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  Hear, O Israel: The LORD our God is one LORD: And thou shalt love the LORD thy God with all thine heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy might.

  Deuteronomy 6:4-5








  For our God is a consuming fire.

  Hebrews 12:29








  A Note from the Shawn & Mary McCraney Family

  Yeshuans is an educational ministry founded by the author Shawn McCraney and his family. Together, they have produced over 10,000 hours of video teachings and writings presenting the findings from their lifelong endeavor to find the boundary and the relationship between God and religion. The family has used their platform to teach and present these findings progressively, as the research unfolds. As new information has come in, the overall philosophy has naturally evolved, grown, and gained refinement, and our teachings and books capture snapshots of that evolution along the way.

  Over the course of Shawn’s writing and teaching, you will see his theological perspectives change, yet the intention of the work remains consistent throughout. This book, like everything we produce, is not a finished conclusion. Instead, it presents a topic of observation through the lens of the most comprehensive findings up to the time it was written. All work by the McCraneys is made with respect to past findings and remains open to the consideration and incorporation of new information in the future.

  Our efforts are completely independent and unaffiliated with any other institution or individual. With limited resources, we give nearly all of our effort to research and development, and editing often takes a back seat. We leave the editing for the future, when we have more resources. For now, this book remains raw and unedited. Please take any mistakes, redundancies, typos, awkward syntax, or unusual formatting as the cost of rigorously independent production.

  We are constantly learning, and teaching what we have learned and incorporated. To keep up with where the research is now and to study the archive, visit yeshuans.faith, where most of our work is available entirely free. We invite anyone interested to search it, question it, and question us there. For questions or more information, email info@yeshuans.faith.

  Links and organization names mentioned in this book may be outdated. Any content referred to here can be found in the library at yeshuans.faith.
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  Preface

This is not scholarly work as I am not a scholar by any sense of the word. I am a researcher armed with a strong human spirit of incredulity and suspicion of group-think; a man that sees connections (sometimes where there are none) and someone who ardently has asked God to know Him (for whatever that is worth to anyone else is hard to say) and His Son. I have not only prayed for years for God to reveal His nature to me to the point that I have pleaded with Him to explain Creedal Trinitarianism, to make it clear, and to help me understand it well enough that I can trust its historical definitions, but I have put in the work of study to sustain any inspirations I might have. But again, I can barely read Greek, and can hardly even read Hebrew, but I am able to research terms, tense, and parsing and I have come to see that so-called “scholarship” of ancient scripture is sub-par to seeking any person honestly seeking God in spirit and truth. I can support that because I have considered many of the insights from our community of scholars old and modern and found them not only wanting and often misled but am amazed at how much they differ from one another. Bottom-line? I have spent the better part of my adult life (40 plus years) reading, seeking and searching to know Him in Spirit and truth.
 The forthcoming are adjustments to what Creedal Trinitarianism created; clarifications to what I now believe is a man-made enterprise.1 I have learned from firsthand experience what it means to challenge it with the fallout (from a religious point of view) akin to burning an American flag at an army picnic or punching a grandmother holding a disabled baby square in the face. My intentions are not to inflame nor harm the faith of others, however. Never. It is hard for me to believe that challenging and questioning is antithetical to genuine faith so I frankly see all explorations as honoring God rather than harming others. My intentions are to help others better meet the words of our “God-Man King”2 when He said in John 17:3,
 And this is life eternal, that they might know thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.
 For whatever it is worth, this relatively ignorant, self-taught and often denser than-a-fence-post loser in life has taken that passage, tattooed it on his heart, dedicated his almost every moment to the effort, consciously and what seems to also be sub-conscious, and did the other thing the writer of Hebrews said in Hebrews 11:6,
 But without faith it is impossible to please him: for he that cometh to God must believe that he is, and that he is a rewarder of them that diligently seek him.
 Finally, instead of scholarship and formal education, I have elected to employ what the scripture says relative to knowing things about God, also stated by Paul when he wrote in 1st Corinthians 2:11-14,
 For what man knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of man which is in him? even so the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God. Now we have received, not the spirit of the world, but the spirit which is of God; that we might know the things that are freely given to us of God. Which things also we speak, not in the words which man's wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth; comparing spiritual things with spiritual. But the natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God: for they are foolishness unto him: neither can he know them, because they are spiritually discerned.
 Taking all of this at face-value, the best way to understand the means by which I exegete the biblical narrative is akin to the work of the singer/songwriting team of Elton John and Bernie Taupin where we have the lyrics of scripture created by Taupin and the music of the Spirit created and presented by John. Where both are necessary and essential to each song they produced, I am far more inclined to hearing the music and presenting it to others over perfect lyrical understanding or articulation. To beat a dead horse, my mind by the spirit when reading scripture is akin to the experience of listening to Little Richard sing, Tutti Fruitti, Captain Beefheart bellow out, Lo Yo Stuff or the Cramps singing, Goo Goo Muck – the “lyrics” (by themselves) are far less important than the vibe the music with the lyrics produce. For me, the faith today is mostly in the hands of people who can only read the lyrics but for some reason are unable to hear the music that goes with it but most regrettably, as a result, are unable to dance.
 Another important admission because of the content presented herein is I am even less a scientist than a scholar and know very little about science and its specific rules, methods, processes and findings. But I can hear the music in science and find meaningful representations in things that are plainly scientifically, and therefore humanly based. Admittedly, this makes me nothing more than a trailer-park philosopher, making leaps and associations of cause and effect that probably fall short but they make sense to me and that is all I can honestly offer – what I see and have come to believe as a devout seeker of God in spirit and truth. So, take that for what it’s worth. That said, I defend my right as a person of spiritual and intellectual integrity to see what I see and believe what I believe irrespective of tradition, historical precedence or scholarly stances. The onus falls on every reader to consider what is presented herein and to, through the same Spirit, if possible, to decide if we are presenting a “better Trinity” to you or not.
 Finally, and as a really important clarification on what has historically been imputed on others who dare postulate on spiritual things, I do not speak from any authority. Frankly, I am not a very good man by comparison to the lofty images we have of others that espouse ideas on God. No, there is no prophet of God writing here, no guru, no spiritual authority that says, “thus saith the Lord.” I describe myself as “the worst of the worst” (present tense) saved by “the best of the best” and cannot claim any virtue from heaven or earth that qualifies my insights as superior to others. I am a fleshly, carnal, often aggressive, even angry human being that has nothing to offer anyone outside of what the Spirit of Christ Himself supplies. There is truly no good thing in me and when the rubber meets the road those who really know me can testify to this. So please do not ever allow yourself to think I believe that I am someone special in my human condition – ironically, I am actually the least morally qualified person you might ever meet. 
 All of this is to say, test all things, hold fast to what enlightens, what inspires, what adds to your spiritual well-being, and what brings you more liberty as a disciple of the God-Man-King. Everything else? Consider the source. 
 

  
    1. I refer to the creation of the Trinity and the militant support of it as central to “the enterprise” of modern Christianity, its efforts to maintain tradition and to retain control over a narrative therefore Creedal Trinitarianism is a foundational element of the enterprise of brick-and-mortar religious institutionalism.

  
  
    2. My own description of Christ today as opposed to who He was pre-incarnate or when incarnate.

  




  Introduction Instruction

We are going to approach, Toward a Better Trinity, as a means to help explain how the “Enterprise” of the Trinity1 came into being by appealing to the History of Trinitarian Doctrines summarized in the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Admittedly, I am going to merely respond to the findings therein as a means to try and show origins of the idea and its development anciently. From there (Part II) I will present some of the major “Issues” that orbit around that Enterprise, wrapping it all up with a summary of what we suggest is a “Better Trinity.”
 Finally, as this book is the product of Shawn McCraney representing the Shawn and Mary McCraney family and the Yeshuan model of faith today, he will therefore write in terms of “we” rather than “I.”
 

  
    1. We maintain that a working overall definition of the Trinity can be found in the English word, enterprise, which is its original form best means, “a bold even difficult undertaking” plus the modern use of the word which is simply, a business.  In our estimation the Trinity unfortunately meets both of these definitions head on.

  




  History of Creedal Trinitarianism

(From, A History of Trinitarian Doctrines from the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy)1
 We are going to take a cheap approach to explaining the History of Creedal Trinitarianism and its human development, contributors, relationship to sound reason, scriptural supports and other cultural demands surrounding it by citing the article from the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy and to use those citations to foster written responses from the Yeshuan perspective. This is not an exhaustive response but merely a casual reaction to some of the more disturbing realities surrounding the creation of the trinity. Part II will more readily explain what Yeshuans feel better assumptions about the ontological makeup of the One True God, His Son and the Spirit are available. 
 (note: we will underscore significant concepts in the article) 
 From the Introduction of, A History of Trinitarian Doctrines, we read,
 This supplementary document discusses the history of Trinity theories. Although early Christian theologians speculated in many ways on the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, no one clearly and fully asserted the doctrine of the Trinity . . . until around the end of the so-called “Arian” controversy.2 (discussed below)
 Yeshuan response 
 The fact of the matter is, neither the doctrine of the Trinity is plainly articulated anywhere in the scripture, nor does God elect to provide us with that term. It is our opinion that if the construction and/or term was so essential to the salvation/understanding/beliefs of Man God would have made the Enterprise clear. Contrary to popular opinion, the Enterprise is anything but clear in our estimation. Additionally, the man-made definition must be taught in order to be accepted and promoted instead of the scripture revealing its construction organically by a reading of the text.
 “The doctrine’s basis or lack of basis in the New Testament, so vehemently debated from the 16th through the 19th centuries, is not presently a popular topic of debate. Some theologians hold the attempt to derive the doctrine from the Bible to be hopelessly naive, while other theologians, many Christian philosophers and apologists accept the common arguments (see section 2.2 above) as decisive.” 
 Yeshuan response
 We urgently agree that, “the attempt to derive the doctrine (of the Trinity) from the Bible to be hopelessly naïve,” but that political sway, culture, and standard human adoption of group-think (where the masses, like water seeking the lowest point on a surface, will repeat popular opinion because the populace agrees) are the reason the doctrine of Creedal Trinitarianism is so readily embraced (and enforced) today as an enterprise.
 Human Influences on the Development of Creedal Trinitarianism
 “Sometimes popular antitrinitarian literature paints “the” doctrine as strongly influenced by, or even illicitly poached from some non-Christian religious or philosophical tradition. Divine threesomes abound in the religious writings and art of ancient Europe, Egypt, the near east, and Asia. These include various threesomes of male deities, of female deities, of Father-Mother-Son groups, or of one body with three heads, or three faces on one head (Griffiths 1996). However, similarity alone doesn’t prove Christian copying or even indirect influence, and many of these examples are, because of their time and place, unlikely to have influenced the development of Christian views.”
 Yeshuan response
 We maintain that human beings, in the realm of religion post the 70AD destruction of Jerusalem which prophetically coincided with the return of Christ for His Bride as promised, create forms, practices, doctrines and devotions from the Spirit of Man in the world and that this human spirit of innovation is not only allowed by God but is part and parcel of human beings having been given reign over this realm3 and that includes reign of the human creation, after Christ, in government, business and organized religion. We maintain that the Spirit of Man,4 from the Fall, has worked and evolved in and through an unprovable collective consciousness5 and that from this place all human developments are derived from this reservoir of knowledge that serves to govern the human realm in almost every realm of existence (excepting life itself which is in the hands of God.) In this very Jungian way, we believe that the notion of a three headed God6 is an amalgam from the Spirit of Man reservoir with Hellenistic ideals helping to greatly establish the Enterprise.
 “A direct influence on second century Christian theology is the Jewish philosopher and theologian Philo of Alexandria (a.k.a. Philo Judaeus) (ca. 20 BCE–ca. 50 CE), the product of Alexandrian Middle Platonism (with elements of Stoicism and Pythagoreanism). Inspired by the Timaeus of Plato, Philo read the Jewish Bible as teaching that God created the cosmos by his Word (logos), the first-born son of God.”7 
 “Another influence may have been the Neopythagorean Middle Platonist Numenius (fl. 150), who posited a triad of gods, calling them, alternately, “Father, creator and creature; fore-father, offspring and descendant; and Father, maker and made” (Guthrie 1917, 125), or on one ancient report, Grandfather, Father, and Son (Dillon 1996, 367). Moderatus taught a similar triad somewhat earlier (Stead 1985, 583).
 Justin Martyr (d. ca. 165) describes the origin of the logos (= the pre-human Jesus) from God using three metaphors (light from the sun, fire from fire, speaker and his speech), each of which is found in either Philo or Numenius (Gaston 2007, 53). Accepting the Philonic thesis that Plato and other Greek philosophers received their wisdom from Moses, he holds that Plato in his dialogue Timaeus discussed the Son (logos), as, Justin says, “the power next to the first God”. And in Plato’s second letter, Justin finds a mention of a third, the Holy Spirit (Justin, First Apology, 60). As with the Middle Platonists, Justin’s triad is hierarchical or ordered. And Justin’s scheme is not, properly, trinitarian. The one God is not the three, but rather one of them and the primary one, the ultimate source of the second and third.
 Justin and later second century Christians influenced by Platonism take over a concept of divine transcendence from Platonism, in light of which no one with even the slightest intelligence would dare to assert that the Creator of all things left his super-celestial realms to make himself visible in a little spot on earth. (Justin, Dialogue, 92 [ch. 60])
 Consequently, any biblical theophany (appearance of a god) on earth, as well as the actual labor of creation, can’t have been the action of the highest god, God, but must instead have been done by another one called “God” and “Lord”, namely the logos, the pre-human Jesus, also called “the angel of the Lord”.
 Another influence may have been the Neoplatonist Plotinus’ (204–70 CE) triad of the One, Intellect, and Soul, in which the latter two mysteriously emanate from the One, and “are the One and not the One; they are the one because they are from it; they are not the One, because it endowed them with what they have while remaining by itself” (Plotinus Enneads, 85). Plotinus even describes them as three hypostaseis; see the entry on Plotinus. Augustine tells us that he and other Christian intellectuals of his day believed that the Neoplatonists had some awareness of the persons of the Trinity (Confessions VIII.3; City X.23).
 Many thinkers influential in the development of trinitarian doctrines were steeped in the thought not only of Middle Platonism and Neoplatonism, but also the Stoics, Aristotle, and other currents in Greek philosophy (Hanson 1988, 856–69). Whether one sees this background as a providentially supplied and useful tool, or as an unavoidably distorting influence, those developing the doctrine saw themselves as trying to build a systematic Christian theology on the Bible while remaining faithful to earlier post-biblical tradition. 
 Many also had the aim of showing Christianity to be consistent with the best of Greek philosophy. But even if the doctrine had a non-Christian origin, it would not follow that it is false or unjustified; it could be, that through Philo (or whomever), God revealed the doctrine to the Christian church.
 Yeshuan Response 
 Yeshuans side more with a Jerusalem world view of faith over an Athenian in their view of God and scripture, described in the writings of Shestov and Kierkegaard.8
 Still, it is contested issue whether or not the doctrine can be deduced or otherwise inferred from the Christian Bible, so we must turn to it.
 The Old Testament
 No trinitarian doctrine is taught in the Old Testament. Sophisticated trinitarians grant this, holding that the doctrine was revealed by God only later, in New Testament times (c.50–c.100) and/or in the Patristic era (c. 100–800). They usually also add, though, that with hindsight, we can see that a number of texts either portray or foreshadow the co-working of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.
 For example, in Genesis 18, YAHAVAH appears to Abraham as three men, and the text has often been read as though the men spoke as one, with one voice. What is this, they urge, if not an appearance of, or even a triple temporary incarnation of the three persons within God’s nature? (Other interpretations identify YAHAVAH with one of the men, the one who stays behind while the others travel to Sodom in Genesis 19.)
 In numerous other passages, many Christian readers hold, the preincarnate Son of God is mentioned, or even appears in bodily form to do the bidding of his Father and is (so they believe) sometimes called the “angel of the Lord”. Some have even identified the preincarnate Christ as Michael, protecting angel over Israel mentioned in the books of Daniel, Jude, and Revelation.
 And in several passages, YAHAVAH refers to himself, or is referred to using plural terms. Non-trinitarians usually read this as a plural of majesty, a form of magnifying speech which occurs in a number of ancient languages, or a conversation between God and angels, while trinitarians often read this as a conversation between the persons of the Trinity.
 Yeshuan response
 We suggest that a better understanding of the plurality of the One God in the Old Testament is better understood not as plural of majesty or involving angels, but that because God is One perfect plural of masculine and feminine traits (not male and female, by the way) and is therefore frequently and naturally described in plural terms.
 In sum, Christians read the Old Testament through the lens of the New. For example, the former speaks of God as working by his “word”, “wisdom”, or “spirit”. Some New Testament passages call Jesus Christ the word and wisdom of God, and in the Gospel of John, Jesus talks about the sending of another comforter or helper, the “Holy Spirit”. Thus, some Christians claim the door was open to positing two divine intelligent agents in addition to “the Father”, by, through, or in whom the Father acts, one of whom was incarnated in the man Jesus. In opposition, other Christian readers have taken these passages to involve anthropomorphization of divine attributes, urging that Greek speculations unfortunately encouraged the aforementioned hypostasizations.
 The New Testament
 The New Testament contains no explicit trinitarian doctrine. However, many Christian theologians, apologists, and philosophers hold that a Trinity doctrine can be inferred from what the New Testament teaches about God. But how may it be inferred? Is the inference deductive, or is it an inference to the best explanation? And is it based on what is implicitly taught there, or on what is merely assumed there? Many Christian theologians and apologists seem to hold it is a deductive inference.9
 In contrast, other Christians admit that their preferred doctrine of the Trinity not only (1) can’t be inferred from the Bible alone, but also (2) that there’s inadequate or no evidence for it there, and even (3) that what is taught in the Bible is incompatible with the doctrine. 
 Yeshuan Response
 Anti-trinitarianism10 is a form of Christian theology that rejects the doctrine of the Trinity—the belief that God is one being existing as three distinct, co-equal, and co-eternal persons (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit). Instead, anti-trinitarian views emphasize the absolute supremacy of God the Father, often viewing Jesus as subordinate to Him. 11
 Central tenets of anti-trinitarian views include:
 	Absolute Monotheism: The belief that God is one undivided, numerical being (the Father) rather than a triune entity.12)
	Subordinationism/Subordination of the Son: The view that Jesus Christ is not co-equal or co-eternal with the Father but is subordinate in nature, rank, and power. This ranges from Arianism (Jesus as a created being) to high-Arianism (Jesus as begotten and inferior to the Father).13
	Rejection of the Holy Spirit as a Person: The belief that the Holy Spirit is not a distinct divine person, but rather the active power, energy, or presence of God used to accomplish His will.14
	Biblical Literalism and Rationalism: The assertion that the Trinity is not explicitly mentioned in the Bible and is a "non-biblical" term and concept. Anti-trinitarians often argue that the doctrine of the Trinity as a "mystery" defies sound biblical interpretation and was later added to the faith.
	Jesus as the Messianic Human/Son: The view that Jesus is the Son of God and the Messiah, often emphasizing his perfect humanity, virgin birth, or "derived divinity" rather than essential equality with God.15 

 Common Variations of Anti-Trinitarian Thought:
 	Arianism: Believes the pre-existent Son of God was created by the Father as the first act of creation.16
	Socinianism/Unitarianism: Teaches that Jesus had no pre-human existence and was a perfect human, with the Holy Spirit being God's power.17
	Modalism/Oneness: Acknowledges one God who manifests in three different "modes" or roles (Father, Son, Spirit) at different times, rather than three distinct persons.18
	Binitarianism: Belief in two divine beings—the Father and the Son—but not a personal Holy Spirit.19
	Latter-day Saint View: Belief that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are three separate, distinct, and individual beings, united in purpose but not in substance, with the Father being greater than the Son.20 

 Anti-trinitarianism has historically been represented by groups like Socinians in the 16th century and modern groups such as Jehovah's Witnesses, Christadelphians, and various Oneness Pentecostal movements.21
 These Christians believe the doctrine solely on the authority of later doctrinal pronouncements of the True Christian Church (typically one of: the Catholic Church, the Eastern Orthodox tradition, or the mainstream of the Christian tradition, broadly understood). Some Catholic apologists have argued that this doctrine shows the necessity of the teaching authority of the Church, this doctrine being constitutive of Christianity but underivable from the Bible apart from the Church’s guidance in interpreting it. This stance is not popular among Christians who are neither Catholic nor Eastern Orthodox. (2) would be the main sticking point, although some groups deny all three.
 Arguments
 Many Christian apologists argue that the doctrine of the Trinity is “biblical” (i.e. either it is implicitly taught there, or it is the best explanation of what is taught there) using three sorts of arguments. They begin by claiming that the Father of Jesus Christ is the one true God taught in the Old Testament. They then argue that given what the Bible teaches about Christ and the Holy Spirit, they must be “fully divine” as well. Thus, we must, as it were, “move them within” the nature of the one God. Therefore, there are three fully divine persons “in God”. While this may be paradoxical, it is argued that this is what God has revealed to humankind through the Bible.
 The types of arguments employed to show the “full divinity” of Christ and the Holy Spirit work as follows.
 A.
 S did action A.
 For any x, if x does action A, x is fully divine.
 Therefore, S is fully divine.
 E.g., A = non-culpably pronouncing the forgiveness of sins, non-culpably receiving worship, raising the dead, truly saying “Before Abraham was, I am”, creating the cosmos.
 B.
 The Bible applies title or description “F” to S.
 For any x, if the Bible applies title “F” to x, then x is fully divine.
 Therefore, S is fully divine.
 E.g., F = the first and the last, a god, the God, our savior, Lord
 C.
 S has quality Q.
 For any x, if x has quality Q, then x is fully divine.
 S is fully divine.
 E.g., Q = sinlessness, omniscience, the power to perform miracles, something Christians should be baptized in the name of
 While such arguments are deductively valid, they suffer from a crucial ambiguity: What is meant by “fully divine”? Until this is made clear, it isn’t clear which of the trinitarian theories is being argued for. A person being “fully divine” might, according to various theorists, amount to being constituted by the matter-like divine nature, being identical to God, being a mind of God, being a way God relates to himself or the world, and so on. Further, the epistemic status of each argument’s second premise may depend on what “divine” means.
 Yeshuan response
 We maintain that fully divine is not ultimately in question when it comes to the Father (who Paul clearly describes as God, Yeshua (in flesh) post His life, death and resurrection, and the Holy Spirit. Our kickback is relative to three separate and distinct persons, the description of God the Son accordingly before the incarnation, and of the God Holy Spirit being an uncreated person “who” along with God the Father and God the Son (nowhere found in scripture) makes up the One True God.
 Opponents of these arguments typically give biblical counterexamples to the second premise (e.g., humans who are called “gods” but aren’t divine in the relevant sense, humans who are authorized by God to forgive sins but aren’t divine in the relevant sense). In other cases, they also challenge the first premise (e.g., Jesus denied being omniscient, there are inadequate grounds to say that the Son of God created the cosmos).
 Another form of argument runs as follows.
 Passage E is a true prophecy predicting that the God of Israel, YAHAVAH, will do action A.
 Passage F truly asserts that the prophecy in E was fulfilled in the life of Jesus Christ.
 Therefore, Jesus Christ just is the God of Israel, YAHAVAH.
 Opponents reply that this argument is invalid; it is possible for the premises to be true even though the conclusion is false. Even though the prediction “George W. Bush will conquer Iraq” may be said to be fulfilled by the actions of General Smith, it doesn’t follow that Smith and Bush are one and the same. Rather, Smith acted as the agent of Bush. Similarly, YAHAVAH acts through his servant Jesus. Again, it is a commonplace of biblical scholarship on the New Testament use of Old Testament texts that the New Testament authors believe there to be multiple meanings of prophetic texts, so that a text about someone or something else, even God, can have a fulfillment in Jesus, e.g. Matthew 2:15, Philippians 2:10–11; such uses then are not a way of implying the identity of Jesus with YAHAVAH. Another disadvantage of this argument is that even if it is sound, the conclusion is undesirable. If Jesus and God are held to be (numerically) identical, and one adds that the Father is “fully divine” in this same sense, i.e. the Father is numerically identical to God, then it logically follows that Jesus just is (is numerically identical to) the Father. (See main entry section 4.1.) Yet according to any trinitarian some things are true of one that are not true of the other. This is why most Trinity theories decline to identify more than one of the three persons with God. On the other hand, some embrace this as a mystery —something which appears to be or really is contradictory but is nonetheless true. (See main entry sections 4.2–3.)
 This traditional case for the divinity of Jesus and the Holy Spirit may be best construed not as a collection of deductive arguments, but rather as an inference to the best explanation, an attempt to infer what best explains all the biblical texts considered together. In this genre, however, alternate explanations are rarely explored in any detail, much less shown to be inferior.
 Yeshuan response
 Again, Yeshuans emphatically agree with the divinity of both Yeshua and the Holy Spirit but disagree with the Creedal attempt to define them as co-equal, uncreated separate and distinct persons prior to the incarnation of Christ, and relative to the Holy Spirit, even thereafter.
 Many arguments of the above types date back to ancient times, and have been repeated in similar forms whenever mainstream trinitarianism has been attacked (Bowman 2007; Bowman and Komoszewski 2024; George 2006; Stuart 1834). A number of well-developed refutations of these arguments dating from the 17th to 19th centuries have been largely forgotten by present-day theologians, philosophers, and apologists22 (Burnap 1845; Clarke 1978; Crellius et. al. Racovian; Crellius 1691; Emlyn Humble; Haynes 1797; Lardner 1793a-b; Lindsey 1776, 1818; Norton 1859; Nye 1691b; Priestley 1791a-c; Wilson 1846).
 3. Development of Creeds
 3.1 Up to 325 CE
 3.1.1 The One God in the Trinity
 Early Christianity was theologically diverse, although as time went on a “catholic” movement, a bishop-led, developing organization which, at least from the late second century, claimed to be the true successors of Jesus’ apostles, became increasingly dominant, out-competing many gnostic and Jewish-Christian groups. Still, confining our attention to what scholars now call this “catholic” or “proto-orthodox” Christianity, it contained divergent views about the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. No theologian in the first three Christian centuries was a trinitarian in the sense of believing that the one God is tripersonal, containing equally divine “Persons”, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.
 Yeshuan response
 Because of our unique (but not unheard of) eschatological stance of almost all things being biblically fulfilled at the destruction of Jerusalem by the Roman armies in 70AD, Yeshuans have an almost irreverent view of almost all human endeavors thereafter, from the notions of first patristic “fathers,” to the post-70AD developments of an objective faith, to the creation of Catholicism, Orthodoxy, Anglicanism, Protestantism and every other human attempt to re-create or carry forward some semblance of the original nascent church and that is, 
 All of it is contrary to the will of God relative to what is ultimately described in scripture.
 All of it is the product of the Spirit of Man creating brick and mortar religion.
 All of it was left in the hands of believers that were not taken as part of the Bride of Christ before the destruction of all material religion.
 The irreverent nature of this view is that because God has given humanity the oversight of this earth, He has allowed human beings to do what they will even in His name and that this is the reason we have had the various corporate religious expressions (which differ with each other in doctrine, practice and substance) over nearly the past 2000 years. 
 The terms we translate as “Trinity” (Latin: trinitas, Greek: trias) seem to have come into use only in the last two decades of the second century; but this early usage doesn’t reflect trinitarian belief. These late second and third century authors use such terms not to refer to the one God, but rather to refer to the plurality of the one God, together with his Son (or Word) and his Spirit. They profess a triad or threesome, but not a triune or tripersonal God. Nor did they consider these to be equally divine. A common strategy for defending monotheism in this period is to emphasize the unique divinity of the Father. Thus Origen (ca. 186–255),
 “The God and Father, holding all things together, is superior to every being, giving to each, from his own, to be whatever it is; the Son, being less than the Father, is superior to rational creatures alone, for he is second to the Father; and the Holy Spirit is still less, dwelling with the holy ones alone. So that in this way the power of the Father is greater than the Son and the Holy Spirit, and that of the Son is greater than the Holy Spirit, and again the power of the Holy Spirit differs greatly from other holy beings.” (Origen, quoted in Justinian’s Letter to Menas, 598—a passage censored out of Origen’s On First Principles 1.3)
 Many scholars call this strain of Christian theology “subordinationist”, as the Son and Spirit are always in some sense derivative of, less than, and subordinate to their source, the one God, that is, the Father. One may also call this theology “unitarian”, in the sense that the one God just is the Father, and not equally the Son and Spirit, so that the one God is “unipersonal”. As this sort of theology features no tripersonal God, it is misleading to call it “trinitarian.” (See also Origen, John, 98–103 [2.2.12–33]. For similar contemporary views, see Lloyd 2020; Novatian, Trinity; Refutation of All Heresies, 747–63 [10.32–34].)
 Yeshuan response
 Yeshuans admit to ignorance on the idea of early subordinationist ideas while recognizing that Yeshua of Nazareth is certainly described as submitting Himself to the will of His Father above and within Him. We maintain that the incarnation resulted in such subordination and suggest that the Holy Spirit 1.0 and 2.0 (described in Part II) is always subordinate to the will of the Father, whose spirit it is, and to the Son post death, resurrection and ascension whose own Spirit (the Spirit of Christ) was subordinate the them. 
 While views about the Spirit remained comparatively undeveloped, and as in the New Testament the Spirit was not worshiped, in the second and third centuries catholic Christianity came to attribute “a divine nature” to Jesus, and to firmly establish his being called “God”. Language which had been very unusual in the first century (Harris 1992) now became the norm; Jesus was now “God” or “a god”, but not the one true God. (e.g. Novatian, Trinity, ch. 31; Justin First, ch. 13) This divine Son (i.e. the pre-human Jesus) was mysteriously “generated” by God either just before creation (late 2nd to early 3rd c. logos theologians or in timeless eternity (from Origen and Novatian on).
 While these developments were new, the worship of Jesus was not. As against earlier theories that it developed only slowly and because of Gentile influence, recent work has shown that Jesus was worshipped alongside God in the earliest known Christianity (Hurtado 2003, 2005). While the basis cited for this practice in the New Testament is God’s post-resurrection exaltation of Jesus (Hurtado 2003, 640–41), later it was assumed that its basis was Jesus’ having something divine within him.
 This logos theory subordinationism was opposed by many Christians, particularly the less-educated and less-Hellenized ones, who viewed such schemes of two creators (God working through the Logos as his instrument) and two “gods” to be incompatible with monotheism. Many wielded the slogan “We uphold the monarchy of the Father,” i.e. the Father as the only true God (John 17:1–3). Since Harnack historians have divided these “monarchians” into Modalistic Monarchians and Dynamic Monarchians. 
 For the Modalists, the divine Son is the Father acting in a certain way; some allegedly used the term “Sonfather”, spoke of the Father being crucified, or described God making himself a Son to himself; at any rate, opposing Justin, they denied that the Father was one god and the Logos another (Heine 1998, 74). Some scholars now see Irenaeus as an influential early adopter of this approach (Minns 2010, ch. 4). The Dynamic Monarchians held that the Logos of John 1 was a power (dunamis) of God by which he acted through his human Messiah, the man Jesus (John 14:10, 2 Corinthians 5:19). At least some of them claimed that theirs was the original, apostolic Christology and theology, and it has been argued that such views were early and widespread (Gaston 2023). Novatian, Origen, and the author of Refutation of All Heresies write against both of these rival views which were found in mainstream churches in their time and before. In their lifetimes and after a string of Roman bishops held Modalistic Monarchian views (Vinzent 2013). But by the end of the third century, it seems that Logos theory had become a majority view among theologically-educated bishops; nonetheless Modalistic one hypostasis theories vied for prominence into the middle of the fourth century (see the Supplement on Unitarianism, section 3.1), and the Dynamic Monarchian bishop Photinus of Sirmium debated his position at a council in 351 but was anathematized by that council and a string of later councils, eventually being deposed and exiled (Williams 2006; Bodrožić and Soić 2017). Dynamic Monarchian “Photinians” were on the radar of heresy-hunters into the early fifth century.
 3.1.2 Tertullian
 Since he uses the word trinitas and says that the Father, Son, and Spirit share a divine substantia (substance), Tertullian (ca. 160–225) is a subordinationist who sounds trinitarian to many modern readers. His Against Praxeas was written against Modalistic Monarchianism. Tertullian mocked them as “patripassians”, for (allegedly) implying that the Father suffered when Jesus was crucified, something widely assumed to be impossible.
 Here is a graphic illustration of Tertullian’s trinitas—not a triune God, but rather a triad or group of three, with God as the founding member.
 [image: A representation of the trinity of Tertullian]
 Under the influence of Stoic philosophy, Tertullian believes that all real things are material. God is a spirit, but a spirit is a material thing made out of a finer sort of matter.23 At the beginning, God is alone, though he has his own reason within him. Then, when it is time to create, he brings the Son into existence, using but not losing a portion of his spiritual matter. Then the Son, using a portion of the divine matter shared with him, brings into existence the Spirit. And the two of them are God’s instruments, his agents, in the creation and governance of the cosmos.
 The Son, on this theory, is not God himself, nor is he divine in the same sense that the Father is. Rather, the Son is “divine” in that he is made of a portion of the matter that the Father is composed of. This makes them “one substance” or not different as to essence. But the Son isn’t the same god as the Father, though he can, because of what he’s made of, be called “God”. Nor is there any tripersonal God here, but only a tripersonal portion of matter — that smallest portion shared by all three. The one God is sharing a portion of his stuff with another, by causing another to exist out of it, and then this other does likewise, sharing some of this matter with a third.
 Against the common believers concerned with monotheism, Tertullian argues that although the above process results in two more who can be called “God”, it does not introduce two more gods — not gods in the sense that YAHAVAH is a god. There is still, as there can only be, one ultimate source of all else, the Father. Thus, monotheism is upheld. Tuggy 2016a points out that the view is unitarian; the one God is unipersonal both at the start and the end of this process. Nor are the Persons equally divine; Tertullian holds that the Son is “ignorant of the last day and hour, which is known to the Father only” (Tertullian, Praxeas, ch. 27; Matthew 24:36).
 Yeshuan response
 (see, Part II below)
 The three are “undivided” in the sense that the Father, in sharing some of his matter, never loses any; rather, that matter comes to simultaneously compose more than one being. The chart above might suggest that this portion of matter is one thing with three parts; but it is conceived of merely as a quantity of matter. The Father is one entity, the Son is a second, and the Spirit is a third. Nor are they parts of any whole; the latter two simply share some of the Father’s divine stuff. Tertullian does not argue that the three compose or otherwise are the one God. Instead, Tertullian argues that a king may share his one kingdom with subordinate rulers, and yet it may still be one kingdom. Likewise, God (i.e. the Father) may share the governance of the cosmos with his Son (Praxeas, ch. 4)
 Despite these fundamental differences from later orthodoxy, Tertullian is now hailed by trinitarians as a forerunner because of his use of the term trinitas and his view that it (at the last stage) consists of three persons with a common or shared substantia.
 Yeshuan response
 (see, Part II below)
 3.2 325–381: The “Arian” Controversy
 Somehow around 320 a controversy arose in Alexandria between the presbyter Arius and others. The issue may have been Arius’ take on Proverbs 8:22–31 in which lady Wisdom, widely interpreted as the Logos or the pre-human Jesus, says “The Lord created me at the beginning of his work” (v. 22). 
 The bishop Alexander rebuked Arius, but Arius did not give way, and in turn he accused his bishop of Sabellianism (Kopecek 1979, 4–5). Arius and his views enjoyed a lot of popular support, and it seems that some of his supporters met together outside of the bishop-controlled churches.
 Yeshuan response
 Where we reject Arians idea, especially on the interpretation of Proverbs 8:22-31 which we see as nothing more than the personification of Wisdom, we see the problem as being far more about Arian, who had the right as a believer and seeker to question and believe whatever he was inclined to believe as faith is not knowledge and all human beings are commanded to seek God in Spirit and truth and were never supposed to be under any man-imagined order of ecclesiastical authority (though admitting that Arian appealed to that very false authority to gain support – see next paragraph). 
 Alexander escalated, organizing a local council of Egyptian and Libyan bishops in 320 or 321 which condemned and deposed Arius and several of his clerical associates (Davis 1983, 53; Williams 2001, 56). Arius fled Alexandria to Palestine, where he found support from some bishops including Eusebius of Caesarea. These launched an extensive letter-writing campaign to other bishops, drumming up support for Arius’ views: essentially, that the Father alone, the one God, is without source, and that the Logos exists by his will, and so is not co-eternal with him, having been generated before the ages so that God could create through him.
 Yeshuan response
 We “essentially” differ greatly with Arian’s idea that, “the Father alone, the one God . . . generated the Logos by His will and so is not co-eternal with Him,” but maintain that from the beginning of all beginnings God was One plural, consisting of perfect masculine and feminine character, uncreated, co-eternal and co-equal, akin to the human model of an atom, with a core nucleus composed of a proton and neutron (perfect masculine and perfect feminine) which is “orbited” (so to speak) by a vast power-base called electrons. (more on this in Part II) We do not see the components of the nucleus as two persons but two elements of the living God. We maintain the supposition that the God of the Old Testament was far more masculine in His relationship with human kind and the Nation and that through the incarnation, the more feminine traits were revealed and extolled as the means to not only save the world but to govern humankind. (We will not respond to the rest of the description on the Arian controversy but supply the information for backstory alone).
 Alexander retaliated with a letter-writing campaign of his own. He accused Arius of adoptionism24 and Alexander seemed to imply both the identity and distinctness of the Father and Son, a Mysterian25 position. The Logos is neither created from nothing, nor is he ungenerated like the Father, but is in-between those, having been generated in an indescribable way. According to Arius, Alexander had publicly taught that the Son/Logos is “ungeneratedly generated” (Kopecek 1979, 12–15).
 Arius continued to gain allies, including the powerful and energetic Eusebius of Nicomedia, bishop in the city which at the time was an imperial residence and capital of the eastern half of the Roman empire. It was in Nicomedia that Arius penned his Thalia, which says, in part,
 He [the Son] possesses nothing proper to God . . . For he is not equal to God, nor yet is he of the same substance (homoousios) . . . there exists a trinity (trias) in unequal glories, for their hypostases are not mixed with each other . . . The Father is other than the Son in substance (kat’ ousian) because he is without beginning. (Williams 2001, 102, modified)
 With Eusebius of Nicomedia now directing it, Arius’ letter-writing campaign continued to gain him allies. Alexander now accused Eusebius of wanting to be in charge of the catholic church and pointed out that Arius and his allies were defying the decision of the local council that had ruled against Arius. The letter-writing war continued, and Arius
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