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Christianity’s colossal fraud 
 

 

CHRISTOPHER C KELLY 

Director, Kelly & Yang (Melbourne, Australia) 

 

 

Abstract 

 

 

This article considers the Trinity from several perspectives starting with the key events in its 

historical development during the early centuries of the church; the arrival of the Athanasian 

Creed; the 2010 Great Trinity Debate; the linguistic origins of logos in Old Testament and 

Greek literature and how logos has been conveyed in modern English lexicons.   

 

The article raises questions around the formulation of the Trinity through several dissimilar 

models including modalism, Arianism, Nestorianism and monophysitism; its transmission 

through abstruse Latin and hybrid terminology; the likelihood of translation bias; and the 

consequent need to introduce the Trinity at the earliest opportunity in child education to 

maximise its unquestioning acceptance.   

 

The author is a Christadelphian and former Anglican.  His day job is as a forensic accountant 

and fraud investigator with Kelly & Yang.   

 

The final published version can be downloaded at the publisher's website: 

https://www.thechristadelphian.com/  

 

 

THE FIRST CHAPTER OF JOHN’S GOSPEL 

is the clearest statement of the Trinity we get in 

the Bible, providing us with the apparent 

syllogism Word = God and Word = Jesus 

therefore Jesus = God.   

 

Trinity was my early acquaintance with the Bible 

as an Anglican Sunday school attendee; following 

which I was introduced to the Athanasian Creed 

as a 12-year-old catechumen prior to joining the 

choir and becoming an altar boy.  Decades later, 

John’s first chapter was stressed similarly in my 

daughter’s Presbyterian school where more than 

50% of Christian Education lessons from Prep to 

Year 6 focused on the Trinity, climaxing in an 

exam requiring eleven-year-olds to “Explain the 

term Trinity” in a one sentence answer box.   

 

 
1 According to Christian historian Eusebius (260-340) in 

Ecclesiastical History Book VI chapter 8.   

Who was Jesus? 
With both human and divine parentage, theories 

about Jesus’ nature multiplied in the centuries 

after the apostles.   

 

Justin Martyr (100-165) believed that as the logos 

of John’s gospel, Jesus must have pre-existed his 

birth.  The prolifically innovative, and reportedly 

self-castrated1, Christian philosopher Origen (185-

254) modelled his systematic theology upon the 

triad of God, Jesus and the Holy Spirit in which 

Jesus pre-existed along with all human souls but 

was fused with the logos at his conception.  Early 

third century theologians Noetus (fl 230) and 

Sabellius (fl 215) taught that a singular God 

revealed himself progressively over time in three 

modes: firstly as Father, then as Son and then as 

the Holy Spirit.  Under this modal construction, 

https://www.thechristadelphian.com/
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the Father Himself was crucified, a heresy for 

which Noetus and Sabellius were 

excommunicated.   

 

During the third and fourth centuries conjectures 

over the relationship of Jesus and his Father 

continued.  Libyan teacher Arius (256-336) taught 

the consensus view of his day that Jesus had pre-

existed his birth but was neither co-eternal nor co-

equal with the Father.  Because Arius’ ally 

Eusebius of Nicomedia (d 341), who baptised 

Constantine the Great (272-337), held political 

influence in the Roman emperor’s court, Arianism 

thrived in the newly legalised church.   

 

But Arianism was challenged by bishop 

Alexander of Alexandria (d 326) and his successor 

Athanasius (296-373) championing the doctrine 

that God, Jesus and the Holy Spirit were co-

eternally separate yet the same being.  This 

contention resulted in Constantine the Great 

himself convening the 325 Council of Nicaea at 

which Arianism was deemed heretical.   

 

Although both Arius and Athanasius were 

intermittently banished and re-admitted during 

their church careers, Trinitarianism as outlined in 

the Nicene Creed eventually triumphed over 

Arianism.   

 

Decades later, fifth century Trinitarian archbishop 

Nestorius of Constantinople (386-450) rejected 

the implication that Mary was the mother of God.  

For this heresy, Nestorius was excommunicated 

by the 431 Council of Ephesus resulting in a 

schism between the Roman and Eastern church.   

 

One of Nestorius’ opponents at the 431 Council of 

Ephesus was Eutyches of Constantinople (380-

456) who claimed Jesus had a unique fusion of 

divine and human natures.  This was deemed a 

new heresy for which Eutyches was denounced at 

the 451 Council of Chalcedon resulting in another 

West/East schism.   

 

In this way, today’s formulation of the Trinity 

evolved by a zigzag of heresies and repudiations 

that filled in the Nicene Creed’s gaps.   

 

No such debate appears in the Old or New 

Testaments, nor in the first and early-second 

century writings of Clement of Rome (35-99), 

Polycarp (69-156) or the Didache (c100).  Nor do 

any of these texts refer to, nor even imply, a triune 

God.   

 

Viewed historically, it seems more than 

coincidental that Trinitarianism’s costly triumph 

among aspiring theologians came mostly after the 

church became a politically recognised entity.  As 

the church transmogrified from impoverishment to 

extreme power and wealth (Machiavelli, 1513), 

being a one-party Trinitarian mattered.   

 

Updated creed 
Clarifying the vagaries of the Nicene Creed and 

concurrently silencing the heretics by demarcating 

what the Trinity was and was not, the Athanasian 

Creed was the solution upon which Catholicism 

finally settled.  The new creed spelled out 

laboriously that the three beings of the Godhead 

were simultaneously distinct and singular.  To 

minimise the risk of further dissent, belief in the 

new Trinitarian formula was armour-plated:  

 

• “Anyone who does not keep it whole and 

unbroken will doubtless perish eternally” 

(clause 2) and  

• “This is the Catholic faith: one cannot be 

saved without believing it firmly and 

faithfully” (clause 44).   

Since its appearance in the eighth century, the 

Athanasian Creed has succeeded in unifying 

Roman Catholic and, later, Protestant Christianity.  

Which is surprising because the Athanasian Creed 

has noteworthy historical and logical 

shortcomings: 

 

1. The Creed, easily found on Google, is 

written entirely in doublethink.  

Statements like “Unity is to be worshiped 

in Trinity and the Trinity in Unity” defy 

mathematical description and therefore 

lack explanatory value.   

2. If the Son-person was begotten of the 

Father-person as stated by the Creed, this 

contradicts that the Father and Son are co-

eternal.   
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3. “The Son is begotten by the Father alone” 

disagrees with the Bible where Matthew 

1:18, 20 and Luke 1:35 state Jesus was 

begotten by the Holy Spirit.2   

4. Athanasian Trinitarianism’s phraseology 

does not appear in the Bible, including 

“Trinity”, “coaeterna maiesta”, 

“homoousion/consubstantialis”, “filioque”, 

“hypostatic union”, “incarnation”.  As the 

writer George Orwell has since warned in 

the political sphere, establishing a doctrine 

through extraneous terminology is a device 

to make lies sound truthful while 

anaesthetizing criticism (Orwell, 1946).    

5. Despite its title, Athanasius was not the 

creed’s author as it first appeared several 

centuries after his death, was written in 

Latin which was not the language in which 

Athanasius wrote, was not referred to by 

him, his contemporaries nor Augustine 

(354-430) and it suppressed heresies that 

only arose after his death.  Nor was it the 

output of an official church council.  Even 

if we accept it was named to honour the 

memory of Athanasius, scholars agree the 

Athanasian Creed’s author and date of 

origin are both unknown.  All that is 

known is that it was circulating within the 

Roman Catholic church by the eighth 

century (Krueger, 1976).   

 

While Protestantism rebelled against Roman 

Catholicism’s corrupt monetary practices and 

King Henry VIII’s desire to divorce and remarry, 

the specious Athanasian Creed was accepted 

without criticism and is still revered today across 

the Protestant spectrum including formerly 

monotheistic Christianized Jews.  The eternally 

damned minority of nonbelievers are 

Christadelphians, Unitarians and only few others.   

 

The Great Trinity Debate 
Arcane debates on the Trinity are numerous and 

can be found on Google and Youtube.  In 2010, 

 
2 Trinitarians defend this unconvincingly by arguing Jesus 

was begotten by the Father but incarnated by the Holy Spirit 

US Evangelical theologian Rob Bowman 

launched a global challenge to debate the Trinity.    

“If you consider yourself a non-Trinitarian 

believer in Jesus, do I have a challenge for you!” 

was Bowman’s self-assured dare on Evangelical 

website www.reclaimingthemind.org .   

 

“The Great Trinity Debate” would be conducted 

by written blog over six weeks, at the end of 

which a poll would determine how skilfully 

Bowman and his opponent had defended their 

position and who had won the debate.  Bowman’s 

non-Trinitarian challenger would be selected 

through online worldwide vote which was 

eventually determined to be Australian 

Christadelphian brother Dave Burke.  At the time 

of writing the full transcript is still available at the 

above website.   

 

The Evangelical-hosted debate had a number of 

interesting features:  

• Despite that the Trinity was constructed 

over several centuries of church schism 

culminating in the dubious Athanasian 

Creed, the debate rules disallowed 

arguments from history.   

• Since a triune God is absent from the 

Bible, Bowman constructed six 

propositions each designed to confirm the 

supreme divinity and personality of the 

Trinity’s three beings and thus, by 

inference, the unity of all three.   

• Using a linguistic style resembling the 

Athanasian Creed itself, the sixth, 

somewhat amusing, proposition was “The 

Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are 

each someone other than the other two”.   

• Showing how problematic it is to justify 

the Trinity, Bowman ended up changing 

his propositions by the end of the debate 

and relied upon the New Testament’s 

triadic statements about the Father, Son 

and Holy Spirit (eg Matthew 28:19) to 

imply their triunity; whilst ignoring the 

numerous statements which speak only of 

as stated in the Nicene Creed, which still contradicts the 

New Testament.   

http://www.reclaimingthemind.org/
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the Father and Son.  He called this 

“implicit Trinitarianism”.   

• Bypassing the formal rules of debate by 

which the affirmative opens the dialogue 

and the negative closes with a final 

rebuttal, Trinitarian Bowman both opened 

and closed the entire debate.   

• Despite initially abounding with 

confidence, the Trinitarian hosts cancelled 

pusillanimously the concluding poll 

promised at the outset as to who won the 

debate.   

Instead of settling the case in favour of the 

Trinity, Bowman’s propositional gymnastics, 

discreditable about-turns, admission that the best 

he could demonstrate was “implicit Trinit-

arianism”, and the cancelled end-of-debate poll 

certified the opposite of what he set out to 

achieve.   

 

Which is precisely the kind of truthful outcome 

one hopes will emerge from such a debate.   

 

So what was John telling us? 
Was John’s gospel telling us about the Trinity?  

To avoid us guessing, John explains his purpose: 

 

“And many other signs truly did Jesus in 

the presence of his disciples, which are not 

written in this book: but these are written, 

that ye might believe that Jesus is the 

Christ, the Son of God” (John 20:30-31).   

 

With that insight provided by John himself, which 

tellingly makes no mention of God’s tri-unity nor 

even the Holy Spirit, we can consider how he 

opens his gospel:  

 

“In the beginning was the Word, and the 

Word was with God, and the Word was 

God” (John 1:1).   

 

While the words “in the beginning” are identical 

in English to the opening words of creation in 

Genesis 1:1, that is not so in the Greek.  If John 

had intended the Genesis beginning, he would 

more likely have used ΓΕΝΕΣΕΩΣ (geneseos) as 

in the opening verse of Matthew’s gospel to direct 

our attention to Moses’ book of Genesis.  Instead, 

John uses ΑΡΧΗ (arche).  It is the origin of the 

English word “archaeology”, the science by which 

we dig up and investigate ancient artefacts.  In 

fact, John gives us both ΑΡΧΗ (arche) and 

ΛΟΓΟΣ (logos) or “archaeology”, in his opening 

verse.  By using arche instead of geneseos, John 

seems to be directing our attention to God’s logos 

in a time unrelated to Genesis.   

 

Does logos = Jesus? 
If John intended Jesus in his opening verse it 

would be reasonable to expect to find the Greek 

ΙΗCΟΥC (Jesus) as he did when describing his 

gospel’s purpose in John 20.  Instead, he selected 

ΛΟΓΟΣ (logos) which even in John’s day was an 

ancient Greek word rich in meaning.   

 

Logos could refer to the cosmic mind and its 

principles, plans and reasons; or to the human 

mind and its inferior outputs.  Logos appears in 

the New Testament 330 times mostly with 

pedestrian meanings such as “word”, “cause”, 

“sayings”, “account”.  By signposting logos four 

times in his opening chapter, and again in his first 

epistle and Apocalypse, John intentionally leads 

his readers down an unexpected pathway.   

 

500 years before John wrote his gospel the Greeks 

had discerned that the earth and heavens are in a 

state of continual flux yet intangibly well-ordered 

by what they called the logos.  Heraclitus (535-

475BC) had even opened his own volume with a 

profound aphorism about the logos:  

 

Of the logos which is thus always, 

uncomprehending are humans both before 

they have heard it and when they first hear 

it (Hobbs, 2017).   

 

Heraclitus insightfully observed that the logos 

must have pre-existed “thus always”, but that it 

was at or beyond the limits of human 

comprehension.  A twenty first century scientist 

might phrase it as the sum-total of the laws of 

physics ordering the universe: mathematically 

describable but still not fully understood and 

difficult for most of us to grasp.   
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Subsequent Greek writers amplified the logos as 

the ultimate cosmic reality underlying deficient 

human experience.  As described in Plato’s cave 

analogy (Plato 360BC) everything we understand 

as prisoners chained in a cave is but a fire-lit 

reflected shadow of its true form.  He would 

probably be unsurprised at how much time is 

today spent being mis-informed and mis-

entertained by television, cinema and smartphone 

screens, mimicking his word picture in the cave 

analogy.  According to Plato, the logos can only 

be understood by liberation from cave-dwelling 

shadowland and struggling into the outside logos 

realm to perceive reality in its true light; a 

perception which cave-dwellers reject even when 

brought to their attention.   

 

Besides the Greek attempts to apprehend the 

logos, John was likely also aware of logos in the 

Septuagint.  Centuries earlier than the Greek 

writers, Solomon’s Proverbs had been written to 

teach “wisdom”, for which the Septuagint 

translators used ΛΟΓΟΣ (logos) (Prov 1:1-2 

LXX).   

 

So here was yet another book preluding with 

logos in its opening verses.   

 

Solomon had personified wisdom as a female who 

implores to be heard but is unheeded.  And, 

contextualising John’s opening chapter exactly, 

wisdom is described as having pre-existed earth’s 

creation:  

 

“The LORD possessed me in the 

beginning (ΑΡΧΗ) of his way, before his 

works of old.  I was set up from 

everlasting, from the beginning (ΑΡΧΗ), 

or ever the earth was … When there were 

no depths, I was brought forth … While as 

yet he had not made the earth … When he 

prepared the heavens, I was there: when he 

set a compass upon the face of the depth 

… Then I was by him, as one brought up 

with him: and I was daily his delight, 

rejoicing always before him … for whoso 

findeth me findeth life … all they that hate 

me love death” (Prov 8: 22-36).   

 
3 Encylopaedia Britannica accessed via 

https://www.britannica.com/topic/logos 

 

By emphasizing ΑΡΧΗ (arche) and ΛΟΓΟΣ 

(logos) in John 1:1, and again in 1 John 1:1, John 

signals God’s pre-existent wisdom.  The LXX Old 

Testament and Greek literature, both available to 

John, had already recognised the profound, 

prehistoric logos.   

 

Lexicon definitions of logos 
But Trinitarians have modified this linguistic 

context.  Lexicons by Thayer, Encyclopaedia 

Britannica and www.blueletterbible.org all assert 

that the logos refers to Jesus himself.  For 

example: 

 

Logos, (Greek: “word,” “reason,” or 

“plan”) plural logoi, in ancient Greek 

philosophy and early Christian theology, 

the divine reason implicit in the cosmos, 

ordering it and giving it form and meaning 

… In the first chapter of The Gospel 

According to John, Jesus Christ is 

identified as “the Word” (Greek logos) 

incarnated, or made flesh (Encyclopaedia 

Britannica).3    

 

While the lexicons incorporate the ancient Greek 

understanding of logos as “the divine reason 

implicit in the cosmos”, they go one giant leap 

further and identify the logos as pre-existent 

Jesus.  So the lexicons justify logos as Jesus by 

John chapter 1, which is then used circularly to 

interpret the meaning of John chapter 1.   

 

As seen from Proverbs and ancient Greek 

literature, the meaning of logos in John’s day was 

“the divine reason implicit in the cosmos”.  Jesus, 

the extraordinary son of God and descendant of 

Abraham and David (Matt 1, Heb 1), was the 

human embodiment of God’s logos and he will be 

so acknowledged at his second coming, as spelled 

out by John in the Apocalypse: 

 

“He had a name written, that no man 

knew, but he himself.  And he was clothed 

with a vesture dipped in blood: and his 
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name is called the Logos of God” (Rev 19: 

12-13).   

 

Mistranslation bias 
Since, as we saw earlier in The Great Trinity 

Debate, the Bible does not explicitly state that 

God is a triune being, another tool available to the 

Athanasian Creedists is mistranslation.   

 

Translating ancient languages is inherently fraught 

with exploitable semantic difficulties since 

nuances by the ancient writers can be maximised 

or minimised when translated into modern English 

depending on the translators’ convictions.   

 

Unfortunately, the translators of the New 

International Version have used this to advantage, 

probably with good intentions at least from their 

own perspective; much as the Medieval, Spanish 

and Portuguese inquisitors probably had good 

intentions when viewed from their own 

perspectives.   

 

The NIV’s Committee on Bible Translation 

(CBT)4 comprises 15 cross-denominational 

scholars from Anglican, Baptist, Catholic, 

Evangelical and Presbyterian churches.  While we 

celebrate the NIV’s aim to use the best textual 

sources, 100% of scholars on the CBT are 

Trinitarians.  Even if a unitarian scholar managed 

to get onto the CBT, their views would likely be 

quelled by the protocol that 70% of scholars must 

agree to any English text changes.   

 

In any case, for most purposes unitarians 

automatically fail the Christian test under the 

revered Athanasian Creed.  So the CBT’s 

composition and 70% translation protocol 

inherently bias it towards Trinitarianism as seen 

later in John 1 where the KJV states: 

 

“No man hath seen God at any time; the 

only begotten Son, which is in the bosom 

of the Father, he hath declared him” (John 

1:18).   

 

 
4 This information is sourced from the NIV’s official web 

page www.thenivbible.com  

But a radical change tiptoed into the NIV’s 2011 

revision: 

 

“No one has ever seen God, but the one 

and only Son, who is himself God and is in 

closest relationship with the Father, has 

made him known” (John 1:18 NIV 2011 

revision).   

 

Every Trinitarian’s dream comes true in the NIV’s 

2011 revision: at last, one Bible verse which states 

Jesus “is himself God”. a sleight-of-hand worthy 

of Nineteen Eighty-Four’s dystopian Ministry of 

Truth (Orwell, 1949).  Never mind that it does not 

represent the underlying Greek which is not 

translated in this way in other English versions.   

 

One despairs how future revisions might attempt 

to obscure further God’s unity, the sonship of 

Jesus, and his genuine mortal ancestry so 

fundamental to humanity’s reconciling atonement 

back to God.   

 

The risk of being wrong 
Its lack of biblical proof and schismatic history 

over several centuries furnishes every reason to be 

sceptical about the Trinity.  But as none would 

wish to be on the wrong side of this debate, let’s 

allow for a moment that the Trinity is the correct 

formulation of the biblical God.  Then unitarians 

have got it wrong.  In our sincere adherence to the 

Bible, which omits most of Trinitarianism’s 

special vocabulary, unitarians are only guilty of 

reading the Bible with simplicity and mistrusting 

Catholicism’s spurious Athanasian Creed.   

 

On the other hand, if the unitarian view of the 

biblical God is correct, then Trinitarians are guilty 

of fabricating an absurd creed, inventing their own 

terminology, and mistranslating the Bible to split 

God Himself into a plurality; then indoctrinating 

children at the earliest opportunity during 

Christian education to maximise their credulity in 

adulthood; and enforcing compliance by 

threatening nonsubscribers with eternal 

damnation.   

END 

http://www.thenivbible.com/
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