CHRISTOIlogisch

STUDIES AND STUDY AIDS

Trinity in dialogue

Grammar and exegesis in conversation with Jehovah’'s Witnesses

JESUS AND THE TRINITY

Thinking biblically and entering into conversation

www.christologisch.de




THE TRINITY IN DIALOGUE WITH JEHOVAH’S WITNESSES

The Trinity in dialogue
with Jehovah’s Witnhesses

Grammar, exegesis, and arguments that withstand debate

A study aid with quick navigation, grammatical explanations, textual analyses, translation options, and
indications of the limits of argumentation.

5 core texts - 3 methodological safeguards - 1 cumulative chain of reasoning

The analysis is based on the grammars, lexicons, and exegetical works listed in the bibliography. They
do not independently substantiate detailed historical claims.

Translation note: Complete English translation of the German source. Biblical quotations and translation options are rendered from the

German source, not quoted verbatim from an official English Bible. Greek forms and bibliographical titles are retained. Discussions of
German translation choices remain explicitly about German where relevant. No independent theological revision has been made.
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1. Quick conclusion

* A cumulative argument rather than a collection of proof texts. The strongest approach combines
monotheism, personal distinction, divine predication concerning Christ, his mediation of creation,
and cultic worship.

* John 1:1. The anarthrous 66¢ need not mean “a god.” Absence of the article makes a predicate
noun neither automatically indefinite nor “less divine.”

e Titus 2:13. In the standard analysis, the article-coordination structure connects “God” and “Savior”
with the same referent.

* Colossians 1:15-17. npwtdétokog must not be equated with “created first”; the context describes
Christ as mediator of creation, as existing before all things, and as creation’s goal.

» Methodological limitation. povoyevic must not be proved from a supposed word root; popen in
Philippians 2 must not be equated wholesale with “essence.”

Historical claims about Watchtower publications, Constantine, Nicaea, pagan triads, and early Church
Fathers are not independently substantiated by the grammatical literature used here.

STRONGEST APOLOGETIC APPROACH

The most robust apologetic approach is not “Every individual text proves the whole Trinity,” but:
“Several independent grammatical and contextual findings can be fitted into a consistently
creaturely view of Christ only with considerable additional effort.”

2. Arguments that withstand debate

The central architecture of the argument

1. Monotheistic level. There is only one true God.
2. Personal level. Father and Son are distinguished linguistically.
3. Predicative level. 8e6¢ and other exceptionally elevated predicates are applied to Christ.

4. Cosmological level. Christ stands in a relationship to all creation that goes beyond that of an
ordinary creature.

5. Cultic level. Christ receives mpookvvéw and divine honor in religious contexts.

6. Relational level. Mission, obedience, and subordination must be distinguished from the question of
what Christ is in status or nature.

DISTINGUISH THE QUESTIONS

“The Son is distinct from the Father” answers the question of personal identity. “The Son is God”
answers a question of predication. These two statements are not grammatically the same thing.

Five particularly reliable grammatical anchors

Text Core point that withstands debate

John 1:1 0 A0yoq is the subject; 8e6q is a predicate noun. Absence of the article does not compel
an indefinite rendering.
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Text Core point that withstands debate

Titus 2:13 Article + personal noun + kai + personal noun: under the relevant conditions, one
shared referent.

John 20:28 Ouwpdc elmev adTté makes Jesus the addressee of “0 KOPLOC PoL Kl 6 BEGC pov.”

Colossians 1:15-17 npwTOTOKOG is controlled by verses 16-17: Christ as mediator, before all things, and
goal of creation.

Philippians 2:7 AaBv explains ékévwoep as “by taking” the form of a servant, not as a grammatically
expressed surrender of divine attributes.

Typical objections and their grammatical strength

Objection Assessment

“0g6¢ has no article, Weak. Anarthrous does not equal indefinite.
therefore: a god.”

“MPWTOTOKOG means Too hasty. The word and the genitive must be determined from the context of verses
created first.” 16-17.
“povoyevng contains Methodologically mistaken. Etymological dissection does not replace linguistic usage.

Yevvaw, therefore a
temporal beginning.”

“nopen Ocod directly Overstated. The lexeme is contextually broader.
means divine essence.”

“npookuvéw always means Too strong. The specific religious context is decisive.
divine worship.”

A 60-second response

“I would not make the Trinity question depend on a single word. In John 1:1, the anarthrous 6g6g does
not automatically designate ‘a god’; Titus 2:13 grammatically connects ‘God’ and ‘Savior’ with one
referent; John 20:28 expressly addresses ‘my Lord and my God’ to Jesus; and Colossians 1 presents
Christ not simply within creation but as its mediator, before all things, and as its goal. The question is
therefore which overall model explains all these findings simultaneously.”

3. Methodological framework: what can grammar
prove?

Three levels of argumentation

Level Example from John 1:1

1. Grammatical Adyoq is the subject; 6gd¢ is a predicate noun; 6€6g is anarthrous and preverbal.
observation

2. Semantic interpretation Absence of the article does not automatically make 6g6¢ indefinite; a qualitative
nuance is well supported.

3. Theological integration How does this predication fit into the whole Gospel of John and the relationship mpog
TOV Be6V?
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SAFEGUARD
First construction, then context, then semantics, and only afterward a systematic conclusion.

Robertson warns in principle against a syntax that hastily constructs rules from a few examples and
then subjects language to its own logic. Haubeck/von Siebenthal similarly emphasize that individual
words must be understood within their contextual relationships and sentence structure.

Source reference: A. T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research; Haubeck/von
Siebenthal, Neuer sprachlicher Schltssel zum griechischen Neuen Testament.

What grammatical analysis cannot provide on its own

* A fully developed Nicene ontology.

 The later categories ovoia, bmdéoTHolC, perichoresis, or divine simplicity as direct textual terms.
» Historical statements about Constantine, Nicaea, or the origin of Trinitarian terminology.

* A soteriology derived from a single case or article.

4. John 17:3: “you, the only true God”

The Greek core

o0& Ttov pévov AAnOwov Bedv

Word Lemma Form Role Range of meaning
oé foph) Accusative singular Object of ywworwow you

TOV o Accusative singular masculine Article the

Hoévov noévog Accusative singular masculine Attributive to 6g6v only, alone
aAnO1vév AAndwog Accusative singular masculine Attributive to 6g6v true, genuine

Beov 0e6¢g Accusative singular masculine Apposition to o¢ God

What grammar securely establishes

* The one addressed is identified as 6 pévog aAnOwoOg BedC.
* pnévog is a genuine specification of exclusivity.

* @AnOwog is not a mere courtesy formula.

* The statement has strong monotheistic force.

What grammar does not establish
* It does not contain the sentence: “Only you are God, whereas Jesus is ontologically not God.”

* Nor does it contain the sentence: “The Son therefore necessarily has the same divine essence as
you.”

* Both further conclusions require the overall Johannine context.

Trinity in dialogue - 6



THE TRINITY IN DIALOGUE WITH JEHOVAH’S WITNESSES

POINT FOR DEBATE

The real question is: does John 17:3 exclude every other person from every divine predication, or
does the text contrast the one true God with false deities? Grammar alone does not settle this
systematic question; it does, however, compel us to take the exclusive formulation seriously.

Assessment of the “true God or false god” dilemma

The rhetorical dilemma is pointed, but not completely compelling grammatically. Depending on
context, Be6¢ can refer to beings or persons without full ontological equality following from the lexeme
alone. Combining John 17:3 with John 1:1, John 20:28, and the cultic worship of Jesus is stronger.

Source reference: Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament, entries &An6wo¢/6c6¢ and Johannine usage.

5. John 1:1: the decisive structure of predication

Text and parsing

Kol O£0C MY O A6YoC

Word Lemma Form Role Range of meaning
Kai Kat Conjunction Connection and, also
0e6¢ 0ebg Nominative singular Predicate noun God; divine quality

masculine, anarthrous

nv elpt Imperfect indicative active, Copula was
third person singular

0 A6yog Adyog Nominative singular masculine  Subject the Word, the Logos
with article

Why the missing article does not compel “a god”
* An anarthrous noun can be indefinite, qualitative, or definite.
* In Greek, absence of the article is not the functional equivalent of the German indefinite article.

* In John 1:1c, a purely indefinite analysis is grammatically much weaker than is often claimed.

KEY DISTINCTION

Anarthrous # indefinite.

What “qualitative” means

A qualitative analysis emphasizes the quality, nature, or character that the predicate noun attributes
to the subject. This is not the same as weakening the statement to “somehow divine.” Rather, the
properties associated with 6g6¢ are predicated of Adyog.

Relationship between John 1:1b and John 1:1c
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Clause Function
6 AGYO0G AV TPOG TOV Be6V Relationship and personal distinction.
0£0¢ AV 6 A6YyoG Predication of 6e6g concerning A6yoc.

DOUBLE LIMITATION

A modalistic equation (“the Logos is exactly the same person as the previously mentioned 6g6¢”) fits
poorly with the mpog relationship. Nor does absence of the article compel an indefinite second-god
reading (“another god”).

Translation options and their grammatical cost

The following are translations of the German options discussed in the source.

Translation Grammatical cost

“And the Word was God.” Low. Standard German can express qualitative and definite nuances without an article.
“And of a divine kind was Makes the qualitative nuance visible but can sound weaker in German than 6e6g.

the Word.”

“And the Word was a god.” High. Decides that 0gdq is indefinite, although grammar does not require this.

Necessary, probable, not independently provable

Category Statement

Necessary A6yog is subject; 0edg is predicate noun; absence of the article does not authorize an
automatic indefinite article.

Very probable 0edg carries considerable qualitative force.
Not proved by grammar A fully developed Trinitarian ontology.
alone

Source reference: Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, sections on the article and preverbal predicate nouns.

6. Titus 2:13: article and shared referent

The core structure

ToD peydAov Beod Kal 0wWTHPOG NUAD ...

The relevant form is: article + personal noun + kai + personal noun. Under the classical conditions of
the Granville Sharp construction, both nominal designations refer to the same person.

* Both designations are personal.
» Singular.
* Not proper names in the technical sense.

e Same case.
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* Only the first noun has an article.

Why Titus 2:13 is strong

The natural syntactic reading connects 6g6¢ and owTtip with the same referent. The strength of the
argument lies precisely in its resting on the structure of coordination rather than merely a single
lexeme.

Translation options

Translation Assessment

“of our great God and Fits the structure very well.
Savior Jesus Christ”

“of the great God and our Produces a separation of referents that the article structure does not favor.
Savior Jesus Christ”

“of the glory of the great Requires additional assumptions for separating the referents.
God and of the Savior Jesus
Christ”

STANDARD READING

Titus 2:13 is not merely a text in which Jesus can perhaps be connected with God. The standard
syntactic reading connects the titles 6e6¢ and cwtnp with the same referent.

Source reference: Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, Granville Sharp construction; Nigel Turner, A Grammar of New
Testament Greek Ill: Syntax.

7. LOVOYEVAG: uniqueness rather than etymological
magic

The methodological correction

The claim “povoyevng consists of pévog + yévog and therefore necessarily means ‘unique’” is
methodologically unsound. A word is not reliably defined by its supposed components.

FALLACY WARNING

The meaning of a lexeme is determined by actual linguistic usage and context, not by a popular
dissection of the word.

The strong evidence: Hebrews 11:17

Isaac is designated povoyevng although Abraham had other sons. Actual usage thus shows that the
word can mark uniqueness or a unique relationship and need not simply mean “the only biologically
begotten son.”

Apologetic consequence
* povoyepng cannot serve as an independent grammatical proof of a temporal beginning of Christ.
* Conversely, the lexeme alone does not prove a fully developed doctrine of eternal generation either.

» The statement about the uniqueness of the filial relationship is strong; ontology must come from the
broader context.
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Source reference: D. A. Carson, Exegetical Fallacies, word-study fallacies; Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament, entry
HOVOYEVAG.

8. Colossians 1:15-17: mpwTtoTOoKOC and creation

The disputed point

MIPWTOTOKOC MAONG KTIOEWG

The equation “mpwTtdtoKog = created first” is too hasty. Both the lexeme and the genitive mdong
ktloewg must be controlled by the immediate context.

The multiple dimensions of mpwTtoéTOKOG

Depending on context, mpwtdTOKOC can involve temporal firstness, precedence, rank, or heirship. In
Colossians 1, the expression must not be reduced to just one of these aspects.

The controlling function of verses 16-17
e £V abT®: creation in relation to Christ.
e 61" abToD: Christ as the mediating agency of creation.
e gl¢ abTOV: Christ as creation’s goal.
 1p0 mavTw: Christ stands before all things.

* TX MAVTA ... cLPECTNKED: all things hold together in him.

KEY OBSERVATION

The strongest point is not an isolated definition of mpwTtdtokog, but the overall structure: Christ
stands in a comprehensive relationship of mediation, precedence, and purpose to the totality of
created things.

Inserting “other”

Neither GAAog nor £tepog appears in the Greek ta nmdvta. A rendering “all other things” is therefore
not a translation of an explicitly present lexeme but an interpretive restriction.

What is certain and what is probable

Level Assessment

Certain The Greek ta ndvta contains no word “other.”
Strongly contextual Verses 16-17 describe Christ as mediator, before all things, and goal of creation.
Too crude “Because everything was created through him, it is logically impossible for him to

belong to creation in any sense.” Natural language can pragmatically restrict sets;
context is the stronger argument.

Source reference: Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament, entry npwtdTtokog; Murray J. Harris, Prepositions and Theology in the
Greek New Testament; A. T. Robertson.
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9. Philippians 2:6-8: popen, apmaynoc, and Kévwoig

Hopei 60D

The common apologetic shorthand “popen means the actual essence” is too strong. The lexeme has a
broader semantic field; the opposition “mere appearance versus inner substance” must not be
mechanically imposed on the hymn.

BETTER FORMULATION

The parallelism popen 60D / popen 6odAov requires a substantive, nontrivial statement about
Christ’s respective mode of existence or position. The lexeme alone, however, is not a philosophical
definition of ovoia.

APTAYHOG

The meaning is disputed. The discussion concerns whether dpmaypoc designates something to be
seized, or something to be held onto or exploited. An argument that withstands debate should openly
acknowledge this uncertainty.

The stronger grammatical point: Aafwv

£0VTOV EKEVWOED POPPNY 800A0L AaBwv

The participle Aafwv can be understood as means or manner: Christ “emptied himself” by taking the
form of a servant. The kévwao1g is thus grammatically described positively through taking a servant’s
mode of existence, not through an explicitly formulated surrender of divine attributes.

Weak approach Stronger approach

“popen lexically proves Parallelism and context show a weighty statement about status/mode of existence
divine essence.” without philosophically overloading the lexeme.
“apmaypog is entirely The semantic debate is acknowledged.

unambiguous.”

“¢KEVWOEV means AaBwv explains the self-emptying as taking the form of a servant.
surrendering divine
attributes.”

Source reference: Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, participles; Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament,
entries poper and apmnoyuog.

10. John 20:28: “My Lord and my God”

Text structure

Owndg elmep adOT®, 6 KOPLOG pov Kol 6 Oe6¢ pov

Word Lemma Form Role Range of meaning

Owuag Ouwpag Nominative singular Speaker Thomas

Trinity in dialogue - 11



THE TRINITY IN DIALOGUE WITH JEHOVAH’S WITNESSES

Word Lemma Form Role Range of meaning

gimev Aéyw Aorist indicative active, third Predicate said
person singular

adT® avTég Dative singular Addressee to him

0 KUPLOG K0P10G Articular nominative + Address my Lord

pov genitive

Kai Kat Conjunction Coordination and

0 6g6G pov  0edg Articular nominative + Address my God
genitive

Why “a mere exclamation” is weak

The strongest anchor for reference is einev adté: Thomas said it “to him.” An analysis in which the
words are suddenly addressed to someone else, independently of the dative referent, requires
additional pragmatic effort.

What the verse supports

Strong Not established by the verse alone

0£06¢ is applied to Jesus in The complete Trinitarian doctrine of persons.
direct address.

0 KUPLOG pov and 6 Be6¢ An explanation of all other Christological texts.
pov are coordinated forms
of address.

PARTICULAR STRENGTH

John 20:28 is particularly strong because reference here does not depend on the absence of an
article with a predicate noun: 6 0c6¢ has the article and is related directly to the addressee through
EUIED ADTR.

Source reference: Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, nominative of address / relational genitives.

11. mpookuvéw and the worship of Jesus

Semantic range

MIPOOKLVEW can designate reverence, homage, or worship. The lexeme alone is therefore not an
automatic marker of deity. The specific scene is decisive: who reveres whom, in what religious
framework, and with what narrative evaluation?

Why context matters with Jesus

» In Matthew, npookvvéw directed to Jesus appears in expressly Christological and
resurrection-related scenes.

* In Revelation, worship directed to angels is rejected, while God and the Lamb stand at the center of
heavenly worship.
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» At the same time, contexts exist in which mpookvvéw does not designate full divine worship; each
occurrence must therefore be assessed individually.

FORMULATION THAT WITHSTANDS DEBATE

mpookLvVéw alone does not prove Christ’s deity. Its repeated use for Christ within expressly cultic
contexts nevertheless carries considerable Christological weight.

Source reference: Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament, entry mpookuvéw.

12. The Holy Spirit: power or a personal reality?

The semantic-pragmatic pattern
* The Spirit speaks.
* He sends and leads.
* He decides or acts intentionally.
* He can be lied to or tested.
* He teaches and acts as a witness.
* He appoints persons to functions.

This accumulation of personal predicates is strong evidence against reducing the Spirit to a
completely impersonal physical energy. It is not yet, however, a complete ontology of the Spirit.

Acts 5:3-4

The connection between “lying to the Holy Spirit” and “lying to God” produces strong referential and
theological proximity. Grammatically, however, no formal copular equation nmvedpa Gytov = 0£dg
stands there. The conclusion arises from the logic of the parallel statements.

PROTECTION AGAINST OVERREACH

Strong as a contextual argument concerning identity; too strong as the claim that grammar
contains an explicit formula of equation.

Source reference: Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament, entry nvebua and usage in Luke-Acts.

13. Christ’s subordination: distinguish function and
ontology

Texts about mission, obedience, or subordination initially answer relational and functional questions.
“A obeys B” does not grammatically imply automatically that “A belongs to an ontologically lower
category of being.”
Careful questions for examination

* Who sends whom?

* Who obeys whom?

* In what narrative or salvation-historical situation does this occur?

* Does the text describe relationship/function or nature/kind?

* What other predicates are attributed to the same person in the context?
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LIMITATION

The further doctrine of an eternal functional subordination of the divine persons is not established
by this grammatical analysis as an independent systematic thesis.

14. Yahweh texts, creation, and Christ

The cumulative form of argument

0Old Testament title or action of Yahweh — New Testament use of the same text/title —
application to Christ — question of identity

This approach can be strong, but must be examined individually for each passage.
1. Source text. What does the Greek LXX text or Hebrew text say?

2. Quotation technique. Does the New Testament quote verbatim, paraphrase, or merely take up a
theme?

3. Old Testament referent. Who is the speaker or addressee there?
4. New Testament referent. To whom is the wording applied?

5. Type of application. Is it identificatory, typological, representative, or functional?

GAP IN THE SOURCES

A complete individual text-critical examination of all Yahweh quotations is not supplied here. Each
cross-reference must be checked against the Greek, Hebrew, and, where applicable, LXX text.

15. The agency counterargument

The strongest anti-Trinitarian alternative

One possible competing model is: Jesus bears elevated titles and performs divine works as God’s
highest authorized representative. This model must not be dismissed by declaring agency language
impossible in principle.

Greek syntax can distinguish between ultimate originator and mediating agent. 61& + genitive can
express an intermediary agency.

The actual question for examination

ADEQUACY OF THE AGENCY MODEL

Is an agency model sufficient to explain not merely individual acts of Jesus, but the entire
combination of 6ed¢ predication, relationship to creation, direct address as God, and cultic worship?

This shifts the debate from an individual “agent” text to the explanatory power of the overall model.

Source reference: Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, prepositions and agency.

Trinity in dialogue - 14



THE TRINITY IN DIALOGUE WITH JEHOVAH’S WITNESSES

16. Internal connections among the core texts

John 17:3 + John 1:1

John 17:3 designates the Father as the only true God. John 1:1 predicates 8c6¢ of the Logos. John 1:1
itself already distinguishes between relationship and predication:

MPOG TOV Be6V Relationship / personal distinction

0£0G Qv 6 Adyog Predication

JOHANNINE TENSION

The real Johannine tension is not “Father or Son?” but: how can John exclusively designate the
Father as the true God while simultaneously predicating 6£6¢ of the Logos and having Jesus
addressed in 20:28 as 0 0£6¢?

John 1:1 + John 20:28

John 1:1 John 20:28

Predicate noun 0g6g; Articular 6 0g6g in direct address.
discussion of absence of
the article is possible.

Question: what is stated Question: how is Jesus addressed?
about the Logos?

Qualitative/definite glmev adT® anchors the addressee.
nuances are discussed.

Precisely because the two texts rely on different grammatical mechanisms, they reinforce each other
cumulatively.
Titus 2:13 + John 20:28

Titus 2:13 rests on article coordination; John 20:28 on addressee reference and the nominative of
address. A competing model must therefore explain two independent syntactic constructions.
Colossians 1 + John 1

* John 1: creation occurs through the Logos.

* Colossians 1: everything is created in/through Christ, directed toward him, and holds together in
him.

* Shared pressure point: Christ stands in a comprehensive relationship to the totality of created
things.

CHRISTOLOGICAL PRESSURE

The Christological pressure arises because Christ does not merely stand at creation’s beginning,
but is also described as its medium, the one with precedence over it, its sustainer, and its goal.
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17. The comprehensibility argument

“Incomprehensible” is not a grammatical refutation

1 Corinthians 14:33 belongs to the discourse about orderly congregational conduct and the exercise of
spiritual gifts. The statement is not a general epistemological rule of the form “difficult to understand

= false.”

PROTECTING CONTEXT
A text about liturgical order must not be transformed without context into a rule about the
metaphysical comprehensibility of every doctrine.

Historical Watchtower statements about God’s incomprehensibility are not independently
substantiated by the grammatical literature.

GAP IN THE SOURCES
Historical Watchtower statements must be checked against the relevant primary publication.

18. The terminology argument: “Trinity is not in the
Bible”

A concept and the lexeme later used to designate that concept are not identical. Several statements
within a corpus can be summarized under a later technical term.

Fallacy Careful examination

“The word is absent, Check whether the statements summarized by the technical term actually occur in the
therefore the concept is text.

unbiblical.”

“The technical term exists, Check whether the technical term synthesizes the textual data appropriately and
therefore the doctrine is without contradiction.

proved.”

TEXTUAL BASIS
Terminological absence does not refute a doctrine. Nor does terminological existence prove it. The
textual basis is decisive.

19. Historical arguments: paganism, Nicaea,
Constantine

Historical claims about Watchtower polemics, pagan triads, Constantine, Nicaea, Arius, Irenaeus,
Tertullian, Origen, and homoousios do not belong to Koine grammar. They are not adequately
documented by the grammatical literature evaluated here.
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STATUS OF THE SOURCES

Independent evidence for these historical statements is absent here. Watchtower primary
publications, sources on Nicaea, preconciliar texts, and specialist historical literature are required.

This does not mean that these historical statements are false. It means that the present grammatical
investigation does not independently verify them.

20. The three greatest dangers of overreach

1. Etymological overreach

Avoid Better

“HOovVOYyEVAG = p6vog + Determine meaning from actual linguistic usage and context.
vévog, so it must mean X.”

2. Lexical overreach

Avoid Better

“nop@n means essence, so Evaluate parallelism and context; do not overload the lexeme philosophically.
Philippians 2:6 proves
metaphysics.”

3. Overreach from grammar to dogmatics

Avoid Better

“One article or preposition Grammar narrows down reference, predication, and relationship; the systematic
proves the whole doctrine synthesis arises only from several texts.
of the Trinity.”

CUMULATIVE SYNTHESIS

Insofar as the doctrine of the Trinity is derived from these texts, it is a synthesis of several
statements. Precisely for this reason, one should not pretend that a single morpheme must bear the
entire synthesis.

21. Weighting the most important arguments

Very strong grammatically

1 Titus 2:13: one shared referent for “God and Savior.”
2 John 20:28: direct address to Jesus as “my Lord and my God.”
3 John 1:1: absence of the article does not compel “a god.”
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Rank Argument

4 Philippians 2:7: kévwao1g is specified by Aapwv as “by taking.”

Strong contextually and semantically

Rank Argument

5 Colossians 1:15-17: mpwtdTOKOG in the context of comprehensive statements about
creation and precedence.

6 npookLVéw directed to Christ in cultic contexts.

7 John 17:3 as a genuinely exclusive text that nevertheless does not automatically
exclude every divine predication of Christ.

Supporting, but not independently decisive
* 1ovoyepNAG: supports uniqueness and resists a simple equation with temporal creation.

* Personal activities of the Spirit: strong against a purely mechanical conception of energy, but not a
complete ontology.

22. Overall synthesis: the deepest internal logic

The whole complex of topics can be reduced to three data points maintained simultaneously:

Unity of God New Testament monotheism is not abandoned.

Real distinction Father and Son stand in relationship and are not treated as the same person.
Elevated predication Beb¢, relationship to creation, direct address as God, and cultic worship create
concerning Christ considerable Christological pressure.

A modalistic solution has difficulty with the real distinction. A simplified polytheistic solution collides
with monotheism. A solution consistently treating Christ as a creature must explain why a creature is
described with precisely these predicates and functions.

CUMULATIVE CHAIN OF REASONING

Distinction concerns the persons. Divine predication concerns the way Christ is described.
Grammar does not itself formulate the later dogmatic synthesis, but it creates the exegetical
problem to which that synthesis responds.

STRONGEST ARGUMENT

The strongest argument is not that the word “Trinity” or a complete definition occurs somewhere. It
is the claim that the same texts simultaneously maintain God’s unity, the real distinction of Father
and Son, and exceptionally strong divine predication concerning Christ.
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23. Brief application: for conversation and Bible study

Three reliable core statements

1. Begin with clear constructions. John 1:1, Titus 2:13, John 20:28, and Colossians 1:15-17 carry more
weight than a debate about later councils.

2. Say less about disputed words, but be more precise. povoyevng, popen, apraypdc, and mPWTOTOKOG
must not be lexically overloaded.

3. Build cumulatively. Personal distinction + divine predication + relationship to creation + worship.

WARNING AGAINST OVERREACH

Not: “Greek grammar proves the complete doctrine of the Trinity.” Better: “Greek grammar
excludes several simple anti-Trinitarian evasive readings or makes them considerably less probable;
the doctrine of the Trinity is the systematic synthesis of the remaining overall evidence.”

Quick links to the core texts
John 17:3 - John 1:1 - Titus 2:13 - Colossians 1:15-17 - Philippians 2:6-8 - John 20:28

24. Interpretive notes

A) Conservative, biblically faithful
» Typical emphasis. The various New Testament statements are read as coherent canonical testimony.
» Strong focus. John 1:1; John 20:28; Titus 2:13; Colossians 1.

* Warning against overreach. Canonical unity must not replace the precise syntax of a difficult
individual text; in Philippians 2:6, apmaypdg remains linguistically disputed.

B) Free Grace
» Typical emphasis. The grammatical findings concerning Christ’s deity do not fundamentally differ.

» Soteriological caution. John 17:3 should not too hastily be used to derive a complicated minimum of
metaphysical knowledge as a condition of eternal life.

* Warning against overreach. Neither a Trinitarian nor an anti-Trinitarian soteriology may be read out
of the single accusative construction in John 17:3.

25. Source base of the grammatical analysis

The following literature provides orientation for grammatical analysis. It does not replace complete
bibliographical documentation of the individual arguments.

* A. T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research.
* J. H. Moulton / W. F. Howard / Nigel Turner, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, vols. I-IV.
* Friedrich Blass, Grammatik des Neutestamentlichen Griechisch.

* Heinrich von Siebenthal, Griechische Grammatik zum Neuen Testament.

» Wilfrid Haubeck / Heinrich von Siebenthal, Neuer sprachlicher Schlussel zum griechischen Neuen
Testament.

* Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the New Testament.

* Horst Balz / Gerhard Schneider (eds.), Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament, vols. 1-3.
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* Murray J. Harris, Prepositions and Theology in the Greek New Testament.
* D. A. Carson, Exegetical Fallacies.

* Douglas Mangum / Josh Westbury (eds.), Linguistics & Biblical Exegesis.

Topics not substantiated by this source base
* Primary Watchtower quotations and publication history.
» The history of doctrine at Nicaea and Constantine’s specific role.
* Detailed patristic statements concerning Irenaeus, Tertullian, Origen, and other early authors.

* Complete text-critical examination of all Old Testament/LXX-to-New Testament relationships
without a separate NA/LXX edition.

PRINCIPLE

Historical statements unsupported by primary sources must remain marked as unverified.
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