancient.
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The success of the early Trinitarian church among Jews suggests that the
Intertestamental Jews interpreted OT majestic plurals as being Trinitarian.
Cultures, however, are notorious for presenting idealized, sanitized pictures of the
past. Cultural memory selectively preserves cherished ideas while suppressing and
forgetting dissent. As the saying goes, “The victors write history.”

It is a matter of history that unitarians managed to ostracize Trinitarians from
Jewish society. The Jewish Trinitarian tradition was deemed heretical and was for-
gotten. Records not deemed canonical were burned or allowed to disintegrate into
oblivion, unless, of course, they were fortunate enough to be left in pots in caves.

The idea that classical Judaism had unanimous agreement on unitarianism and
the majestic plural syntax may soon fall on hard times. Other cherished ideas about
classical Judaism have been discarded in the twentieth century due to archeology
finds, namely, that:
= The language of Palestine was wholly Aramaic and Hebrew. This issue will be

discussed in the chapter on the NT Use of OT Yahveh Texts, and
= C(lassical Judaism was untainted by astrology and human figural art.

Jewish tradition had presented classical Judaism as being untainted by astrology
and human figural art. Some rabbis wrote that astrology applied to gentiles, but
not to Jews."? Astrology, however, appears in Jewish apocalyptic writings,'* and
astrology even made an incursion into the Herodian temple itself!'® ® Lester Ness
wrote:

[Flavius] Josephus [37 AD-?]*" and Philo [Judaeus (c. 20 BC—c. AD
40)]%...do not hesitate to identify the twelve signs with the twelve loaves

of [show]bread offered each day in the temple or the seven planets with

the seven branches of the menorah.

The Arch of Titus in Rome that commemorates the 70 AD conquest of
Jerusalem confirms Josephus and Philo’s assertion that the temple menorah had
astral connotations. Erwin Goodenough wrote:

From these independent sources, then, we have evidence that Jews actually
made their temple cultus, made Judaism itself, into an astral religion.?

Figure 1. What remains of the Jerusalem
temple menorah relief on the Arch of Titus.
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Additional examples of astral art infiltration could be cited to show that
astrology made major inroads into Judaism from the Maccabean through
the Byzantine period. Bernard Goldman notes that in the Maccabean period
“the star of the Maccabees” was placed over the temple facade.”? Popular
Maccabean and Herodian coins look suspiciously like a crescent and Venus orb
couplet on a pole or finial. The coin purported to portray a double cornucopia
with a pomegranate orb on a stem between the horns of plenty. Ya’akov
Meshorer wrote:

It is logical to assume that the symbol filtered into Judaism as an
object related to fertility, and then acquired additional Jewish conno-
tations.??

Figure 2. Popular Maccabean and
Herodian coin.

Classical Judaism absorbed astrological art and concepts, and this caused
friction with the Christian church. Stephen’s speech refers to the astral worship of
the forefathers, the implication being that the NT Jewish leaders whom Stephen ad-
dressed had erred in the same way (Act 07:43).

It was not the astrology so much as the creeping homegrown heresy called uni-
tarianism that did the most to squeeze OT Trinitarianism entirely out of Judaism.
Astrology in the temple, of course, was one of the factors that led to the rejection
of Trinitarianism, to the destruction of the temple, and to the further dispersal of
the Jews.

The Majestic Plural Has Been Accepted Uncritically on an Ad Hominem
Basis

There are other reasons the majestic plural has not undergone serious
cross-examination. Many hold to the ad hominem assumption that uni-
tarians are especially qualified to read Hebrew. This is not right since
Yeshua, the apostles, and many early Trinitarians were fluent in Hebrew and
Aramaic.
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The NT shows that Yeshua, the apostles and early Christians considered
the OT to be thoroughly Trinitarian. Since the NT was not as yet written, they
surely did not derive their Trinitarian beliefs from the NT. The NT shows that
the people were not beholden to every official dogma (Mat 07:29; Mar 01:22).
So the majestic plural rationalization may have caused friction between the
people and the religious authorities. Whatever the case, the fact that so many
Intertestamental Jews held Trinitarian beliefs suggests they did not believe the
OT was awash in majestic plurals referring to Yahveh as though he were a single
majestic person.

Despite conventional wisdom, unitarians are not especially qualified to rule on
OT Hebrew. First of all, the Bible is not like other documents that are doctrinally
neutral, so the translation and interpretation is not purely academic. Humans,
being what they are, find it all too easy to give in to sectarian bias.

Contrary to what some might believe, no one speaks Biblical Hebrew. The
first language of grammarians like Gesenius and other Ashkenazi Jews of Central
and Eastern Europe was Yiddish. Yiddish is a blend of medieval German, Slavic,
Old French, Old Italian, Aramaic and Hebrew.

Sephardic Jews, who lived in the Iberian Peninsula, wrote mainly in Arabic.
For instance, Moses ben Maimon, a.k.a. Maimonides (1135-1204 AD), wrote
in Arabic, but did incorporate some non-Biblical Hebrew. S. D. Goitein wrote
about the Arabic influence on medieval Hebrew:

The Jews took their full share in this great Middle-Eastern mercantile
civilization, in particular from the tenth to the thirteenth centuries, and it
was at that time and in that part of the world that Judaism itself received
its final shape. There, under Arab-Muslim influence, Jewish thought and
philosophy and even Jewish law and religious practice were systematized
and finally formulated. Even the Hebrew language developed its
grammar and vocabulary on the model of the Arab language. The revival
of Hebrew in our own times would be entirely unthinkable without the
services rendered to it by Arabic in various ways a thousand years ago.
Arabic itself became a Jewish language and, unlike Latin in Europe, was
employed by Jews for all secular and religious purposes, with the sole
exception of the synagogue service.?

The Hebrew that Jews speak today is Modern Hebrew. The syntax of Modern
Hebrew is quite removed from that of the OT. In fact, the Hebrew language is
usually divided into four developmental stages: Biblical, Mishnaic (also called
“Rabbinic”), Medieval and Modern Hebrew. The syntax of Modern Hebrew is
Mishnaic, and Mishnaic has different rules from Biblical syntax!**

The vocabulary of Modern Hebrew also is very different from Biblical
Hebrew. Eliezer Ben-Yehuda (1858-1922 AD), the father of Modern Hebrew,
spearheaded the revival of Hebrew as a living, spoken language. Ben-
Yehuda began with the 7,704 Hebrew words of the Torah, but proceeded to
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coin and borrow other words. Modern Hebrew acquired 100,000 words by
1978 AD.?® By some estimates, in 2000 AD Hebrew had 120,000 words.

Speakers of non-Hebrew languages perhaps could take a fresh approach to
Biblical Hebrew. Modern Hebrew speakers, however, are burdened by more than
two millennia’s worth of linguistic baggage. So it may be easier to reach a level
of objectivity concerning Hebrew when one has no preconceived notions, and no
habits that need to be unlearned.

All these facts taken together suggest that disagreements about majestic plurals
may be driven by sectarian bias rather than a lack of relevant OT data. There is
no hint that Yeshua and the apostles or any early Christians deferred to the estab-
lishment for authoritative grammatical rulings (Mat 07:29; Mar 01:22). Likewise,
Christians should learn from the data rather than accept ad hominem argumen-
tation, even if the authorities scoff (Joh 07:49).

OT Data Inconsistent With the Existence of the Majestic Plural Syntax

Joshua and the Israelites

In a speech against polytheism, Joshua referred to Yahveh as the “holy [plural
adjective] Gods [Elohim]” (Jos 24:19). Unless Joshua was teaching Trinitarianism,
it would have been counterproductive to refer to God using a plural in a speech
against polytheism. So the phrase “holy [plural adjective] Gods [Elohim]” is a
plural collective noun rather than a majestic plural.

Jehoiakim as Adon

Yahveh said that when Jehoiakim died, no one would lament his death as though
he were a brother, nor would anyone say:

Alas, [what a] master [adon]! Alas, [what] majesty! (Jer 22:18).

The Hebrew translated “master” is the singular form adon.

If there were such a thing as an OT majestic plural, one would think that
the plural form adonai would have been used before the phrase, “Alas, [what]
majesty.” If the plural adonai meant “majestic master” just by itself, then the
second phrase “Alas, [what] majesty!” would have been redundant.

The Majestic Plural Construction is at Odds with the Shema

Trinitarianism is based on the Biblical version of the Shema that reads Elohim
(Gods) is “a united one” (echad). Unitarianism, however, currently is based on an
altered version of the Shema introduced by Maimonides.

Maimonides changed the Shema from Elohim (Gods) is “a united one” (echad)
to Elohim (Gods) is “a unique one” (yachid). Though the OT never used yachid
to refer to Yahveh, Maimonides’ altered yachid version of the Shema has become a
pivotal article of the modern Jewish faith.
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The Majestic Plural Concept is at Odds with Unitarianism

The majestic plural concept suggests that the quality of majesty is somehow
related to the concept of plurality. This association between majesty and plurality
seems artificial and contrived. For the sake of argument, however, it is worthwhile
to think the association is hypothetically valid. For instance, if the association
between plurality and majesty were valid, the persons of the Trinity would nec-
essarily be more majestic than the lone divine figure touted by majestic plural
proponents.

The Majestic Plural is at Odds with the OT Use of the Plural for God

If the OT taught unitarianism, one would expect that the singular Hebrew forms
for God, El (Gen 14:18) and Elo(w)ah (Deu 32:15, 17; Hab 03:03) would have
been used throughout the OT. Furthermore, the singular form E/ would have been
useful to counter the prevailing polytheistic notions.

Overall, the OT looks very Trinitarian. The singular forms El and Elo(w)ah are
used mainly in poetic sections. As was noted above, there are 2,600 occurrences of
the plural form Elohim in 2,247 OT verses. The singular form EI, however, occurs
219 times in 212 verses, while the singular form Elo(w)ah occurs 58 times in 57
verses.

The prevalence of the plural Elohim suggests that the plural form Elohim would
have been used in poetry, too, except that the forms El and Elo(w)ah were easier to
work with given the constraints of Hebrew poetry.

The Form HaElohim is Not Consistent With the Existence of the Majestic
Plural Syntax

The Hebrew definite article ha (the) prefix implies “all the...,” but does not ex-
plicitly state “all the...” Massey gives the example that hayam [ha + yam] literally
means “the people,” but “all the people” is implied.*® The definite article “the”
(ha) prefixed to Elohim (haElohim) suggests the Trinity: “[All] the Gods.”

So when the article ha is prefixed to Elohim (or elohim), the form should be
taken to mean:
= “[All] the Gods” when referring to the Trinity,
= “[All] the gods” when referring to false gods (Exo 18:11; Jdg 10:14; 2Ch 02:04;

Jer 11:12), and
= “[All] the judges” when referring to humans (Exo 21:06; 22:08-09 (BHS 22:07-

08); Jos 24:01).

The reader of modern translations, of course, will not find haElohim translated
as a plural collective noun when referring to Yahveh, except in 1Sa 04:08 (as
is noted in the MT plurals appendix). Like thousands of other plurals that
refer to Yahveh, translators consider the form haElohim to be a majestic plural.
Accordingly, when referring to Yahveh, haElohim is translated in the singular as
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“God” (Gen 05:22, 24, 06:02, 04, 09, 11; 17:18; 20:06, 17; 22:03, 09; 27:28; 31:11;
35:07, etc.)

Only when the translators figured, wrongly or rightly, that haelohim referred to
false gods was haelohim translated in the plural as “gods” (Exo 18:11; Deu 10:17;
Jdg 10:14; 1Sa 04:08; 2Ch 02:04; Psa 136:02; Jer 11:12). It goes without saying
that translating a plural form as a singular sometimes and as a plural other times is
inconsistent. This treatment of haFElohim is also inconsistent with the translation
of other plurals prefixed by the definite article. Examples include: *...the Baals
[haBaalim] and the Asherahs [haAsherot]” (NIV Jdg 03:07).

If Yahveh were a singular person, it is curious that God is called haElohim
(“[All] the Gods™). HaElohim occurs 366 times in 337 OT verses, and nearly
always refers to Yahveh (Gen 05:22, 24; 06:02, 04, 09, 11, etc., but not in Exo 21:
06; 22:08, 09). However, when “all” [Hebrew is cow!] is explicitly prefixed to “the
gods” (cowl elohim), the phrase refers to:
= Angels (Psa 097:07, 09), or
= Pagan gods (for instance, Gen 35:04; Exo 12:12; 18:11; 2Ki 18:35; 1Ch 16:25-

26; 2Ch 02:05 (BHS 2Ch 02:04); 32:14; Psa 095:03; 096:04-05; 135:05; Isa 36:

20; Zep 02:11).

At least three incidents show that the form haElohim (“[All] the Gods”) refers
to persons called Yahveh, and so implicitly speaks of the Trinity:
= In Deu 33:01 Moses is called “the man of [All] the Gods,” and then in the next

verse Yahveh was said to have appeared on three mountains during the giving of

the law (Exo 20). Deu 33:01-02 is discussed in the chapter on the Presences of

Elyon,
= In a section where Yahveh is twice called “[All] the Gods” (Jos 22:34; 24:01),

the Transjordan tribes called upon Yahveh to be the Mosaic minimum of two

concurring witnesses, saying:
God of Gods, Yahveh [the Father]! God of Gods, Yahveh [the Son]! He knows (Jos

22:22), and
= Similarly, Elijah called Yahveh “[All] the Gods” (1Ki 18:21, 24, 37). Later, the

people twice said:

Yahveh, he is [All] the Gods; Yahveh, he is [All] the Gods (1Ki 18:39).

The extensive use of the form haElohim suggests that “[All] the Gods” im-
plicitly speaks of the Trinity:
= These people saw or talked to haElohim: Enoch (Gen 05:22, 24), Noah (Gen

06:09), Abraham (Gen 17:18; 20:17; 22:03, 09), Abimelech (Gen 20:06), Jacob

(Gen 27:28; 35:07; 48:15), Moses (Exo 03:06, 11, 12, 13; 19:03), the Israelites

(Exo 18:12; 19:17; 20:20, 21; 24:11), Balaam (Num 22:10; 23:27) and Gideon

(Jdg 06:36, 39),
=  Moses is called “the man of [All] the Gods” (Deu 33:01; Jos 14:06; 2Ch 30:16; Ezr

03:02; Psa 090:01), Moses is called the “servant of [All] the Gods” (1Ch 06:34; 2Ch

24:09; Neh 10:29 (BHS 10:30); Dan 09:11), and Moses received the “Law of [All]

the Gods (Exo 18:16; Neh 08:08; 10:29 [BHS 10:30]) on the “Mount of [All] the

Gods” (Exo 03:01; 04:27; 18:05; 24:13; 1Ki 19:08; 2Ki 04:25),
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= The Ark of the Covenant was later called the “Ark of [All] the Gods” 35 times
in 31 verses (Jdg 20:27; 1Sa 04:04, 13, 18, 19, 21, 22; 05:01, 02, 10 (twice); 14:
18 (twice); 2Sa 06:02, 03, 04, 06, 07, 12 (twice); 15:24 (twice), 25, 29; 1Ch 13:
05, 06,07, 12, 14; 15:02, 15, 24; 16:01, 06; and 2Ch 01:04), and

= The ark resided in the “House of [All] the Gods.” The “House of [All] the
Gods” is mentioned 55 times in 54 verses (Jdg 18:31; 1Ch 06:33; 09:11, 13, 26,
27, 22:02; 23:28; 25:06; 26:20; 28:12, 21; 29:07; 2Ch 03:03; 04:11, 19; 05:01,
14; 07:05; 15:18; 22:12; 23:03, 09; 24:07, 13, 27; 25:24; 28:24 (twice), 31:13,
21; 33:07; 35:08; 36:18, 19; Ezr 01:04; 02:68; 03:08, 09; 06:22; 08:36; 10:01,
06, 09; Neh 06:10; 08:16; 11:11, 16, 22; 12:40; 13:07, 09, 11; Ecc 04:17; and
Dan 01:02).

The Affinity Between Hebrew Plurals That Refer to Yahveh

Massey wrote:

The only way to explicitly exclude the implicit “all’ from *the people’ is
to mark it with a qualification, e.g., ‘some of the people.’#

So in the case of haElohim, the only way to remove the implicit “all” is to use
a qualifier like “some.” No qualifier is ever used when haElohim refers to the
Trinity. Besides, a “some” qualifier would still refer to more than one person, not
just a singular majestic person. So when haElohim refers to Yahveh, the plural
form suggests that there are persons who are called Yahveh both ind