Scriptures and Doctrine :: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding)

The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/17 22:54
First, here is what I don't believe. I don't believe that God has 3 different personalities. I don't believe that God has been
keeping Himself company throughout all eternity by talking to His 3 personalities so that He doesn't get bored.
Secondly, here is what I do believe. I believe that the Father is called God the most and is therefore the Head in role in
analogy. I believe that the Holy Spirit is the spirit of God. I believe that Jesus has eternally been the Logos or the Word
and Thoughts of God by which He created all things. I believe that Jesus was not always the Son until He was born in
human flesh and it was said of Him, "You are my Son today I have begotten you". So, as we have a head, a word, and
a spirit so does God. As we have different parts and functions therefore and yet are one so is God. As my parts are diffe
rent, have different roles and functions but don't have different personalities so is God.

Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/17 23:19
Longer version:
First I will start with the story of my dealing on this topic. Before I was saved I didn't even know there was a Holy Spirit.
And, I hadn't quite figured out Jesus Deity either. There were a lot of things I didn't know at the time. As time progressed
as I was saved I learned of these things both doctrinally and experientially. I then went to Bible College and accepted
the things taught to me. After a while as my discernment sharpened I began to question things. I also ran into many cults
and false religions attacking the Christian view of the Triunity as I evangelized. Some of the stuff they said made some
sense and some of what I was being taught at school did not. However I reckoned by faith what I believed to be the
normal and right teaching of the Triunity by faith. I started to seek the Lord because I felt an uneasiness with it. I wanted
the truth and clarity on the Scriptures. I almost felt as if the Scriptures just didn't elaborate on it because it was so deep,
transcendent, and mysterious. However if I could receive revelation on it I would be pleased to have it as I have in other
doctrine's sought God to teach me and open the Scripture's to me since I understand that it is not just a scholarly
exposition which can reveal these things to you since there is a spiritual war. After time I believe I had a breakthrough
and the Scripture's started to fall into place. I now have a solid peace about this and am delighted in the Triunity as it is
truly taught in Scripture. It is a bit different from the normal teaching of today but I do not believe by all that much. I might
even say the things of which I am about to speak are somewhat incidental however I think it beneficial to communicate
both for to be criticized and to instruct toward sound doctrine on such an important doctrine that has escaped many in
fullness and perplexed cults like Mormons, Watchtowerites, and Muslims. So here is my view and understanding.
Father:
He is God. The Father is called God the most. He is not more God then the Holy Spirit or Jesus but He is in analogy the
Head.
Jesus:
He is God in the flesh. Jesus has eternally been the Logos or the word of God by which God created all things. He was
not always the Son until God took on the form of man. One could say relationally He was as dear to the Father as a son
but was not the Son in the specific sense that He became when it was said of Him, "You are my Son today I have begot
ten you".
Holy Spirit:
He is God. He is the spirit of God. The Lord is the Spirit.
Conclusion:
So, I believe that the Father is the head. Jesus is God's word. And the Holy Spirit is God's Spirit. So just as we have a w
ord or thought or mind, and a spirit, and a head so also does God. As we have different parts and different functions and
yet are one so also is God. Now... what I do not believe is that God has 3 personalities and has been relating to Himself
throughout all eternity amusing Himself so that He would not be lonely.
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Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding), on: 2008/11/17 23:29
Hi David,
Quote:
-------------------------I believe that Jesus was not always the Son until He was born in human flesh and it was said of Him, "You are my Son today I have
begotten you".
-------------------------

I see the scripture but I didn't feel right saying that Jesus wasn't always God's son. This just came to mind. Jesus called
God his Father rather than Joseph when he was twelve but that was 18 years before "today I have begotten you."
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 0:06
Ben,

Quote:
-------------------------I see the scripture but I didn't feel right saying that Jesus wasn't always God's son.
-------------------------

I had a hard time coming to this conclusion as well. I mean most of the Church has usually held to a different view. And I
had previously held to this for a while. The Word was always dear as a Son but not actually the Son until He was born a
s a child.

Quote:
-------------------------Jesus called God his Father rather than Joseph when he was twelve but that was 18 years before "today I have begotten you."
-------------------------

I know that the Father didn't speak this from heaven out loud publicly before but I believe this was accomplished when h
e was born or begotten so I believe that this statement is talking about that day. I would also say that there is a possibilit
y that the word day can be used as in this time or season in general. But, specifically it means that day of the actual birth
.

Quote:
-------------------------Jesus called God his Father rather than Joseph
-------------------------

Jesus was speaking from His humanity. Jesus and the Father are one and the Lamb dwells in the midst of the Throne. T
o be even more specific God is speaking to Himself. God took on the form of man called Himself His own Son since He
begot Himself and then spoke and acted toward Himself He was the only one who could do it and so had to act not only
for others but toward Himself as well though it seems odd I think it makes very good sense. He was the only one who co
uld act toward Himself and fulfill His justice and so He did in this somewhat complex way.

I think though that this doctrine is somewhat incidental my main focus is on the fact the the Triunity is portraying God as
a God with 3 personalities talking to Himself which is weird and unsound and not only confuses Christians but also turns
off those outside the faith and false religions because of it's awkwardness. If this were the case that God were this way a
nd the Bible taught it I would accept it and just say that is the way God has made but I sincerely have not come to that c
onclusion and have tested it often and have found no one to ever respond to it substantially and I am blessed to have un
derstanding I think it is very helpful because this mainstream portrayal I believe has not produced edification. I think it is
because of the difficulty and intricacy of this doctrine that it is so little understood.
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Re: Trinity - posted by Greenlea, on: 2008/11/18 2:41
Be encouraged davidt. You are not alone in your accessment.
Father has also spoken to my heart on this matter and gave it to me as you explained it.
I smiled when I read it.
:-) ;-)
Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/11/18 3:34
It is currently late so I will be quick to the point.

Quote:
-------------------------Conclusion:
So, I believe that the Father is the head. Jesus is God's word. And the Holy Spirit is God's Spirit. So just as we have a word or thought or mind, and a
spirit, and a head so also does God. As we have different parts and different functions and yet are one so also is God. Now... what I do not believe is t
hat God has 3 personalities and has been relating to Himself throughout all eternity amusing Himself so that He would not be lonely.
-------------------------

What you are talking about here is not foundational Christian theology. There is a reason the Trinity, the Godhead Three
in One, has withstood the test of over 1700 years with the harshest criticisms of the greatest philosophers and theologia
ns throughout church history.
While I am not going to get into too much detail about this, I will leave you with this criticism on the concept you have pre
sented.
God, first and foremost, loves Himself. Yet, if God was One God with three different parts then His love would not be per
fect. You need someone else for love to be perfected -- example, "love does not seek its own." Eternal Love requires an
Eternal Object besides oneself to love. The Trinity fulfills this requirement with Three Persons in One. This importance h
as at least three points: 1) imperfect love is not God 2) without at least Two Eternal Persons in One, God ceases to be S
elf-Sufficient. That is, the nature of God's love requires a second object to love. If that object is anything other than God
Himself then God ceases to be Self-Sufficient (He becomes dependant upon something not God for His perfection). 3) O
bviously God cannot love Himself as a Second Object, or Third Object, if He is One Person with varied parts.
Also, as you have explained your understanding of the triunity: if the Father is a "part" of God, the Son is a "part" of God,
and the Holy Spirit is a "part" of God, then each part in and of itself is not God. To be God requires the wholeness and c
ompleteness of the infinite attributes that God is. That is, if the Father is a piece of God then He is not infinite, if the Son i
s a piece of God then He is not infinite, if the Spirit is a piece of God then He is not infinite. And if these three are not infi
nite then it is impossible to add three finites together to sum infinite.
finite + finite + finite does not equal infinite. It is impossible.
There is a name for this view of triunity, though I don't presently recall what it is.
Re: - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/18 6:05
As BoG said, the truth of the Trinity is foundational to Christianity. We need to realize up front the seriousness with
which we approach it. All cults have at their foundation a false view of the nature of God. This subject has been handled
in these forums extensively. I would suggest doing a search and reading through the wealth of materials that have been
presented. It is simply too labor intensive to go back line upon line and reestablish all of the essential points.
I would offer this resource to consider. It is Ravi Zacharias explaining how the law of non-contradiction is not violated by
the doctrine of the Trinity. You will find it (http://www.youtube.com/watch?vXdejhQeAPUk) HERE.
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Re:, on: 2008/11/18 6:33
Davidt, I agree with most of what you have written concerning the Godhead/Triunity.
However for more sharpening I would like to make a few statements for us to meditate on and fine tune what you/we ar
e saying.
1. I don't think it has to be weird for God to talk with His Word/self and His Holy Spirit. While you may have been taught t
hat he did it so he wouldn't "get bored" I have not heard that in my short twenty years of study.
2. The three persons. Because Jesus refers to the Holy Spirit as "He" this indicates further the existence of three eternal,
not created, persons that make up the Godhead/trinity.
The cults depart by saying Jesus is not eternaly God/Divine and the Holy Spirit is not eternaly God/Divine. They view thi
s as a three Gods teaching.
While a sound understanding of the Godhead can be difficult for some it still is something that can be "apprehended" tho
ugh not fully comprehended.
3. I may have misunderstood you on this point. I think you indicated that God the Father himself left His throne and desc
ended down to earth in the form of Jesus. Help me here if I am wrong on what you said.
I don't know if you have read the "early Christian writings" concerning the Godhead/Tinity? I found their quotes to be ver
y helpfull. David Bercot's "Dictionary of Early christian beliefs" is very good tool for this.
My red flags on this subject raise when we start to approach things that would indicate that Jesus or the Holy Spirit are n
ot eternaly Divine/God and that there are not three seperate "persons" that make up the eternal Divine Godhead. Based
upon what I think you are saying we probaly agree on Jesus and holy Spirit being eternaly divine but may not agree fully
on the persons aspect?
God bless, John
Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/18 6:35
Quote:
-------------------------As my parts are different, have different roles and functions but don't have different personalities so is God.
-------------------------

This is impossible because it makes nonsense of all of the conversations that take place between the Father and the So
n as well as the references to the Holy Spirit as being God Himself with the capacity to be grieved and blasphemed.

Quote:
-------------------------I believe that Jesus was not always the Son until He was born in human flesh and it was said of Him, "You are my Son today I have
begotten you".
-------------------------

Jesus Christ cannot be said to have been an impersonal idea that eternally existed in the mind of God and was manifest
in the earth to 'become' God's Son. The incarnation of Christ brought about the hypostatic union in which God became fl
esh and dwelled among us.

And now, O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self with the glory which I had with thee before the world was. (John
17)
Notice the personal pronoun 'I'- it denotes personality. He did not say glorify me with the glory before 'I' was, but before t
he world was. Clearly the 'I' here clearly existed and shared in the glory of the Father. Paul deals with how Christ 'emptie
d Himself' of this glory for the purpose of being made in the likeness of men:
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Let this mind be in you, which was also in Christ Jesus: Who, being in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equ
al with God: But made himself of no reputation, and took upon him the form of a servant, and was made in the likeness o
f men: And being found in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, and became obedient unto death, even the death of th
e cross. (Philippians 2:5-8)
Key in on the portion made himself of no reputation and took upom Him...; again, these a personal pronouns and not im
personal ideas eternally existing in the mind of God. This was the true fulfillment Isaiah 6:
Also I heard the voice of the Lord, saying, Whom shall I send, and who will go for us? Then said I, Here am I; send me.
(Isaiah 6)
The Spirit of the Lord GOD is upon me; because the LORD hath anointed me to preach good tidings unto the meek; he
hath sent me to bind up the brokenhearted, to proclaim liberty to the captives, and the opening of the prison to them that
are bound; (Isaiah 61:1)
And he closed the book, and he gave it again to the minister, and sat down. And the eyes of all them that were in the sy
nagogue were fastened on him. And he began to say unto them, This day is this scripture fulfilled in your ears. (Luke 4:2
0, 21)

See also this SI archived thread called
(https://www.sermonindex.net/modules/newbb/viewtopic.php?modeviewtopic&topic_id7893&forum36&start0&viewmodef
lat&order0) Godhead and this article on the Hebrew concept of plural unity called
(https://www.sermonindex.net/modules/articles/index.php?viewarticle&aid1993) 'One Yachid or one Echad?"
Re: - posted by ginnyrose (), on: 2008/11/18 7:37
Quote:
-------------------------There is a name for this view of trinity, though I don't presently recall what it is.
-------------------------

Is it called "Oneness" theology?
Sounds to me like some people like to complicate the most simple things!
God said let us make man in our own image so in the image of God created he him, male and female. Two persons: me
and you. So, if God made two why not have three persons in the Godhead all working together as a unit with different fu
nctions?
Not scholarly, I'll admit ...
ginnyrose
Re: - posted by crsschk (), on: 2008/11/18 9:38
Quote:
-------------------------I see the scripture but I didn't feel right saying that Jesus wasn't always God's son.
-------------------------

Joh 17:5 And now, O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self with the glory which I had with thee before the world wa
s.
Joh 7:29 But I know him: for I am from him, and he hath sent me.

Page 5/135

Scriptures and Doctrine :: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding)

Joh 6:51 I am the living bread which came down from heaven:

Quote:
-------------------------I wanted the truth and clarity on the Scriptures. I almost felt as if the Scriptures just didn't elaborate on it because it was so deep, tra
nscendent, and mysterious.
-------------------------

And without controversy great is the mystery of godliness: God was manifest in the flesh, justified in the Spirit, seen of a
ngels, preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in the world, received up into glory. 1Ti 3:16
Manifest
G5319
&#966;&#945;&#957;&#949;&#961;&#959;&#769;&#969;
phaneroo&#772;
fan-er-o'-o
From G5318; to render apparent (literally or figuratively): - appear, manifestly declare, (make) manifest (forth), shew (sel
f).
Brother, I could wish for more of that halt that you mentioned above, just at that point, right at that point you had it ...
"I almost felt as if the Scriptures just didn't elaborate on it ..."
Precisely. But why is that not enough for us? Now you go on to say, with the many of us ... Now, I believe, my view, I thi
nk, have come to this conclusion ...". Not having convictions, that is not what I am appealing to but the elaborating.
I am finding this again and again may be our very trouble in so many things. If the Lord is a mystery and is mysterious, h
as chosen to hide those things past our understanding, revealed that much that He has in scripture, where do we get the
idea that it can be had or that we need to have this ... hidden knowledge? Sound familiar? Back in that first book ...
But moreover even the ever raging 2 man system of extrapolation, one with a C and the other with an A - Where is it that
the scriptures, faith ever was to amount to some sort of trigonometry, every more and more complicated, far beyond the '
hard to understand' aspects of Paul's writing it has become systems of elaborations, explanations. What was meant or w
hat this means seems to be where we go all to pieces trying to unravel things far beyond our contemplation.
I wonder if it is not truly a form of pride in us that must have an explanation or feels a sort of shamed facedness if we ca
nnot give an explanation to that which is taken, simply on faith. Too embarrassing? That we might be seen as simpleton
s, ignorant, believing old wives tales ...
This need to know business, how far reaching it is, our modern day 'prophets' full of all kinds of imaginations and future t
elling when it is largely and greatly keep from their sight and their minds. So it is ... extrapolate, parse the scriptures, co
mb and combine and make a great stew of it all, are they a recipe or ... a mystery? A great showing forth of the distance
between us and God, who ironically is so very often ... silent on all these matters.
I am a great proponent of the word; "Perhaps". And of holding two seemingly opposing, 'contradicting' aspects in tension
- I find nothing wrong and even that it is far more true and healthy, scriptural to hold things in abeyance, happy that the L
ord has done precisely what He has done, keeping things to Himself.
Adam and Eve. The devil himself, how many have gone for this very thing to satisfy their craving for that particular knowl
edge ...
Food for thought brother.
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Re: - posted by PaulWest (), on: 2008/11/18 10:21
Quote:
-------------------------God took on the form of man called Himself His own Son since He begot Himself and then spoke and acted toward Himself He was
the only one who could do it and so had to act not only for others but toward Himself as well though it seems odd I think it makes very good sense. He
was the only one who could act toward Himself and fulfill His justice and so He did in this somewhat complex way.
-------------------------

(http://www.search.com/reference/Patripassianism) Patripassianism
Re:, on: 2008/11/18 10:28
Guess what... no one can fully understand the Trinity because it is a mystery. Plain & simple.
Krispy
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 11:34
Greenlea,

Quote:
-------------------------Be encouraged davidt. You are not alone in your accessment. Father has also spoken to my heart on this matter and gave it to me
as you explained it. I smiled when I read it.
-------------------------

Hello Greenlea. Thank you so much. I am surprised by this. That is so cool. Thank you so much for your kind encourgag
ement.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 11:46
Bog,
I will first let it be known that in my answering I am not taking this lightly as some fun thing to be debated. I am neither
speaking in any argumentative way so please do not take me as having that kind of attitude throughout this discussion
and this goes out generally to all. I may be straight to the point on doctrine but that is just because there is much to
answer to. I am also not being close minded.

Quote:
-------------------------There is a reason the Trinity, the Godhead Three in One, has withstood the test of over 1700 years with the harshest criticisms of th
e greatest philosophers and theologians throughout church history.
-------------------------

I understand the LEVEL of difficulty with accepting something like this but I have to stand of the Scriptures and my consc
ience.

Quote:
-------------------------You need someone else for love to be perfected
-------------------------

This is exactly the thing I am talking about. This is the exact things I have heard mainstream about the Triunity that I am
now speaking against. I believe this to be philosophy and not Scripture not that Scripture cannot be philosophical but I d
o not believe this to be SCriptural. God does not have to have multiple personality disorder in order to keep him self com
pany. God is God let us not forget He is very different then us. Sure He can keep Himself company but He does not nee
d to have multiple personalities to talk to Himself. In this speech I am carrying with it a bit of cynicism but it is not toward
you but the concept I believe to be false.
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Quote:
-------------------------if the Father is a "part" of God, the Son is a "part" of God, and the Holy Spirit is a "part" of God, then each part in and of itself is not
God.
-------------------------

I am not saying parts as in separate parts. It is more of an analogy then anything by which God explains Himself in comp
aring Himself to such a limited creation compared to Himself. Our arms and feet though different parts are not seperate
but us but are one with us and are us. Whenever an analogy is used you can be technical and tear it apart but this analo
gy was not meant to be totally complete just as no analogy is to be totally complete but a similar comparison. I am not st
ating that the Father, Son, and Spirit are limited but that they are eternal. If anything I am saying that they are more alike
because they all share the same personality. If I were to name this doctrine I would called it the biblical view of the Triuni
ty.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 11:58
Robert,

Quote:
-------------------------the Trinity is foundational to Christianity. We need to realize up front the seriousness
-------------------------

I agree I am in no way taking this lightly and I fear God and do not desire to carry any error in the truths of God.

Quote:
-------------------------All cults have at their foundation a false view of the nature of God.
-------------------------

I agree but I am stating that in some senses the mainstream is at fault here to some extent. I have not begun with a bias
by intellect but have taken from the Scripture's objectively what I believe it to take and it has only happened to be more r
easonable. I have dealt with cults somewhat extensively and have seen many different views and reasonings.

Quote:
-------------------------I would suggest doing a search and reading through the wealth of materials that have been presented... too labor intensive to go ba
ck line upon line and reestablish all of the essential points.
-------------------------

I have studied the subject thoroughly. I have to some degree anguished over this doctrine and meditate and studied long
and hard over this subject. I have studied full time for over 4 years and by full time I mean that literally. I am not saying t
hat I am the man or something just that I am well versed in the essential concepts as I have discussed earlier that I have
been fully indoctrinated with the mainstream teaching of this theology.

Quote:
-------------------------explaining how the law of non-contradiction is not violated by the doctrine of the Trinity.
-------------------------

I have have said before contradiction is not my problem here. Even though I think the doctrine to be odd I would receive
it if it were Scriptural but I do not believe it to be. I could see your reason in saying that it is not contradicting but the mai
n thing is just that I do not believe it to true. I stand humbly before God on doctrine I have been broken over it before in q
uestioning God and have received as Job though not as powerfully the words, "if you have understanding tell me were y
ou there when I laid the foundations of the earth?". I wasn't I know nothing as I ought but God in His mercy has imparted
the Scriptures to me and even upholds me continually.
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Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/18 12:14
Quote:
-------------------------God does not have to have multiple personality disorder in order to keep him self company. God is God let us not forget He is very
different then us. Sure He can keep Himself company but He does not need to have multiple personalities to talk to Himself.
-------------------------

This is offensive and unnecessary. Please explain how love can function in singularity. How can there be love without a
lover and a beloved?
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 12:18
Thingsabove,

Quote:
-------------------------Davidt, I agree with most of what you have written concerning the Godhead/Triunity. However for more sharpening I would like to m
ake a few statements for us to meditate on and fine tune what you/we are saying.
-------------------------

Yes this is great I encourage it brother. I am glad at least that you see it is not way different.

Quote:
-------------------------1. I don't think it has to be weird for God to talk with His Word/self and His Holy Spirit.
-------------------------

I have stated that God speaks to Himself and that it may "seem" weird. I do not believe that it is weird. What I do believe
to be weird is that God has a split personality though if Scriptures taught this I would accept it.

Quote:
-------------------------While you may have been taught that he did it so he wouldn't "get bored" I have not heard that in my short twenty years of study.
-------------------------

I am somewhat surprised that you have not heard it. Just a couple posts earlier a brother posted this saying that God ha
s to have more then one personality in order to love. Meaning if He only had one personality then He would have no one
to love. This is the doctrine that I am bringing up. I am glad that you have not heard this doctrine or received it. I must ad
mit that I was a bit cynical in using the word bored but I just meant that it is being taught that if God did not have multiple
personalities then He would have no one to relate with. This is a crazy extra biblical doctrine.

Quote:
-------------------------The cults depart by saying Jesus is not eternaly God/Divine and the Holy Spirit is not eternaly God/Divine. They view this as a three
Gods teaching.
-------------------------

I am not teaching this. I am not saying that the Spirit and the Son are not God. I am not saying that the Spirit is just an e
nergy like the Watchtowerites. And I am not saying they are 3 seperate gods ect.

Quote:
-------------------------While a sound understanding of the Godhead can be difficult for some it still is something that can be "apprehended" though not full
y comprehended.
-------------------------

I do believe it can be apprehended. I think it can be apprehended fully in the sense of what I am saying but not in the se
nse of knowing all the depths of the revelation of the sea of the knowledge of God. I also agree that it is difficult and this i
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s why I believe it is not comprehended by many because so many have not excercises themselves enough to grasp it.

Quote:
-------------------------3. I may have misunderstood you on this point. I think you indicated that God the Father himself left His throne and descended dow
n to earth in the form of Jesus. Help me here if I am wrong on what you said.

-------------------------

Well no, of course not. I just believe that God can be more then one place at a time.
Quote:
-------------------------David Bercot's "Dictionary of Early christian beliefs"
-------------------------

Thank you I believe a brother showed me this once but I have yet to get it. I do believe it is beneficial but at this point I w
ould like to stick mainly to Scripture.

Quote:
-------------------------but may not agree fully on the persons aspect?
-------------------------

Yes we do agree on the full Divinity of the 3. When it comes to the personalities I do have a not so majority view on it. Th
is is how I see it. Does your spirit have a different personality then you? Do you speak to your spirit? Sure you might as
David spoke to himself saying, 'why are you so down cast o my soul" but he was not speaking to one of his multiple pers
onalities. And the same goes with Jesus "this analogy may seem crude but it is off the top of my head and gets the point
across to a degree" if you put on a robot suit it would express your personality and so it is with God he took on the form
of a man. And, I am not saying it was just a robot suit or a coat but God was intricately combined organically with a hum
an body through the virgin Mary.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 12:30
Robert,

Quote:
-------------------------Quote:

As my parts are different, have different roles and functions but don't have different personalities so is God.

This is impossible because it makes nonsense of all of the conversations that take place between the Father and the Son as well as the references to t
he Holy Spirit as being God Himself with the capacity to be grieved and blasphemed.
-------------------------

I explained this earlier. When Jesus spoke to the Father as Father and such He was speaking as a different person from
His humanity. He may have had a different person because He took on the form of a man but He didn't have a different
personality. He may have had a different function as the Son but He did not have a different personality. Do we ever see
the God's Spirit having a conversation with the Father? He may search the deep things of God but He doesn't talk with H
im as if He were a different personality like, "Hey God/Father how is it going today I love you and so forth". I guess you c
ould say that Jesus had a different personality then the Father to some degree in his humanity but not as the eternal Log
os. I was not saying that the Spirit could not be grieved or blasphemed.

Quote:
-------------------------Jesus Christ cannot be said to have been an impersonal idea that eternally existed in the mind of God
-------------------------

I am not saying that Jesus was an impersonal concept. I am saying that He is personal just as God is since He is God. H
e was glorified with God because He was God. He was identifying with God to show that He was God Himself.

Page 10/135

Scriptures and Doctrine :: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding)

Quote:
-------------------------plural unity called 'One Yachid or one Echad?"
-------------------------

I understand this concept. It is like a group of grapes though they are multiple they are one. I agree that God functions in
different ways and parts and is still one at the same time. I cannot say that this proves that God has 3 personalities. I agr
ee that it is possible and can be done without being contradictive but I do not believe this to be Biblical.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 12:37
Ginny,

Quote:
-------------------------Sounds to me like some people like to complicate the most simple things!
-------------------------

I am not trying to complicate things. I think these things are somewhat intricate though simple still. The reason I bring thi
s up and find interest in being specific about it is because it is important. It is important devotionally what we believe abo
ut God and how we relate to Him. It is important how we come off both to Christians and unbelievers alike.

Quote:
-------------------------God said let us make man in our own image so in the image of God created he him, male and female. Two persons: me and you. S
o, if God made two why not have three persons in the Godhead all working together as a unit with different functions?
-------------------------

I don't really think this is Biblical to tie these 2 things together. When He said make man in the image of God he only me
ant one. Sure he meant them both but both individually. He is not saying as there is a male and a female or as there is 2
of you so there are multiple persons/ personalities of me. I am not focused on the fact that it is not scholarly and wise so
unding but the fact that it is not correct I do not believe.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 13:00
Crss,

Quote:
-------------------------Quote:

I see the scripture but I didn't feel right saying that Jesus wasn't always God's son.

Joh 17:5 And now, O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self with the glory which I had with thee before the world was. Joh 7:29 But I know him: for
I am from him, and he hath sent me. Joh 6:51 I am the living bread which came down from heaven:
-------------------------

I am not saying that Jesus didn't eternally exist intimately related to God as God. I am just saying that He was not specifi
cally titled the Son until He became the Son in human flesh. It was the being begotten that made Him the Son. Before thi
s He was the Word. To be the Word is not some impersonal lesser thing. The word of the Lord splits the cedars by the w
ord He created all things and upholds them. By you word you are expressed and Jesus is the glory of the Father. He is t
he express image of His person.

Quote:
-------------------------Quote:
I wanted the truth and clarity on the Scriptures. I almost felt as if the Scriptures just didn't elaborate on it because it was s
o deep, transcendent, and mysterious.
And without controversy great is the mystery of godliness: God was manifest in the flesh, justified in the Spirit, seen of angels, preached unto the Genti
les, believed on in the world, received up into glory. 1Ti 3:16
-------------------------
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I am not saying that all mystery is now finished and I have the full revelation of all of God. You must understand though
when the word mystery is used in the Bible it is talking about that which was not previously revealed but now has been. I
t may also talk about something that was just so extraordinary that it was hard to imagine. But it is not saying that it is no
t explained it is just saying that it was once a mystery but now has been revealed. For example one of the things explain
ed here as a mystery is that Jesus was believed on in the world. We can understand that and we can also understand th
e Triunity in the same way. Though we cannot understand or grasp and contain all the depth of the revelation of God but
we can comprehend the doctrinal side of it. The experiential no but doctrinal yes.

Quote:
-------------------------But why is that not enough for us?
-------------------------

It would be enough for me. I do not feel like I am stretching the issue out of desperation for an intellectual satisfaction. T
hough that has played in but not over Scripture.

Quote:
-------------------------I am finding this again and again may be our very trouble in so many things. If the Lord is a mystery and is mysterious, has chosen t
o hide those things past our understanding, revealed that much that He has in scripture, where do we get the idea that it can be had or that we need to
have this ... hidden knowledge?
-------------------------

Brother I am thankful for your heart in these matters. I believe you to be a wise mature Christian in this thing. I also agre
e with you affectionately. I would say however that I have already explained the word mystery in Biblical context. I do not
think this applies here. But I do think it applies to many doctrinal things. For instance I believe this applies to the whole C
alvinism thing as I take neither side but at this point accept that it is not completely elaborated on in scripture.

Quote:
-------------------------I wonder if it is not truly a form of pride in us
-------------------------

It often is.

Quote:
-------------------------I am a great proponent of the word; "Perhaps". And of holding two seemingly opposing, 'contradicting' aspects in tension - I find not
hing wrong and even that it is far more true and healthy, scriptural to hold things in abeyance, happy that the Lord has done precisely what He has don
e, keeping things to Himself.
-------------------------

Agree.
Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/11/18 13:01
Quote:
-------------------------I understand the LEVEL of difficulty with accepting something like this but I have to stand of the Scriptures and my conscience.
-------------------------

This is not a question of "level of difficulty". Personally I find your view, as you have presented it thus far, a far too easy
understanding of something that is far too difficult. Like describing a 3-d cube by defining a 2-d square.

Quote:
-------------------------Sure He can keep Himself company but He does not need to have multiple personalities to talk to Himself.
-------------------------
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This idea of the trinity is called "modalism".

Quote:
-------------------------If I were to name this doctrine I would called it the biblical view of the Triunity.
-------------------------

First off, "the biblical view of the Triunity" is a dangerous title for your perspective. It gives the impression that what you h
ave stated is the absolute revelational truth of the perfect interpretation of Holy Writ. If you can claim that meaning with y
our idea then by all means good title.

Quote:
-------------------------I am not stating that the Father, Son, and Spirit are limited but that they are eternal. If anything I am saying that they are more alike
because they all share the same personality.
-------------------------

This is actually an orthodox view of the Trinity. Not "limited" therefore all three are infinite and all three are eternal. Whic
h means that the Father is wholly and completely God in Himself, the Son is wholly and completely God in Himself, and t
he Spirit is wholly and completely God in Himself, and all three are One God. If we say that all three "make up" one God
then again they cease to be infinite in their individually recognized Personalities (Persons). And if you consider what you
have said here, they all share the "same" personality because they are all share the fulness of Deity.
infinite and complete God + infinite and complete God + infinite and complete God = the Trinity, Three in One.

Quote:
-------------------------it is being taught that if God did not have multiple personalities then He would have no one to relate with... Yes we do agree on the f
ull Divinity of the 3."
-------------------------

The idea of One non-Trinitarian God displaying "multiple personalities" is the error of "modalism" which is actually the wa
y you seem to perceiving the Trinity. Thus, you are thinking of an inaccurate model while trying to fit it into what appears
to be an accurate description of the true doctrine of the Trinity, where there in no contradiction, as RobertW mentioned.

Quote:
-------------------------When He said make man in the image of God he only meant one. Sure he meant them both but both individually.
-------------------------

You're right that God meant both Man and Women were both individually created in the image and likeness of God. But i
t should also be recognized that God created man in the "image and likeness" and not the exact image or exact likeness
. Trying to compare the "similarity" of the Trinity to the different parts of spirit, soul, and body of man is, again, "modalism
" and is not orthodox Trinitarianism.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 13:04
Krispy,

Quote:
-------------------------no one can fully understand the Trinity because it is a mystery.
-------------------------

I elaborated on this earlier. I do not believe the doctrine of the Triunity can be fully understood experientially and revelati
onally but it can doctrinally. The word mystery in the NT context is not speaking about something that cant be understoo
d but something that once was a mystery and has now been revealed. As believing on Jesus was one of the mysteries a
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nd yet can be understood so the Triunity is a mystery but can be comprehended. It may also speak of something which i
s hard to imagine some difficult thing in the wisdom of God.
Re: - posted by TaylorOtwell (), on: 2008/11/18 13:26
Firstly, and I say this with some firmness, the Lord has not spoken to any of our hearts regarding the Trinity. The Lord h
as spoken in Scripture, and the truth regarding the Trinity can be found there. Period.
DavidT, How do you understand this passage:
Who hath delivered us from the power of darkness, and hath translated us into the kingdom of his dear Son: In whom w
e have redemption through his blood, even the forgiveness of sins: Who is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of
every creature: For by him {The Son} were all things created, that are in heaven, and that are in earth, visible and invisi
ble, whether they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or powers: all things were created by him, and for him: (Col
ossians 1:13-16)
Paul writes all things were created through the Son, and John says all things were created through the Word. Therefore,
the Word and the Son are the same and have been synonymous throughout all eternity.

Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 13:31
Philologos,

Quote:
-------------------------Quote:
God does not have to have multiple personality disorder in order to keep him self company. God is God let us not forget
He is very different then us. Sure He can keep Himself company but He does not need to have multiple personalities to talk to Himself.
This is offensive and unnecessary.
-------------------------

Philologos, I am sorry you are right. I have spoken with a degree of cynicism and erred/ sinned. Especially since I know
many of you believe this concept of the Triunity and I am trying to promote unity and edification and not division and arg
ument. I do believe this to be a correct expression of this teaching however I will try to speak more tactfully next time.

Quote:
-------------------------Please explain how love can function in singularity. How can there be love without a lover and a beloved?
-------------------------

First off I believe it to be Biblical. Secondly in the more specific philosophical realm I will try to answer. Since God is Him
self love and not just one that loves or needs to be loved He is satisfied in that. It was not good for man to be alone but t
his does not apply to God. Man is not love itself and so cannot function solely within Himself. I don't understand all the d
epths of God but I know it is great to be in His presence so He must have a great time in His own presence as well. May
be you have studied some God centered theology? In that God loves HImself God is infatuated with Himself supremely
and is passionate about His glory. This may seem strange or even sinful to some to be so "selfish and proud". But when
you are yourself love then to love yourself is love to glorify yourself is to glorify love. We are man. We are not love. We a
re creatures made for another. We would be stepping out of our natural abode if we did such a thing so there is a differe
nce between us and Him.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 13:47
Quote:
-------------------------This is not a question of "level of difficulty". Personally I find your view, as you have presented it thus far, a far too easy understandi
ng of something that is far too difficult. Like describing a 3-d cube by defining a 2-d square.
-------------------------

I was answering in context to the question. I know it is not all about the level of difficulty. I was just stating because this h
as been the mainstream belief does not make it right though that does carry a substantial amount of weight which theref
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ore makes it difficult.

Quote:
-------------------------------------------------

Sure He can keep Himself company but He does not need to have multiple personalities to talk to Himself.

All I was saying here is again answering in context. I was stating that God doesn't need this. This philosophy does not di
ctate my view of the Triunity the Scripture does.

Quote:
-------------------------Personally I find your view, as you have presented it thus far, a far too easy understanding of something that is far too difficult. Like
describing a 3-d cube by defining a 2-d square.
-------------------------

And in response I think that it has been made far too difficult. Because people cant understand it they say it is a mystery.
But it can be understood. It is deep in experience and revelation but not so much to just have a doctrinal understanding.
I think that many have gone to the extreme in saying that it is incomprehensible and I believe this is rooted in there confu
sion because it is a bit intricate.

Quote:
-------------------------First off, "the biblical view of the Triunity" is a dangerous title for your perspective. It gives the impression that what you have stated
is the absolute revelational truth of the perfect interpretation of Holy Writ. If you can claim that meaning with your idea then by all means good title.
-------------------------

I do believe this to be authoritative I am confident in it yet humbled. It is not a sin or something rare to state such authorit
y in light of the fact that we claim many things to be authoritative.

Quote:
-------------------------The idea of One non-Trinitarian God displaying "multiple personalities"
-------------------------

I am not teaching multiple personalities. I am saying there are not multiple personalities but only 3 different parts of God
functioning with each other.

Quote:
-------------------------Trying to compare the "similarity" of the Trinity to the different parts of spirit, soul, and body of man
-------------------------

I believe that man cannot be completely comapared to God but he can to some degree in His image.
Re: - posted by Jeppe (), on: 2008/11/18 14:02
Hi Davidt,

Quote:
-------------------------I believe that Jesus was not always the Son until He was born in human flesh and it was said of Him, "You are my Son today I have
begotten you".
-------------------------

Acts 8:33 reads:
33 God hath fulfilled the same unto us their children, in that he hath raised up Jesus again; as it is also written in the sec
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ond psalm, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee.
This quote from the 2nd psalm also apears in Hebrews.
Nowhere in scripture does it say that Jesus became the Son of God when he was born in the flesh. The text in Acts rath
er seems to indicate that Jesus became Gods Son after he was raised from the dead.
However we know from varius scriptures that Jesus was already the Son of God when he walked the earth.
So the text: 'Thou art my Son, this day I have begotten thee.' explains that Jesus is Gods Son and that God has begotte
n/raised Him from the dead on ressurection day (which obviously seems to be the 'today' that is spoken off).
According to your interpretation the text should read: 'Once You existed with me, but today You have been born in the fl
esh and thus You have become my Son." It does not read: 'Thou hast become my Son this day..'
It reads: Thou art My Son, this day...
Jesus was the Son of God before he came tot the earth.
Proverbs 30:4
Who hath ascended up into heaven, or descended? who hath gathered the wind in his fists? who hath bound the waters
in a garment? who hath established all the ends of the earth? what is his name, and what is his son's name, if thou c
anst tell?
I hope ths helps you
Jeppe
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 14:05
Taylor,

Quote:
-------------------------Firstly, and I say this with some firmness, the Lord has not spoken to any of our hearts regarding the Trinity. The Lord has spoken i
n Scripture, and the truth regarding the Trinity can be found there. Period.
-------------------------

I agree with what you are saying in that the Scriptures are the authority and it is not off of human emotion and feeling. S
econdly I am taking my view from Scripture that is what I base it on. However, the Lord has spoken to all of us that are C
hristians about the Triunity to some degree. If you have not received revelation by the Spirit of God then you are not Chri
stian "I am not saying you arent". This is eternal life that they may know Him. We must know God experientially to have
eternal life. The Spirit is the one who leads us into all truth and convinces us.

Quote:
-------------------------Paul writes all things were created through the Son, and John says all things were created through the Word. Therefore, the Word a
nd the Son are the same and have been synonymous throughout all eternity.
-------------------------

Jesus was slayen from before the foundation of the earth. He was not actually though. He was in the sense that it was al
ready concrete that it would happen. So in a sense the Word was the Son from before the foundation of the earth but not
actually. Also, let's say I am in a court case. My name used to be Joe. It has been 10 years since the incident. I have no
w changed my name to John. The lawyer speaks against me and says John did this and that. So, though my name was
Joe at the time of the incident they still call me John because that is who I am now. I know this isn't the best analogy but
it is just off the top of my head. The Word and the Son are not always taught synonymously.
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 14:28
Hello Jeppe,

Quote:
-------------------------Nowhere in scripture does it say that Jesus became the Son of God when he was born in the flesh.
-------------------------

Begotten means to give birth. So when God gave birth to Jesus since He by His Spirit caused Mary to be impregnated H
e is therefore the Father and of His Son on that day. Thou art my Son this day I have begotten Thee seems to mean to
me that Jesus became the Son when the Father begat Him. To respond more fully nowhere in the Scripture does it say t
hat Jesus was always the Son but it does say he became the Son whe He was begotten.

Quote:
-------------------------It does not read: 'Thou hast become my Son this day..' It reads: Thou art My Son, this day...
-------------------------

When He said Thou art my Son He was saying it after Jesus had already been born. The verse in Psalms was speaking
of the future prophetically. And in Acts it had already been fulfilled.

Quote:
-------------------------Jesus was the Son of God before he came to the earth... Proverbs 30:4 what is his name, and what is his son's name,...
-------------------------

Just as Jesus was slain from before the foundation of the earth but was not actually so also the Word was always the So
n but not actually yet. This verse is speaking prophetically forward of what will surely be. It is because it surely will be tha
t it is reckoned as if it already is. Also, to prove a doctrine you have to be able to provide multiple text. Hermeneutically y
ou have to interpret the Bible by the Bible. When you run into an unclear difficult verse you have to compare it to all the c
lear verses. So if one verses "seems" to say something if there are a multitude of verses saying different then that verse
needs to be understood in light of the others.

Re: - posted by Miccah (), on: 2008/11/18 15:17
Brother Davidt, you are walking down a broad road that only leads to one destination... Destruction.
Please brother, walk away from this foolishness. I beg you.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 16:03
Miccah,

Quote:
-------------------------you are walking down a broad road that only leads to one destination... Destruction.
-------------------------

I think your accusation is unfair and incomplete. Many have posted reasons for disagreement but you are the first to con
demn me and you did not even present any reason. I believe you have posted out of ignorance and a bit rashly. Is it bec
ause you have no reason or evidence's that you make an empty statement? Or do you have a reason for saying this? If
you do I think you should prove it. Jesus always backed up his statements. Elders should be able to stand for doctrine n
ot that you are an elder but it is an admonition.
I have come to my understanding by sincerity and scripture. So far no one has substantially discredited my view. There
have been initial responses but I believe I have answered them with reason and proof and no one has yet to correct me.
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I do not see myself as a hard headed, argumentative, unreasonable person and am open minded. I just have to stand wi
th my conscience and scripture. I encourage anyone with sound doctrine to prove by text that my view is false if it is. To
reemphasize no one has given any proof. If so name one?
p.s. this is not written in a bad spirit.
Re:, on: 2008/11/18 16:14
Quote:
-------------------------I think your accusation is unfair and incomplete. Many have posted reasons for disagreement but you are the first to condemn me a
nd you did not even present any reason.
-------------------------

I didnt view that as condemnation... I viewed that as a warning. There is a huge difference. Condemnation is given out of
judgement, a warning is given out of love.
Krispy
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 16:19
Krispy,

Quote:
-------------------------I didnt view that as condemnation... I viewed that as a warning. There is a huge difference. Condemnation is given out of judgement
, a warning is given out of love.
-------------------------

I guess you are right in a sense. I might have over emphasized the word condemnation. However to state that I am on th
e path of destruction is very similar to saying I am condemned. I did not say it wasn't out of love. I just said I believed it w
as wrong and that reasons should be given.
Re:, on: 2008/11/18 16:43
Hi David,
Jesus Christ is truly God and truly Man.
Christ is undivided.
Do you believe that Christ is the Son only according to his humanity?
Ben
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 16:52
Benjoseph,

Quote:
-------------------------Jesus Christ is truly God and truly Man.
-------------------------

I agree.

Quote:
-------------------------Do you believe that Christ is the Son only according to his humanity?
-------------------------

Yes.
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Re: - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/18 17:07
Quote:
-------------------------Since God is Himself love and not just one that loves or needs to be loved He is satisfied in that. It was not good for man to be alon
e but this does not apply to God. Man is not love itself and so cannot function solely within Himself. I don't understand all the depths of God but I know
it is great to be in His presence so He must have a great time in His own presence as well. Maybe you have studied some God centered theology? In t
hat God loves HImself God is infatuated with Himself supremely and is passionate about His glory. This may seem strange or even sinful to some to b
e so "selfish and proud". But when you are yourself love then to love yourself is love to glorify yourself is to glorify love.
-------------------------

But this does not explain the eternal fellowship between Father and Son described in John 17.
Re: - posted by Logic, on: 2008/11/18 17:26
Jesus is in the flesh glorified.
The Holy Spirit is a spirit.
The Father is Totaly other than, not a Spirit or in flesh.
Re:, on: 2008/11/18 17:26
David, that divides Christ.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 17:38
Robert,

Quote:
-------------------------But this does not explain the eternal fellowship between Father and Son described in John 17.
-------------------------

This got me thinking for a second. I went back over the chapter. I am thankful for your scriptural knowledge and it has be
en encouraging to be tested in this so that I can receive wide counsel. Nowhere in the chapter does it say that the Fathe
r and the Son had an eternal relationship. I am not saying that Jesus as the Logos did not. There is only one reference i
n that chapter that would come close. It was in verse 24 where He said, "you have loved me from before the foundation
of the earth". This can mean 2 things however. It could mean that he loved Him as Logos from before the foundation of t
he earth. Or, secondly, think of the language here. Before the foundation of the earth. As I said earlier Jesus was slain fr
om before the foundation of the earth but not actually only certainly. So even if he were saying you have loved me as the
Son He could mean that He loved Him in this way looking forward prophetically. As Jeremiah was told that God knew hi
m before he was born. This word being an intimate term like Jesus saying I never "knew" you. This has lead me to think
of this verse:
John 14:7-11 If you had known me, you would have known my Father also. From now on you do know him and have se
en him." Philip said to him, "Lord, show us the Father, and it is enough for us." Jesus said to him, "Have I been with you
so long, and you still do not know me, Philip? Whoever has seen me has seen the Father. How can you say, 'Show us
the Father'? Do you not believe that I am in the Father and the Father is in me? The words that I say to you I do not spe
ak on my own authority, but the Father who dwells in me does his works. Believe me that I am in the Father and the F
ather is in me, or else believe on account of the works themselves.

Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 17:40
Quote:
-------------------------Jesus is in the flesh glorified. The Holy Spirit is a spirit. The Father is Totaly other than, not a Spirit or in flesh.
-------------------------

Yes I agree. I am not so sure about that last statement though.
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Re: - posted by Jeppe (), on: 2008/11/18 17:40
Quote:
-------------------------Also, to prove a doctrine you have to be able to provide multiple text. Hermeneutically you have to interpret the Bible by the Bible.
When you run into an unclear difficult verse you have to compare it to all the clear verses. So if one verses "seems" to say something if there are a mul
titude of verses saying different then that verse needs to be understood in light of the others.
-------------------------

Amen. That's why I said:
Quote:
-------------------------The text in Acts rather seems to indicate that Jesus became Gods Son after he was raised from the dead.
However we know from varius scriptures that Jesus was already the Son of God when he walked the earth.
-------------------------

It looks like you do not really follow your own advise when you say:
Quote:
-------------------------Thou art my Son this day I have begotten Thee seems to mean to me that Jesus became the Son when the Father begat Him.
-------------------------

Please, read Acts 13:30-33 carefuly:
30 But God raised him from the dead: 31 And he was seen many days of them which came up with him from Galilee t
o Jerusalem, who are his witnesses unto the people. 32 And we declare unto you glad tidings, how that the promise whi
ch was made unto the fathers, 33 God hath fulfilled the same unto us their children, in that he hath raised up Jesus ag
ain; as it is also written in the second psalm, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee.
I doubt that it can be any clearer that 'this day I have begotten thee' is about the ressurection.
And because this verse talks about the resurrection it does not talk about his birth in the flesh. And because it does not t
alk about his birth in the flesh, you can't correctly use this verse to prove that Jesus became the Son of God when he ca
me in the flesh. And because there are many verses that say Jesus is the Son of God when he was on the earth we can
conclude that "Thou art my Son, this day I have begotten thee" has nothing to do with Jesus becoming the Son, but with
Him being the Son. Paraphrase: You ARE my Son and this day, my Son, I ressurected you as a firstborn from the dead.
(As prophesied in the psalms)
Just in case you think that this is one single verse in the bible that speaks of Jesus resurection as a birth, please conside
r this vers
Col 1:18
And he is the head of the body, the church: who is the beginning, the firstborn from the dead; that in all things he migh
t have the preeminence
You are right that with the above I didn't prove that Jesus has always been the Son. But if you read carefully and honestl
y you must admit that your claim of Him becoming the Son when He came in the flesh is unsubstantiated.
Jesus Christ the same yesterday, and to day, and for ever. Amen!

Page 20/135

Scriptures and Doctrine :: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding)

Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 17:43
Ben,

Quote:
-------------------------that divides Christ.
-------------------------

I am not so sure what you mean. I believe that Jesus is fully man and fully God. He is not 50/50 but 100/100. He is God i
n the flesh. How is He divided? He is the eternal infinite Logos/God who was born of a virgin begotten of the Father and
thus became the Son of God in His humanity.
Re:, on: 2008/11/18 17:51
Do you believe that before the Word became flesh that the Father was no Father at all?
Re: - posted by theopenlife, on: 2008/11/18 18:08
Ben Joseph said, "Do you believe that before the Word became flesh that the Father was no Father at all?"
Well, folks, that settles it for me.
David, my brother, for four years and more you and I have discussed this issue. I will say publicly that I know you to be a
compassionate, thoughtful, and ready learner. I trust you will receive correction the moment your conscience allows and
that you are no lover of intellectual bobbles.
That being said, you are either a genius or a heretic. And, being against 2000 years of eminent saints, more holy and pr
ofound than yourself, it is a hard gamble to bet against the charge of heresy.
I exhort everyone to pray for David to receive an understanding, because I have known him to follow his conscience in al
l other areas of his life. Perhaps the Lord will grant him repentance to the acknowledging of the truth.
As well, many thanks to everyone who has posted such useful information. I feel I have a better grasp of the Trinitarian p
osition than ever before. Your posts were well spent, as the Lord won many praises from my lips by them.
Re: - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/18 18:08
Quote:
-------------------------Before the foundation of the earth. As I said earlier Jesus was slain from before the foundation of the earth but not actually only cert
ainly. So even if he were saying you have loved me as the Son He could mean that He loved Him in this way looking forward prophetically.
-------------------------

And now, O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self with the glory which I had with thee before the world was. (John
17:5)
Is the 'me' that Christ is referring to here the 'I' that shared in the glory before the world was? Is it the same person?

Re: - posted by Logic, on: 2008/11/18 18:22
Quote:
-------------------------davidt wrote:
Quote:
-------------------------Jesus is in the flesh glorified. The Holy Spirit is a spirit. The Father is Totaly other than, not a Spirit or in flesh.
------------------------Yes I agree. I am not so sure about that last statement though.
-------------------------

What "last statement"?
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 18:34
Jeppe,

Quote:
-------------------------The text in Acts rather seems to indicate that Jesus became Gods Son after he was raised from the dead.
-------------------------

Well, I have thought about that more thoroughly. I am not sure that I can say that verse only refers to post resurrection. I
n John 3 and many other places Jesus is called the only begotten. So I believe that the verse in Psalms 2 can refer both
to his original birth and his resurrection birth. It is noted that Peter chose to use it in context to the resurrection. However
I would also like to say this. Peter did not say it didn't refer to the original verse as well. On top of that the Father often sp
oke from heaven testifying saying You are my beloved Son. So there may have been no need to quote psalm 2 when it
was God Himself talking. This may very well have been what Psalms 2 was talking about though the word today and be
gotten are omitted. As for the epistles that are not biographies and narratives they may have just not touched on the subj
ect.

Quote:
-------------------------But if you read carefully and honestly you must admit that your claim of Him becoming the Son when He came in the flesh is unsub
stantiated.
-------------------------

I do believe that I just previously explained why psalm 2 may still apply to the original birth. However, even if it is the cas
e that that verse is only talking about the resurrection there are still others:
Luke 1:32 He will be great and will be called the Son of the Most High. And the Lord God will give to him the throne o
f his father David,
Luke 1:35 And the angel answered her, "The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the power of the Most High will over
shadow you; therefore the child to be born will be called holy--the Son of God.

p.s. Thanks for being scholarly and pointing out I appreciate the challenge "psalms 2/ resurrection".
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 18:40
Benjoseph,

Quote:
-------------------------Do you believe that before the Word became flesh that the Father was no Father at all?
-------------------------

Well, in a sense God was the father of man and angels since they were both called sons of God. He was in a sense alw
ays the Father of Jesus because it was prophetically decreed. But in the actual sense He was not always the Father of
His Word until Jesus was born.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 18:47
Mike,

Quote:
-------------------------Ben Joseph said, "Do you believe that before the Word became flesh that the Father was no Father at all?" Well, folks, that settles i
t for me.
-------------------------

I have responded to Ben's post and just because God was not always the Father of Jesus until He was born does not m
ake me a heretic unless it is unbiblical.
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Quote:
-------------------------That being said, you are either a genius or a heretic. And, being against 2000 years of eminent saints, more holy and profound than
yourself, it is a hard gamble to bet against the charge of heresy.
-------------------------

I don't think you have to be a genius to understand this. I do sympathize with the whole 200 year thing but I don't think th
at should be your sole basis of your view on the Triunity.

Quote:
-------------------------I exhort everyone to pray for David to receive an understanding,
-------------------------

I think as I said earlier that if you are going to come to this conclusion and make this statement that you should back it u
p with reason. There are no evidences in this post other then the fact that I break tradition or don't run in the mainstream
of the Christian opinion which is often just a claim of clouded mystery and this is no proof in itself.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 18:59
Robert,

Quote:
-------------------------And now, O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self with the glory which I had with thee before the world was.
(John 17:5) Is the 'me' that Christ is referring to here the 'I' that shared in the glory before the world was? Is it the same person?
-------------------------

He is not speaking of his humanity as the Son but His Divinity as the Logos. When He says Me He is talking about His D
ivinity just as when He says I.
This brings up a difficult topic and I don't want to go too far in it. Sometimes it is hard to tell when Jesus is acting from Hi
s humanity and when from His Divinity. I have need to think more on this subject so only speak partially. But, I believe th
at when He would manifest His glory at times He was manifesting His Divinity. Or at times He would say I do not know o
nly the Father knows at those times I would believe He is speaking from His humanity. But I really need to look into it mo
re.
Re:, on: 2008/11/18 19:00
Do you see how this sounds weird?
before the incarnation of the Lord:
God/God, Word/God, Holy Spirit/God
after:
Father/God, Son/Word/God, Holy Spirit/God
I'm reminded of the verse about denying the Father and the Son. I'm not saying you're trying to blaspheme God intention
ally or anything like that. I was almost drawn into the JW's teachings before so I know there's a lot of ideas out there but
you're saying the Father Son relationship between God the ___? between 'God the God' and God the Word did not exist
until the Word who is true God (by no means a part or piece of God but whole God) became flesh. Why would the relatio
nship between the Father and the Son depend upon flesh? I don't mean to mock you David but unless you have some s
erious scripture for this (being "called" the Son is different that "being" the Son) then I think you should do more than just
be open to criticism (which is good) but also be a lot more careful about speculating. Do you think that is fair and approp
riate in this case? That doesn't mean I think we should stop discussing though. - Ben
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 19:03
Logic,

Quote:
-------------------------davidt wrote: Quote:
Jesus is in the flesh glorified. The Holy Spirit is a spirit. The Father is Totaly other than, not a Spirit or in fles
h. Yes I agree. I am not so sure about that last statement though.
What "last statement"?
-------------------------

When you said the Father is wholly other then and not a spirit. I say this because Scripture says that God is spirit. So I m
ust say that the Father is spirit.
Re:, on: 2008/11/18 19:13
David, I just saw what you said about Christ referring to his divinity or humanity. I may have been inaccurate or inadequa
te to ealier say that you were dividing Christ but David, man to man, Do not begin to divide Christ in the way you are talki
ng about. Absolutely forsake that train of thought. Christ is one Christ buddy! - not two. He is whole. You said yourself he
is not 50/50 - well 100/100 makes 200 total which is the same as 50/50 - Please buddy forsake your human mind. Don't
stumble like the greeks who wanted wisdom. We can talk about the rest of it but NO, NO! Christ's self is Christ's self! He
IS the bread from heaven. His flesh. The Word BECAME flesh, That's Jesus David, he is whole. He is one Christ, not 10
0/100 --- Just 100 - God and Man - you won't be able to fathom it. It's not a trick - you have a limited mind. The Word BE
CAME flesh. Jesus. Just one. One self. One Man. One God. No Parts! No Parts! The Lord your God is one! - ok David?
Slow down here. Don't be like Icarus. Ok?
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 19:14
Ben,

Quote:
-------------------------Do you see how this sounds weird?
-------------------------

I just try to go with what Scripture says. I think that the Triunity is intricate but not really. We are talking about God thoug
h and those are some deep waters.

Quote:
-------------------------I'm reminded of the verse about denying the Father and the Son.
-------------------------

I don't think this applies. I am not denying the Father. God was always a Father. He did not become the Father of Jesus
until He was born. I think also that this verse is talking about denying the Father presently which I definitely do not do. I a
ccept the Father for He is.

Quote:
-------------------------Why would the relationship between the Father and the Son depend upon flesh?
-------------------------

It doesn't the Word was always related to the Father in love for He loves Himself as God.

Quote:
-------------------------a lot more careful about speculating.
-------------------------

I do not believe I am speculating. I from what I understand am not going beyond that which I know to be Scriptural.

Quote:
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-------------------------unless you have some serious scripture
-------------------------

I have been providing Scripture.

p.s. I didn't really understand all of the question.
Re:, on: 2008/11/18 19:20
David, I've never thought about what you are saying about the Father and Son like this but first not dividing Christ. Unle
ss someone else has actually come across this before? I have not up to this point.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 19:25
Ben,
in all respect my conversation with you has been a bit confusing. Especially compared to the other I have talked to. I
have found there questions a little bit more reasonable and thought through. Sometimes you ask questions about what I
believe and I already stated cleary what I believe a few times. Are you actually taking your time to read the posts and
think about them? There are also things that I have already explained to you that you are still bringing up as if I hadn't.
And, you have not answered the questions that I have asked you.

Quote:
-------------------------Do not begin to divide Christ in the way you are talking about. Absolutely forsake that train of thought. Christ is one Christ buddy! - n
ot two. He is whole. You said yourself he is not 50/50 - well 100/100 makes 200 total which is the same as 50/50 - Please buddy forsake your human
mind. Don't stumble like the greeks who wanted wisdom.
-------------------------

Ben I think you are getting a little ahead of yourself with exclamation points and comparing me to Greek philosophers an
d going off into my thoughts. That is not what I am doing I am deriving all my thought from the Scripture verbatim. Also,
when I say 100/100 there is nothing wrong with that. All I am saying is that He is fully "%100" man and fully "%100" God.

Quote:
-------------------------No Parts! No Parts!
-------------------------

This is an example of a question of yours that I already answered. I don't know maybe it is the fact that these things are
hard to understand and the right language is hard to find or something but once again I am not having this problem with
others. If it is just that it is hard to understand then please calm down and don't take shots at me. I am not saying any of t
his with a bad or hyped attitude.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 19:28
Ben,

Quote:
-------------------------David, I've never thought about what you are saying about the Father and Son like this
-------------------------

It is not a mainstream teaching that is probably why. But, most don't really think about these things this deeply or at least
have not gotten there yet. I believe these things to be very important though for devotion, Christian understanding, outsi
ders perception.
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Re:, on: 2008/11/18 19:38
David, I'll go back and read all of your posts if you want. I was skipping a lot of them because of the length and I had so
me direct questions. I'll go read them. The exclamations were only in concern because I believe it is seriously dangerous
to go where you were going. I haven't at all felt that you have been unkind or disrespectful to me and I wasn't trying to sa
y anything I said in a harsh or hard-hearted way. Do you believe me? I was very concerned. Not in a way to belittle you
with pity or something like that. I apologize if anything was inappropriate especially if you are older than me or somethin
g like that! I was carried away but only in concern about what you had said. Do you understand the spirit I was writing in
David? Like if you saw someone about to walk into traffic because they didn't see it coming. ok? I truly believe that begin
ning to divide Christ's sayings in that way is a perilous road. If I'm wrong than I'm a fool and that's that but I didn't mean t
o intimidate you with any of the things I said, I meant them in genuine concern. Do you understand? Tell me how I've be
en redundant and I'll try to understand. I'm sorry if I surprised you, I meant to surprise you in a good way. I'd gladly find
myself to have been like a fool if I've misunderstood what you said. - Ben
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 19:47
Ben,

Quote:
-------------------------Do you understand?
-------------------------

I know that speaking on forums can be a hard thing. People are coming from all different places, attitudes, maturity and
so forth. I understand that this doctrine can bother many especially since it is controversial and little told. All I would say i
s as James said be swift to hear and slow to speak. This is not meant as a rebuke just what I am trying to express to you
for the sake of conversation. I just think we have to be careful about what we say on forums. For instance Mike quoted y
ou as questioning whether or not I believe that there was no Father. When these things are written in an isolated way fro
m explanation they can come off wrong. It is kind of like the news where rumors and such can be spread. That is all brot
her if you have question shoot but just be wise. The last instance I will mention is just all the warning laced with accusati
on that you have sent toward me. What I advise about this is just that you be a bit more patient in trying to understandin
g what I am saying before warning me of peril. I understand your concern but it is good not to get carried away in zeal at
the same time. And also the form of your question can be hard to decipher at times.
Re:, on: 2008/11/18 20:02
If I have falsely accused you then I repent.
Or if my concern came across offensively then I'll restrain myself. I will be extremely careful not to twist or exaggerate
anything you say. And which questions or which part of a question didn't you understand?
Here's what I was reacting to.
Quote:
-------------------------He is not speaking of his humanity as the Son but His Divinity as the Logos. When He says Me He is talking about His Divinity just
as when He says I.
-------------------------

I confess I do not understand the last part of the sentence "just as when he says I" which like I said is probably from not
reading all of the posts. But it sounded to me as if you were saying that "Me" doesn't just mean "Me" - Am I wrong? "Me"
doesn't mean any more or less than "Me" and since then word "Me" is so easily understood as pointing to the one who s
aid it we have to conclude that "Me" refers to Christ who is God and Man and not at all that "Me" is referring to one of his
natures as if they were separate natures. I'll wait until you let me know whether I'm on the wrong track here so as not to
add to the confusion. Peace to you sir. Sorry if you're older than me and I called you buddy, I meant it affectionately but i
t would be inappropriate if you're older which you probably are since I'm only 28. I hope you'll forgive me if I was out of li
ne. - Ben

Page 26/135

Scriptures and Doctrine :: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding)

Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 20:14
Ben,

Quote:
------------------------- He is not speaking of his humanity as the Son but His Divinity as the Logos. When He says Me He is talking about His Divinity ju
st as when He says I. I confess I do not understand the last part of the sentence
-------------------------

This was in context to a question that was asked of me. We were talking about John 17. I was asked about the eternal r
elationship of the Father and Son. The person was saying that John 17 taught that The Son and the Father have always
related. I responded and said that chapter does not say that. It does say that Jesus had an eternal relationship with the
Father but it was as the Logos not as the Son since He was not the Son til He was born. He then asked me:
Quote:
-------------------------And now, O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self with the glory which I had with thee before the world was. (John 17:5)
Is the 'me' that Christ is referring to here the 'I' that shared in the glory before the world was? Is it the same person?
-------------------------

He was asking this because if when Jesus said I and Me and He meant was speaking about His humanity then that woul
d mean the Son had an eternal relationship with the Father. However, I responded that Jesus was not speaking from His
humanity. He was not saying that He was eternally past human or even the Son He was speaking from His Divinity at thi
s point as the Logos. Sometime Jesus speaks from His humanity and sometime from His Deity. Sometime Jesus lived in
His humanity and sometimes He used His Godly power. As I was explaining there were times when Jesus would manife
st His glory and show that He was God this was done not in His humanity but His Deity.

p.s. you don't have to read all the posts to know what I am saying you only have to read my first 2 posts.
Re:, on: 2008/11/18 20:30
Who was the Father the Father of before everything was created?
Quote:
-------------------------...Jesus was not speaking from His humanity ...He was speaking from His Divinity...Sometime Jesus lived in His humanity...sh
ow that He was God this was done not in His humanity but His Deity.
-------------------------

This is where I fear you are dividing Christ as if the two natures were separate from each other and that he could act or s
peak from one but not from the other. But since the two natures are of one indivisible Word how can this be?
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 20:37
Ben,

Quote:
-------------------------Who was the Father the Father of before everything was created?
-------------------------

I previously answered this. He was the Father of men and of angels because they were called the sons of God. He was i
n a sense the Father of Jesus always in the sense of looking prophetically forward. But He was not the Father of Jesus u
ntil He was born. God didn't have to always be a Father though He was He being God is enough.

Quote:
-------------------------This is where I fear you are dividing Christ as if the two natures were separate from each other and that he could act or speak from
one but not from the other. But since the two natures are of one indivisible Word how can this be?
-------------------------

God took on the form of man. He is both God and man and so can act as either as He chooses.
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Re:, on: 2008/11/18 20:44
What about before men and angels?
Re:, on: 2008/11/18 20:47
you said "I am not denying the Father. God was always a Father."
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 20:51
Quote:
-------------------------what about before men and angles?
-------------------------

Before that from what I have read He was God. He does not have to be a Father being God is enough. The verse you ar
e referencing is talking about denying the Father in more then just being a Father it is denying Him as God as well it is d
enying Him completely. I do not deny God in anyway I only deny from what I understand that He was a Father before bef
ore men and angels and such but I do not deny that He is a Father now.
Re:, on: 2008/11/18 20:54
He was Father of men and angels but not Father to the Word?
Do you have a time limit on this discussion? Its 9pm where I am but I can stay up.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/18 21:00
Quote:
-------------------------He was Father of men and angels but not Father to the Word?
-------------------------

The Word does not need a Father. The Word however is dictated by the Head which is the Father. Jesus in the Bible is
expressed as the glory of God, the exact image of His person, when you look into the face of Jesus you see the glory of
God, if you have seen Jesus you have seen the Father, in the bosom of the Father, one with the Father, the Word by wh
ich all things were created, God with us, and so on. Or as it says in Revelation that the glory of God and of the Lamb ligh
t the city. So Jesus is just the expression of God He is the light which comes forth from the Father.
I will have to catch you later...
Re:, on: 2008/11/18 21:08
Quote:
-------------------------God took on the form of man. He is both God and man and so can act as either as He chooses.
-------------------------

When the whole undivided Christ died a physical death did he die "in his humanity" or "in his divinity"?
Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by InTheLight (), on: 2008/11/18 21:46
Quote:
-------------------------First, here is what I don't believe. I don't believe that God has 3 different personalities. I don't believe that God has been keeping Hi
mself company throughout all eternity by talking to His 3 personalities so that He doesn't get bored.
-------------------------

David, would like to get your thought on the following from Francis Schaeffer...
The first basic need is caused by the lack of certainty regarding the reality of individual personality. Every man is in tensi
on until he finds a satisfactory answer to the problem of who he himself is.
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The biblical Christian answer takes us back first to the very beginning of everything and states that personality is intrinsic
in what is; not in the pantheistic sense of the universe being the extension of the essence of God (or what is), but that a
God who is personal on the high order of Trinity created all else. Within the Trinity, before the creation of anything, there
was real love and real communication (John 17:24 & Gen 1:26). Following on from this statement, the Bible states that t
his God who is personal created man in His own image. A personal God created all things freely in a nondeterminate fas
hion, and man is created in a special situation - what I would call a special circle of creation. He is the image of this kind
of God, and so personality is intrinsic to his makeup. God is personal, and man is personal also.
It might be helpful to illustrate the situation this way. Imagine you are in the alps, and from a high vantage point you can
see three parallel ranges of mountains with two valleys between them. In one valley is a lake and the other is dry. Sudde
nly you begin to witness what sometimes happens in the Alps - a lake forming in the second valley where there was non
e before. As you se the water rising, you may wonder what the source is. If it stops at the same level of the lake in the n
eighboring valley then after making careful measurements you can conclude that the water probably came from the first l
ake. But if your measurement shows that the level is twenty feet higher than the other lake, then you can no longer consi
der that its source may be from the neighboring valley and you would have to seek another explanation. Personality is lik
e that; no one has ever thought of a way of deriving personality from non-personal sources.
Therefore, biblical Christianity has an adequate and reasonable explanation for the source and meaning of human perso
nality. Its source is sufficient - the personal God on the high order of the Trinity. Without such a source men are left with
personality coming from the impersonal (plus time, plus chance).
Re: - posted by ginnyrose (), on: 2008/11/18 22:04
Eloheim said let US make man in OUR own image.
Plural beings: us, our. Simple. Who were they?
ginnyrose
Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/11/19 0:45
It is safe to say this has already been settled. Davidt, your model of "triunity" does not hold water. Have you ever heard
the phrase, "God is a mathematician"? He is, and I can take a guess you are not.
I believe PaulWest nailed this down:
Patripassianism (from Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia)
In Christian theology, Patripassianism is a Trinitarian heresy; that is, it is a way of understanding how the persons of Go
d relate to one another that has been rejected by the church. In particular, Patripassianism is a form of modalism, the te
aching that there is only one God, who appears in three different modes (as opposed to the orthodox teaching that there
is one God, who exists in three persons).
Patripassianism comes from the Latin, and means "the father suffers." The name refers to the teaching that God the Fat
her suffers on the cross as Son Â— since the two are different modes of the same person. Patripassianism is closely rel
ated to Sabellianism.
(Sabellianism
A version of Monarchianism holding that the Godhead was differentiated only into a succession of modes or operations
and that the Father suffered as much as the Son.)

The Father and the Holy Spirit suffering on the cross is a necessary requirement of your model if the Son is considered
a part of the whole God. Or are you going to tell us that the Father didn't suffer on the cross because that "part" of Him w
as still in heaven? The way you have described your triunity is clearly with the definition that the Father, Son, and Spirit
are not Three Eternal Person but three eternal parts of God. You might as well say the "pinky finger" of God was crucifie
d on the cross. Or rather "the Logos or the Word and Thoughts of God" was crucified on the cross?
What do you believe God was thinking while His thoughts were forsaken by the Father?
What do you believe happened to God when "the Logos or the Word and Thoughts of God" became sin for us?
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Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding - posted by Greenlea, on: 2008/11/19 2:26
Genesis 1 Darby Version
1:1 In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.
1:2 And the earth was waste and empty, and darkness was on the face of the deep, and the Spirit of God was hovering
over the face of the waters.
1:3 And >God saidGod saidGod saidWordWord< was with God, and the >Word< was God.
1:2 *He* was in the beginning with God.
1:3 All things received being through him, and without him not one received being which has received being.
John Wesley's Notes
In the beginning - (Referring to Genesis 1:1, and Proverbs 8:23.) When all things began to be made by the Word: in the
beginning of heaven and earth, and this whole frame of created beings, the Word existed, without any beginning. He wa
s when all things began to be, whatsoever had a beginning. The Word - So termed Psalms 33:6, and frequently by the s
eventy, and in the Chaldee paraphrase. So that St. John did not borrow this expression from Philo, or any heathen writer
. He was not yet named Jesus, or Christ. He is the Word whom the Father begat or spoke from eternity; by whom the Fa
ther speaking, maketh all things; who speaketh the Father to us. We have, in John 1:18, both a real description of the W
ord, and the reason why he is so called.
Darby Version St John
1:14 And the >Word< became flesh, and dwelt among us (and we have contemplated his glory, a glory as of an only-be
gotten with a father)
Father has been speaking throughout eternity and when He speaks the Word is made manifest. This Word is Yeshua, w
hom the Jews were waiting for yet did not recognize when he came.
Davidt continue to press in, don't stop. Don't let others discourage you in your search for truth. Those who hunger and th
rist for rightousness shall be filled. So shall you be. If you ask Father for bread He will not give you a stone, if you ask for
a fish he will not give you a serpent.
I know there are many others on this forum who have much wisdom and knowledge, but we must remember that the eye
cannot exist alone, neither can the hand or the heart. Therefore none of us know it all. As iron sharpeneth iron we help t
o keep each other sharp.
Therefore seeing that we do not know it all let us encourage one another in the spirit of meekness. Disagreement for me
is good. It helps me to see something from someone else's point of view. Maybe I was wrong on a few issues, but somet
imes it lets me see that I was right.
None of us know it all. This is proved by two thousand years of church history. There were many issues that even the ch
urch fathers disagreed on. That's one reason there were so many church councils.
We all need to learn from each other, yet be as the Bereans and search the scriptures daily to see if what we have been
told are of the truth or not.
Keep seeking, keep searching, keep knocking!!
In Him
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Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding - posted by boG (), on: 2008/11/19 4:21
Quote:
-------------------------None of us know it all. This is proved by two thousand years of church history. There were many issues that even the church father
s disagreed on. That's one reason there were so many church councils.
-------------------------

However, the church has consistently and overwhelmingly agreed on the core doctrine of the Trinity, namely, One God i
n Three co-equal Persons.

(http://www.monergism.com/Edwards%2C%20Jonathan%20-%20An%20Unpublished%20Essay%20on%20the%20Tr.p
df) An Unpublished Essay on the Trinity
Jonathan Edwards

(http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/130101.htm) On the Trinity (Book 1)
St Augustine

(http://www.monergism.com/Trinity.html) Excerpt from "Concise Theology"
J.I. Packer

(http://www.jewsforjesus.org/answers/theology/believeinthreegods) Don't Christians Believe in Three Gods?
Jews for Jesus

(http://www.davidcox.com.mx/library/T/Tozer%20-%20Knowledge%20Of%20The%20Holy%20(b).pdf) Knowledge of th
e Holy, chapter 4, The Holy Trinity
A.W. Tozer
Excerpt from Knowledge of the Holy, chapter 4, The Holy Trinity:
A popular belief among Christians divide the work of God between the three Persons, giving a specific part to each, as, f
or instance, creation to the Father, redemption to the Son, and regeneration to the Holy Spirit. This is partly true but not
wholly so, for God cannot so divide Himself that one Person works while another is inactive. In the Scriptures the three P
ersons are shown to act in harmonious unity in all the mighty works that are wrought throughout the universe.
In the Holy Scriptures the work of creation is attributed to the Father (Gen. 1:1), to the Son (Col. 1;16), and to the Holy S
pirit (Job. 26:13 and Ps. 104:30). The incarnation is shown to have been accomplished by the three Persons in full accor
d (Luke 1: 35), though only the Son became flesh to dwell among us. At ChristÂ’s baptism the Son came up out of the w
ater, the Spirit descended upon Him and the FatherÂ’s voice spoke from heaven (Matt. 3:16, 17). Probably the most bea
utiful description of the work of atonement is found in Hebrews 9:14, where it is stated that Christ, through the Eternal Sp
irit, offered Himself without spot to God; and there we behold the three persons operating together.
The resurrection of Christ is likewise attributed variously to the Father (Acts 2:32), to the Son (John 10:17-18), and to the
Holy Spirit (Rom. 1:4). The salvation of the individual man is shown by the apostle Peter to be the work of all three Perso
ns of the Godhead (1 Pet. 1:2), and the indwelling of the Christian manÂ’s soul is said to be by the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Spirit (John 14:15-23). The doctrine of the Trinity, as I have said before, is truth for the heart. The fact that it ca
nnot be satisfactorily explained, instead of being against it, is in its favor. Such a truth had to be revealed; no one could
have imagined it.
"O Blessed Trinity!
O simplest Majesty! O Three in One! Thou art for ever God alone.
Holy Trinity! Blessed equal Three.
One God, we praise Thee."
Frederick W. Faber
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 5:18
Ben,

Quote:
-------------------------Christ died a physical death did he die "in his humanity" or "in his divinity"?
-------------------------

When Jesus died on the cross He died in His humanity. It is impossible for God to die that is why He had to take on hum
an flesh in order to do this.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 5:30
Inthelight,

Quote:
-------------------------would like to get your thought on the following from Francis Schaeffer...
-------------------------

Hello Inthelight, I have touched on this issue a couple times. I have read the passage you provided and here is what I ha
ve to say. Francis and C.S. were mainly philosopher's. In my original post I talked of how I received the teaching of etern
al relation of the 3 person from all eternity for companionship. Much of the reason my school taught this and others was
because of the comments by Lewis and probably Francis as well. I am not downing Philosophy but a lot of the time it is
empty with good sounding words or extra biblical. How can God be personal if He did not have a couple of friends to talk
to from all eternity? Well I am not saying that God does not relate with Himself. The Word is the expression of Him. The
Spirit searches Him. And He Himself is love itself and love can be satisfied within in itself without having multiple person
alities. A man needs to love and be loved but God is love itself. God does love Himself for to love love is to love but not i
n the sense of talking to Himself and ect in 3 persons because the Bible does not teach 3 personalities. This philosophy
was produced in order to prove to skeptics that the Triunity is true. Saying God is Triune if He werent He would be lonely
this was their apologetic. God is Triune if He werent He couldnt be personal they say. I am not saying He is not Triune o
nly that He does not have 3 seperate personalities but one with 3 functions, expressions, parts. God is still relational with
Himself as love. We cannot hang out with ourselves because we were created or love but God is uncreated as love.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 5:47
Quote:
-------------------------But when you are yourself love then to love yourself is love to glorify yourself is to glorify love.
-------------------------

There is a poignant question from the time that some ascetics were heading for the lonliness of deserts or the isolation o
f platforms on poles. When one believer heard of this trends he asked the puzzled question 'but whose feet will they wa
sh?'
You are mistaken love cannot exist in singularity.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 5:51
Ginny,

Quote:
-------------------------Eloheim said let US make man in OUR own image. Plural beings: us, our. Simple. Who were they?
-------------------------

I am not denying that God is not 3 only that He does not have 3 personalities.
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This is Not a Tennis Match... Lets Slow things Down - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/19 5:59
Quote:
-------------------------A man needs to love and be loved but God is love itself. God does love Himself for to love love is to love but not in the sense of talki
ng to Himself and ect in 3 persons because the Bible does not teach 3 personalities. This philosophy was produced in order to prove to skeptics that th
e Triunity is true.
-------------------------

This is utterly false. The Trinity is a doctrine that originated as the Church began to deal with heresies that came along in
the early Church. This is how most doctrine was forged and it gave rise to the age of the Apologists.
It is also important to point out that Oneness Modalist Theology originated with a misunderstanding about the way in whi
ch people are baptized. Error begets error. Long story, but if you do a search it may be in the archives. I have written ext
ensively about it before. It is important to know that detail.
The Father did not become the Son and then the Son become the Holy Spirit. God has existed as a Trinity from the begi
nning.
And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, an
d over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon th
e earth.
Who is the us here? This is a plural pronoun. We know from Hebrews 1 that Christ is the person by whom He made the
worlds. This means Christ participated as part of the 'us'. It is irrational and an abuse of language to suggest that the 'us'
was called 'us' because of a prophetic ideal of a future existence. Christ "slain from the foundation of the world" does not
answer this passage. It is nonsense to say that Christ participated in the creation of the world because the Father ordain
ed Him to be born. Us was us at the point of creation and had been for all of eternity.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 6:10
Bog,

Quote:
-------------------------It is safe to say this has already been settled. Davidt, your model of "triunity" does not hold water.
-------------------------

Bog, this claim is unfair and incomplete as I said earlier. When you make such a statement you must back it with reason.
You should not just make statements without reason even if you think you have a reason you should as least explain wh
at that is. To be sound, scholarly, and wise you should do this. So far I have yet to read one singular reason why I am wr
ong. I have time after time corrected my critics. Most of which have not even thought this doctrine through but come offe
nsively at me because it does not sound traditional. But tradition is no complete reason to take a certain stance. If you re
ad throughout the posts correctly you will see that you claim that I have already been discredited is insufficient. Philosop
hy has been brought to me, tradition has been brought to me, and when what matters "scripture" is brought to me I have
replied with the Bible soundly. Put something substantial on the table and then make these statements because they are
serious statements they are accusatory in essence and so must be said responsibly with proofs.

Quote:
-------------------------The Father and the Holy Spirit suffering on the cross is a necessary requirement of your model if the Son is considered a part of the
whole God. Or are you going to tell us that the Father didn't suffer on the cross because that "part" of Him was still in heaven? The way you have desc
ribed your triunity is clearly with the definition that the Father, Son, and Spirit are not Three Eternal Person but three eternal parts of God. You might a
s well say the "pinky finger" of God was crucified on the cross. Or rather "the Logos or the Word and Thoughts of God" was crucified on the cross? Wh
at do you believe God was thinking while His thoughts were forsaken by the Father? What do you believe happened to God when "the Logos or the W
ord and Thoughts of God" became sin for us?
-------------------------

I must admit at the out start here that I have been challenged at times but am confident and clear that I have answered t
hese challenges in general. Even here I am challenged in the details because much of this I have not thought through so
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far. I have not delved into the philosophical realm of it all I merely began with Scripture simply and believed it and now I
am progressing in thinking what are the results of such things. So these questions are fresh to me and I walk with trepid
ation in answering them because I am still growing in my knowledge here so I am a bit stretched.
I dont believe the Spirit and the Father suffered on the cross but Christ. Christ is the expression of God in many descripti
ons. He is the Word, the Glory, the express image of His person... So in a specific sense the Father and the Spirit did no
t suffer but generally I would say they did since they are all one. I still need to think this through more. Yes it was the Wo
rd who suffered and not the pinky finger but if one of our parts suffer they all do. The question about Jesus becoming sin
for us is a whole other which I also need to think more about. I know that God cannot sin nor can He be defiled. Some w
ould say that He only took on the guilt and punishment of our sin and not actually our sin itself I can not answer complet
ely here this is topic all itself.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 6:14
Greenlea,
Thank you for your comments. I am not sure I understand it wholly however.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 6:20
Philologos,

Quote:
-------------------------There is a poignant question from the time that some ascetics were heading for the lonliness of deserts or the isolation of platforms
on poles. When one believer heard of this trends he asked the puzzled question 'but whose feet will they wash?' You are mistaken love cannot exist in
singularity.
-------------------------

One again you are trying to prove the Triunity in your view solely upon philosophy and this is not valid. And once again,
you are comparing God to the limitation of man. When you quoted me you did not quote the part how I explained with re
ason why God can exist satisfactorily within Himself without people to talk to. Man is made for love. God is love. Man is
not love. God is love itself, We all find life in God and God has life in Himself. We look for enjoyment God is enjoyment a
t His right hand are pleasures forever more. It is as if you were a child who lived in an amusement park you would never
need to go anywhere else. God does not need 2 other personalities to talk to He is totally other then us. We have relatio
ns based on need God needs nothing but Himself.
Re: - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/19 6:21
Quote:
-------------------------The Spirit searches Him. And He Himself is love itself and love can be satisfied within in itself without having multiple personalities.
-------------------------

I guess I will have to be the one to say this but this is Satan's love. He loved himself. He has been content to heap his lo
ve upon himself. He took the love that belonged to God and gave it to himself; hence, he is the father of whoredom.
And it is because of Satan's self-love that we know experiencally self-love. The world promotes this idea. However, God'
s love is agape love and it is a sacrificial love that looks not to its own things but to the needs of others.

Quote:
-------------------------I am not saying He is not Triune only that He does not have 3 seperate personalities but one with 3 functions, expressions, parts. G
od is still relational with Himself as love. We cannot hang out with ourselves because we were created or love but God is uncreated as love.
-------------------------

The word 'personalities' is not the term for describing the historical orthodox view of the Trinity- it is 'persons'. God is not
schizophrenic. The personal pronouns used in all the passages I have cited in describing God in relation to Himself deno
te individual persons that have personality. If I am one person with multiple personalities I would be a schizophrenic. Thi
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s is not the orthodox view of God. God is one 'what' (substance) and three persons. He is Echad (one): an eternal plural
indivisible unity of persons.
Re: - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/19 6:27
Quote:
-------------------------Philosophy has been brought to me, tradition has been brought to me, and when what matters "scripture" is brought to me I have re
plied with the Bible soundly
-------------------------

What about all of the personal pronouns that have gone virtually un-dealt with? The 'us' and 'we' the 'I' and 'thee'?
Re: This is Not a Tennis Match... Lets Slow things Down - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 6:34
Robert,
Let me start this post by saying that the things which you said here are based on a wrong understanding of what I am
saying this time.
Quote:
-------------------------This is utterly false. The Trinity is a doctrine that originated as the Church began to deal with heresies that came along in the early
Church. This is how most doctrine was forged and it gave rise to the age of the Apologists.
-------------------------

I wasnt saying the doctrine of the Triunity was based on a need to prove 3 persons. I was saying the philosophy specific
ally about God needing someone to hang out with was formed to prove philosophically that the Triunity was true. Now I
am not saying this is the only reason this specific philosophy was formed. I believe apologist in an effort to prove the Triu
nity decided not only to just say the Bible says but to say look what the Bible says is reasonable. This thing I am talking
about is incidental anyways so I will move on.

Quote:
-------------------------It is also important to point out that Oneness Modalist Theology originated with a misunderstanding about the way in which people a
re baptized. Error begets error. Long story, but if you do a search it may be in the archives. I have written extensively about it before. It is important to
know that detail.
-------------------------

I did not come to my view based on an originating error or a baptism or such. As I expressed earlier I did not even come
to my conclusion based on what sounded good to my mind but upon the Bible.

Quote:
-------------------------The Father did not become the Son and then the Son become the Holy Spirit. God has existed as a Trinity from the beginning.
-------------------------

I did not say that this happened. I said the Father sits on the Throne as the head. The word became flesh and dwelt amo
ng us. And the Spirit of the Lord hovers over the waters and searches the deep things of God. I believe that they are sep
arate in a sense but I believe they share the same personality.

Quote:
-------------------------It is irrational and an abuse of language to suggest that the 'us' was called 'us' because of a prophetic ideal of a future existence. C
hrist "slain from the foundation of the world" does not answer this passage.
-------------------------

Who is the "US"? I just replied to this topic 2 posts ago. The US is the Father, Logos, and Spirit. I am not saying that Go
d does not ever talk to Himself but that He does not have 3 separate personalities. I am also not claiming that this state
ment is prophetically forward. The only thing that I say is prophetically forward is the Sonship.
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More Plural Personal Pronouns - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/19 6:44
Go to, let us go down, and there confound their language, that they may not understand one another's speech. So the L
ORD scattered them abroad from thence upon the face of all the earth: and they left off to build the city. (Genesis 11)

And the LORD appeared unto him in the plains of Mamre: and he sat in the tent door in the heat of the day; And he lift u
p his eyes and looked, and, lo, three men stood by him: and when he saw them, he ran to meet them from the tent door,
and bowed himself toward the ground, And said, My Lord (Adonai), if now I have found favour in thy sight, pass not awa
y, I pray thee, from thy servant: (Genesis 18)
You will know that angels do not accept worship. Here the LORD (YHWH) appeared as three men.

And they said unto him, Where is Sarah thy wife? And he said, Behold, in the tent. And he said, I will certainly return unt
o thee according to the time of life; and, lo, Sarah thy wife shall have a son. And Sarah heard it in the tent door, which w
as behind him.
Notice the plural and singular pronouns being used together. This is Echad playing out in real time. But who is the they/h
e that is speaking?
And the LORD said unto Abraham, Wherefore did Sarah laugh, saying, Shall I of a surety bear a child, which am old? (G
enesis 18)

Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 6:45
Robert,

Quote:
-------------------------I guess I will have to be the one to say this but this is Satan's love. He loved himself. He has been content to heap his love upon hi
mself. He took the love that belonged to God and gave it to himself; hence, he is the father of whoredom. And it is because of Satan's self-love that w
e know experiencally self-love. The world promotes this idea. However, God's love is agape love and it is a sacrificial love that looks not to its own thin
gs but to the needs of others.
-------------------------

I know that quoting a man is nothing but I think it to be beneficial at this point to express what I am trying to convey. Joh
n Piper teaches this doctrine well and because he is somewhat Iconic in God centered theology in our day I mention him
. The reason it was evil for Satan to love himself is because he was stepping outside of his rightful abode. He was not G
od therefore for him to love himself more then God is wrong. God however is God and so to love Himself supremely is n
ot wrong since for God to be supreme is right. Satan is not love so to love himself solely is not to love love but for God to
love Himself it is love since God is love. I am not saying here that it is wrong to love yourself in the most complete sense
of the word. We can love ourselves but we must love God first and our neighbors as ourselves. God says to love our nei
ghbors as ourselves not that we shouldn't love ourselves. I am not saying we are to love our sinful natures but we are to
care for ourselves and not bring harm to ourselves. We are to love our brethren, friends, family, and they should receive
our love so should we not therefore then receive our own love.

Quote:
-------------------------The word 'personalities' is not the term for describing the historical orthodox view of the Trinity- it is 'persons'.
-------------------------

Persons have personalities. The Logos, Father, Spirit are not persons but they are different parts of God. As our word a
nd spirit are a part of us and not another person so it is with God.
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 6:48
Robert,

Quote:
-------------------------What about all of the personal pronouns that have gone virtually un-dealt with? The 'us' and 'we' the 'I' and 'thee'?
-------------------------

I just talked about this. I said God does not have 3 person but He can talk to His Spirit and Logos. As for the John 17 pa
ssage Jesus was talking from His Deity as the Logos. It does not say in John 3, "the Son was with God and the Son was
God". No, it says, "the Word was with God and the Word was God".
Re: More Plural Personal Pronouns - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 6:54
Quote:
-------------------------more plural personal pronouns
-------------------------

As I stated God may speak to His Logos and Spirit.

Quote:
-------------------------Go to, let us go down, and there confound their language, that they may not understand one another's speech. So the LORD scatte
red them abroad from thence upon the face of all the earth: and they left off to build the city. (Genesis 11) And the LORD appeared unto him in the pl
ains of Mamre: and he sat in the tent door in the heat of the day; And he lift up his eyes and looked, and, lo, three men stood by him: and when he saw
them, he ran to meet them from the tent door, and bowed himself toward the ground, And said, My Lord (Adonai), if now I have found favour in thy sigh
t, pass not away, I pray thee, from thy servant: (Genesis 18) You will know that angels do not accept worship. Here the LORD (YHWH) appeared as t
hree men. And they said unto him, Where is Sarah thy wife? And he said, Behold, in the tent. And he said, I will certainly return unto thee according t
o the time of life; and, lo, Sarah thy wife shall have a son. And Sarah heard it in the tent door, which was behind him. Notice the plural and singular pr
onouns being used together. This is Echad playing out in real time. But who is the they/he that is speaking? And the LORD said unto Abraham, Wher
efore did Sarah laugh, saying, Shall I of a surety bear a child, which am old? (Genesis 18)
-------------------------

Only one of these men was the Lord the others were angels. So when it says let us go down the "us" in this passage co
uld be speaking about the Lord and the angels. Also, the plurality passage that you mention here is therefore then speak
ing plurally of the Lord with the angels.
Re: - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/19 6:55
Quote:
-------------------------I just talked about this. I said God does not have 3 person but He can talk to His Spirit and Logos.
-------------------------

This is like saying God talks to Himself as a man talks to himself. The difference between God and man is that if I talk to
my body my body does not talk back. It is a one sided conversation. If I talk to my spirit my spirit does not talk back. The
Son and the Holy Spirit have the capacity to deal individually. I have no such capability.
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Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 6:59
Quote:
-------------------------We have relations based on need God needs nothing but Himself.
-------------------------

This is a very human concept of 'relationship'. Dependency is not a synonym for relationship.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 6:59
Robert,

Quote:
-------------------------This is like saying God talks to Himself as a man talks to himself. The difference between God and man is that if I talk to my body m
y body does not talk back. It is a one sided conversation. If I talk to my spirit my spirit does not talk back. The Son and the Holy Spirit have the capacity
to deal individually. I have no such capability.
-------------------------

Well I am still debating within myself whether or not when God says us He means Him and the angels. As for God talkin
g to Himself I dont know I guess He can do that. Can your spirit search your depths probably. Can you talk to your own t
houghts yeah. David spoke to himself in saying, "why are thou so downcast o my soul?.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 7:02
Quote:
-------------------------I just talked about this. I said God does not have 3 person but He can talk to His Spirit and Logos. As for the John 17 passage Jesu
s was talking from His Deity as the Logos. It does not say in John 3, "the Son was with God and the Son was God". No, it says, "the Word was with Go
d and the Word was God".
-------------------------

Are you trying to say that there was a change in relationship with the incarnation in prospect so that the Word became th
e Son? Or that there was no Word prior to the incarnation?
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 7:03
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------This is a very human concept of 'relationship'. Dependency is not a synonym for relationship.
-------------------------

Relationship is based on need one way or the other. Either you "want" to love or you "want" to be loved. Either way even
in giving you are taking.
When you say a very human concept I dont know what you mean I think it is more of a godly concept then anything sinc
e I am raising God beyond man.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 7:05
Quote:
-------------------------Relationship is based on need one way or the other. Either you "want" to love or you "want" to be loved. Either way even in giving y
ou are taking.
-------------------------

This might be true of finite beings in that they are all creations and therefore by definitions dependent. But relationship d
oes not demand dependency and the relationship within the Godhead certainly does not demand dependency.
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 7:06
Robert,
Oh yes, I must also add this I forgot to respond to it. When Jesus died selflessly it was ultimately the most selfish thing. I
n this God loved Himself the most by fulfilling His greatest desire "love". God served Himself supremely in this by loving l
ove.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 7:10
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------Are you trying to say that there was a change in relationship with the incarnation in prospect so that the Word became the Son? Or t
hat there was no Word prior to the incarnation?
-------------------------

Uhh... no. you have to understand what I was talking to Robert about in context to our earlier conversation. I was saying
that Jesus was not always the Son until he was begotten as a man by God. I was saying that He was always and eternal
ly the Word. I was using John 3 as a proof text that He was not always the Son but was always the Logos. I said in John
3 it does not say He was the Son eternally but it does say He was the Logos.
Re: - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/19 7:12
Quote:
-------------------------Only one of these men was the Lord the others were angels. So when it says let us go down the "us" in this passage could be spea
king about the Lord and the angels.
-------------------------

So when I quote from Isaiah 6 that God is HOLY, HOLY, HOLY are two of the Holy's for two of the angels also? How ma
ny three's will I have to demonstrate to make the point? God has always revealed Himself as a Trinity; that is in three Pe
rsons. In fact the eternal power and Godhead are revealed in the creation as a trinity of trinities. I gave this illustration fro
m a scientist friend of mine some years ago.
God created the universe in the form of a trinity. Our visible reality is experienced as
Space
Matter
Time
This is a trinity.
Space exists as
Length X Width X Height
This is also a trinity. Length is not width and width is not height but they are all 'space'.
Matter exists as
solid, liquid and gas
solid is not a gas and gas is not a liquid but they are all matter.
Time exists as
Past, present and future.
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Past is not the future and the present is not the past, etc.; but they are all time.

Again, here we see the concept of trinity even in the creation. The important thing to focus on is the clear distinctions wit
hin the unit. And in the Trinity we have to see the persons within the Godhead.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 7:17
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------This might be true of finite beings in that they are all creations and therefore by definitions dependent. But relationship does not de
mand dependency and the relationship within the Godhead certainly does not demand dependency.
-------------------------

Some will say that God needs nothing and in a sense this is true. But, in a sense God does need to be Himself He does
need to love He does need to be always according to His character and nature. I think this response you have made tak
es it off topic. The original point was that it was said that God has to have multiple persons or else would have no one to
relate to and needs to relate in order to be relational, loving, and so forth. I responded in saying God doesnt need perso
ns to talk to and neither does He have multiple persons within Himself. God can be sufficient without such things. And I
proved this by saying God does not need love because He is love unlike man and that God does not need relations bec
ause He is not dependent.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 7:24
Quote:
-------------------------Oh yes, I must also add this I forgot to respond to it. When Jesus died selflessly it was ultimately the most selfish thing. In this God l
oved Himself the most by fulfilling His greatest desire "love". God served Himself supremely in this by loving love.
-------------------------

To 'love love' would be to worship a virtue which is in itself idolatry.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 7:25
Robert,

Quote:
-------------------------So when I quote from Isaiah 6 that God is HOLY, HOLY, HOLY are two of the Holy's for two of the angels also? How many three's
will I have to demonstrate to make the point?
-------------------------

Holy x3 is not specifically speaking to the Word, Father, and Spirit. It is only repeating itself for emphasis. In the Hebrew
language when someone wanted to emphasize something they would repeat themselves.
As to how many 3's must you mention. I said that there are 3 the Word, Spirit, and Father but these are not 3 persons bu
t 3 parts. You probably ask, "well then why would God speak to His parts as Us?". I don't know. Maybe because they ea
ch have such significant roles. I dont know maybe the human analogy that He has used is not complete and there are ot
her things about Him that are not fully expressed within this limited analogy. And once again maybe He is speaking abou
t Him and the angels as He did when He was about to destroy Sodom.
Thank you for the illustration but that is all it is is an illustration. I am not being cynical.
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Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 7:28
Quote:
-------------------------I was saying that Jesus was not always the Son until he was begotten as a man by God. I was saying that He was always and etern
ally the Word. I was using John 3 as a proof text that He was not always the Son but was always the Logos. I said in John 3 it does not say He was the
Son eternally but it does say He was the Logos.
-------------------------

So what was the nature of the 'thing' which became the 'Son'. Was the Word a conscious being or an aspect of another
being? That is, was 'the Word God' or was the word 'an aspect of God'?
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 7:29
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------To 'love love' would be to worship a virtue which is in itself idolatry.
-------------------------

God is love. All the virtues which we have stem from God. Just as we have life but God is life so it is with love. God is th
e source of life. As the sun is the source of heat God is the source of love. The sun made out of fire and God is made ou
t of love "I know the sun is gas". So love is not merely a virtue in the deepest sense of the word but it is God. However th
ere is love that is separate from God and has only originated from Him just as there is life that is separate from Him. He
who is love said let there be love and creates it as He created man.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 7:33
Quote:
-------------------------God is love. All the virtues which we have stem from God. Just as we have life but God is life so it is with love. God is the source of l
ife. As the sun is the source of heat God is the source of love. The sun made out of fire and God is made out of love "I know the sun is gas". So love is
not merely a virtue in the deepest sense of the word but it is God. However there is love that is separate from God and has only originated from Him ju
st as there is life that is separate from Him. He who is love said let there be love and creates it as He created man.
-------------------------

There is so much philosophical speculation in this that I hardly know where to start. God is 'made' out of anything, not ev
en love. God is love but not made out of it. God is also Light but he is not made out of that either.
I can part answer my own question from a more recent answer of yours. So you believe that a 'part' of God became the
Son in incarnation. God is One, without parts. This is the ancient revelation trusted to the Jews. God has no parts. Any
one who thinks he has does not understand the teaching of Trinity.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 7:37
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------So what was the nature of the 'thing' which became the 'Son'. Was the Word a conscious being or an aspect of another being? That
is, was 'the Word God' or was the word 'an aspect of God'?
-------------------------

The Word is not a thing the Word is God. I would not call God a thing but a person. So the word is a person the same pe
rson that the Father is. I have explained this before. Jesus is the expression of God. He is the exact express image of H
is person, He is the glory of God, He is the expressed thoughts of God in that He is the word of God, when you behold H
is face you see the glory of God, if you have seen Him you have seen the Father, as in Revelation it says and the glory o
f God and of the Lamb will be the cities light. So He is the emanation of God. He is what comes forth from God. Kinda lik
e as I express myself toward you and you receive my personality that is what Jesus is. He is the expression of God. To
be the Word is no little demeaning thing it is by that that He has created the worlds and upholds them, by which He splits
the cedars, it is like a hammer, it is the way in which He communicates to us, it is living and active and sharper then and
double edged sword, when Jesus speaks and says I am crowds fall over seas still...
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 7:46
Phil,
Quote:
-------------------------There is so much philosophical speculation in this that I hardly know where to start. God is 'made' out of anything, not even love. Go
d is love but not made out of it. God is also Light but he is not made out of that either.
-------------------------

Well I am trying to keep it simple but in order to answer your questions I have to be specific and speak these philosophic
al things though I believe my philosophy to be derived from Scripture. God is love and light. He is not made out of anythi
ng because He was not created but He is in essence love and light. These things and virtues which you see are from wh
at He is. You might debate the original language but for example in 1John it says that God is love and light:
1John 4:16 So we have come to know and to believe the love that God has for us. God is love, and whoever abides in l
ove abides in God, and God abides in him.
1Jn 1:5 This is the message we have heard from him and proclaim to you, that God is light, and in him is no darkness
at all.

Quote:
-------------------------God is One, without parts. This is the ancient revelation trusted to the Jews. God has no parts. Anyone who thinks he has does not
understand the teaching of Trinity.
-------------------------

Well, God has a Word and a Spirit. So, obviously He has distinct operations within Himself whatever you want to call it. I
am not saying He has parts in the sense that He is broken and separate but as we have parts and yet are one in harmon
y like out heart, mind, and such. It is hard to explain since God is spirit. Once again that is an extra biblical source and y
ou cannot solely base your reasoning upon it "Jewish tradition".
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 8:08
Quote:
-------------------------The Word is not a thing the Word is God. I would not call God a thing but a person. So the word is a person the same person that th
e Father is. I have explained this before. Jesus is the expression of God. He is the exact express image of His person, He is the glory of God, He is the
expressed thoughts of God in that He is the word of God, when you behold His face you see the glory of God,...
-------------------------

I used the word 'thing' to give you space. I can express myself but my expression of myself does not talk to me. My char
acter can have no separate life of its own as an emanation; that is dangerous territory BTW.
In the thread on 'Godhead' I tried to show how carefully the Greek expresses the separate identity of the Word. The Wo
rd communes with God; this is only possible if there are, at least, two separate consciousnesses. Please take a look... I
prefer not to post sections of it here. Here is the original thread...

(https://www.sermonindex.net/modules/newbb/viewtopic.php?modeviewtopic&topic_id7893&forum36&start0&viewmodef
lat&order0) The Godhead
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 8:11
Quote:
-------------------------Well I am trying to keep it simple but in order to answer your questions I have to be specific and speak these philosophical things th
ough I believe my philosophy to be derived from Scripture.
-------------------------

Do you think I would derive my philosophy from any other source?
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 8:28
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------I can express myself but my expression of myself does not talk to me.
-------------------------

You can talk to yourself. David talked to Himself.

Quote:
-------------------------My character can have no separate life of its own as an emanation
-------------------------

I am not saying that the 3 are seperate. Your arm has a different function and it is different in a way from other parts of y
our body but they are all one as you.

Quote:
-------------------------the separate identity of the Word...The Word communes with God...this is only possible if there are, at least, two separate consciou
snesses...
-------------------------

I don't know if I would separate identity. I would just say He is the Word of God. You word does not have a separate iden
tity from yourself. Now that the Word has taken on flesh He has a different identity in that as far as His humanity goes.
The Word communes with God. God is therefore communing with Himself. You don't have to have another person in ord
er to commune. God loves Himself. For an example though surely not the best you you can bless your belly by giving it f
ood. You can speak truth to yourself and encourage yourself.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 8:35
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------Do you think I would derive my philosophy from any other source?
-------------------------

The previous quote was in reference to me. I was saying that I did not want to delve too far into philosophy. I was saying
that I wanted to be scriptural. I was not making any remark about your philosophy only that you were asking me all these
philosophical things. I also mentioned earlier that I am not fully advanced in these philosophical depths of the Triunity be
cause I have only thus far kept it simple from what the Bible says about the Triunity. I have read it and accepted it but I h
ave not really chased down all the thought chains that result from it. I have not thought about all these specific questions
. Most of the questions asked of me of late have been well how can this be and that but the main question is what does t
he Bible state. And, I believe I have given significant complete evidence scripturally. People are not starting with what do
es the bible say but with how can that be. This is somewhat understandable since these things are foreign and new to m
any and therefore can create tension because of the seriousness of the matter but I still encourage all to first start with th
e Scriptures and then ask what not how. But how is an okay question too but not in unbelief or intellectual disaproval. I w
ill lastly remark that intellectually questioning outcomes can be viable if you find the text to be hard to understand. What I
mean is if you cant understand the text then you can try to reason it out....
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Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 9:07
Quote:
-------------------------The Word communes with God. God is therefore communing with Himself. You don't have to have another person in order to comm
une. God loves Himself. For an example though surely not the best you you can bless your belly by giving it food. You can speak truth to yourself and
encourage yourself.
-------------------------

Of course you have to have two for communion. That is what the word means 'a common union'. Singularity cannot ha
ve communion. If there is no separate consciousness within the Godhead there is no communion, no fellowship.

Quote:
-------------------------You can talk to yourself. David talked to Himself.
-------------------------

David spoke to his own soul in meditation. The record of the communion between the Father and the Son that we have
recorded in scripture are not meditations.
When I speak to myself I don't wait for an answer. I know fully well that I am acting out a metaphor. I have never been u
nder the delusion that another me was talking back to me.
Did you read the Godhead thread?
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 9:24
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------Of course you have to have two for communion. That is what the word means 'a common union'. Singularity cannot have communio
n. If there is no separate consciousness within the Godhead there is no communion, no fellowship.
-------------------------

What verse about communion are you referencing?

Quote:
-------------------------David spoke to his own soul in meditation.
-------------------------

This was not merely in meditation he was giving himself council.

Quote:
-------------------------When I speak to myself I don't wait for an answer. I know fully well that I am acting out a metaphor. I have never been under the del
usion that another me was talking back to me.
-------------------------

Yes well you also are not God who took on flesh. You also cannot do the miracles that God can. I dont think you underst
and. When does the Holy Spirit talk to the Father? When does Jesus talk to the Father? He talks from His humanity. He
talks from His Deity sometimes. Your arms relates to you mouth by giving it food and so God relate to Himself except it i
s with words no one ever said that the analogy is totally the same you can stretch any analogy to these types of outcom
es. Have you ever been deluted to think you have 3 personalities? Anyways this is not the main thing these reasonings t
he main thing is the Scriptures. It is easy to have confusion and fall away into obscure intellectual ideas and move away
from the simplicity of the Bible. I believe I have answered you questions philosophically. We have posted multiple thread
s and I have answered one after another and you have only come up with more questions and it seems you have not ac
knowledged it. Show me the Bible. I have been questioned many times so far and I am giving answers and verses and n
o one is giving any responses that discredit me. Again I am not being hard headed/ hearted or being unreasonable. One
person asked me about "today I have begotten you only referring to the resurrection and I corrected that". Another aske
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d me "how do you explain John 17 and I answered that with John 14". The list goes on and no one seems to accept it an
d are just trying to tear apart my theology with all these intricate philosophies which I have also answered like about God
loving Himself or God loving Himself not being Satanic or the list goes on. So what is the outcome? Where is the reason
? The clear answers and question? What I am trying to do is promote edification and a clear sound discussion. I have oft
en spoken with cults where they will jump from topic to topic and will bring all these smaller reasonings and ignore the va
st evidence which is the majority. I hope you understand what I am trying to say. So once again specifically you are aski
ng me questions I am answering them and then you move on to the other without acknowledging that your post has bee
n corrected. This is not a thing where I am trying to show that I have won or anything but that it should be acknowledged
that what I am saying is reasonable and that I have answered all the question that have been asked of me.

Quote:
-------------------------Did you read "godhead"?
-------------------------

I looked over it. I am not ignorant to the mainstream teaching of the Triunity I am well versed in it. I would rather you poin
t me to what you are trying to say.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 9:43
Phil,
Father:
Is called God the most and is the Head from which the Spirit and the Son come forth.
Spirit:
God is spirit therefore Gods Spirit is synonymous with God as the Father since the Father is God and is the Spirit.
Logos:
The Logos is the word of God/ Father. He is the expression of God. He is God. Now that He has been born a man He is
the Son of God.
Conclusion:
What is so hard about that. It is Scriptural. Can you challenge that by Scripture? Can you show by Scripture that God ha
s 3 personalities? Can you show by scripture that Jesus was always the Son?
I know your response to the personality question. You say that God talks to Himself therefore He has to have 3 consciou
sness and personalities. Where does God talk to Himself? When does the Spirit talk to the Father? Jesus speaks to the
Father from His humanity. And at times He speaks from His divinity but many times it is more so that the people around
will hear. Other times he is making statements. And he does sometimes talk to Him communingly but God can do that.
God can be at more then one place at a time. God can talk to Himself just as He can relate to Himself. Saying that God
cannot talk to Himself does not prove anything. You have to show by Scripture. All you are doing is questioning Scriptur
e because I have shown by Scripture that the things I say are true this is not meant with offense.
I am having a hard time bringing clarity here. I think the teaching that Jesus did not become the Son til He was born has
been established and everything else. I think the only thing that has not yet been cleared up with you is this question of
how can God talk to Himself. You say your spirit cannot talk to you but it can you can council yourself. You say you word
cannot talk to itself but Jesus is more generally the expression of God. So generally you can talk to yourself. You can lov
e yourself. You can act toward yourself. I am trying to break confusion here please try to reason with me.
Re: - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/19 9:47
Quote:
-------------------------I looked over it. I am not ignorant to the mainstream teaching of the Triunity I am well versed in it. I would rather you point me to wh
at you are trying to say.
-------------------------
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That is what we have been doing, but it is becoming an exercise in futility. But I (for one) and I'm sure the others also, co
ntinue in the dialogue because there might be impressionable minds reading these things that are under the similar impr
ession that essential Christian doctrine is somehow up for grabs. This is how heresy and cults get started. Starting this t
hread now seems more to be the propagation than a discussion.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 9:54
Robert/ Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------That is what we have been doing,
-------------------------

True. I am speaking specifically in light of the article though.

Quote:
-------------------------but it is becoming an exercise in futility.
-------------------------

I feel the same way at this point to some extent. That is why I just wrote Phil. I am trying to make this to where we are ge
tting somewhere. That is why I am trying to ask you specifically what you are asking me. And I also stated that I am the
one who has brought substantial proof and not the other way so the burden is on the other side at this point.

Quote:
-------------------------But I (for one) and I'm sure the others also, continue in the dialogue because there might be impressionable minds reading these thi
ngs that are under the similar impression that essential Christian doctrine is somehow up for grabs. This is how heresy and cults get started. Starting t
his thread now seems more to be the propagation than a discussion.
-------------------------

Well originally I posted to receive wide counsel and I have taken it. I also posted to express something I believe to be tru
th. If this is wrong and is heresy then I encourage there to be proof. I am not unreasonable and it seems clear scripturall
y that what I am saying is true. As for propogation my main aim is for someone to correct me or admit that they cannot p
rove that I am wrong I am looking for the truth to be established on this thread. I also think that people were posting not j
ust for that reason but also to share counsel with me and dialogue on the topic for themselves.

Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 10:00
Robert,
I don't think that these things are becoming futile. It is not as if we have gone over the same things repeatedly we have b
een making progress. I think that the last couple posts have become a bit unclear and that is why I am trying to sharpen
them. I do think though that this thread is coming to an end in that I have answered all the question that there are to ans
wer. I feel as if you saying that is not fair. I think that I have given correct and satisfying answers scripturally to your ques
tions and now I feel as if you are making this statement with no reason behind it. Maybe because you dont have any thin
g else to argue within reason.
p.s. this is not written in animosity.
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Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 10:45
Quote:
-------------------------Show me the Bible.
-------------------------

The order of the words in Biblical Greek is not primarily to convey meaning but emphasis. So e.g. in our illustration if the
full story was 'a boy and a girl were playing with a dog; the boy bit the dog'. If the case ending showed that 'the dog' was
the subject then this would have the effect of saying "both were playing with the dog, but the dog bit the boy".??However
in a sentence like 'god was the word' something else gives us the meaning. In these "equation" statements e.g. "the dog
is an animal" the same case ending would be used for both; the nominative. This would make it impossible to know who
bit whom, but the Greeks had a way around that too. The subject noun would be given the definite article 'the'. Now the
word order of the sentence can be used to give the required emphasis but we can still identify the subject.
The Greek for John 1:1 is "and god was the word". This is an "equation sentence" so how can we know which is the subj
ect? Easy, the subject has the definite article. So why not write "the word was God"? Simply because the writer wants to
emphasize something else. It is a way of saying "what God was, the Word was". Everything that God was, the Word was
. The lack of the definite article stops us from confusing the identify and person of 'the Word'(Jesus) with the identity and
person of 'God' (the Father). The word order tells us that the Word has all the divine attributes of the Father; the word or
der tells us that the 'the Word' is not 'the Father'. Martin Luther once wrote that the lack of the definite article disproves S
abellianism and the word order disproves Arianism. Here's a little more Bible algebra. If it had said
"and the Word was the God" -> Sabellianism (Jesus-Only/Oneness)
"and the Word was a god" -> Arianism, hierarchical trinitarians (and JWs etc)
"and god was the Word" -> orthodox trinitarian.

So to have used the Greek word order Â‘the word was the GodÂ’ would have said something quite different. It would ha
ve said that there was no difference between the Word and God which is an error still taught by some religious groups. T
o say the Word was a god would have indicated that the Word was less a Â‘godÂ’ than God was. To say, as the Greek o
rder does, says exactly what John wanted to say. There is no confusion of identities, no setting of one above another; an
d yet perfect union. And to eliminate any possible of an ordered hierarchy we have the final statement. The same was in
the beginning with God.
In these two sentences we have distinct identity, eternal fellowship, perfect union. As the old creeds used to say One Go
d in Three Persons Â– Trinity.
edit: the phrase 'was with God' is "John 1:1 En archeÂœÃ‡ eÂœn ho logos, kai ho logos eÂœn pros ton theon, kai theo
s eÂœn ho logos. "
We might have expected 'meta' here but we have 'eis' which is a preposition of movement and can be translated 'toward
s' or 'into'. In the pre-incarnation era we have here a clear intimation of 'towardsness' fellowship.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 10:56
Phil,
I am not sure what you mean. The language is a bit difficult. I believe that the Word was God. Can you clarify/ sum up m
ore simply? I believe that all 3 are equal. I do believe though that the Son is under the Father or at least on the right han
d since He ultimately hands over the Kingdom and other things.
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 11:10
Phil,
Maybe you mean...

Quote:
-------------------------In these two sentences we have distinct identity, eternal fellowship, perfect union. As the old creeds used to say One God in Three
Persons Â– Trinity.
-------------------------

I believe distinct identity in the sense that there is distinction between the Word, Father, and Spirit just as my arm is diffe
rent then my leg. But, I dont see this identity as being a distinct person.
I believe they had eternal fellowship as you have with you parts. You are intimately related to your arms and legs.
Perfect union is agreed upon.

Quote:
-------------------------We might have expected 'meta' here but we have 'eis' which is a preposition of movement and can be translated 'towards' or 'into'. I
n the pre-incarnation era we have here a clear intimation of 'towardsness' fellowship.
-------------------------

Since when does towardsness mean fellowship. I am not saying that there is no relation between the 2. Is that the best v
erse you can come up with "not sarcastically"?
Re: - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/19 11:41
Quote:
------------------------- I think that I have given correct and satisfying answers scripturally to your questions and now I feel as if you are making this statem
ent with no reason behind it. Maybe because you dont have any thing else to argue within reason.
-------------------------

A cursory search should confirm that the above is not true. It has become evident to me that no amount of evidence no
matter how persuasive will alter your view. You then take the additional step of suggesting I am befuddled. At this point I
am mainly concerned for those who may not have a firm grasp of the issues.
Re: - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/19 11:44
Quote:
-------------------------I believe they had eternal fellowship as you have with you parts. You are intimately related to your arms and legs.
-------------------------

Arms and legs do not have consciousness. I would never say to my arms and legs, "Let us make ______ in our own im
age."
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 11:50
Robert,

Quote:
-------------------------A cursory search should confirm that the above is not true. It has become evident to me that no amount of evidence no matter how
persuasive will alter your view. You then take the additional step of suggesting I am befuddled. At this point I am mainly concerned for those who may
not have a firm grasp of the issues.
-------------------------
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I have to disagree. I don't understand how you can suggest that I am an unreasonable person. I actually take a lot of car
e to be reasonable. As for suggesting that you are befuddled I say that generally to all who have posted in the sense tha
t I believe I have corrected their posts. I say specifically to you though that you brought some questions to me and then I
answered them and then you had nothing to say and so I figure that you have nothing else to say to prove that I was wro
ng. I am concerned for the truth as I am also concerned for those who are not mature in doctrine and I think that if you ta
ke this stance you should be able to bring proof. Name what I have not answered. It is not like I am just answering the a
nswers I am giving are thorough, thoughtful, and scriptural.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 11:52
Robert,

Quote:
-------------------------Arms and legs do not have consciousness.
-------------------------

This is only a partial analogy that should be obvious and apparent. You making this statement seems to me that this is t
he only argument that you have left. (not written in anymosity)
Re: - posted by Logic, on: 2008/11/19 12:15
Quote:
------------------------davidt wrote:
Logic,

Quote:
-------------------------davidt wrote: Quote:
Jesus is in the flesh glorified. The Holy Spirit is a spirit. The Father is Totaly other than, not a Spirit or in fles
h. Yes I agree. I am not so sure about that last statement though.
What "last statement"?
------------------------When you said the Father is wholly other then and not a spirit. I say this because Scripture says that God is spirit. So I must say that the Father is spirit
.
-------------------------

Scripture says that God is spirit.
Not is A Spirit
There is a diference
Tell me:
If The Fathather is A Spirit & the Holy spirit is A Spirit also, wouldn't there be two Holy Spirits?
Therefore, I say the Father is totally other that flesh or spirit.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 12:17
Quote:
-------------------------Since when does towardsness mean fellowship. I am not saying that there is no relation between the 2. Is that the best verse you c
an come up with "not sarcastically"?
-------------------------

It is one of the fundamental expressions of the Godhead in the scripture. If you know of a verse which is more compreh
ensive please let me know. As regards 'towardsness' the word clearly implies that the relationship is not static but fluid.
This is a dynamic relationship and not a spacial one.
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Re: - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/19 12:20
Quote:
-------------------------I say specifically to you though that you brought some questions to me and then I answered them and then you had nothing to say
and so I figure that you have nothing else to say to prove that I was wrong.
-------------------------

In the beginning Eloyim created the Heavens and the earth.
Your answer to the pronoun question is unacceptable. When God said, "Let us make man in our image and in our likene
ss," He was not talking to a unique equivalent of His arms and legs. Arms and legs do not have personal characteristics
that allow for conscious and intelligent dialogue.
There are many personal pronouns also in John 16 concerning the Holy Spirit.

Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will guide you into all truth: for he shall not speak of himself; but whatso
ever he shall hear, that shall he speak: and he will shew you things to come. He shall glorify me: for he shall receive of
mine, and shall shew it unto you. All things that the Father hath are mine: therefore said I, that he shall take of mine, and
shall shew it unto you.
These are all personal pronouns describing the Holy Spirit. If the 'I' and 'you' are understood to be persons how can one
rationally think that 'He' is not a person?

Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 12:21
Quote:
-------------------------Logic on 2008/11/19 17:15:47
Scripture says that God is spirit. Not is A Spirit There is a diference
-------------------------

There is no grammatical difference. Greek does not have a indefinite article. It is not possible to say 'a spirit' as distinct fr
om 'spirit' in Greek.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 12:25
Quote:
-------------------------davidt on 2008/11/19 16:10:02
I believe distinct identity in the sense that there is distinction between the Word, Father, and Spirit just as my arm is different then my leg. But, I dont s
ee this identity as being a distinct person.
-------------------------

my leg has no independent power of action. The Word always had a power of independent action. It was the Word's ind
ependence of action which puts the value into His willingness to be incarnated.
Let this mind be in you which was also in Christ Jesus, 6 who, being in the form of God, did not consider it robbery to b
e equal with God, 7 but made Himself of no reputation, taking the form of a bondservant, and coming in the likeness of
men. 8 And being found in appearance as a man, He humbled Himself and became obedient to the point of death, even
the death of the cross. Phil 2:5-8 NKJV
It was the Word who 'emptied himself' and 'took the form of a servant'. These were independent choices otherwise there
is no virtue in the action.

Page 50/135

Scriptures and Doctrine :: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding)

Re: - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/19 12:26
Quote:
-------------------------This is only a partial analogy that should be obvious and apparent. You making this statement seems to me that this is the only argu
ment that you have left. (not written in anymosity)
-------------------------

Are you having fun?
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 12:35
Logic,
You stated that the Father was wholly other then. I said I am not sure about that because I think that the Father is spirit.
So I was not able to separate Him from the Spirit. This is a hard thing and I have not really delved in this far. I dont really
understand this fully. If the Father is wholly other then what is He? I know there is a bit of a difference but cant really clar
ify the specifics at this point.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/19 12:39
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------It is one of the fundamental expressions of the Godhead in the scripture. If you know of a verse which is more comprehensive pleas
e let me know. As regards 'towardsness' the word clearly implies that the relationship is not static but fluid. This is a dynamic relationship and not a spa
cial one.
-------------------------

Yes I agree. I was just wondering what you were trying to say. What you wrote was difficult to understand. I will agree to
disagree with you on the whole towardness thing. It could mean that but to me it seems a bit vague. I just want to stick to
what is clear.
Re: humanity/divinity, on: 2008/11/19 12:39
Hi David,
I see you're juggling a few conversations here still. I tried to skim over a lot of what I missed. Are there any hard feelings
from yesterday? I hoped that I had addressed any offense I caused. - Ben

Who died on the cross for you?
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 12:43
Quote:
-------------------------davidt on 2008/11/19 17:39:04
I just want to stick to what is clear.
-------------------------

The Greek is diamond-like in its clarity with these facets plainly visible.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 12:58
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christopher_Wordsworth) Christopher Wordsworth, has this comment
o logos En pros ton theon - The Word was with God. He says 'pros' not 'en', with God, not in; showing the Word's Eterni
ty, and that the Son was not circumscribed by any limits of space; and that He was without time, but never without God.
Hence we may refute Sabellius, who said that the Father, Son and Holy Ghost are merely one Person, who showed him
self in various modes; for the Evangelist clearly distinguishes between the Person of God the Father and the Person of
God the Son.
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Re: - posted by Logic, on: 2008/11/19 13:03
The word "God" is actually a simplified way of saying "Godhead".
When you here the word "God" think of the Godhead.
God is 1x1x1=1
Not
1+1+1=1
In order to understand how Jesus is the "Son of the Father", we need to define the word "son" as it relates to the Father
& Son in the Godhead.
Son:
The Son is to uphold the Father's name, image & character.
The Son is who follows in the "footsteps of the Father?"
The Son is to do the work & say the Word(s) of the Father.
The Son is to represent the Father.
All of the Trinity has the same mind, purpose, attitude and goal; they are one (as unified).
However, each of them may have different thoughts (without departing from the unified mind)
Before Jesus was incarnate, all we have to go by is how Jesus is now, after the resurrection & how He was in the Old Te
stament.
Before Jesus was incarnate, He had glorified flesh.
Jesus may bee seen in several ways before and after the resurrection.
He may be seen as an Angel who would be indiscernible from another men, as He was on the road to Emmaus in Luke
24
I would assume that this is the form He came as in the Old Testament.
Jesus may be seen as John saw Him in Revelation 1:14-16
Jesus may bee seen as He was seen in Matthew 17:2 on the Mount of Transfiguration.

Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 13:07
Quote:
-------------------------Logic on 2008/11/19 18:03:39
Before Jesus was incarnate, He had glorified flesh.
-------------------------

what!?!
the scripture says very specifically that the 'Word became flesh'. This is a distinct event not part of Christ's pre-incarnati
on character.
Re: - posted by Logic, on: 2008/11/19 13:47
Quote:
-------------------------philologos wrote:
Quote:
-------------------------Logic on 2008/11/19 18:03:39
Before Jesus was incarnate, He had glorified flesh.
------------------------what!?!
the scripture says very specifically that the 'Word became flesh'. This is a distinct event not part of Christ's pre-incarnation character.
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-------------------------

The 'Word became flesh' as we have it.
What do you think His form was when He was walking in the garden in the cool of the day(Gen 3:8)?
visited Abraham with the two other angels(Gen 18:1)?
When He wrestled with Jacob(Gen 32:24-)?
With the three men in the furnace of Daniel(Dan 3:25)?
When all the times when He appeared as an "Angel of the LORD" in the Old testament?
Were all these instances not glorified flesh?
Why or how would it be any different than these instances? John 20:19,26, John 21:4
Or Luke 24:36?
Was Jesus in the form of something else instead of glorified flesh in the old testament in the Scriptures I presented?
If not, then what?
Re:The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/11/19 14:05
Quote:
-------------------------what!?!
the scripture says very specifically that the 'Word became flesh'. This is a distinct event not part of Christ's pre-incarnation character.
-------------------------

This is a good point, Christ had not been born of a virgin before. But He did had some kind of flesh or spiritual body beca
ue He did eat with Abraham.

Davidt, I have already presented you with criticisms, it was the very first reply to your post. It is reasonable and sound an
d is based from Scripture. I also gave you several links, including St Augustine "On the Trinity", Jonathan Edwards "Unp
ublished Essays on the Trinity", A.W. Tozer "The Holy Trinity", etc. Indeed it was a scholarly reply with substantial inform
ation.

Quote:
-------------------------How can God be personal if He did not have a couple of friends to talk to from all eternity? Well I am not saying that God does not r
elate with Himself. The Word is the expression of Him. The Spirit searches Him. And He Himself is love itself and love can be satisfied within in itself w
ithout having multiple personalities. A man needs to love and be loved but God is love itself. God does love Himself for to love love is to love but not in
the sense of talking to Himself and ect in 3 persons because the Bible does not teach 3 personalities. This philosophy was produced in order to prove t
o skeptics that the Triunity is true. Saying God is Triune if He werent He would be lonely this was their apologetic. God is Triune if He werent He could
nt be personal they say. I am not saying He is not Triune only that He does not have 3 seperate personalities but one with 3 functions, expressions, pa
rts. God is still relational with Himself as love. We cannot hang out with ourselves because we were created or love but God is uncreated as love.
-------------------------

This is very simple. You are trying to define God, with what appears to be a proper description of His divinity, but you co
ntinue to keep trying to fit Him into a weak and irrational model.

Quote:
-------------------------And He Himself is love itself and love can be satisfied within in itself without having multiple personalities.
-------------------------

If this is true, then listen:
The Father has no center of consciousness (Person) of His own, the Son has no center of consciousness , the Spirit has
no center of consciousness. Therefore, what you are saying is like this,
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head: "I love you arm."
arm: "I love you too, head."
However, the arm and the head had no thoughts or expressions of their own design. They are nothing of themselves. Th
ey both spoke from the same center of consciousness. So you might as well say God has 3 mouths whereby one brain s
peaks with at different times. But it is no different than if He spoke from one and the same mouth each time -- what you
have been describing is true schizophrenia. Thus, you are wrongly speaking of multiple personalities because you are d
escribing three persons from one consciousness. The doctrine of the Trinity defines God as having Three distinct Perso
ns -- this is not multiple personalities as one might be schizophrenic; this is multiple personalities as you might find betw
een 3 different family members. However, they each share the same substance and essence of Deity.

Quote:
------------------------- God does love Himself for to love love is to love but not in the sense of talking to Himself and ect in 3 persons because the Bible do
es not teach 3 personalities.
-------------------------

Then please, explain to me, if God does not have Three centers of consciousness (Persons) how does God's love fulfill "
love does not seek its own". Does this mean that God seeks to love the different parts of Himself? That is absurd. Three
Persons defines Three Individuals wherein each Father, Son, and Spirit may unitedly seek the exaltation of the others.
What you have defined is impossible to contain perfect love. It is not enough to love Oneself, love must love another indi
vidual -- this defines God's love for Himself.
My hands have specific expressions and functions however my hands are nothing without my conscious ability to use th
em. My hands and feet and expressive abilities, we may even conclude the brain to be the same as my hands and feet (i
f we believe man's center of consciousness is his soul) then this body is like a puppet's shell. The Father, Son, and Spirit
would also be a puppet's shell because none of them are God in and of themselves but rather are expressions of God. J
ust as my mouth, eyes, hands, feet, voice are not myself but ways in which I function and express myself.

Quote:
-------------------------This philosophy was produced in order to prove to skeptics that the Triunity is true.
-------------------------

No this philosophy was produced to help define and clarify what the church has consistently and overwhelmingly agreed
that the Bible clearly reveals to us. It was produced for the church not for skeptics.

Quote:
-------------------------Saying God is Triune if He werent He would be lonely this was their apologetic.
-------------------------

And this is true. You are saying that God wasn't lonely because He can talk to Himself through 3 different parts of His sa
me self. Yea, if my body had three different mouths I could pretend to keep myself company too. Unless, I had three diff
erent brains to control each mouth. Then I truly would be keeping myself company.

Quote:
-------------------------God is still relational with Himself as love. We cannot hang out with ourselves because we were created or love but God is uncreate
d as love.
-------------------------

Ah, that explains everything, so, which scripture revealed this to you?
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Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/19 15:45
Quote:
-------------------------Was Jesus in the form of something else instead of glorified flesh in the old testament in the Scriptures I presented? If not, then wha
t?
-------------------------

Traditionally these have been referred to as 'theophanies'. Theophanies are 'pre-incarnation manifestations of the Word'.
Angels do not 'have bodies' but that does not prevent them from 'appearing' and behaving as human. The Word did not
'have flesh' until the Word became flesh.
These revelations/manifestations of God were always of the one we call the Son.
Â“But you, Bethlehem Ephrathah, Though you are little among the thousands of Judah, Yet out of you shall come forth
to Me The One to be Ruler in Israel, Whose goings forth are from of old, From everlasting.Â” Mic 5:2 NKJV
These 'goings forth' as this verse makes clear were long before his arrival in 'flesh' in Bethlehem.
The term 'flesh' in this sense really conveys 'humanness'. He did not 'appear' as a man in the incarnation, He 'became' a
man. We must keep these differences in mind.
Re: - posted by Logic, on: 2008/11/19 16:50
Quote:
-------------------------philologos wrote:
Quote:
-------------------------Was Jesus in the form of something else instead of glorified flesh in the old testament in the Scriptures I presented? If not, then wha
t?
------------------------Traditionally these have been referred to as 'theophanies'. Theophanies are 'pre-incarnation manifestations of the Word'.
-------------------------

pLEASE define "the Word"
Because, when I think of "the Word",it is not some intangible verbage that God utters, I see "it" as Jesus before He was
called Jesus.

Quote:
-------------------------Angels do not 'have bodies' but that does not prevent them from 'appearing' and behaving as human. The Word did not 'have flesh'
until the Word became flesh.
-------------------------

Are you implying that when He ate with Abraham, He didn't have glorified flesh, but something else than when He ate wit
h the disciples after His resurection?

Quote:
-------------------------The term 'flesh' in this sense really conveys 'humanness'. He did not 'appear' as a man in the incarnation, He 'became' a man. We
must keep these differences in mind.
-------------------------

Do you think that jesus a "man" still, now that He is resurrected and in heaven?
Do you think that He still all human & all God or all man & all God?
Re:, on: 2008/11/19 17:41
Hi David,
I asked you who died for you on the cross. What I'm pointing at is that it is the Word who became flesh. It is the Word wh
o was born and shepherds and wise men came to worship him. It is the Word who was baptized by John and walked, tal
ked, ate, slept, cried, prayed, breathed, suffered, died on the cross, was buried, and rose again. The complete, whole, u
ndivided Word did all of these things. Jesus is that Word. Jesus is not the Word plus a body. Every pronoun in the gospe
ls that refers to Jesus Christ is referring to the Word. There are not some pronouns that refer to one nature or quality of t
he Word and other pronouns that refer to another nature or quality of the same Word. His two natures are indivisible. Th
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erefore he did not divide them when He said "Me", "I", "He", "the son of man", etc. When Jesus refers to himself as "the
son of man" he is referring to himself, the Word. When Peter called Jesus the Son of the living God, Peter was saying th
at to Jesus, the Word. There is no Word who is not Jesus Christ the Son of God and no Man Jesus Christ who is not the
Word. That is why I was so concerned about you dividing the pronouns. When Jesus refers to himself there is only one "
I", "Me", "He", "son of man", etc. Not four or two or however many.
Now regarding the trinity:
What you're saying is that there USED TO BE a Word, the Word, that was NOT Jesus Christ the Son of God but in the i
ncarnation that former Word BECAME Jesus Christ the Son of God. You seem to be basing this on "today I have begott
en you"? Is that correct. I do not think that I have said anything to thoroughly refute what you're saying about the trinity.
You remember that I said I didn't like how it sounds and you yourself even said that God was always a Father, though it
seems you amended that to exclude God before creation. If someone else has completely refuted you, I haven't seen it
myself but there's a lot to read here and I've only read half and skimmed through the rest.
I don't think trying to imagine what it is like to be God and talking about personalities has been very fruitful. However, so
meone mentioned that "love does not seek it's own" which I thought was more than fitting for the Father and the Son and
the Holy Spirit.
You were talking about God loving himself and ideas about what God does and doesn't do "with" or "to" or "for" himself h
ave been popping up throughout but I can't think of any scripture that encourages us to attempt to fathom the trinity thro
ugh such ideas, phrases, etc.
Ben
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/20 5:12
Quote:
-------------------------Logic on 2008/11/19 21:50:58
pLEASE define "the Word" Because, when I think of "the Word",it is not some intangible verbage that God utters, I see "it" as Jesus before He was call
ed Jesus.
-------------------------

The Word is the second person of the Godhead who 'became' man and took the earthly name of Jesus.

Quote:
------------------------Quote:
-------------------------Quote:
Angels do not 'have bodies' but that does not prevent them from 'appearing' and behaving as human. The Word did not 'h
ave flesh' until the Word became flesh.
------------------------Are you implying that when He ate with Abraham, He didn't have glorified flesh, but something else than when He ate with the disciples after His resu
rection?
-------------------------

No I am not implying it, I am stating it as plainly as I know how. His resurrection body was the resurrected body that he
originally took in incarnation. In the same way that our resurrection bodies will be the resurrected bodies that we had he
re; glorious but with a specific provenance. (not providence)

Quote:
-------------------------Do you think that jesus a "man" still, now that He is resurrected and in heaven? Do you think that He still all human & all God or all
man & all God?
-------------------------

I am not sure why you are distinguishing between 'human' and 'man'? But as far as I understand your question... he is w
hat be became by incarnation and resurrection... theoanthropos, the God-Man. He is perfectly God and perfectly man u
nited in perfect harmony in one person. He is a real 'resurrected flesh and blood' man and eternally God. Co-equal, co-s
ubstantial, co-eternal. Holy, Holy, Holy.
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Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/20 5:15
davidt
I am still awaiting an answer to my questions regarding the Philippian passage in my post of "philologos on 2008/11/19 1
7:25:57"
There are, to my mind, 4 supreme passages which bear special witness to this subject.
John 1:1-18
2 Cor 8:9
Phil 2:5-11
Col 1:15-18
When we have discussed Philippians 2 we can move onto the Corinthian and Colossian passages... probably after the R
evival Conference in Scotland...
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 8:57
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------It is one of the fundamental expressions of the Godhead in the scripture. If you know of a verse which is more comprehensive pleas
e let me know.
-------------------------

Well, in regards to the topic we were talking about I didn't really see the relevance. It was hard to know what you were ta
lking about as well so I am not sure I got it. And in reference to prove fellowship I think this is a weak reference to some
point. I dont see why you would have to dig into the greek and pull out an obscure word just to make one small point (not
meant irritatingly). I do respect the study of greek and bringing those things up but it is not always my favorite things to d
o. I have taken classes in greek and I have often found my teachers to just get so specific and intricate that it is confusin
g and many times weird interpretations come out of these things because people are trying to hard. I dont think the main
focus should be in digging into the Bible like a scribe scientist but I think the Scriptures are to be received simply and cle
arly and the main focus should be on receiving revelation on them and that is when they become deep not when you ca
n dig deep into their wording. This is only a rabbit trail about my attitude toward greek. I am not saying I hate it nor that I l
ove it I only take it in balance and reason. And in this respect I think it is too much. If you points are true then you should
be able to provide texts that dont take this much work and obscurity to attain.

Quote:
-------------------------As regards 'towardsness' the word clearly implies that the relationship is not static but fluid. This is a dynamic relationship and not a
spacial one.
-------------------------

If you are trying to prove fellowship I think there are probably more clear passages like john 17. And I am still not so sure
about this one.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/20 9:02
Quote:
-------------------------Well, in regards to the topic we were talking about I didn't really see the relevance. It was hard to know what you were talking about
as well so I am not sure I got it.
-------------------------

I was making the point that there is a specific statement about fellowship in the Godhead before the incarnation. Is that
simple enough?
Now,don't go off on the rabbit trail of your legs and arms again. I do not have fellowship with my arms and legs and neith
er do you. You tell them what to do and they do it. They are not self-conscious and have no means of self-expression o
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r choice. Self-consciousness, self-expression and choice are elements of personality; a personality which was clearly in
existence before the incarnation.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 9:03
Robert,
Thank you for replying to this. I just was not clear about it I thought I had answered it satisfactorily.

Quote:
-------------------------These are all personal pronouns describing the Holy Spirit. If the 'I' and 'you' are understood to be persons how can one rationally t
hink that 'He' is not a person?
-------------------------

I just believe that He is talking about Himself. Since He is personal though they are not 3 different persons they are all 3
personal as the same person. So he can reference Himself as a person since He is. God unlike us can be more places t
hen once. He can be in 2 forms at once and therefore can talk to Himself. I cannot clearly explain what spirit is but I kno
w it is like wind but can also take form like a dove, a man who eats, and so forth. So God can be in different places at on
ce and so can talk to Himself.

p.s. for a minute do not question me but answer me and do not answer me with a question. Allow me to turn it around an
d ask, "does your word and spirit have a separate personality? I don't think so and since God's other expressions are Hi
s word and spirit and words and spirit don't have personalities you can say that they do not have distinct personalities bu
t one together as yourself. I think that once you prove that the Son has not always been the Son but only the Word that t
he conception of a distinct personality is erased. For a Son may have a distinct personality but a word does not.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 9:09
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------my leg has no independent power of action.
-------------------------

I have already explained that this analogy is obviously not complete it is only used in part. You can tear any analogy apa
rt by taking it too far.

Quote:
-------------------------Let this mind be in you which was also in Christ Jesus, 6 who, being in the form of God, did not consider it robbery to be equal with
God, 7 but made Himself of no reputation, taking the form of a bondservant, and coming in the likeness of men. 8 And being found in appearance as a
man, He humbled Himself and became obedient to the point of death, even the death of the cross. Phil 2:5-8 NKJV
-------------------------

It does not say "being in the form of the 2nd person of the Trinity" it says being in the form of God.

Quote:
-------------------------It was the Word who 'emptied himself' and 'took the form of a servant'.
-------------------------

The Word and God are no different essentially. The word is the glory of God. Gods glory is not another person.
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 9:12
Robert,

Quote:
------------------------- This is only a partial analogy that should be obvious and apparent. You making this statement seems to me that this is the only ar
gument that you have left. (not written in anymosity)
Are you having fun?
-------------------------

I can assure you that that was not my motive. This is why I tried to say that it was not in anymosity. I was trying to find th
e right way to say it but I also wanted to be direct. I wrote "it seems" since I was not sure. It was however a logical concl
usion. However you recently showed me there were still some things you had to say. For me to say that you have no arg
ument is not surely a mean spirited comment I just meant it literally and rationally trying to speak of the truth and bring fo
rth discussion.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 9:15
Ben,

Quote:
-------------------------Are there any hard feelings from yesterday?
-------------------------

Absolutely not brother I just want to do my best to promote clear and sincere discussion unto edification.

Quote:
-------------------------Who died on the cross for you?
-------------------------

God took on the form of a man and died for me as a human. He suffered and died in His humanity yet His divinity was u
nscathed. It is IMPOSSIBLE for God to die. If hypothetically He wanted to I would say by His nature He couldn't but He
would never even want to for how could life itself die.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 9:19
Phil,

Quote:
------------------------- He says 'pros' not 'en', with God, not in; showing the Word's Eternity,
-------------------------

In regards to with not in. Jesus Himself said I and the Father are one. Jesus is not only the word but He is the glory of G
od the expression of God. The expression of God is not essentially different from God Himself it is His radiance. One co
uld not be more the same them to be ones radiance.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 9:22
Logic,

Quote:
-------------------------glorified flesh
-------------------------

I don't know if I would say glorified flesh. Jesus did not have glorified flesh until after He was resurrected. Now to explain
the Theophanies. I would say that spirit can take on form. The angels could look as men and eat. The Spirit could take o
n the form of a dove and so forth. So I would say as spirit He took on form since spirit can transform from my limited und
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erstanding of what spirit is.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 9:35
Bog,

Quote:
-------------------------Davidt, I have already presented you with criticisms, it was the very first reply to your post. It is reasonable and sound and is based
from Scripture.
-------------------------

The C.S. Lewis type philosophy does not stand. God does not need people to keep Him company. God does not need c
ompany in order to be loving. He as love is sufficient within Himself even alone. The "One" can be alone.

Quote:
-------------------------I also gave you several links, including St Augustine "On the Trinity", Jonathan Edwards "Unpublished Essays on the Trinity", A.W.
Tozer "The Holy Trinity", etc. Indeed it was a scholarly reply with substantial information.
-------------------------

I have already studied the Triunity extensively. Not that I am not open to learning but I am just not at this point wanting to
read long discourses. If you have something to say I would rather you be specific so I dont have to read a sea of general
information.

Quote:
-------------------------This is very simple. You are trying to define God, with what appears to be a proper description of His divinity, but you continue to ke
ep trying to fit Him into a weak and irrational model.
-------------------------

I am not trying to fit Him into anything. I am only deriving from Scripture what He is.

Quote:
-------------------------

And He Himself is love itself and love can be satisfied within in itself without having multiple personalities.

If this is true, then listen: The Father has no center of consciousness (Person) of His own, the Son has no center of consciousness , the Spirit has no c
enter of consciousness. Therefore, what you are saying is like this,
-------------------------

No because love is a person not a thing namely God.

Quote:
-------------------------how does God's love fulfill "love does not seek its own".
-------------------------

This is in context to loving you sinful nature. Or the kind of self love that neglects others. But when God loves Himself in
that He loves others for when He loves Himself He loves love and therefore will love others since love loves others. For
God to love Himself is different then man loving themselves. This was explained earlier. When Satan loved himself it wa
s out of place because God is first. But because God is rightfully first He can love Himself first. This is a widely accepted
truth. This is God centered theology taught by Edwards, Piper, the Bible and so forth.

Quote:
------------------------ated as love.

God is still relational with Himself as love. We cannot hang out with ourselves because we were created or love but God is uncre
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Ah, that explains everything, so, which scripture revealed this to you?
-------------------------

Well, we were made for God and God is love as it says in 1 John.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 9:47
Ben,

Quote:
-------------------------the Word
-------------------------

The Word was and is and always will be. The Word however took on the form of man and in that humanity is called Jesu
s the Christ the Son.

Quote:
-------------------------I don't think trying to imagine what it is like to be God and talking about personalities has been very fruitful.
-------------------------

To some degree you are right it has not been too fruitful. I have tried to straighten up the conversation so that we are get
ting somewhere. I was not trying to get so in depth but I was challenged to explained specifics and enter the philosophic
realm which can be deep long and specific like math since one rational thought links to another. I had previously not gon
e that deep I had merely begun with Scripture and accepted it and had not chased down every thought as far as on this
post so some of what I was saying was in alpha form and not beta.

Quote:
-------------------------You were talking about God loving himself and ideas about what God does and doesn't do "with" or "to" or "for" himself have been p
opping up throughout but I can't think of any scripture that encourages us to attempt to fathom the trinity through such ideas, phrases, etc. Ben
-------------------------

Once again refer to the previous thing I just said. But in regard to God loving Himself it is Scripture. This is supreme! The
end of all things is not the salvation of man the end of all things is the glory of God and this leads to the salvation of man
which is secondary though very important. God is passionate about His glory and therefore is passionate about loving Hi
mself. Romans 11:36 For from him and through him and to him are all things. To him be glory forever. Amen.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 9:49
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------I am still awaiting an answer to my questions regarding the Philippian passage in my post of "philologos on 2008/11/19 17:25:57"
-------------------------

I have now answered.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/20 10:00
Quote:
-------------------------davidt on 2008/11/20 14:09:01
It does not say "being in the form of the 2nd person of the Trinity" it says being in the form of God.
-------------------------

What is that supposed to mean? It is speaking of the One who was 'equal' with God. Is your leg 'equal' to you? To 'be i
n the form of God' is plainly distinguishing between two individuals. If not it is a tautology. It would merely be saying that
'God was in the form of God'.
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The point Paul is making is that the one that we know as Christ Jesus was distinctively 'equal' with God. He was in the 'f
orm of God'; later he took the 'form of a slave'.

Quote:
-------------------------The Word and God are no different essentially. The word is the glory of God. Gods glory is not another person.
-------------------------

This won't become true just because you keep saying it. The John 1:1 shows that there is a clear 'distinction' between tw
o identities and that we are to see that the identity who was incarnated was both 'with God' and 'was God'. Your 'variatio
n on the Triunity' does justice to the second statement but not the first.
This is the essence of Trinitarian teaching that Christ is both 'with God' and 'is God' and yet these two statements are not
tautology.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 10:01
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------Now,don't go off on the rabbit trail of your legs and arms again. I do not have fellowship with my arms and legs and neither do you.
-------------------------

I have already explained 4 times now that that was only a limited analogy and have then went forth to explain further to a
post to Robert recently.

Quote:
-------------------------fellowship proves persons
-------------------------

Where is there fellowship? The Father has fellowship with the Son in His humanity.
God
does not speak to the Spirit
does not speak to the Logos
Logos
does not speak to God
does not speak to the Spirit
Spirit
does not speak to God
does not speak to the Logos
Son
this is the only exception and that is because of the form as man
Conclusion
The times though when God does speak to Himself it is because of this. God is spirit and so can be 2 places at once an
d so can talk to himself. He can have 2 mouths.
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 10:11
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------The point Paul is making is that the one that we know as Christ Jesus was distinctively 'equal' with God.
-------------------------

Yes, the reason Paul was trying to show that Jesus was equal with God was to show that He was God and there was no
difference. If there was a difference in person then it would be noted but it is not. It is not clearly taught anywhere.

Quote:
-------------------------The point Paul is making is that the one that we know as Christ Jesus
-------------------------

The reason He uses the word Christ is to denote that the only distinction is His humanity as the Christ not that He is diffe
rent in His Divinity.

Quote:
-------------------------This won't become true just because you
keep saying it.
-------------------------

I am aware of that I am not ignorant in my reasoning. I have Scriptures that I am referencing in the back of my mind whe
n I say it. I just did not post them because I already have.

Quote:
-------------------------This is the essence of Trinitarian teaching that Christ is both 'with God' and 'is God' and yet these two statements are not tautology.
-------------------------

I have already responded to this. God as a spirit can take on multiple and distinct forms but that does not mean He has
multiple personalities. As in the throne room vision in Revelation. The Father was on the Throne, the Lamb was in its mi
dst, and the 7 spirits are before the throne. These 3 are separate in form because God as spirit can do that but it does n
ot mean that they have 3 personalities that are different just 3 functions.
Re: Jesus was speaking from His humanity., on: 2008/11/20 10:16
Quote:
-------------------------Jesus was speaking from His humanity.
-------------------------

I sometimes wonder about this statement. Jesus wasn't a man that we know as man. He didn't come from the ground lik
e man, so Jesus was a different kind of man, a new man as it were, because nothing like this has occurred in history bef
ore or after his unique birth from a woman who "knew" no man.
"He came in the "likeness" of sinful flesh." He looked like a man, but was not the same as man who came from the Earth
.
I am not saying that Jesus isn't a man, rather that He is a different kind of man born in a unique way coming from a heav
enly realm instead of from regular men.
1 Corinthians 15:47 The first man is of the earth, earthy; the second man is the Lord from heaven.
1 Corinthians 15:48 As is the earthy, such are they also that are earthy: and as is the heavenly, such are they also that a
re heavenly.
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1 Corinthians 15:49 And as we have borne the image of the earthy, we shall also bear the image of the heavenly.
I have many things to share on the godhead but I am very hesitant, I'll read more into this thread to see where it takes m
e, it may encourage me to share some things, but I do believe so far David from what I have read thus far from the begin
ning of this thread, they are encouraging. But remember the "trinity" is embedded into peoples minds down through the c
enturies and it's a subject that is "case sensitive" to those that hold to it's tradition of belief. Traditions are the most difficu
lt especially if they hold no true weight and can be the most difficult to scrape off the hearts of those that hold to it.
When we read in the scriptures about men being "undone", it denotes a stripping down of all that you are and the experi
ence is not a one time event and it doesn't pass away in a moment. It stays with you for many months and perhaps year
s. But it's the most scariest experiences that I have ever had encountered to be stripped by the LORD and the feeling of
being left for dead is overwhelming, until you hear the voice of God breathe life into you saying stand on your feet. "It's n
ot by might, it's not by power, but it's by my Spirit sayeth the LORD". I will teach you by my Spirit, and I will cause you to
walk in them, and not by the traditions of men. Not by what men say about me, but what I say about myself.

Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 10:18
God, the Spirit, and the Logos are all the same.
The Spirit is the same because the Spirit is God's spirit and God is spirit so there is no difference. The only difference is t
hat the Spirit goes out into the world and searches the deep things of God while God sits on the throne. God on the thro
ne has taken on form since spirit can do this. These are the only differences.
The Logos is the glory of God, the express image of His person, the word of God. Your word and such does not carry an
other personality the same goes with your spirit.
God is the Spirit and the Logos. The Lord is the Spirit as it says in Corinthians. And the Logos in human form said I and
my Father are one if you have seen me you have seen the Father.

Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 10:48
Deep,
I have many things to think of concerning the nature of Jesus as well. I like a few of the things you wrote on being stripp
ed and so forth. Good luck with trying to read all that has been posted :). I would just read the first couple of posts and s
ome of my more recent one. Also the disagreements I just dont know how much time I would spend on all the intricacies
as somethings have been repeated, misunderstood, and so forth.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/20 11:10
Quote:
-------------------------But remember the "trinity" is embedded into peoples minds down through the centuries and it's a subject that is "case sensitive" to t
hose that hold to it's tradition of belief.
-------------------------

Now what does this mean? My mind, although I am getting on a little, has not been around for centuries. What you call
'call sensitive' is a passion for God's glory. I am no business to fight the case of the ancients. My own views of trinity wo
uld be questioned by some of those ancients.
Please do not patronise those who view things differently from yourself. If you have some thoughts share them and lets
examine them together.
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Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/20 11:25
Quote:
-------------------------davidt on 2008/11/20 15:11:38
Yes, the reason Paul was trying to show that Jesus was equal with God was to show that He was God and there was no difference. If there was a diffe
rence in person then it would be noted but it is not. It is not clearly taught anywhere.
-------------------------

You are confusing equivalence with identity. I have 2 legs, 2 arms and 2 eyes. Probably you do too. That is equivalence
not identity. I am not you and you are not me just because we share certain characteristics. The fact is that titles and att
ributes attributed to God in the OT are attributed to Christ in the NT and yet we know there is not two gods but only one.

Quote:
-------------------------The reason He uses the word Christ is to denote that the only distinction is His humanity as the Christ not that He is different in His
Divinity.
-------------------------

This is rather presumptious; this is certainly NOT why 'he uses the word Christ'. He uses the form Christ Jesus because
that is who he is talking about. You have created a god who is multi-part and who divided himself up and then has conv
ersations with his 'separated' part known as Jesus Christ. Have you tried to apply your conclusions to the Holy Spirit? Is
he still 'part' of the 'integrated' God or has He too now become a separate entity?

Quote:
------------------------gy.
-------------------------

This is the essence of Trinitarian teaching that Christ is both 'with God' and 'is God' and yet these two statements are not tautolo

I have already responded to this. God as a spirit can take on multiple and distinct forms but that does not mean He ha
s multiple personalities. As in the throne room vision in Revelation. The Father was on the Throne, the Lamb was in its
midst, and the 7 spirits are before the throne. These 3 are separate in form because God as spirit can do that but it does
not mean that they have 3 personalities that are different just 3 functions.
------------------------God, I suppose, can do what He wants to, the question is is that part of the revelation that he has trusted to us. Am I rig
ht in thinking that you are now saying that Father, Son and Spirit are now 'functions' of Godhead? You are getting into d
eep water my friend.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 11:40
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------You are confusing equivalence with identity.
-------------------------

I am just saying that Paul calls Jesus God because He is. There is no mention of a second person. If I were in the form o
f you I would be you I would not have another personality. Jesus is in the form of God and so does not have another per
sonality and is one with Him.

Quote:
-------------------------You have created a god who is multi-part and who divided himself up
-------------------------

God is multi part. He is word and spirit and god. These are not seperate but they are distinct and have different function.
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I dont know about divided. He may be in different places at once and even 2 different forms at once and He can do this
as spirit without dividing.

Quote:
-------------------------then has conversations with his 'separated' part
-------------------------

I cannot keep saying what I believe about this. I will now ask you a question. Does your word and spirit have a different
personality then you? I think that the answer is no but I still want you to answer. I think that once it is established that the
Son was not always the Son you no longer have any basis for a separate personality. A son may have a different person
ality but a word and spirit do not. What do you have to say?

Quote:
-------------------------Have you tried to apply your conclusions to the Holy Spirit? Is he still 'part' of the 'integrated' God or has He too now become a sepa
rate entity?
-------------------------

I have recently written more on this topic and in general:
God, the Spirit, and the Logos are all the same.
The Spirit is the same because the Spirit is God's spirit and God is spirit so there is no difference. The only difference is t
hat the Spirit goes out into the world and searches the deep things of God while God sits on the throne. God on the thro
ne has taken on form since spirit can do this. These are the only differences.
The Logos is the glory of God, the express image of His person, the word of God. Your word and such does not carry an
other personality the same goes with your spirit.
God is the Spirit and the Logos. The Lord is the Spirit as it says in Corinthians. And the Logos in human form said I and
my Father are one if you have seen me you have seen the Father.

Quote:
-------------------------Am I right in thinking that you are now saying that Father, Son and Spirit are now 'functions' of Godhead?
-------------------------

Why not? I am not understanding. The Godhead is just God summed up or His entirety and that is what the Logos, Spirit
, and God are.

p.s. I have chosen not to answer all your questions because I feel I have answered them and dont want to go too deep i
nto semantics and there are so many topics that simplicity is best.
Re: - posted by RobertW (), on: 2008/11/20 11:53
Quote:
-------------------------I had previously not gone that deep I had merely begun with Scripture and accepted it and had not chased down every thought as f
ar as on this post so some of what I was saying was in alpha form and not beta.
-------------------------

The reason why we have chased these things out is because beliefs have consequences. In previous discussions of the
Trinity we have asked, in effect, if it is possible to grasp other essential Christian truths with an improper understanding
of God. I think the answer is clearly 'no'.
As we have had this discussion I have had in the back of my mind the effect this unorthodox view has on Penal Substitut
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ion theory? I think it is worth noticing that so many aberrational doctrinal views end up effecting their understanding of w
hat was accomplished on the Cross.
I'll be out a while in the UK so won't be able to participate.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/20 11:56
Quote:
-------------------------I am just saying that Paul calls Jesus God because He is. There is no mention of a second person. If I were in the form of you I wou
ld be you I would not have another personality. Jesus is in the form of God and so does not have another personality and is one with Him.
-------------------------

No, you would not. That's the point I have been trying to make. To be 'in the form' of has to do with essence and not ide
ntity. If you told someone that you were going to adopt my 'form' they would expect there to be two of me; what a thoug
ht!! ;-) These 2 passages, John 1 and Phil 2, are making this very point so that we do not confuse the persons nor divide
the substance, as the old trinitarians would have put it.

Quote:
-------------------------I have recently written more on this topic and in general: God, the Spirit, and the Logos are all the same.
-------------------------

So the Father sent Himself in the creation and again Himself at Pentecost? That the Son should 'go' and the Spirit shoul
d 'come' is plain evidence that they are not 'the same' person.

Quote:
------------------------- Am I right in thinking that you are now saying that Father, Son and Spirit are now 'functions' of Godhead?
-------------------------

Why not? I am not understanding. The Godhead is just God summed up or His entirety and that is what the Logos, Spi
rit, and God are.
------------------------Then you are into full-blown modalism.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 12:00
Robert,

Quote:
-------------------------The reason why we have chased these things out is because beliefs have consequences.
-------------------------

I understand this. I think it is good and essential to do this. Sometimes however you can jump into areas that you dont n
eed to. Also when I said I have not studied this far does not mean that I have not looked ahead at all. I have looked ahea
d and I do believe that I needed to look ahead more and am that is part of my reason for posting. Before when I brought
this up to brothers they had nothing to say or might have just felt it was too deep or agreed. So I am helped by this conv
ersation. And I also am not basing my belief on false original ideas of God I have allowed Scripture to form it.

edit:have a good time at the conference.
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 12:08
Phil,

Quote:
------------------------- I am just saying that Paul calls Jesus God because He is. There is no mention of a second person. If I were in the form of you I w
ould be you I would not have another personality. Jesus is in the form of God and so does not have another personality and is one with Him. No, you
would not.
-------------------------

If you say you are in the form of something it is pretty simple to understand that you are that thing. If I am in the form of a
banana then I am an banana. Jesus was in the form of God and therefore was God. He is God. God's glory does not ha
ve its own personality!

Quote:
-------------------------So the Father sent Himself in the creation and again Himself at Pentecost? That the Son should 'go' and the Spirit should 'come'
-------------------------

Yes God did. Gods glory went forth and Gods spirit went forth. Kinda like if I spoke and sent out my word or if my spirit le
ft my body these things do not have different personalities it is all me.

Quote:
-------------------------Then you are into full-blown modalism.
-------------------------

I teach what I believe to be in the Bible. You do not have to ask what I believe because I have clearly written it with no fr
ills:
God, the Spirit, and the Logos are all the same.
The Spirit is the same because the Spirit is God's spirit and God is spirit so there is no difference. The only difference is t
hat the Spirit goes out into the world and searches the deep things of God while God sits on the throne. God on the thro
ne has taken on form since spirit can do this. These are the only differences.
The Logos is the glory of God, the express image of His person, the word of God. Your word and such does not carry an
other personality the same goes with your spirit.
God is the Spirit and the Logos. The Lord is the Spirit as it says in Corinthians. And the Logos in human form said I and
my Father are one if you have seen me you have seen the Father.
So, as there is no difference from you your spirit and your word so there is no difference with God's spirit and word. Sim
ply.
Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/11/20 16:30
Davidt, honestly, no. You are stuck in your pride sir. I am sorry that you have spent some 4 years "extensively" studying
the "Triunity", as you say, and yet it doesn't take but 4 seconds to see that it doesn't stand. You have done a fine job of
reading scriptures but you have shown yourself incapable of apprehending the Godhead because you don't seem to be
able to put two thoughts together and see that they contradict.
Forgive me if I am being disrespectful, but the only ones that will believe this doctrine you are trying to promote are the
same people who think that "The Shack" is good theology. Fortunately for you there seems to be a lot of those people,
just not here on SI.
If you were to try to present this to secular intellectuals, besides the fact that they hate God, you will only convince them
further that there is no God when you present to them a God that is clearly formed of your own imagination. As they will
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not be distracted by many scripture references but will rather analyze the content of your doctrine. I say this for your own
protection but perhaps it is the very thing that needs to happen before you will take a look at the things you believe.

Quote:
-------------------------If you say you are in the form of something it is pretty simple to understand that you are that thing. If I am in the form of a banana th
en I am an banana. Jesus was in the form of God and therefore was God. He is God. God's glory does not have its own personality!
-------------------------

"He is God" = "God's glory does not have its own personality!"
What a definition! If this is true then apparently God doesn't have His own personality.

Quote:
-------------------------The Logos is the glory of God, the express image of His person, the word of God. Your word and such does not carry another perso
nality the same goes with your spirit.
-------------------------

You will notice in John's gospel,
John 17
4. I have glorified thee on the earth: I have finished the work which thou gavest me to do.
(Note: the glory with which Jesus glorified the Father was this: "I have finished the work which thou gavest me to do.")
5. And now, O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self with the glory which I had with thee before the world was.
(Note: "glorify thou me with thine own self", what a strange request for "God's glory" to say to the Father!)

Quote:
-------------------------Question: how does God's love fulfill "love does not seek its own".
This is in context to loving you sinful nature. Or the kind of self love that neglects others. But when God loves Himself in that He loves others for when
He loves Himself He loves love and therefore will love others since love loves others.
-------------------------

I wonder if you even begin to grasp what you have written here.
1) "This is in context to loving you sinful nature. Or the kind of self love that neglects others."
You have just said here that God loves sin.
2) "But when God loves Himself in that He loves others"
Again, I will say it again because you didn't understand the first time; if you even thought about this the first time. God ha
s existed from eternity past before the creation of men. THAT MEANS! He existed before we sinful creatures existed. TH
AT MEANS (according to your theology)! That before man came into actual existence God's love was not perfect becaus
e His love had no one else to love. At the very most, you might say that God's love looked forward to a time when He mi
ght actually love His creation. And at the very least, you have just made God dependent upon His creation to perfect lov
e. THAT MEANS! God is not Self-Sufficient in your doctrine because without His creatures He cannot "love others". THA
T MEANS! When "He loves Himself He loves love" in vain "since love loves others" who don't yet exist.
The foreknowledge of God concerning creation does not fulfill the requirements of perfect love because, again, it makes
God eternally and infinitely dependent, contingent, reliant, conditional upon something that is not God, namely, His creat
ures. Does this not move you at all? Honestly brother, you say you are merely reading the bible and this is the doctrine it
teaches, but you know very well you are using your own eisegesis. To what end and purpose, I wonder?
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 16:50
Bog,

Quote:
-------------------------You are stuck in your pride sir.
-------------------------

From what are you deriving this? Come on Bog I dont think I am having a bad attitude in anything. I am just trying to brin
g reasonable debate. If the way I have worded things comes out that way I am sorry. When I used an exclamation point I
did not mean to yell but to bring emphasis.

Quote:
-------------------------"The Shack"
-------------------------

I dont know what the Shack is. I have heard about it but not studied it.

Quote:
-------------------------If you were to try to present this to secular intellectuals,
-------------------------

My main aim is not for it to be pleasing to the mind but to exposit Scripture correctly and rightly divide the word of truth.
Though even though this is not my aim I believe it to be very reasonable.

Quote:
-------------------------What a definition! If this is true then apparently God doesn't have His own personality.
-------------------------

I wish you would try to understand what I am saying more so. I am trying to point out that the word does not have a sepa
rate personality from the Father. I am not saying He does not have a personality only that He does not have a personalit
y of His own since He shares the same personality with the Father since they are one.

Quote:
-------------------------(Note: "glorify thou me with thine own self", what a strange request for "God's glory" to say to the Father!)
-------------------------

He was speaking from His humanity not from His Divinity as the Logos. He is not God's glory specifically in His humanity
but specifically in His Deity.

Quote:
-------------------------1) "This is in context to loving you sinful nature. Or the kind of self love that neglects others." You have just said here that God loves
sin.
-------------------------

I am not saying that God loves sin. I am saying that God love Himself and since He is love He is loving love and there is
nothing wrong about that. We cannot love ourselves supremely because we would be stepping in the place of God who i
s supreme. If we love ourselves in a certain way specifically our sinful natures then it will turn to bad. But if God loves Hi
s good nature then that ultimately leads to loving others. So if a sinner loves Himself He will do evil to express that love.
If God loves Himself He will do good since to love Himself is to do good things since His nature wants to do good. This is
why it is okay for God to love Himself.
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Quote:
-------------------------THAT MEANS (according to your theology)! That before man came into actual existence God's love was not perfect because His lo
ve had no one else to love.
-------------------------

He loved Himself and that is love indeed. And loving Himself is a good thing since He is love.

Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/11/20 18:53
Quote:
-------------------------He loved Himself and that is love indeed. And loving Himself is a good thing since He is love.
-------------------------

Circular logic of "love" and "love loves" and "loves Himself" and "is love" without any substance of meaning. Perhaps yo
u ought to enroll yourself into a Christian morals & ethics course; yea, Professors love reading stuff like this.
Davidt you have said that you are searching the scriptures without and preconceived notions of the Godhead but how I
wish you did!
You are like the blind leading the blind: without any expectation of "what you believe to be true" you cannot see where a
nd when the scriptures shatter your own construction. You continue to completely miss what "love" is. Have you really re
ad the scriptures that describe love?
Galatians 6
2. Bear one another's burdens, and thereby fulfill the law of Christ.
Tell me, how does God fulfill this law? I mean, which God? Do I mean God's glory? Do I mean His Spirit? Or do I mean t
he Father? Is the Father God? Or is God just a form of the true God?
You have made this very difficult to discuss because you have made God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy S
pirit to be forms and expressions and shadows of a substance which you have not defined. Or, did you define God by co
mbining the Father, Son, and Spirit together as One? By combining three modes of expression do we define the source?
Or... was God defined as God's thoughts? Or... maybe God is love and love is God and love is love loves Himself is love
s others because that is good? Why is that good? because God is love...
Is God God or is God a part of God or is God the essence of God?
Does God loving Himself as love satisfy the requirement of "loving others"?
How does God fulfill the Law of Christ, how does He "bear one another's burdens" without having another individual?
Is God infinite and complete God or is God a particular finite portion of God?
Is God a schizophrenic "three-faced" being or is God Trinity?
It is evident that you are far gone from "slightly differing". Please, make up your mind and put an end to all of this slipper
y nonsense.
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Re: - posted by InTheLight (), on: 2008/11/20 19:10
Quote:
-------------------------Hello Inthelight, I have touched on this issue a couple times. I have read the passage you provided and here is what I have to say.
Francis and C.S. were mainly philosopher's. In my original post I talked of how I received the teaching of eternal relation of the 3 person from all eternit
y for companionship. Much of the reason my school taught this and others was because of the comments by Lewis and probably Francis as well. I am
not downing Philosophy but a lot of the time it is empty with good sounding words or extra biblical. How can God be personal if He did not have a coup
le of friends to talk to from all eternity? Well I am not saying that God does not relate with Himself. The Word is the expression of Him. The Spirit searc
hes Him. And He Himself is love itself and love can be satisfied within in itself without having multiple personalities. A man needs to love and be loved
but God is love itself. God does love Himself for to love love is to love but not in the sense of talking to Himself and ect in 3 persons because the Bible
does not teach 3 personalities. This philosophy was produced in order to prove to skeptics that the Triunity is true. Saying God is Triune if He werent H
e would be lonely this was their apologetic. God is Triune if He werent He couldnt be personal they say. I am not saying He is not Triune only that He d
oes not have 3 seperate personalities but one with 3 functions, expressions, parts. God is still relational with Himself as love. We cannot hang out with
ourselves because we were created or love but God is uncreated as love.
-------------------------

Sorry I haven't been able to get back to this for a couple of days but I would like to address your reply to my question.
It is true that there is much empty philosophy out there however, we should not abandon philosophy. Just as every pare
nt would be disappointed if their child never asked "why?", so God must be concerned when men attempt to stifle the bui
lt-in philosophical urge which He has put in each of us. Take the philosopher out of man and he ceases to be the one Go
d created. In other words, destroy his sense of destiny and purpose and he soon becomes nothing more than a beast.
Therefore what is needed is a God centered philosophy in which we see life steadily and as a whole. Adequate universal
s are needed and the Christian has such universals including what we know about the Trinity. The Christian philosophy
was not invented, as you suggest, as an apologetic to defend the Trinity, it is simply the only real answer to the question
of man's destiny and purpose which can consistently be lived by.
For example, in your philosophy the existance of love as we know it in our makeup can only have its origin in chance. Bu
t the Christian philosophy of the existance of love in the makeup of man has its origin in that which has always been - lov
e between the persons of the Trinity from before the foundation of the world.
I can know something truly of what it means when the Bible tells me that God the Father loves God the Son. When I see
a young couple together obviously showing love I don't know all that they feel for one another and yet I too love my wife
and so I don't look at them as an animal would look at them without understanding. It's not exhaustive understanding but
it is true understanding. And when I talk about love existing between God the Father and God the Son I'm not just talking
nonsense. Though I am only scratching the surface of love in the Godhead, yet the word love has real meaning for me,
meaning that I can consistently live by.
In Christ,
Ron
Re:, on: 2008/11/20 19:15
Philogos said: "Please do not patronize those who view things differently from yourself. If you have some thoughts share
them and lets examine them together."
My brother, I was not even thinking of patronizing anyone I can assure you. It doesn't matter to me how anyone views th
e godhead, I respect their views. I too am only sharing and examining. I was only pointing out the aspects of "traditions"
and how deeply entrenched they can be. If I have offended you or anyone, please forgive me. As a token of my sincerity
I'll refrain from adding more to this thread. :-(
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 19:19
Bog,
All I have done is state simply what I believe in 4 to 5 sentences. Then you asked me a whole bunch of questions and
made a whole bunch of statements and so I replied to them. I have not tried to write confusingly. I think much of the
confusion is based on you not understanding what I am saying. Your earlier posts had accusations in them of my
character and doctrine, it had quotes from men, it had philosophies, and other things. So I had to respond to all this. I
have not written anything confusing. Here is what I have written in short multiple times:
God, the Spirit, and the Logos are all the same.
The Spirit is the same because the Spirit is God's spirit and God is spirit so there is no difference. The only diffe
rence is that the Spirit goes out into the world and searches the deep things of God while God sits on the thron
e. God on the throne has taken on form since spirit can do this. These are the only differences.
The Logos is the glory of God, the express image of His person, the word of God. Your word and such does not
carry another personality the same goes with your spirit.
God is the Spirit and the Logos. The Lord is the Spirit as it says in Corinthians. And the Logos in human form s
aid I and my Father are one if you have seen me you have seen the Father.
Now what is it that you disagree with me on? Please do not reference men or philosophy or make accusations just give
me Scripture in simplicity. When you question my doctrine it is mainly in these things like how can this make sense and t
hat and then I have to correct you and explain it and show you what I really mean. I am not sure you are taking the time t
o understand what I am saying. As an exhortation the Scriptures say he who is slow to anger is great in understanding s
o before you go and call me things at least give me a chance to answer your questions. So far I have answered your qu
estion. I will once again try to. If I leave something out please systematically point out the things that you disagree with
me on so that I can respond to them.
The only thing I can think of now is the philosophy that God cant exist without multiple persons because He can neither
show love to another nor relate and so cant be loving or relational. I have already stated that God can love Himself and i
s sufficient in that. Have you never heard of God centered theology? Why do you act like this is a big thing? Many Christi
ans even here on this forum understand this concept. The Christian world has lost the center of Christianity and that is G
od. God is the sun in which all things orbit around. As I said all things are through Him and to Him and for Him. Do you n
ot believe that God desires to glorify Himself? So why is it so hard to believe that God wants to love Himself? This is sim
ple and sure doctrine that the mass of Christians hold to. Go ahead and check out desiringgod.com by John Piper on the
front page you will see an article called God loves Himself. If you do not understand God centered theology then you are
missing the most central and main teaching in Christian doctrine. If God is not the center then who is. Once again I want
to promote edification and progressive debate so please systematically let me know what you disagree with so we can h
ave a clear and reasonable discussion on this.

Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 19:29
Inthelight,

Quote:
-------------------------It is true that there is much empty philosophy out there however, we should not abandon philosophy.
-------------------------

I am not saying to completely and I know its importance. It is just that in this specific situation you can go in circles with it
so I try to stick with what is main.

Quote:
-------------------------The Christian philosophy was not invented, as you suggest, as an apologetic to defend the Trinity
-------------------------
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I am not saying that it is the sole motive but it is one big reason for it.

Quote:
-------------------------I can know something truly of what it means when the Bible tells me that God the Father loves God the Son.
-------------------------

The Son has not always been. The Logos existed eternally and when He took on flesh He was named Jesus the Son of
God.

Quote:
-------------------------For example, in your philosophy the existance of love as we know it in our makeup can only have its origin in chance. But the Christ
ian philosophy of the existance of love in the makeup of man has its origin in that which has always been - love between the persons of the Trinity from
before the foundation of the world.
-------------------------

I dont know what you mean by chance. I think though that the main thing you are pointing out other then the small side i
ssues is the fellowship between the Triunity. Gods word and spirit do not have different personalities just as your word a
nd spirit do not have different personalities then you. God can have love without having 2 other personalities to give it to
because He can love Himself:

God, the Spirit, and the Logos are all the same.
The Spirit is the same because the Spirit is God's spirit and God is spirit so there is no difference. The only diffe
rence is that the Spirit goes out into the world and searches the deep things of God while God sits on the thron
e. God on the throne has taken on form since spirit can do this. These are the only differences.
The Logos is the glory of God, the express image of His person, the word of God. Your word and such does not
carry another personality the same goes with your spirit.
God is the Spirit and the Logos. The Lord is the Spirit as it says in Corinthians. And the Logos in human form s
aid I and my Father are one if you have seen me you have seen the Father.

Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 19:32
Deepthinker,

Quote:
-------------------------I was only pointing out the aspects of "traditions" and how deeply entrenched they can be. If I have offended you or anyone, please
forgive me. As a token of my sincerity I'll refrain from adding more to this thread.
-------------------------

I don't think you have to do that. I don't think you said anything wrong in your post it was truth and was edifying. He may
have taken it personally because of the context of the posting but it wasn't so you have no fault. Do not be discouraged f
rom expressing yourself especially when it is sound as it has been. Try not to take it personal as it is just often a result of
debate on important matters.
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 19:38
2 questions to everyone in general:
The 2 things that I mainly believe differently about the Triunity are this. One, I do not believe that God has 3 multiple per
sonalities. Two, I do not believe that the Logos has always been the Son.
Can anyone prove that the Logos was eternally the Son? Because no one has and it seems after my initial response
s no one has tried and I suspect and believe it is because no one can. The topics of the person has been brought up tho
ugh and on that I will also question.
Does you word and spirit have a different personality?I believe the answer is no but I still want you to answer. So w
hy do you say that God's word and spirit have distinct personalities and therefore claim that God has 3 different personal
ities. If He did then you would have 3 personalities.
Re: - posted by InTheLight (), on: 2008/11/20 20:15
Quote:
-------------------------Can anyone prove that the Logos was eternally the Son?
-------------------------

How ironic that you would ask for facts when your theology gives no basis for verifiable facts and knowing. In your view
a word such as love can have no meaning or value beyond your own limited realm.
You said that you didn't understand what I meant by "chance" in my last post. How can your understanding of love be an
ything but a product of chance if it doesn't have its fulfillment in what has always been? How can love have validity and
meaning without the reality of that love always existing between the Father and Son in the Trinity?
The Father loved the Son from before creation. God also loves us and we are to love God. The word and act of love hav
e crossed into mankind. Finally I am commanded by God to love my wife, children, and neighbors, here on earth. Togeth
er these facts give true meaningfulness and value to me when I say that I love.
In Christ,
Ron
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/20 20:29
Inthelight,

Quote:
-------------------------How ironic that you would ask for facts when your theology gives no basis for verifiable facts and knowing. In your view a word such
as love can have no meaning or value beyond your own limited realm.
-------------------------

I have provided scripture, reasons, over and over throughout all these posts. I have done my best to answer every quest
ion straightforward. I dont understand how you can say this. Am I not allowed to ask questions? I have asked hardly any
at all these are basically the only ones throughout all of the postings. For the most part I was the one being questioned a
nd I did all I could to answer every specific question. I think the way you talk to me is wrong. I am not posting here in ani
mosity but for reason.

Quote:
-------------------------You said that you didn't understand what I meant by "chance" in my last post. How can your understanding of love be anything but
a product of chance if it doesn't have its fulfillment in what has always been? How can love have validity and meaning without the reality of that love al
ways existing between the Father and Son in the Trinity?
-------------------------
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I said God loves Himself therefore this love is founded in God which has always been so I dont see where chance come
s into this. For love to be it does not have to exist between 2 persons it is exists in God who is love itself and who loves
Himself from all eternity past.
This is not meant with any attitude but you have not answered my question. You only make more personal accusations
and statements that I have already replied to. This is usually what people do when they feel insecure and threatened the
y respond not with reason but defensively. Please as I have asked just a minute ago reason with me. If there is somethin
g that you dont agree with list it one by one and I will try to ask you clearly without a smorgasborg of things going on. An
d please answer my questions and dont answers a question with another question.
Re: - posted by rbanks, on: 2008/11/20 22:09
Bro. David,
I have read a lot in this thread. You seem to have a lot of wisdom from the Lord and to be very candid in your writings. I
believe you are sincere. I may be wrong but I believe you have come to this area of understanding because of your desir
e for the glory of God. I think you have a problem with saying trinity because it is not in the bible and because it makes it
seem like God is 3 Gods in unity, when the scriptures make it clear that God is one and that there is none else. There ar
e several verses besides Isaiah 45:22 (KJV) Look unto me, and be ye saved, all the ends of the earth: for I am God, and
there is none elseÂ…that clearly talk about the honor of one God.
I have also experience things that I have had a problem with like worshipping the trinity when the word is not even in the
bible and is not fully explain neither in the bible nor by those who believe in it. There are different views of the trinity and
the one that makes God be three GodÂ’s in unity with one another I disagree with and I also believe most on SI would al
so disagree with this view. The trinity to most is the best way man has come up with explaining the Father, Son, and Hol
y Ghost. We Christians all must believe that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are all God. There are so many scriptures t
hat prove that the Father is God, the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is God. I think in order to be a true Christian we all
must believe this.
Here is something I have discovered concerning the Godhead and this became more real to me after I experience an infi
lling of the baptism of the Holy Ghost. There is an order in the Godhead. The Father is God and is first. The Son came fr
om the Father, being God from Him, and is second. The Holy Ghost is from the Father and the Son, being God from the
Father, and is third. I will stop for now because I wonÂ’t to see what you agree with so far.
(PS. I have written what I have written in all honesty of the things I have experienced and have had problems with, so pl
ease; donÂ’t jump in on me over what I have stated here because I do want to see where David is coming from if He do
esnÂ’t mind answering me.)
Blessings to all!

Re: - posted by boG (), on: 2008/11/21 4:06
Hm, I wonder if you are prepared to listen and consider now. I have been asking questions and criticizing based
specifically on what you have written. You seem to think these are exaggerated questions that I am making up, which is
why I am left with the impression that you are either not thinking or not listening.
Whatever the case, I will attempt to answer your points one by one as clearly as possible.

Quote:
-------------------------God, the Spirit, and the Logos are all the same.
-------------------------

The Bible specifically mentions Father, Son, and Spirit with exact references and distinct manifestations. If they were all
the same this distinctness would only be confusing and repulsive, especially to the God-fearing Jew who reverently recit
es the Shema. If the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are One and the Same without difference then why all the confusion o
f different manifestations?
Why the Son being baptized, and the Father's voice speaking from heaven, and the Spirit descending in bodily form as a
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dove? Why the Son taking His blood and offering it up through the Holy Spirit unto the Father? You say you don't believe
the Father died on the cross, yet, you say there is no difference between the Father and the Son or the Spirit. You contr
adict yourself continuously on this point.
You say you don't believe in a God of multiple personalities, ok fine. How interesting that the Son prays to the Father to
send another Comforter (the Spirit). Was Jesus of Nazaresth different from the Father and Spirit while He was walking a
s a man on the earth? Or is it true that Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, today and for ever? Perhaps He may have b
een in a bodily vessel, so prepared by the Father by the Holy Spirit coming upon a virgin woman, but Jesus did not chan
ge. Thus, to be consistent, if we say even while Jesus was a man He was still the same as the Father and the Spirit, as
you said yourself, "if you have seen me (Jesus) you have seen the Father". However, did you likewise notice when Jesu
s said, "Not that anyone has seen the Father, except the One who is from God; He has seen the Father." So, what does
Jesus really mean when He says, "If you had known Me, you would have known My Father also; from now on you know
Him, and have seen Him"? Listen to this, "And He (Jesus) is the radiance of His glory and the exact representation of Hi
s nature, and upholds all things by the word of His power." What does this mean? Let us look to Hebrews the great revel
ation of Jesus our High Priest.
Hebrews 1:8-9
But of the Son he says, "Your throne, O God, is forever and ever, the scepter of uprightness is the scepter of your kingd
om. You have loved righteousness and hated wickedness; therefore God, your God, has anointed you with the oil of gla
dness beyond your companions."
Hm, the Son is God and He loves and hates and is compared to his companions, etc. These are personality traits. I won
der, do you think Jesus of Nazareth had a personality of His own as distinguished from the Father and the Spirit? Or do
you believe Jesus, the Son, was also the Father and the Spirit in bodily flesh? We do read that in him dwelt all the fulnes
s of the Godhead bodily. However, Jesus said, "not my will but Thy will be done." Did Jesus distinguish His own will from
the Father's will?
"Do not grieve the Holy Spirit of God, by whom you were sealed for the day of redemption."
The Holy Spirit can be grieved, this is a personality trait. Also Ananias and Sapphira lied to the Holy Spirit. A force, or en
ergy, or non-personal essence cannot be lied to.
Do I need to mention anything concerning the Father's display of personality? I believe these brief verses should be eno
ugh to make this point: the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit all display personality traits.

Quote:
-------------------------The Spirit is the same because the Spirit is God's spirit and God is spirit so there is no difference. The only difference is that the Spi
rit goes out into the world and searches the deep things of God while God sits on the throne. God on the throne has taken on form since spirit can do t
his. These are the only differences.
-------------------------

Then does this mean that the "deep things of God" are out in the world? These are the only differences? Here is a questi
on: is the Spirit
1) the Father's Spirit (Matthew 10:20)
2) the Spirit of Christ Jesus (Galatians 4:6; Philippians 1:19) or,
3) the Holy Spirit (John 14:26; Acts 2:33)?

Quote:
-------------------------The Logos is the glory of God, the express image of His person, the word of God. Your word and such does not carry another perso
nality the same goes with your spirit.
-------------------------

This is foolish. We are created in the image and likeness of God; not an exact copy. Just because our finite human word
s or our spirits do not have different personalities is no bases for claiming that God does not. In the beginning was the W
ord (eternal), the Word was with God (distinct), and the Word was God (Deity). This divine Word is not even comparable
to some mere human expression but the Word is the fulness of Deity -- both with God and is God.
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Quote:
-------------------------God is the Spirit and the Logos. The Lord is the Spirit as it says in Corinthians. And the Logos in human form said I and my Father a
re one if you have seen me you have seen the Father.
-------------------------

Jesus also said, "Holy Father, keep them in Your name, the name which You have given Me, that they may be one even
as We are." Does this mean Jesus is going to make us humans One and the Same as the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost?
Shall we become part of the "triunity" ... or shall we say "quad-unity"? Or does every single person count as an individual
addition to this unity (ie. 10 billion-unity)?

Quote:
-------------------------The 2 things that I mainly believe differently about the Triunity are this. One, I do not believe that God has 3 multiple personalities.
-------------------------

Ok, you say there is only One-Personality. Yet, this One-Person speaks to Himself through 3 different expressions. This
is quite unnecessary and confusing if they are all the Same-Person without distinction. And as I previously mentioned, J
esus distinguished His own will from the Father's will. If we take this a step further and compare this to John 5 when Jes
us says, "I can do nothing on My own initiative. As I hear, I judge; and My judgment is just, because I do not seek My ow
n will, but the will of Him who sent Me." If we take this to be true then even Jesus stating a difference between His own
will and the Father's will is also by the initiative of the Father.
This is also of great consideration: Jesus said, "If I alone testify about Myself, My testimony is not true."
"... for the works which the Father has given Me to accomplish--the very works that I do (this is the witness of the Holy S
pirit as declared in the reading of Isaiah 61 from Luke 4) --testify about Me, that the Father has sent Me.
"And the Father who sent Me, He has testified of Me. You have neither heard His voice at any time nor seen His form."
Here we have Jesus Himself, the Spirit, and the Father each counted as different testifiers concerning the testimony of J
esus. If we believe that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are the Same without distinction then these are false testimonies
; for then there is truly only One-Person who testifies with three different expressions and that just doesn't fly. As Jesus s
aid, "If I alone testify about Myself, My testimony is not true." If you would like to say this another way: God testified conc
erning Himself, God bore witness with signs and wonders, and God testified of God. That adds up to how many testifiers
? Lets count ... God, that makes One; thus if this is what we believe then the testimony is not true.

Quote:
-------------------------Two, I do not believe that the Logos has always been the Son.
-------------------------

Why not? What does it mean to be "the Son"? Do you also believe the Father has not always been "the Father"? Is not "
Abba, Father" an expression used by Jesus, the Son? Is this not a NT revelation of the relationship between the eternal
Word and God? You should know that referring to God as our Heavenly Father is not OT. What a strange thing to consid
er ... that the One and Same God may be both the Father and the Son of Himself ... If this is true then what does Father
and Son even mean? Surely it cannot be a relational question because how can one relate to himself in this way if the S
on and the Father are, as you said, the same?

Quote:
-------------------------Can anyone prove that the Logos was eternally the Son? Because no one has and it seems after my initial responses no one has tri
ed and I suspect and believe it is because no one can. The topics of the person has been brought up though and on that I will also question.
-------------------------

Jesus is referred to as "the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world." And again, "Jesus Christ is also the same yest
erday, today, and for ever". Truly there is a dispensational revelation to the world, a distinct difference in the way we hu
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mans relate to God, but what thing has changed in the Godhead? Nothing. The immutable God, divine, perfect, without
change or deviation. So, you tell me, when did God change, that is, when was He not the Eternal Son?

Quote:
-------------------------Does you word and spirit have a different personality? I believe the answer is no but I still want you to answer.
-------------------------

As I already said, this is foolish to compare the creature to the Creator as though we were the exact representation of Hi
s nature.

Quote:
-------------------------So why do you say that God's word and spirit have distinct personalities and therefore claim that God has 3 different personalities. If
He did then you would have 3 personalities.
-------------------------

Because the Son is described has having characteristics of a personality, as does the Spirit, and the Father. Likewise, th
ese three interact One with the Others. It is in such a manner and such a fashion that if it were not for the Shema (the Lo
rd our God is One) we might be led to believe that there were indeed three Gods. If you have truly extensively studied th
e Trinity you would be familiar with the varied verses that relate these things. That is the reason I have not been forthco
ming with many scriptures; why should I give you more scriptures which you have already extensively read and yet still c
ome to your "slightly differing" view & understanding? Would it change your mind if I repeat those scriptures you say you
have already studied?
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/21 5:32
Quote:
-------------------------davidt on 2008/11/21 0:38:11
Can anyone prove that the Logos was eternally the Son? Because no one has and it seems after my initial responses no one has tried and I suspect a
nd believe it is because no one can. The topics of the person has been brought up though and on that I will also question.
Does you word and spirit have a different personality?I believe the answer is no but I still want you to answer. So why do you say that God's word and
spirit have distinct personalities and therefore claim that God has 3 different personalities. If He did then you would have 3 personalities.
-------------------------

I have more sympathy with some of your ideas than you might have guessed although fundamentally I believe you are in
serious error. My sympathy has to do with the first of these questions. I think you have them in the wrong order and it is
because your 'second' question is the bad foundation for your thinking on No 1 that I have said little about your question
1.
If you had not introduced the idea of a multi-part God which you seem to think is more worship-worthy than a multi-perso
n God, the conversation might have taken a different route.
Are you familiar with the language of Eternal Sonship versus Voluntary Sonship? Theologians get very twitchy about thi
s as I have found to my own cost at times. The question could be expressed like this...
Was the Word always in a Son-Father relationship or did the Word choose that Son-Father relationship at a 'tim
e' in eternity? This is a difficult concept to get a hold of because the revelation of the Word that pertains to our creation
is the revelation that we encounter as the Son of God. In other words almost all our data is coming from the 'redemption
history' that we find in the Bible. This will affect every revelation statement about the Word with the exception of those th
at consciously reach back before the beginning of anything when 'only God was'.
Sometimes in the scripture we have a phenomena called (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prolepsis) prolepsis. It is the phen
omena which results in references to the land of the Philistines at a time when the Philistines had not settled the land. B
ible skeptics falsely think it is anachronism but it is not. If I say "the mighty Columba has flowed Oregon into the Pacific f
or millennia." I am using a prolepsis; Oregon has not existed for millennia, only the place that we now call Oregon. This i
s a bit complex but I think it is important to undestand the perspective of the Bible.
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I think the reason that good theologians are so suspicious of the idea of anything 'less' than Eternal Sonship is that they
are trying to make sure that we do not have a 'distinct being' coming into existence at a point in 'time'. In other words the
y are anxious that we do not give the Word a beginning. To do so, they rightly understand, would be to diminish his wort
h and glory.
But if we can maintain the Eternity of the Word and see the Word making a choice to become Son in order to fulfill the p
urposes of redemption I think there is value in that.
Let me state my current position here carefully so that it can be understood.
The Word is an identifiable person within the Godhead and always has been. He was always 'with God' and 'was God', c
o-equal, co-personal, co-substantial. He is distinguishable from 'God' but not separable from 'God'. (This is where you a
nd I disagree so fundamentally.)
...but I do believe that there is a biblical case for 'Voluntary Sonship' and that it does not diminish but enhances the wond
er of God's love for his creation without lessening his essential glory. Some time ago I preached on this topic and if you
are interested you can listen to it (http://mp3.biblebase.com/download_244.html) here.
Re: - posted by InTheLight (), on: 2008/11/21 7:07
Quote:
-------------------------I have provided scripture, reasons, over and over throughout all these posts. I have done my best to answer every question straightf
orward. I dont understand how you can say this.
-------------------------

I sense your frustration, forgive me if I'm not making myself clear. I say this to get you to consider that your position creat
es tremendous problems when it comes to fundamental philosophical questions such as the meaning of love as we kno
w it. I am hoping to stir you to think through your philosophy and consider whether you can live consistently by it.
There is nothing contradictory by the laws of reason in the Trinity. Now we may have a hard time picturing this - is this s
ome kind of three-headed beast? I can't picture it in my mind.
Why is it that you can't accept the truthfulness of something if you can't image it in your mind? Tell me what love looks li
ke. Tell me what God looks like. You can't image God in your mind. In fact, you are prohibited from trying to do so. The F
irst Commandment, by the way. You can't image God. You can't image love. You can't image justice. But we have good
reason to believe they are real things and we know that. So it is not a liability because we can't image the Trinity in our
mind. What we need to find out is if it is taught. And the teaching of the Trinity is there is one God and there are three Pe
rsons. And Jesus Christ is the second Person, fully human and fully divine.
So then we go to the Bible and we see in John 20 where it seems to indicate that Jesus is a human being and that He is
different from the Father because He calls God "My God". I say, what's the problem with that? Well, you see, Jesus is dif
ferent from the Father. He's a different Person. But is He a different Being? No, it doesn't say that. Also in John 20, there
is Thomas calling Jesus God. Since there is only one God in the Bible, Jesus must be that God that is the only God. We
have His divinity right there, and we have His separateness the page before. We look in the beginning of the Gospel of J
ohn and we have Jesus being identified as the Word, being called God in the very first verse. We see in the third verse t
hat He is identified as the Creator of all things. We see in the 14th verse that this Word becomes flesh and dwells amon
g us. That's the human being.
In Christ,
Ron
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/21 8:46
Rbanks,

Quote:
-------------------------I may be wrong but I believe you have come to this area of understanding because of your desire for the glory of God.
-------------------------

Yes this is my desire and I have come to it based on Scripture. I do not want God to be misrepresented to believers or u
nbelievers. I think that the doctrine that God has multiple personalities i both unbiblical and unedifying specifically more s
o with emphasis toward unbelievers.

Quote:
-------------------------I think you have a problem with saying trinity because it is not in the bible and because it makes it seem like God is 3 Gods in unity,
when the scriptures make it clear that God is one and that there is none else. I have also experience things that I have had a problem with like worship
ping the trinity when the word is not even in the bible and is not fully explain neither in the bible nor by those who believe in it. There are different views
of the trinity and the one that makes God be three GodÂ’s in unity with one another I disagree with and I also believe most on SI would also disagree
with this view. The trinity to most is the best way man has come up with explaining the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. We Christians all must believe tha
t the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are all God. There are so many scriptures that prove that the Father is God, the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is
God. I think in order to be a true Christian we all must believe this.
-------------------------

I have no problem with saying Trinity I would rather use the term Triunity as it is more descriptive. I am okay with it being
a term for a concept in the bible though the actual title is not in the Bible. I do not think even the mainstream view of the
Triunity teaches 3 Gods. I understand the unity but it is the seperations of the Word and Spirit into separate personalities
that I do not agree with. I am well aware the Logos, God, and Spirit are all God.

Quote:
-------------------------Here is something I have discovered concerning the Godhead and this became more real to me after I experience an infilling of the
baptism of the Holy Ghost. There is an order in the Godhead. The Father is God and is first. The Son came from the Father, being God from Him, and
is second. The Holy Ghost is from the Father and the Son, being God from the Father,
-------------------------

I do not believe that there is an order or ranking in the Triunity. It may seem this way in the case of the Son but that is on
ly in His humanity that He is 2nd to God. The Logos however is not second in rank to God or He is Gods. It also may se
em that the Logos and the Spirit are 2nd in rank to God because they do what He wants but they are not. Just as our spi
rit and word does what we want to do and is not second so is God's word and spirit.

p.s. It seems to me generally from this post that you think I have the classic problems with the mainstream view of the Tr
iunity that many have. I do not mine are very different. I believe the Son became the Son when He was born as a human
and before that He was always the Logos who is God. As for the multiple personalities as I originally posted at the very b
eginning philosophically I can accept this but it is not Biblical. And I also think the view that I hold to Biblically just happe
ns to be more completely philosophical.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/21 9:38
Bog, thank you very much for the order of this post. I did have problems with your questions in the sense that you did
not understand much of what I was saying and on that basis you asked false questions since your premise was false. I
also thought that many of your questions were more what sounds right to the mind philosophically then what the Bible
says though I am not saying that you completely based you arguments solely on that.

Quote:
-------------------------The Bible specifically mentions Father, Son, and Spirit with exact references and distinct manifestations.
-------------------------
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God can and does manifest Himself in different ways and can because He is spirit. He can be 2 places at once and relat
e to Himself. For instance He can sit on the Throne and His Spirit can search Him. In analogy we are also this way with
multiple functions.

Quote:
-------------------------You say you don't believe in a God of multiple personalities, ok fine. How interesting that the Son prays to the Father to send anoth
er Comforter (the Spirit).
-------------------------

This is the Logos speaking from His humanity He was praying for God to send His Spirit not another personality.

Quote:
-------------------------Or is it true that Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, today and for ever?
-------------------------

He is but He didn't even exist until He was born in the sense of His humanity. The Logos always existed but the name Je
sus and the title Son were not in existance specifically til He was begotten.

Quote:
-------------------------These are personality traits.
-------------------------

I am not denying that the Spirit and Logos/Son have personalities. I am only saying that they do not have a different pers
onality from each other.

Quote:
-------------------------Then does this mean that the "deep things of God" are out in the world?
These are the only differences?
Here is a question: is the Spirit 1) the Father's Spirit (Matthew 10:20) 2) the Spirit of Christ Jesus (Galatians 4:6; Philippians 1:19) or, 3) the Holy Spirit
(John 14:26; Acts 2:33)?
-------------------------

The Spirit searches the Father's depths and then reveals them to Christians. As for the Spirit He is the Spirit of God and
Christ for they all share one Spirit. I dont know if I can say that Christ in Him humanity has a separate spirit since I think t
o be a human you have to have one I am not sure but I can say in His Divinity the Logos/God all have the same spirit as
you do.

Quote:
------------------------- The Logos is the glory of God, the express image of His person, the word of God. Your word and such does not carry another per
sonality the same goes with your spirit.
This is foolish. We are created in the image and likeness of God; not an exact copy. Just because our finite human words or our spirits do not have diff
erent personalities is no bases for claiming that God does not.
-------------------------

The analogy was given in part to show that there are not separate personalities but the Logos and the Spirit are just diffe
rent functions within the Godhead. However mainstream Christianity has not seen this and therefore has come to the err
oneous conclusion that God has 3 consciousness and personalities. This is crazy both the faulty interpretation and the p
hilosophy. If I were to say I had 3 personalities within myself I would seem crazy. To note I am not basing my doctrine so
lely on this philosophy this is merely a sideline comment. I think you have not answered this question satisfactorily all yo
u have stated is that the analogy does not apply when it does.
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Quote:
-------------------------both with God and is God.
-------------------------

TO be with does not necessarily mean that one is separate from the other. My arm is with me and is connected. Gods w
ord is with Him His glory is with Him. To be with does not also mean that there is a distinct personality my soul is with my
spirit is with me but does not have a different personality.

Quote:
-------------------------Jesus also said, "Holy Father, keep them in Your name, the name which You have given Me, that they may be one even as We are.
" Does this mean Jesus is going to make us humans One and the Same as the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost? Shall we become part of the "triunity" ...
or shall we say "quad-unity"? Or does every single person count as an individual addition to this unity (ie. 10 billion-unity)?
-------------------------

I believe that this word one can be use in 2 senses. I am not the only person to use the text of Jesus saying He is one wi
th the Father to prove His Divinity most apologists do. First I can state that I know we will not be part of the Trinity. We ar
e sons of God but only as far as with the Logos in His humanity as Jesus. Jesus is our brother and so we are one with H
im in His humanity and we are one in fellowship with the Father but not with His Divinity. We are partakers of the Divine
nature but only in the sense that we are His temple.

Quote:
-------------------------Ok, you say there is only One-Personality. Yet, this One-Person speaks to Himself through 3 different expressions. This is quite unn
ecessary and confusing if they are all the Same-Person without distinction. And as I previously mentioned, Jesus distinguished His own will from the F
ather's will.
-------------------------

This is what the Scriptures teach. I have no problem with it. You do not find the Spirit talking to the Father or the Logos.
Mostly you find the Logos speaking from His humanity. In reference to Jesus having a distinguished will this is only in Hi
s humanity.

Quote:
-------------------------Why not? What does it mean to be "the Son"? Do you also believe the Father has not always been "the Father"?
-------------------------

Because the Scripture teaches that the Son was not in existence til He was born. The Logos however has always been.
The Father also always existed. He was not always the Father of Jesus though just of other like angels and men. The Fa
ther is the Head who sits on the throne and is mainly called God though His spirit and son are equally and He sends fort
h His word and spirit.

Quote:
-------------------------Jesus is referred to as "the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world." And again, "Jesus Christ is also the same yesterday, today
, and for ever". Truly there is a dispensational revelation to the world, a distinct difference in the way we humans relate to God, but what thing has cha
nged in the Godhead? Nothing. The immutable God, divine, perfect, without change or deviation. So, you tell me, when did God change, that is, when
was He not the Eternal Son?
-------------------------

Yes from the foundation of the world but not actually only prophetically as surely. Nothing has changed in God He is spiri
t but He took on the form of man and then the Son was.

Quote:
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-------------------------That is the reason I have not been forthcoming with many scriptures; why should I give you more scriptures which you have already
extensively read and yet still come to your "slightly differing" view & understanding? Would it change your mind if I repeat those scriptures you say you
have already studied?
-------------------------

I have studied all these things a million times. All the things you are saying I have heard a million times I even used to te
ach them as a street preacher/ evangelist/ apologist. It is not as if I am ignorant and just have not heard these teachings
that you are teaching. I have heard them and from Scripture and reason have rejected them as error. So it is not that I a
m not enlightened it is that I am. I was hoping though that someone could bring something I have not heard. I must say t
hough that this has been very helpful to me in strengthening me in my position exponentially since I have been tested on
such details and I am very glad about that.

So, in conclusion I have not answered every thing you posted and I am sorry I just dont really want to write so long. Most
of the things I have already spoke about on this thread multiple times. I have tried to touch on some points that I deemed
important to some degree. From now on I will try to keep it short since I have already covered most of the ground. I am t
hankful that you wrote so thoroughly it would be great if you could write shortly and make your point concisely thought th
ere is benefit in expounding in such a way. Lastly, I must say that there has been no proof that Jesus was the Son from
eternity only questions and the comments that were made were easily answered. Also, the multiple personalities view is
not substantiated. Specifically I will point out that the philosophies do not stand and the verses I have cleared up. Most s
pecifically there was no answer to the main question of a word and a spirit not having a personality. To say that an analo
gy does not apply is not acceptable. Most of your arguments are based upon the analogy the Jesus is the Son so it is al
so hypocritical and contradictive to make such a statement.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/21 9:48
Philologos,
First, I would like to say I appreciate your scholarship and careful thought. I am glad that there is someone who cares so
much about these things.

Quote:
-------------------------voluntary sonship
-------------------------

I am not saying that at some point the Logos volunteered to be a Son. I am saying that the Son did not exist until He was
born as a man. The only reason that He is a Son is because God gave birth to him as a man and is therefore the father.
The Logos has always existed though.

Quote:
-------------------------with God and was God
-------------------------

I want to remark on this topic once more because I feel I have a couple more thoughts. To be with does not mean you ar
e seperate. My spirit is with me but it is not separate. My thoughts/word is with me but not separate. To be with does not
necessarily mean there is a distinct personality. My thoughts/word is with me but it does not have a separate personality.
And if you "was" something or "were" or "are" something then you do not have a different personality from that thing. If I
"was" Davidt then I do not have a different personality from myself.
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/21 10:02
Inthelight,

Quote:
------------------------- I have provided scripture, reasons, over and over throughout all these posts. I have done my best to answer every question straig
htforward. I dont understand how you can say this.
I sense your frustration,
-------------------------

I dont think I wrote this to you. Also, frustration was not main it was a plead for reason and to avoid offense.

Quote:
-------------------------your position creates tremendous problems when it comes to fundamental philosophical questions such as the meaning of love as
we know it.
-------------------------

God does not need multiple personalities in order to have someone to love. He is love itself and is satisfied in Himself an
d loves Himself. He is not like man who was made but love and is needy.

Quote:
-------------------------Why is it that you can't accept the truthfulness of something if you can't image it in your mind?
-------------------------

I never said this I have actually said the opposite from the out start and continually since then. I base everything on Scrip
ture. I could accept the mainstream view of the Triunity and for a while I did until I found the Scriptures to teach otherwis
e.

Quote:
-------------------------The First Commandment, by the way. You can't image God.
-------------------------

The image being talked about here is a statue not a thought. We were made in the image of God. John in revelation had
revelations of God and and spoke of it thereby creating visual images of God. God wanted to keep us from worshipping
statues since He is spirit and didnt want us getting caught up in pagan type image worship like a golden calves and such
. Man always wants something in the natural as Israel which made the gold image but God is spirit. They wanted gold be
cause it was rich and probably a calf since it symbolized prosperity for food and what not. Jesus said do not follow me fo
r the food but for the sign itself.

Quote:
-------------------------So then we go to the Bible and we see in John 20 where it seems to indicate that Jesus is a human being and that He is different fr
om the Father because He calls God "My God". I say, what's the problem with that? Well, you see, Jesus is different from the Father. He's a different P
erson. But is He a different Being?
-------------------------

Jesus may be a distinct person from the Father but only in His humanity. The Logos took on human flesh and became th
e Son. The Logos however is not a distinct person. Also I am not teaching that the Logos is a different being but is the gl
ory of God.
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/21 10:15
Note: I am no longer going to answer extensively. I have already personally been satisfactorily tested. I have already sta
ted what I believe and it should be clear I don't think anyone has to ask me. If they do need to ask or claim me to teach s
omething that I am not then they have not read. I think there comes a point where one must say I have many things to te
ll you but you are not able to bear them yet and only the Lord can teach you. I will no longer answer to personal attacks
or irrational questions as it is worthless and wearying. I will not dialogue in long because I have already done that. I have
already answered all the questions and given all the answers. I will not answer 100 different people individually because
that would be too much and they can read the posts. I will however answer those questions in discretion which are short,
concise, and straight to the point since it is easier to keep order in thought and it takes less time and effort in the things I
have already repeated multiple times. Here are to 2 main things that I still have to say:
No one has proved that Jesus was the Son before He was begotten as a man.
Does your word and spirit have a separate personality? No. Then why do you claim that God's word and spirit h
ave separate personalities?

p.s. I may write a more thorough article with scripture proofs and a comprehensive answer list to FAQ.
Re: - posted by rbanks, on: 2008/11/21 10:16
Bro. David,
I have put this together with the help of Fausset Dictionary. I believe the Son was begotten from all eternity and the Love
thatÂ the Father has for His Son as a daily delight was before the creation of Adam.
The Son of God is co-equal, co-eternal, co-essential (consubstantial) with the Father; by eternal generation (Colossians
1:15 (KJV) Who is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of every creature:Â ), "begotten far before every creature"
(Greek), therefore not a creature. So Proverbs 8:22 (KJV) The LORD possessed me in the beginning of his way, before
his works of old. (Hebrew), "Jehovah begat (qananiy related to Greek gennaoo) Me in the beginning of His way (rather o
mit "in"; the Son Himself was "the Beginning of His way", "the Beginning of the creation of God", Re 3:14) from everlastin
g ... or ever the earth was ... I was by Him as One brought up with Him. I was daily His delight, rejoicing always before Hi
m" (Proverbs 8:22-31 (KJV) 22 The LORD possessed me in the beginning of his way, before his works of old.
23 I was set up from everlasting, from the beginning, or ever the earth was.
24 When there were no depths, I was brought forth; when there were no fountains abounding with water.
25 Before the mountains were settled, before the hills was I brought forth:
26 While as yet he had not made the earth, nor the fields, nor the highest part of the dust of the world.
27 When he prepared the heavens, I was there: when he set a compass upon the face of the depth:
28 When he established the clouds above: when he strengthened the fountains of the deep:
29 When he gave to the sea his decree, that the waters should not pass his commandment: when he appointed the foun
dations of the earth:
30 Then I was by him, as one brought up with him: and I was daily his delight, rejoicing always before him;
31 Rejoicing in the habitable part of his earth; and my delights were with the sons of men.; John 1:1-3 (KJV) 1 In the beg
inning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God.
2 The same was in the beginning with God.
3 All things were made by him; and without him was not any thing made that was made.).
The Son was the Archetype from everlasting of that creation which was in due time to be created by Him. His distinct Pe
rsonality appears in His being "by God ... brought up with God," not a mere attribute; "nursed at His side"; "the only bego
tten Son who is in the bosom of the Father"; to be "honoured as the Father" (John 1:18 (KJV) 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 5:20 (KJV) For the Fat
her loveth the Son, and sheweth him all things that himself doeth: and he will shew him greater works than these, that ye
may marvel.). Raised infinitely above angels; "for to which of them saith God, Thou art My Son, this day (there is no yest
erday or tomorrow with God, His "today" is eternity from and to everlasting) have I begotten Thee?" and "Thy throne, O
God, is forever and ever" (Heb 1; Psalms 2:7 (KJV) I will declare the decree: the LORD hath said unto me, Thou art my
Son; this day have I begotten thee.; Psalms 45:6-7 (KJV) 6 Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever: the sceptre of thy ki
ngdom is a right sceptre.
7 Thou lovest righteousness, and hatest wickedness: therefore God, thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness
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above thy fellows.). His divine Sonship from everlasting was openly manifested by the Father's raising Him from the dea
d (Acts 13:33 (KJV) God hath fulfilled the same unto us their children, in that he hath raised up Jesus again; as it is also
written in the second psalm, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee.; Romans 1:4 (KJV) And declared to be the
Son of God with power, according to the spirit of holiness, by the resurrection from the dead:; Revelation 1:5 (KJV) And f
rom Jesus Christ, who is the faithful witness, and the first begotten of the dead, and the prince of the kings of the earth.
Unto him that loved us, and washed us from our sins in his own blood,). Nebuchadnezzar called Him "the Son of God," u
nconsciously expressing a truth the significance of which he imperfectly comprehended (Daniel 3:25 (KJV) He answered
and said, Lo, I see four men loose, walking in the midst of the fire, and they have no hurt; and the form of the fourth is lik
e the Son of God.Â ).
What do you think of this. I believe it is dangerous to believe that the Son did not come into existence until he was born
on the earth. I believe the scriptures show that he was begotten from eternity.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/11/21 10:29
Rbanks,
I know that the the Word is with God and all of the things that He does. But to be with does not necessitate
separateness in either personality or consciousness as my spirit is with me but not essentially different in personality or
consciousness.
Also, I do not see any passages which specifically say that Jesus was the Son from eternity past. I do believe that the
Logos has always existed and then took on the form of the Son and at that time became the Son of God:
Luke 1:31-32 And behold, you will conceive in your womb and bear a son, and you shall call his name Jesus. He will b
e great and will be called the Son of the Most High.
Act 13:33 this he has fulfilled to us their children by raising Jesus, as also it is written in the second Psalm, "'You are
my Son, today I have begotten you.'

In conclusion I am not saying that the Logos did not exist only that the Son was not until He was born. The first verse sh
ows that He was called "Son of God" when he was born. The second verse is in context to post resurrection but I also b
elieve applies generally. It was on that day the day of being begot or born and Jesus was not born from eternity past so i
t was on that day that Jesus was called the Son of God and not before. If there was a verse in your post that I missed pl
ease let me know.

Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/11/21 15:13
Quote:
-------------------------God does not need multiple personalities in order to have someone to love. He is love itself and is satisfied in Himself and loves Hi
mself. He is not like man who was made but love and is needy.
-------------------------

I am still waiting for the answer to this one: How does loving Himself satisfy "love does not seek its own" and "loving oth
ers"?
"God does not need multiple personalities in order to have someone to love." This is true but this is not a question of ho
w many personalities God "needs" in order to love someone else who is not God in the first place -- but as I said previou
sly this then makes God's love conditional upon something that is not God. Which means God does not have perfect lov
e until there is something else "not God" for Him to fulfill His love that "loves others".
"He is not like man who was made but love and is needy" and "He loves Himself", these do not answer the question. If I
say "I love myself" does that mean I am "loving others"? Ah, but God is love, so loving Himself is love indeed ... No, ther
e must be a distinct other to love. This type of "loving love" is loving an abstract thought and is not loving the actual & re
alized fulfillment of that love.
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Quote:
-------------------------He is but He didn't even exist until He was born in the sense of His humanity. The Logos always existed but the name Jesus and th
e title Son were not in existance specifically til He was begotten.
-------------------------

Ah, so the name Jesus (which is above every other name) and the title Son were not in existence in humanity. Does this
mean the name and title did not exist from eternity past?
You are preaching a Oneness doctrine, this is certain. You have no problem accepting the unity of the Godhead and neit
her do we. You also recognize that man is created in a "likeness" of God and you have thus been trying to model God's t
riunity after the likeness of the creature.
The Trinity is a beautiful balance of individuality and perfect unity and harmony -- this is the perfect representation of lov
e. The Father loves the Son and the Spirit and seeks to exalt them; the Son loves the Father and the Spirit and seeks to
exalt them; the Spirit loves the Father and the Son and seeks to exalt them. This is a relational emphasis which your On
eness doctrine cannot touch.
And again, if the Logos "became the Son" then the relationship between God and the Logos changed (God changed). T
his is not a matter of Jesus speaking with "his humanity" as though Jesus spoke sometimes out of humanity and someti
mes out of Deity (a direct denial of Jesus being wholly man and wholly God). Not to mention Jesus said He doesn't even
say anything of His own initiative, everything Jesus said and did He did according to the Father's will -- does this sound li
ke humanity speaking?
Is the relationship between God and the Logos different than the relationship between the Father and the Son? You said
there is which means the Godhead changed. You are getting this idea from the perspective of humanity and not the pers
pective of eternal Deity. Jesus, the Son, is exalted far above every name; does this mean the Logos was not always hig
hly exalted far above every name?
You have shown yourself adept at accepting the interpretations of words that you so choose. Jesus says He and the Fat
her are one -- this means they are One and the Same. Jesus prays that we may be one with Him as He is One with the
Father -- this means we are just going to be individual members of His family as brothers and sisters. Well, why doesn't
Jesus saying He is One with the Father also imply a distinct personality of His own that is also unified in the purpose of t
he Father? You say the Godhead has One-personality. We say the Godhead has Three-personalities that are without qu
arrelling or self-seeking and united in one eternally unchangeable purpose. Is there such a scripture that stands oppose
d to this doctrine? It will take more than scriptures that declare the unity of God for the Trinity is founded on this very cor
nerstone.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/11/21 15:57
Quote:
-------------------------I am not saying that at some point the Logos volunteered to be a Son. I am saying that the Son did not exist until He was born as a
man. The only reason that He is a Son is because God gave birth to him as a man and is therefore the father. The Logos has always existed though.
-------------------------

But you are saying that the Word/logos became flesh and at that point of incarnation became the Son. I think I know wh
at you are saying and disagree with it. The Son must be prior to incarnation as the Father gave the Son and not the logo
s to be the Saviour of the world.

Quote:
-------------------------I want to remark on this topic once more because I feel I have a couple more thoughts. To be with does not mean you are seperate.
My spirit is with me but it is not separate.
-------------------------

Oh but it does. This is the whole purpose of the switch in prepositions in the phrase...
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the Spirit of truth, whom the world cannot receive, because it neither sees Him nor knows Him; but you know Him, for He
dwells with you and will be in you. John 14:17 NKJV
your spirit is not 'with you' it is 'in you'.
Re: - posted by InTheLight (), on: 2008/11/21 17:47
Quote:
-------------------------God does not need multiple personalities in order to have someone to love. He is love itself and is satisfied in Himself and loves Hi
mself. He is not like man who was made but love and is needy.
-------------------------

This statement I have quoted above is why I say that you have a problem when it comes to the meaning of love. You do
n't have an adequate universal for love so its meaning has degenerated into something very much less than the proper c
onception.
Let me work this out for a moment with you if I may...
If God possesses the attribute of love as the Bible says He does...Anyone who does not love does not know God, becau
se God is love...So we have come to know and to believe the love that God has for us. God is love, and whoever abides
in love abides in God, and God abides in him.
(1John 4:8,16)
And if God is perfect as the Bible says He is..."The Rock, his work is perfect, for all his ways are justice. A God of faithful
ness and without iniquity, just and upright is he.
(Deuteronomy 32:4)
This God--his way is perfect; the word of the LORD proves true; he is a shield for all those who take refuge in him.
(Psalm 18:30)
And by saying He is perfect that includes that He lacks nothing and is immutable..."For I the LORD do not change; theref
ore you, O children of Jacob, are not consumed.
(Malachi 3:6)
nor is he served by human hands, as though he needed anything, since he himself gives to all mankind life and breath a
nd everything.
(Acts 17:25)
Jesus Christ is the same yesterday and today and forever.
(Hebrews 13:8)
Then God must be perfectly loving.
Yet a perfectly loving Being cannot perfectly love if he is not sharing that love with at least one other, since perfect love e
xists between at least two distinct entities. After all, love demands a subject who loves and an object that is loved. In add
ition, a belief in God&#8217;s immutability and self-sufficiency requires that his love be not dependant upon the existenc
e of creatures.
Thus, in your view of God, he would not be perfectly loving since there was a time in which this God was not expressing
perfect love since there was no one for him to love.
So, the Christian concept of God as a Triune Being fits perfectly with this philosophical understanding of Divine love sinc
e there are three eternally distinct, yet inseparable Persons of God that love one another completely.
As one theologian puts it..."There is something profoundly imperfect and therefore inadequately divine in a solitary divine
individual. If such an individual is love, he must share, and sharing with finite beings such as humans is not sharing all of
one's nature and so is imperfect sharing. A divine individual's love has to be manifested in a sharing with another divine i
ndividual, and that (to keep the divine unity) means (in some sense) within the Godhead, that is, in mutual dependence
and support."
In Christ,
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Ron
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/1 21:08
Bog,

Quote:
-------------------------How does loving Himself satisfy "love does not seek its own" and "loving others"?
-------------------------

Love does not seek its own in the sense of sinful selfishness. It is wrong to serve yourself according to your sinful nature
and to never share. But, it is not wrong to love yourself in a good way. When you get married you are loving yourself. W
hen you feed yourself you are loving yourself. When you receive salvation you are loving your soul and so forth. God do
es seek His own but not in a sinful way and that is what this is talking about. God is God centered. Everything is unto Hi
m and it is He who has made it this way.

Quote:
-------------------------Does this mean the name and title did not exist from eternity past?
-------------------------

The name and title of Jesus the Christ was in a prophetically foreseen and promised way always around. But, it was not
always actually around in present existence. For why would the name or title be unless that which was being named and
titled existed. The Logos has always existed but He did not take on humanity as Jesus the Son until He was born of a vir
gin. Both of these verse posted at the bottom are both post death and resurrection. His name was above every name aft
er He was exalted and after His death and resurrection and ascenscion. Not that the Logos was not always exalted as G
od or that Jesus was not perfect but He just was not yet exalted at the right hand in His completed and rewarded commi
ssion.
Eph 1:20-21 that he worked in Christ when he raised him from the dead and seated him at his right hand in the heavenl
y places, far above all rule and authority and power and dominion, and above every name that is named, not only in this
age but also in the one to come.
Php 2:8-9 And being found in human form, he humbled himself by becoming obedient to the point of death, even death
on a cross. Therefore God has highly exalted him and bestowed on him the name that is above every name,

Quote:
-------------------------which means the Godhead changed.
-------------------------

God did not change only the fact that He took on the form of a man. If this were true then every time that God does som
ething new He is changing. The Logos did not change but only took on the form of a man. When one puts on a coat He
does not change only what He is wearing does. The Logos still has His relation to God as His word. And now God has a
new relationship to His humanity but His Deity has not changed.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/1 21:15
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------But you are saying that the Word/logos became flesh and at that point of incarnation became the Son. I think I know what you are s
aying and disagree with it. The Son must be prior to incarnation as the Father gave the Son and not the logos to be the Saviour of the world.
-------------------------

I can agree to disagree. The Father gave the Son... Yes, but when it says gave His Son it is not talking about before He
was born but when He gave Him at the time of His death on the cross as a sacrifice.
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Quote:
-------------------------your spirit is not 'with you' it is 'in you'.
-------------------------

Well in analogy as I see it the Father is kinda like the body. So if I say my spirit is with me as with my body then it is with
me. So when the word is with the God and the Spirit is with God then it is like saying my word is with me my thoughts ar
e with me. They are in me but they are also with me. There is a distinction with me. Though I am one my spirit and soul
can be divided by a double edged sword. So the soul and spirit arent totally the same and so can be with each other.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/1 21:18
Quote:
-------------------------Yet a perfectly loving Being cannot perfectly love if he is not sharing that love with at least one other, since perfect love exists betwe
en at least two distinct entities.
-------------------------

If you were alone you could love yourself. You could love yourself by feeding yourself, keeping yourself warm, ect. As it
says in Scripture, "what man does not love his own flesh". And then it goes on to say love your wife ect. But this is only a
limited example for God is different. It was not good totally for man to be alone but for God this is okay He is love itself H
e does not "need" a companion and so forth.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/12/3 16:37
One of the oldest pieces of Liturgy is the prayer.
"Glory by to the Father, and to the Son and to the Holy Spirit, as it was in the beginning is now and ever shall be, world
without end, Amen"
An interesting question is what is the 'it' referred to here? The 'it', fundamentally, is the Triune Nature of God. Which is,
and has been, without change from the beginning.
I have previously said that some of davidt comments are 'modalism', on reflection, I think I was mistaken. davidt's positi
on is more aligned to Arianism and the graded trinity.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/3 18:32
Phil,
Quote:
-------------------------One of the oldest pieces of Liturgy is the prayer. "Glory by to the Father, and to the Son and to the Holy Spirit, as it was in the begi
nning is now and ever shall be, world without end, Amen" An interesting question is what is the 'it' referred to here? The 'it', fundamentally, is the Triun
e Nature of God. Which is, and has been, without change from the beginning.
-------------------------

I think that people during this thread have held up tradition and such too much. I think it has weight but not complete. Th
ere was misunderstanding and heresy in the Church from the very outstart and the main focus should be on the writings
of the original Apostles if we do this there is no need to quote others since there writings are complete.

Quote:
-------------------------I have previously said that some of davidt comments are 'modalism', on reflection, I think I was mistaken. davidt's position is more al
igned to Arianism and the graded trinity.
-------------------------

I am surprised that you are still trying to figure out what I am saying I believe especially since I have written it simply, rep
eatedly, and in under 3 sentences.
As of yet I have not found it needful to respond to labels nor give myself a label as I do not find it necessary. Especially s
ince I don't take pride in any group like some Calvinist or Arminiast might but in the Bible. I will say though that I do not s
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tand with Arian. Arian taught that the Father created the Son a long time before He was born of Mary and by Him create
d the world. I don't believe that I believe that the Logos has eternally existed and that the Son was begotten at the time o
f conception through Mary as the Logos took this nature on. Arian did not teach the difference between the Son and the
Logos as I do. One reason I don't take on a label is because if I did I would have to take on the whole entire system of th
inking that these labels carry with them. For instance the Oneness usually teach that the Father suffered and you have t
o be baptized to be saved. I don't believe this. Or if I said I were a Modalist I might be bunched in with all the others who
call themselves Modalist. If it is important to some to label me though I could say to some point that I hold to modalist th
eology to a degree except I do not believe that the Father suffered. And I also believe that there is a distinction between
God as Head, the Word, and the Spirit just not in person/ality. As for all the others I have not found a label that I fit into c
ompletely.
Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/12/4 16:47
Quote:
-------------------------If you were alone you could love yourself. You could love yourself by feeding yourself, keeping yourself warm, ect.
-------------------------

As a matter of fact, there was a time when I was alone, without God. I did love myself and that very love was the bitter ro
ot of my sin and offense against God. I was a lover of self and the wrath of God abided upon me.
If you honestly think "love" is feeding yourself and keeping warm, etc. I must ask, where on your list does it say "If any m
an come to me (Jesus), and hate not his father, and mother, and wife, and children, and brethren, and sisters, yea, and
his own life also, he cannot be my disciple"?

Quote:
-------------------------As it says in Scripture, "what man does not love his own flesh". And then it goes on to say love your wife ect. But this is only a limite
d example for God is different.
-------------------------

Yes, "what man does not love his own flesh", awesome quote; if I was going to describe how God loves Himself I would
definitely compare it to man's love for his own flesh. Indeed I hope "God is different" than this for you.

Quote:
-------------------------for God this is okay He is love itself
-------------------------

You continue to completely miss the entire point, David. God is not some great big glob of love. Love is not some spiritu
al substance that God is made of. God is love, this is true; why? Well, let us look to the Scriptures, what is Love? Here is
a quick reference:
1 Corinthians 13:4-8
Love is patient,
Love is kind and is not jealous;
Love does not brag and is not arrogant,
Love does not act unbecomingly;
Love does not seek its own,
Love is not provoked,
Love does not take into account a wrong suffered,
Love does not rejoice in unrighteousness, but
Love rejoices with the truth;
Love bears all things,
Love believes all things,
Love hopes all things,
Love endures all things.
Love never fails ...
Thus, I shall ask again,
God is Love and Love does not seek its own. Therefore, how does God not seek His own?
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I will tell you the only answer you can give.
He must therefore seek something not God,
He must therefore seek something that is not Love,
He must seek His own creation -- particularly man. Therefore God becomes infinitely dependant upon the existence of
His creation to love Himself as Love.
Indeed your God is different if He does not fulfill the scriptural definition of Love.

Quote:
-------------------------It was not good totally for man to be alone but for God this is okay He is love itself He does not "need" a companion and so forth.
-------------------------

This is quite the contrary, for Love to be Love, God must Love another, otherwise He fails Himself to be Love.
Is it your common practice to dismiss all these conspicuous errors of doctrine with such sweeping theology as "God is dif
ferent" and "God is love"? It would appear to be the trend.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/4 18:42
Bog,

Quote:
-------------------------As a matter of fact, there was a time when I was alone, without God. I did love myself and that very love was the bitter root of my si
n
-------------------------

If you read what I stated multiple times you would understand that I said there are 2 ways we can love ourselves. We ca
n love our sinful nature and therefore sin or we can love just our body which is neutral and not sin it is wholesome just as
loving you children is wholesome. You must understand that there is a difference. We have sin in us but there is a part o
f us that is not sinful. It is not sinful to drink juice but it is sinful to drink wine and get drunk. It is not sinful to to have ange
r but it is when we do it in unrighteousness.

Quote:
-------------------------"If any man come to me (Jesus), and hate not his father, and mother, and wife, and children, and brethren, and sisters, yea, and hi
s own life also, he cannot be my disciple"?
-------------------------

This is in context to the specific discipleship call. This does not mean that we are to not love our children only that we ar
e to put Jesus first. So also not that we are to never eat or be in comfort but that we are not to put that before Christ. Als
o no one has lived up to the call of being absolutely denying to all things God has different amounts of extremities in calli
ngs for us and gives different amounts of grace.

Quote:
-------------------------Yes, "what man does not love his own flesh", awesome quote; if I was going to describe how God loves Himself I would definitely c
ompare it to man's love for his own flesh. Indeed I hope "God is different" than this for you.
-------------------------

Once again in this instance the flesh here is not specifically speaking about our sinful flesh with sin mixed in. For if it wer
e then when it speaks that we are to love our wives then us loving our wives flesh would be sinful but there is nothing wr
ong with this you must understand the difference between our normal nature and the sinful nature that is in it.

Quote:
-------------------------You continue to completely miss the entire point, David. God is not some great big glob of love. Love is not some spiritual substanc
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e that God is made of. God is love, this is true; why? Well, let us look to the Scriptures, what is Love? Here is a quick reference: 1 Corinthians 13:4-8
Love is patient, Love is kind and is not jealous; Love does not brag and is not arrogant, Love does not act unbecomingly; Love does not seek its own,
Love is not provoked, Love does not take into account a wrong suffered, Love does not rejoice in unrighteousness, but Love rejoices with the truth; Lo
ve bears all things, Love believes all things, Love hopes all things, Love endures all things. Love never fails ... Thus, I shall ask again, God is Love an
d Love does not seek its own. Therefore, how does God not seek His own?
-------------------------

This love spoken of here is not speaking of God specifically. Not everytime that love is mentioned is it talking about God.
There is a love that is not God in His essence it is only that love that God has created outside of Himself just as He is no
t the trees so there is love that is not Him. So this verse is in context to mans love. And yes it seems that this is your enti
re point and your main disagreement with me and the funny things is is that this philosophy of your is not even specificall
y stated in scripture. Nowhere does it say God had to have 3 different personalities to love or else He wouldnt be able to
love.

Quote:
-------------------------Is it your common practice to dismiss all these conspicuous errors of doctrine with such sweeping theology as "God is different" and
"God is love"? It would appear to be the trend.
-------------------------

Well first off I have not just been saying this but answering specifics as in my last post to you. However I do not see this t
o be some vague cop out it has substance and is a main theological reason for my arguments.
Lastly, I would like to say this. It is God's desire to glorify Himself. Therefore it is God's desire to love Himself. Is it bad fo
r you to glorify yourself yes it is wrong for God to no is it wrong for God to love Himself no is it wrong for you to love your
self well yes if it is before God and in a sinful way. Does God want to be worshiped yes it is okay for God to want to be w
orship yes should we or angels be or want to be worshipped no. If you do not understand this then you do not understan
d the center of Christianity and are with the mainstream who are man centered in their understanding. Maybe you are ne
ither man centered nor God centered but love centered well then you have missed the mark in one way or another for G
od is love and therefore you will still unwittingly be God centered for God is love. Once again this is an established and c
lear scriptural doctrine accepted probably even by most on SI. At the end of this post I will provide you with scriptures th
at teach God desires to glorify Himself which means He desires to love Himself and some resources to further state my
case:
-Verses
Jeremiah 13:11: For as the waistcloth clings to the loins of a man, so I made the whole house of Israel and the whole ho
use of Judah cling to me, says the Lord, that they might be for me a people, a name, a praise, and a glory.
Isaiah 48:11; For my own sake, for my own sake I do it, for how should my name be profaned? My glory I will not give
to another.
Romans 11:36; "All things are from him and through him and to him"
Ephesians 1:11-12; In him we have obtained an inheritance, having been predestined according to the purpose of him
who works all things according to the counsel of his will, so that we who were the first to hope in Christ might be to the
praise of his glory.

-Resources
John Piper:
(http://www.desiringgod.org/ResourceLibrary/TopicIndex/3/242_Is_God_for_Us_or_for_Himself/) click here
John Macarthur:
(https://www.sermonindex.net/modules/mydownloads/viewcat.php?cid119) click here
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Re: - posted by InTheLight (), on: 2008/12/4 19:02
Quote:
-------------------------If you were alone you could love yourself. You could love yourself by feeding yourself, keeping yourself warm, ect. As it says in Scri
pture, "what man does not love his own flesh". And then it goes on to say love your wife ect. But this is only a limited example for God is different. It wa
s not good totally for man to be alone but for God this is okay He is love itself He does not "need" a companion and so forth.
-------------------------

Again I must ask, doesn't love presuppose a relationship with more than one party? Therefore, if God weren&#8217;t sh
aring his love with someone then he wouldn&#8217;t be perfectly loving since perfect love only exists between at least t
wo persons.
Here's something from Williuam Lane Craig that may shed more light on the matter...In fact, I like to finish out my first co
ntention by offering an argument for why I think it&#8217;s plausible to think that God is a Trinity. To begin with, God is
by definition the greatest conceivable Being; if you could think of any thing greater than God then that would be God.
Now as the greatest conceivable being God must be perfect&#8230; if there were any imperfection in God then he woul
d not be the greatest conceivable Being. Now a perfect Being must be a loving Being for love is a moral perfection. It is
better for a person to be loving than unloving. God, therefore, must be a perfectly loving Being.
Now it is of the very nature of love to give oneself away. Love reaches out to another person rather than centering wholl
y in oneself. So if God is perfectly loving, by his very nature he must be giving his love to another.
But who is that other?
It cannot be any created person since creation is the result of God&#8217;s free will, not a result of his nature. It belongs
to God&#8217;s very essence to love but it does not belong to his essence to create. God is necessarily loving but he is
not necessarily creating; so we can imagine a possible world in which God is perfectly loving and yet no created persons
exist. So created persons cannot be the sufficient explanation of whom God loves.
Moreover, we know from science that created persons have not always existed from eternity, but God is eternally loving.
So, again, created persons alone are not sufficient to explain who the other is to whom God&#8217;s love is necessarily
directed. It follows, therefore, that that other to whom God&#8217;s love is necessarily directed must be internal to God
himself.
In other words, God is not a single, isolated individual as Islam holds; rather God is a plurality of Persons as the Christia
n doctrine of the Trinity holds. On the Islamic view God is not a Triad of Persons, he is a single person who does not giv
e himself away in love essentially to another. He is focused essentially only upon himself, and hence he cannot be the m
ost perfect being.
But on the Christian view God is a Triad of Persons in eternal, self-giving love relationships. Thus, since God is essential
ly loving the doctrine of the Trinity is more plausible than any unitarian doctrine of God, such as Islam. Why? Because G
od is by nature a perfect Being of self-giving love.
In Christ,
Ron
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/4 19:16
Inthelight,

Quote:
-------------------------Again I must ask, doesn't love presuppose a relationship with more than one party? Therefore, if God werenÂ’t sharing his love with
someone then he wouldnÂ’t be perfectly loving since perfect love only exists between at least two persons.
-------------------------

First of all as I was just saying to Bog this philosophy should not be your first and main argument but the Scriptures shou
ld. William Lane Craig and all those others are presuppositional apologist which means they start in the philosophical.
Secondly, I do not agree with your premise that you have to have 2 to love. I already stated that you can love yourself w
hen you are alone therefore love can exist with one. Do you not love yourself when you feed yourself and so on as it say
s in Scripture what man does not love his own flesh.
Third, even if this were the case there is a difference between God and us. We were created by love and for love but Go
d is love so God to just be with Himself is loving for love to love itself is loving.
Fourth, the scriptures don't specifically say anywhere that God had to have multiple personalities or else He would have
no one to love and therefore would not be loving. If this were the case then there should be ample clear emphatic scriptu
re on the subject and there is not even the couple passages that Bog pulled out are not appliable.
Fifth, there is a relationship but it is with Himself. And in anticipation of a response I say God is not like us in that it is not
good for Him to be alone or that He could get lonely He is not a man that needs such things. Also, if God loving is based
on having another person to love by necessity then is God lacking in love because He has not created an infinite amount
of people or because He does not have an infinite amount of personalities?.. Though I dont want to delve deeper in philo
sophy.
Sixth, God is giving Himself away to Himself. As you give yourself to yourself to love your own flesh and I am not talking
about your sinful nature so God is giving Himself away to Himself. This is in response to Craig.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/4 19:30
I am not sure if anyone wants to do this but it is worth a try. I am trying to get a further understanding on this manner in a
more in depth way and therefore want to ask if there are any more disagreements or bases that I have not covered or for
gotten about. So far I have compiled a short list of things. I would like to make this more comprehensive so that I can thi
nk over these things more fully and also study to be more understanding. If I have left anything out or you have some ne
w disagreements let me know.
-Personal pronouns "we, me, I, you" prove that there is more then one person
-God speaks to Himself therefore is another person
-God relates to Himself therefore is another person
-Your doctrine is Arianism, Modalism, Oneness, ect.
-God must have multiple personalities in order to love since love must by necessity give to another and cannot just love
Himself
-Jesus spoke to the Father and said I was always with You therefore the Son has always been
-God does not have parts
-Tradition, Creeds, Liturgy, Christian leaders, mainstream Christianity has always held to these things therefore it is craz
y to teach otherwise
-Jesus was with God therefore He is separate in person from the Father
-The Shema says that God is one yet multiple in the Hebrew therefore God has multiple personalities
-The Holy Spirit has a/His own personality therefore He has a distinct personality from the Father/God and Logos/Son
-You say the Son/Logos, Father/God, Spirit don't have their own personality therefore you are saying they don't have a p
ersonality
-You say that the Son has not always been so you are you saying Jesus is not the eternal God
-You say the Son has not always been therefore you are saying the Father has not always been and that is against 1Joh
n which speaks about denying the Father and you are also saying the Father is not eternal
-Jesus, the Holy Spirit, and the Father have names therefore they have different personalities
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-There are some verses in the OT like Isaiah 6 that are applied to Jesus in the NT that said He was around in the past s
o that means He has always been around as the Son
-the Son of God appeared in the fire in the book of Daniel therefore the Son was before the incarnation
-You have previous philosophical biases, systematic boxes, wrong views of God and other things that cause you to inter
pret scripture with bias
-the Triunity cannot be understood
-Jesus is the same yesterday, today, and forever and God does not change therefore the Son has always been
-In Isaiah 6 God is called holy 3 times therefore there are three personalities in God
-God doesn't talk to Himself therefore He has to have multiple personalities to talk to
-talking about these things in such depth is not edifying but can be destructive
-you are unreasonable, uneducated, and so forth
-Melchizedec was a type of the Son therefore the Son existed before the incarnation
-there were theophanies therefore the Son existed before incarnation
-God cannot love Himself because love does not seek its own
-you dont accept the mainline teaching of the Triunity because it doesnt make sense to your mind

Re: - posted by ChrisJD (), on: 2008/12/4 20:04
Hi everyone.

Hi Ron, hope you are well?
I appologise to come into this discussion abruptly. I don't want to get into the discussion but I wanted to leave a few
comments and something that you wrote caught my attention.

About this,
"The Son must be prior to incarnation as the Father gave the Son and not the logos to be the Saviour of the world."

John says it was the Word of Life that was manifested(1Jn 1:1-2).
How was it seen? In a Tent(Jn 1:14).

The Lord Jesus said,

For as the Father hath life in himself; so hath he given to the Son to have life in himself;

Also, about this,

Page 97/135

Scriptures and Doctrine :: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding)

"Quote:
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------I want to remark on this topic once more because I feel I have a couple more thoughts. To be with does not mean you ar
e seperate. My spirit is with me but it is not separate.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------Oh but it does. This is the whole purpose of the switch in prepositions in the phrase...
the Spirit of truth, whom the world cannot receive, because it neither sees Him nor knows Him; but you know Him, for He
dwells with you and will be in you. John 14:17 NKJV
your spirit is not 'with you' it is 'in you'."

According to Strong's, the word translated with in John 14:17 is not the same as the word translated with in John 1:1.

The latter is defined as,

G4314
&#960;&#961;&#959;&#769;&#962;
pros
pros
A strengthened form of G4253; a preposition of direction; forward to, that is, toward (with the genitive case the side of, th
at is, pertaining to; with the dative case by the side of, that is, near to; usually with the accusative case the place, time, o
ccasion, or respect, which is the destination of the relation, that is, whither or for which it is predicated): - about, accordin
g to, against, among, at, because of, before, between, () by, for, X at thy house, in, for intent, nigh unto, of, which pertain
to, that, to (the end that), + together, to () -ward, unto, with (-in). In compounds it denotes essentially the same applicatio
ns, namely, motion towards, accession to, or nearness at.

When I read this definition tonight, and particularly where it says "a preposition of direction; forward to, that is, toward" I
had the thought of the Image of God(Heb 1:3) looking back towards Him as in a reflection, that is, until He was sent into
the World, so that God could be seen(Jn 1:18).

I think that the more words men use the farther away they are likely to get from what God has said.
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Re: - posted by ChrisJD (), on: 2008/12/4 20:11
"God must have multiple personalities in order to love since love must by necessity give to another"

This and other statements like it are philosophy(Davidt I know you didn't write this yourself just using an example).

This kind of reasoning about the scriptres and what God has said and the mulitude of words and thoughts that accompa
ny it seems to be potentially very destructive to me.

Re: - posted by boG (), on: 2008/12/4 22:14
It is nice to know you are making a list David.

Quote:
-------------------------First of all as I was just saying to Bog this philosophy should not be your first and main argument but the Scriptures should. ...
And yes it seems that this is your entire point and your main disagreement with me and the funny things is is that this philosophy of your is not even sp
ecifically stated in scripture.
-------------------------

Indeed, how humorous, what ever could have brought me to the reasoning that "love does not seek its own" unless I ha
d not first read it in Holy Writ (and this question stands regardless of the Trinity).
And, I should say it is interesting that William Lane Craig reasoned the same as myself; and that without me referring to
any other on this question. This concern of God fulfilling His own nature of Love stands glaringly obvious to most everyo
ne but you, it would seem.

Quote:
-------------------------If you read what I stated multiple times you would understand that I said there are 2 ways we can love ourselves. We can love our s
inful nature and therefore sin or we can love just our body which is neutral and not sin it is wholesome just as loving you children is wholesome. You m
ust understand that there is a difference. We have sin in us but there is a part of us that is not sinful. It is not sinful to drink juice but it is sinful to drink
wine and get drunk. It is not sinful to to have anger but it is when we do it in unrighteousness.
-------------------------

I would beg to differ. Whatever is not of faith is sin. Whatever. Juice or otherwise is sin if it is not consumed by faith. La
mentations 1:19, "... My priests and my elders perished in the city while they sought food to restore their strength thems
elves." Anything and everything that man commits apart from the Holy Spirit of Christ is sin. Period.

Quote:
-------------------------We have sin in us but there is a part of us that is not sinful ... you must understand the difference between our normal nature and th
e sinful nature that is in it ... or we can love just our body which is neutral
-------------------------

Oh, is this actually different from loving our sinful natures?
Romans 7
23. but I see a different law in the members of my body, waging war against the law of my mind and making me a priso
ner of the law of sin which is in my members.
You seem to be misunderstanding that it is the lusts of the flesh (the body) that enslaves our depraved hearts to sin -- "t
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he lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life, is not of the Father, but is of the world."
And, by the way, if you are referring to the commandment "You shall love your neighbor as yourself." You need be very
careful. This is not two commandments joined together -- ie. "love your neighbor" and "love yourself" (you can see to the
original greek on this). This is to be taken within the context of Christ's reiteration: "A new commandment I give to you, t
hat you love one another, even as I have loved you, that you also love one another." In that regard, it is similar but not e
xact to what you have said. As you had been a lover of self in your sin, so now entrust yourself to the providence and lov
ingkindness of God in Christ Jesus that He shall feed you, and clothe you, and care for your needs; therefore He sends
us: go and do likewise (feed the hungry, clothe the naked, comfort the afflicted, evangelize).

Quote:
-------------------------This is in context to the specific discipleship call. This does not mean that we are to not love our children only that we are to put Jes
us first. So also not that we are to never eat or be in comfort but that we are not to put that before Christ.
-------------------------

This is not merely a "specific discipleship call" this is one of the core Christian tenets and touches every aspect of our liv
es.
So, again, I would beg to differ. This very well attends us to hate our children and family and ourselves. As Paul wrote, "
For I determined to know nothing among you except Jesus Christ, and Him crucified." If you truly loved your children you
would love only the image of Christ formed in them. Mind you when I speak of "hate" I am not speaking of the malignant
wrath & hatred of man which does not work the righteousness of God. David, you even mentioned yourself to "be angry
(hate) and sin not". If you truly loved yourself you would likewise deny, despise, hate, decrease yourself yet love Christ
magnified in you -- for only when you lose your life, "wretched man that I am", shall you truly find it raised up into newnes
s of life in Christ. For this reason Jesus is not merely to be "first" in order of eminence, as you have mentioned, but much
more first and foremost in immanence.

Quote:
-------------------------This love spoken of here is not speaking of God specifically. Not everytime that love is mentioned is it talking about God. There is a
love that is not God in His essence it is only that love that God has created outside of Himself just as He is not the trees so there is love that is not Him
. So this verse is in context to mans love.
-------------------------

That is the most absurd statement, you do jest. "He is not the trees so there is love that is not Him" I would love to see y
our Scripture and reasoning for making this statement as it relates to the love of God.
There is no agape love in man apart from the Spirit of God who sheds His love abroad in our hearts. These (1 Corinthia
ns 13) are descriptions of the Fruits of the Holy Spirit that bear the image of Christ Jesus, sent down from the Father of li
ghts.
I challenge you, give me the scripture for your philosophy in this matter. "God is love, and the one who abides in love abi
des in God, and God abides in him." Any true love found in man is because that man is found in God.

Quote:
-------------------------Nowhere does it say God had to have 3 different personalities to love or else He wouldnt be able to love.
-------------------------

My curiosity, to use a little Freudian psychology, is what compelled you to first question whether the Trinity was unscript
ural. My greatest concern in this regard is what are you honestly convinced of in your faith, sir? While you were out prea
ching on the streets you testified to the Trinity while never being truly convinced of it yourself but by, what I can only reas
on to be, blind faith; so now you have tossed over to a new form of doctrine, one that is not really new but old, and one t
hat has never withstood the rigors of sound teaching.
The only reason you seem to be further convincing yourself is that whenever a question is brought forward you either an
swer with some vague response that you alone seem to have substantial theological reasoning for or lapse into a seemi
ng varying model of the Triunity (hence all the people still trying to figure out what your view is). You do not even appear
consistent with a single view of the Godhead; or even in a consistent definition of God or Love, for that matter.

Quote:
-------------------------Maybe you are neither man centered nor God centered but love centered well then you have missed the mark in one way or anothe
r for God is love and therefore you will still unwittingly be God centered for God is love. Once again this is an established and clear scriptural doctrine a
ccepted probably even by most on SI.
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-------------------------

What is love, David? God is love because His nature and character is love. Love does not seek its own, therefore, what i
s your Godhead of Love seeking if not His own? Please, answer the question with that substance and main theological r
easonings you have hinted to.

Quote:
-------------------------At the end of this post I will provide you with scriptures that teach God desires to glorify Himself which means He desires to love Hi
mself and some resources to further state my case
-------------------------

If you think this is a question of whether God should justly love Himself and be glorified you are sorely mistaken and pro
ve yourself to be a great fool. The point is that your model of God is unable to love Himself as Love because you have s
wept away God's nature to fulfill His own Law of Love; as a love that "does not seek its own." You are bordering the line
of ridiculous and you yet continue to make the likeness of God after the likeness of the creature.

Quote:
-------------------------I already stated that you can love yourself when you are alone therefore love can exist with one. Do you not love yourself when you
feed yourself and so on as it says in Scripture what man does not love his own flesh.
-------------------------

"Do you" O, man, "not love your own flesh"? Therefore, God loves Himself, for He is love.
Do you honestly expect us to believe this inspired of the Holy Ghost?

Quote:
-------------------------Third, even if this were the case there is a difference between God and us. We were created by love and for love but God is love so
God to just be with Himself is loving for love to love itself is loving.
-------------------------

Yet, you continue to give no substantial description or definition as to how God is Love: only that repeated phrase, "God
is Love because He Loves Himself."
How about this one: True or False? "God is Love because He does not seek His own."

Quote:
-------------------------Fourth, the scriptures don't specifically say anywhere that God had to have multiple personalities or else He would have no one to l
ove and therefore would not be loving. If this were the case then there should be ample clear emphatic scripture on the subject and there is not even t
he couple passages that Bog pulled out are not appliable.
-------------------------

You are actually right. The Scriptures do not say God "HAD" to be Three co-eternal Persons, they merely give evidence
that He "DOES". And because Scripture does not readily declare the Godhead by name as "Trinity", we are left with the
witness of compiled Scripture and reasoning -- just as you are attempting to do.

Quote:
-------------------------Fifth, there is a relationship but it is with Himself. And in anticipation of a response I say God is not like us in that it is not good for Hi
m to be alone or that He could get lonely He is not a man that needs such things. Also, if God loving is based on having another person to love by nec
essity then is God lacking in love because He has not created an infinite amount of people or because He does not have an infinite amount of personal
ities?.. Though I dont want to delve deeper in philosophy.
-------------------------

He does not need such things because He already has such relationship by nature as Trinity. Though I should wonder if
this as deep as you have yet gone in this discussion -- this question shows consideration.
1) is God lacking in love because He has not created an infinite amount of people?
I have already explained that your model of the Godhead requires this exact question to be true. And we have already e
stablished that God is not dependant upon His own creation for the perfection of His Love.
2) is God lacking in love because He does not have an infinite amount of personalities?
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This is unnecessary. Three is sufficient as revealed: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. If there were more or less Persons giv
en by name then we would adjust appropriately.

Quote:
-------------------------Sixth, God is giving Himself away to Himself. As you give yourself to yourself to love your own flesh and I am not talking about your
sinful nature so God is giving Himself away to Himself. This is in response to Craig.
-------------------------

Giving Himself away to Himself? I should wonder if "equal but opposite force" should apply to such a statement in this "cl
osed system" of Modalism. That is to say, you can't push yourself, there is by necessity a requirement of an outside sour
ce. Where does this concept of "giving yourself to yourself" come from? I have heard of "giving yourself to do" but "givin
g yourself to yourself to do"?
And, again, you are fashioning the nature of God after the image of the creature.
Re: - posted by InTheLight (), on: 2008/12/4 23:12
Quote:
-------------------------First of all as I was just saying to Bog this philosophy should not be your first and main argument but the Scriptures should. William
Lane Craig and all those others are presuppositional apologist which means they start in the philosophical.
-------------------------

The doctrine of the Trinity has always had its start in Scripture, make no mistake about that. The Christian philosophy is
formed by faith in what is clearly asserted in God's revelation of Himself in the Bible.
Leaving behind your inadequate meaning of love, perhaps you could consider this; if Christ is not the eternal Son then h
ow do you deal with Old Testament Scriptures that are attributed to the Son in the New Testament? For example...
Psalm 45:6, "Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever." Applied to Christ in Hebrews 1:8, "But unto the Son he saith, Thy
throne, O God, is for ever and ever."
Psalm 68:17,18, "The chariots of God are twenty thousand, even thousands of angels: the LORD is among them, as in
Sinai, in the holy place. Thou hast ascended on high, thou hast led captivity captive: thou hast received gifts for men; ye
a, for the rebellious also, that the LORD God might dwell among them.". Applied to the Son in Ephesians 4:8-10, "Where
fore he saith, When he ascended up on high, he led captivity captive, and gave gifts unto men. Now that he ascended, w
hat is it but that he also descended first into the lower parts of the earth? He that descended is the same also that ascen
ded up far above all heavens that he might fill all things."
Psalm 110:1, "The LORD said unto my Lord, Sit thou at my right hand." Applied to Christ by Himself, Matthew 22:44.
Psalm 102:25-27, "Of old hast thou laid the foundation of the earth; and the heavens are the work of thy hands. They sh
all perish, but thou shalt endure: yea, all of them shall wax old like a garment; as a vesture shalt thou change them, and
they shall be changed: but thou art the same, and thy years shall have no end." Applied to the Son in Hebrews 1:10-12.
Isaiah 6:1-3, "I saw also the LORD sitting upon a throne, high and lifted up, and his train filled the temple. Above it stood
the seraphim: each one had six wings; With twain he covered his face, and with twain he covered his feet, and with twai
n he did fly. And one cried unto another, and said, Holy, holy, holy, is the LORD of hosts: the whole earth is full of his glo
ry." Applied to the Son in John 12:41.
In Christ,
Ron
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Re: - posted by ChrisJD (), on: 2008/12/4 23:14
Hi again everyone,

boG, I wonder if I could suggest something here?

"God is love because His nature and character is love. Love does not seek its own, therefore, what is your Godhead of
Love seeking if not His own? Please, answer the question with that substance and main theological reasonings you
have hinted to."

This seems to be the kind of thing that can be gendered by these discussions and become destructive to us?

Yes, Paul wrote that love does not seek its own. Of course it doesn't, when there are others around. But was that
statement meant to propel us into an inquiry into the nature and existence of God and His being in eternity? Is that what
God intended for us to understand in this passage or to draw out of it? Was it not rather how we ought to love others?

But what then, should we now counter this by qouting Paul also, saying,

Quote:
-------------------------He that loveth his wife loveth himself.
-------------------------

and

Quote:
-------------------------For no man ever yet hated his own flesh; but nourisheth and cherisheth it, even as the Lord the church:
-------------------------

Or should we consider Revelation 4:11 and ask the same question asked here and suppose what that might mean about
the love of God in Eternity?

Is this what God has called us to?
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Re: - posted by ChrisJD (), on: 2008/12/4 23:26
Hi Ron,

About some of the passages that you mentioned:

Christ means the Anointed One.

Psalm 45 goes on to say,

"Thou lovest righteousness, and hatest wickedness: therefore God, thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness
above thy fellows."

The nations are gathered, in Psalm 2, against the Lord, and against His anointed.
I think the verses you have qouted here, given as prophecy, center around the incarnation and ascension.

"...Applied to the Son in John 12:41."

These things said Isaiah, when he saw his glory, and spake of him.

The Lord Jesus asked,
Ought not Christ to have suffered these things, and to enter into his glory?

"But we see Jesus, who was made a little lower than the angels for the suffering of death, crowned with glory and honor;
that he by the grace of God should taste death for every man."

- Hebrews 2:9
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Re: - posted by InTheLight (), on: 2008/12/5 9:57
Quote:
-------------------------I think the verses you have qouted here, given as prophecy, center around the incarnation and ascension.
-------------------------

The verses I have quoted here center around the eternal Son of God. My point in quoting them is that they assert that Je
sus is declared to be God, to be loved, served, worshipped, and obeyed as God. We also know that he was born, lived,
and died as a man. These verses declare that He preexisted in the form of God before His incarnation, which came abo
ut by His own will and therefore couldn't be without a preexistence in another nature.
John 1: 1-3. "In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. The same was in the
beginning with God. All things were made by him; and without him was not any thing made that was made."
John 1:14, "And we beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the Father."
John 3:13, "And no man has ascended up to heaven, but he that came down from heaven, even the Son of man, which i
s in heaven."
John 8:57-58, "Then said the Jews unto him, Thou art not yet fifty years old, and hast thou seen Abraham? Jesus said u
nto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, Before Abraham was, I am."
In Christ,
Ron
Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/12/5 14:44
Quote:
-------------------------This seems to be the kind of thing that can be gendered by these discussions and become destructive to us?
-------------------------

It may seem the kind of thing but it is not. Here is why,
Quote:
-------------------------Yes, Paul wrote that love does not seek its own. Of course it doesn't, when there are others around. But was that statement meant t
o propel us into an inquiry into the nature and existence of God and His being in eternity? Is that what God intended for us to understand in this passa
ge or to draw out of it? Was it not rather how we ought to love others?
-------------------------

We read, "No one has seen God at any time; if we love one another, God abides in us, and His love is perfected in us."
-- if we love one another, God abides in us, and His love is perfected in us.
"Beloved, let us love one another, for love is from God; and everyone who loves is born of God and knows God. The one
who does not love does not know God, for God is love."
It would be a very strange doctrine, if it was suddenly called divine love to love one's self. Love is always loving others. "
Let us love one another, for love is from God." Love always leads us to not seek our own but to love others.
The bottom line is this, at the end of the day I am not concerned with a monotheistic view that strongly asserts that Fath
er, Son, and Holy Ghost are just three names of God; no different than Lord of Host, God our Righteousness, or the Gre
at I AM. In my opinion, Modalism is fairly accurate in this respect. After asking several pointed questions concerning the
Trinity itself I have altered my focus to the description and definition to the nature of Love; Why?
It is very simple. This slightly differing view of the Trinity is not merely a change of perspective but it is a redefining of Lo
ve. And if Love is redefined then the entire Christian life is altered, for without love we are nothing. David, still seems to t
hink I am stuck on proving Three-in-One.
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I fear that this discussion is leading to the conclusion that God Himself is an antinomianist. Narrowly excluding Love to b
e some obscure nature of God only to prove that He loves Himself is very base for a practical application of the Love of
God in our own lives. God is bound by His own Law of Nature, He is Love, and Love has qualities that define it. We have
such descriptions of the Law of God and the Law of Christ and the Law of the Spirit of Life revealed to us in Scripture. T
herefore we cannot say God is Love if it is being said He doesn't need to fulfill the Law of Love; He just needs to love Hi
mself as Love. Thus, if God at anytime is not actively loving someone other than Himself, there is an aspect of Love that
God is failing to perform. Such an aspect that it is described as "His love is perfected in us" when we love others. It is wit
hout support and meaningless to claim that God loving Himself (in a Modalistic view) fulfills God's law of Himself as God
for loving others.
Revelation 4:11
"Worthy are You, our Lord and our God, to receive glory and honor and power; for You created all things, and because o
f Your will they existed, and were created."
Why shouldn't we ask what this means concerning the Love of God? Did He create without love or for some purpose be
sides His love?
Colossians 1
15. He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation.
16. For by Him all things were created, both in the heavens and on earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones or domi
nions or rulers or authorities--all things have been created through Him and for Him.
17. He is before all things, and in Him all things hold together.
18. He is also head of the body, the church; and He is the beginning, the firstborn from the dead, so that He Himself will
come to have first place in everything.
19. For it was the Father's good pleasure for all the fullness to dwell in Him,
20. and through Him to reconcile all things to Himself, having made peace through the blood of His cross; through Him,
I say, whether things on earth or things in heaven.
In terms of God loving His creation or His bride, we must remember that God "set His love" upon the people of Israel an
d He likewise sets His love upon the Church today; this is not the same aspect of eternal Love we are speaking of. God
has always loved His creation but His creation has not always existed. God has, however, always loved Himself and He
has always existed -- loving others must fulfill this too. So to reiterate, if God's love for others is solely dependant upon t
here "being others to love" (ie. His creation) then the perfection of God's love becomes infinitely contingent upon someth
ing NOT God.
True or False? "God is Love because He does not seek His own."
Is God bound by His Word to be the perfect representation and fulfillment of the Law of Love? Yes or No.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/5 19:13
Chrisjd,

Quote:
-------------------------This seems to be the kind of thing that can be gendered by these discussions and become destructive to us?
-------------------------

I agree with you to certain degrees and in certain senses.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/5 20:00
Bog,
Quote:
-------------------------It is nice to know you are making a list David.
-------------------------

Yes I am making a list and so you can know that I am paying attention and reasoning through these things with diligence
not in ignorance and delusion. I also want to make a list so as to better respond possibly something like a FAQ.
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Quote:
-------------------------Indeed, how humorous,
-------------------------

Well yes i agree of course.
I want to state that I did not mean to say "funny" in a bad attitude.

Quote:
-------------------------Whatever is not of faith is sin.
-------------------------

Well yes I agree of course. However unsaved people can do things that aren't sin. Like natural things like feeding yourse
lf. You can eat in a way that is not sinful.

Quote:
-------------------------23. but I see a different law in the members of my body, waging war against the law of my mind and making me a prisoner of the la
w of sin which is in my members.
-------------------------

This is what I am talking about. Our members or body are neutral. A born again Christian for instance can use his body f
or good or for bad. So that is what I am saying your body in itself is not sinful it is when your body mixes with and obeys
the sin in it.

Quote:
-------------------------This very well attends us to hate our children and family and ourselves. As Paul wrote, "For I determined to know nothing among yo
u except Jesus Christ, and Him crucified." If you truly loved your children you would love only the image of Christ formed in them.
-------------------------

Some may have children who are not saved and so do not have a born again nature but they are still to love them.

Quote:
-------------------------This love spoken of here is not speaking of God specifically. Not every time that love is mentioned is it talking about God. There is a
love that is not God in His essence it is only that love that God has created outside of Himself just as He is not the trees so there is love that is not Him
. So this verse is in context to mans love
-------------------------

Unsaved men can have love. They might not have love toward God but they may have it toward man. There is a love th
at an unsaved man can have that is love and is not sinful. If everything that is not from the born again nature and directly
from the anointing of the Holy Spirit then we would be more extreme then monks we would not last a day. God has mad
e the creation and there is still good in it. And so good can be found in the creation apart from a specific being born agai
n and anointed since the creation already has good in it. Note I am not saying totally apart from the Holy Spirit since He i
s God who was responsible for the creation of the world.

Quote:
-------------------------God is Love because He does not seek His own
-------------------------

This is in a sense true and in a sense not. It is true in the sense that God loves to give and that is loving and is not selfis
h toward a sinful nature especially since He does not have one unlike us. It is not true in the sense that God does love H
imself and does seek His own for to love Himself is love since He is love and to love love is love. Even in giving He is se
eking His own since that is a loving act and He is love plus all things are unto Him and for His glory.
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Quote:
-------------------------Fourth, the scriptures don't specifically say anywhere that God had to have multiple personalities or else He would have no one to l
ove and therefore would not be loving.
-------------------------

I can see where you would think the Scriptures teach the Triunity in your view. I am not specifically talking about that. W
hat I am talking about is that the Bible doesn't set forth emphatically to use the philosophical reasonings that you do in s
aying that God has to be 3 persons to have someone to love. I can see where you would think it says that God has 3 per
sonalities but nowhere does it say that God had to have 3 persons to love. I am stating that you are emphasizing this poi
nt and the Bible never mentions it and that it is ironic that you repeat and yet the Bible never even states specifically wha
t you are saying so Craig or someone is quoted.

Quote:
-------------------------Where does this concept of "giving yourself to yourself" come from? I have heard of "giving yourself to do" but "giving yourself to yo
urself to do"?
-------------------------

You give yourself a break or rest or what not this is reasonable.

Quote:
-------------------------And, again, you are fashioning the nature of God after the image of the creature.
-------------------------

I have often said that God is not like us as you have quoted. I also go no further then what the Scriptures say. The script
ure use human analogy like word, spirit, and so on and so I apply these things in analogy to God. We are in the image of
God and though these things are not full they still can be applied significantly.

I think if I am right a lot of the things you are saying are not well. You are saying that all normal things we do like eating a
re sinful. You are saying that we are to only love the born again image of Christ in our children therefore we are not to lo
ve our children if they are unsaved. I think that a lot of your posts have been written from you sinful flesh. I think that the
issue is not my teaching with the Triunity specifically but with all these side doctrinal issues that you have gone to extre
mes in in your zeal and lack of spiritual growth and insight. A lot of what you have written are just nit picking semantics.
And a whole bunch of other stuff and I think are in error in this sense and need to repent and I don't say that in a bad atti
tude. However I have continued to answers your questions in part just to help you with your theology on these issues. S
o one again I am going to by discretion discourse with you on these matters. You should be able to see that I am not the
unreasonable one I am paying attention to what you and others are saying as you have seen I am writing a list. I am doi
ng my best to straight forwardly answer questions with reason. It is true that some verses are hard and I feel that you ar
e taking these verse and trying to use them against me. Like for instance when you debate Mormons or JW's they will pi
ck out some difficult verses and then try to make a whole theology out of it and it is hard to reason with them.

Also Bog, I said a couple things and you did not respond to them with a direct answer but with an answer in the form of a
question. So, here is the question once more or the statement that I would like for you to respond to. The Bible clearly st
ates that God desires to glorify Himself and that is a central Christian teaching that He desires to be worshiped saying h
oly is He worthy of glory and honor ect. therefore since God desires to glorify Himself that means He desires to love Him
self since they are one and the same. So please respond to this and the verses I have supplied.
Jeremiah 13:11: For as the waistcloth clings to the loins of a man, so I made the whole house of Israel and the whole ho
use of Judah cling to me, says the Lord, that they might be for me a people, a name, a praise, and a glory.
Isaiah 48:11; For my own sake, for my own sake I do it, for how should my name be profaned? My glory I will not give
to another.
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Romans 11:36; "All things are from him and through him and to him"
Ephesians 1:11-12; In him we have obtained an inheritance, having been predestined according to the purpose of him
who works all things according to the counsel of his will, so that we who were the first to hope in Christ might be to the
praise of his glory.

Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/5 20:06
Ron,

Quote:
-------------------------perhaps you could consider this; if Christ is not the eternal Son then how do you deal with Old Testament Scriptures that are attribut
ed to the Son in the New Testament? For example... Psalm 45:6, "Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever." Applied to Christ in Hebrews 1:8, "But unt
o the Son he saith, Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever." Psalm 68:17,18, "The chariots of God are twenty thousand, even thousands of angels: th
e LORD is among them, as in Sinai, in the holy place. Thou hast ascended on high, thou hast led captivity captive: thou hast received gifts for men; ye
a, for the rebellious also, that the LORD God might dwell among them.". Applied to the Son in Ephesians 4:8-10, "Wherefore he saith, When he ascen
ded up on high, he led captivity captive, and gave gifts unto men. Now that he ascended, what is it but that he also descended first into the lower parts
of the earth? He that descended is the same also that ascended up far above all heavens that he might fill all things." Psalm 110:1, "The LORD said u
nto my Lord, Sit thou at my right hand." Applied to Christ by Himself, Matthew 22:44. Psalm 102:25-27, "Of old hast thou laid the foundation of the eart
h; and the heavens are the work of thy hands. They shall perish, but thou shalt endure: yea, all of them shall wax old like a garment; as a vesture shalt
thou change them, and they shall be changed: but thou art the same, and thy years shall have no end." Applied to the Son in Hebrews 1:10-12. Isaiah
6:1-3, "I saw also the LORD sitting upon a throne, high and lifted up, and his train filled the temple. Above it stood the seraphim: each one had six wing
s; With twain he covered his face, and with twain he covered his feet, and with twain he did fly. And one cried unto another, and said, Holy, holy, holy, i
s the LORD of hosts: the whole earth is full of his glory." Applied to the Son in John 12:41.
-------------------------

I have answered this once or more during this thread. These verses apply to the Logos.
Re: - posted by ChrisJD (), on: 2008/12/5 21:20
Hi boG, thank you for your time and thought in responding to me.

I wanted to suggest a few things about this if I could?

"It would be a very strange doctrine, if it was suddenly called divine love to love one's self. Love is always loving others."

Yes, but, we(ourselves) are not God? Not glorious or infinite or majestic...
But I thought too of how Christ, Who is called the image of God is called the beloved(Mat 3:17).

Dear boG, I hope it will be alright if I do not answer your questions near the bottom of your response to me, directly. I fee
l an apprehension in discussing these things. I do not want to approach them as philosophy or reasoning.

I would like to suggest again that the exhortation in Corinthians is given to us that we might know how the love of God sh
ould be expressed among us and not rather to suggest to us if it was nescessary or not for there to be a mulitplicity of p
ersons in God in order that He Himself should be love.
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I think that we are given by faith the declaration that God is and was Holy before He ever created anything to be seperat
e from. That He is and Was Almighty before He ever created anything that was weak or either exercised His power to cr
eate. That He is and was infinite before He took on flesh. That He is and was eternal before there was time.

Because He is what He is. The "I AM that I AM".

Wish you and the others grace and peace in Christ.

Edited to add the phrase 'is and' to the last two lines of the last paragraph
Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/12/7 0:18
Quote:
-------------------------Also Bog, I said a couple things and you did not respond to them with a direct answer but with an answer in the form of a question.
So, here is the question once more or the statement that I would like for you to respond to.
-------------------------

If there are any questions you feel I have not directly answered then please ask them again. You have also responded t
o a few of my questions, but not answered.

Quote:
-------------------------"Indeed, how humorous"
Well yes i agree of course.
I want to state that I did not mean to say "funny" in a bad attitude.
-------------------------

And I did not take it as though you were in a bad attitude. My point is bring to your attention that all of my reasonings hav
e been birthed out of Scripture. No doubt, you may say the same.

Quote:
-------------------------The Bible clearly states that God desires to glorify Himself and that is a central Christian teaching that He desires to be worshiped s
aying holy is He worthy of glory and honor ect. therefore since God desires to glorify Himself that means He desires to love Himself since they are one
and the same. So please respond to this and the verses I have supplied.
-------------------------

And it is a central Christian teaching. However, what I have seen you doing is this, rather than saying why God is worthy
of all glory, or for what it is we praise Him, you quote a verse which merely says He is worthy of all glory. You say God is
love and this is true. How do we know He is love? -- He is patient (2 Peter 3:15), He is kind (Luke 6:35), He is just (Ro
mans 12:19), etc., etc. He fulfills every aspect of love (ie. 1 Corinthians 13) that is revealed in Scripture. Not only this b
ut His love is perfect love; which means that every aspect of love (1 Corinthians 13) is fully contained in every thought,
word, and deed of God (ie. His mercy is not unjust but fulfills even His justice). And at no time has God ever been angry
without kindess, or merciful without justice, or high and lofty without humbleness (even condescending towards man); an
d such mysteries are only comprehended through a revelation of His holiness, which is the embodied expression of His l
ove. If you were to make a list of every attribute of God you could apply every single one of them (ie. 1 Corinthians 13)
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without contradiction to every act of violence, wrath, judgment, rebuke, correction, mercy, kindness, etc., which the Bible
has testified concerning God. This includes every thought, word, and deed of God as a perfect love which always leads t
o not seek His own but to love others: defining the righteousness of our Creator. Therefore it is not enough to simply rea
d "God is worthy of all glory" or "God is love", such verses are the greatest of all revelations while revealing nothing. We
are left wondering, what is "glory"; what is "love"; who is God and why is He worthy? That is why God has revealed Hims
elf by a host of wonderful names. That is why we have the Scriptures that testify to the works of the Almighty God becau
se His words and deeds and the witness of His Spirit reveal to us, in part, who He is. Such that He says, "you shall be h
oly (and "perfect", and "pure"), for I AM Holy".
A.W. Tozer has an excellent sermon on this point, here on Si, called
(https://www.sermonindex.net/modules/mydownloads/singlefile.php?lid2295&commentViewitemComments) Attributes of
God (Series 1): God's Omnipresence and Immanence
If I should say that "God loves Himself" (and He does) then I do say so as a Trinitarian. Such that what I truly say is: The
Trinity is a beautiful balance of perfect individuality and perfect unity in harmony -- the Godhead being the perfect repres
entation of divine love. The Father loves the Son and the Spirit and seeks to exalt (glorify) them; the Son loves the Fathe
r and the Spirit and seeks to exalt (glorify) them; the Spirit loves the Father and the Son and seeks to exalt (glorify) them
. This is a relational emphasis which your Oneness doctrine cannot touch. I mentioned this previously. For example, we
read the Father glorified the Son,
Philippians 2:9, "For this reason also, God highly exalted Him (Jesus), and bestowed on Him the name which is above
every name".
And, John 8:54, Jesus answered, "If I glorify Myself, My glory is nothing; it is My Father who glorifies Me, of whom you
say, 'He is our God'".
And, again, John 17:1, "Jesus spoke these things; and lifting up His eyes to heaven, He said, 'Father, the hour has co
me; glorify Your Son, that the Son may glorify You'".
Likewise, John 5:19, Therefore Jesus answered and was saying to them, "Truly, truly, I say to you, the Son can do noth
ing of Himself, unless it is something He sees the Father doing; for whatever the Father does, these things the Son also
does in like manner.
John 5:30, "I can do nothing on My own initiative. As I hear, I judge; and My judgment is just, because I do not seek My
own will, but the will of Him who sent Me."
In this way, each Person in the Godhead does not seek His own but seeks to love and honor one another; in this way do
es God love Himself as love.
I don't recall ever saying that God "must" be Trinity or else He cannot love. But I have been specific to say that Modalism
, or a Oneness doctrine, defines a Godhead that cannot love Himself with the perfection of divine love revealed in Script
ure: the very representation that personifies the Godhead in Trinity.

Quote:
-------------------------"Whatever is not of faith is sin."
Well yes I agree of course. However unsaved people can do things that aren't sin. Like natural things like feeding yourself. You can eat in a way that is
not sinful.
-------------------------

You will find no such teaching in the Bible. No sir, not even once, not even a hint of such a suggestion.
"Well yes I agree of course. However unsaved people can do things that aren't sin." Then no you don't agree.
Do sinners feed themselves to prove what is acceptable and pleasing to God? Do sinners feed themselves in loving obe
dience to Christ with a thankful heart? Do sinners feed themselves by faith?
The problem is not that people sometimes sin, the problem is that they have never done anything but sin because they a
re sinners. They eat and drink condemnation to themselves because they feast upon the mercies of God but do not hon
or Him as God, neither are they thankful but boast in their own strength. Only Christians "can eat in a way that is not sinf
ul".

Quote:
-------------------------"but I see a different law in the members of my body, waging war against the law of my mind and making me a prisoner of the law of
sin which is in my members."
This is what I am talking about. Our members or body are neutral. A born again Christian for instance can use his body for good or for bad. So that is
what I am saying your body in itself is not sinful it is when your body mixes with and obeys the sin in it.
-------------------------
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Pay very close attention to this: the body itself is neither good nor bad, even though the body (with the whole of creation)
is subject under the curse and we await the salvation of our bodies.
Romans 14:14, "I know and am convinced in the Lord Jesus that nothing is unclean in itself".
But you are not talking about the body itself; you are talking about what man does with his own body and unregenerate
man never ceases to defile his body or to defile his conscience.

Quote:
-------------------------Unsaved men can have love. They might not have love toward God but they may have it toward man. There is a love that an unsav
ed man can have that is love and is not sinful. If everything that is not from the born again nature and directly from the anointing of the Holy Spirit then
we would be more extreme then monks we would not last a day.
-------------------------

Unsaved men cannot have love because unsaved men do not have the love of God shed abroad in their hearts by the H
oly Spirit. Carnal man's love one for another is no true love at all. If you honestly believe "There is a love that an unsave
d man can have that is love and is not sinful" then you are teaching a demonic doctrine and have no concept of the exce
eding sinfulness of sin. If an unregenerate man has a love that is not sin then you declare a sinner's love to be good, or r
ighteous, before the face of God. It has been a suspicion of mine, from differing comments you have made, and perhaps
confirmed by this one, that you have a very low and base view of divine love (which may or may not have some influenc
e with your rejection of the Trinity). I should suspect no more considering how vaguely you have declared God to be lov
e. And I strongly suggest you be very careful that you do not define God Himself to be an antinomianist -- you should loo
k up antinomianism. If God is perfect love it is because He is patient, kind, just, holy, infinite, pure, almighty, exalted, con
descending, Lord of Hosts, the Good Shepherd, etc., and all of these at the same time harmoniously -- never diminishin
g in one aspect (ie. justice) to extend another (ie. mercy) -- throughout eternity.

Quote:
-------------------------God has made the creation and there is still good in it. And so good can be found in the creation apart from a specific being born ag
ain and anointed since the creation already has good in it. Note I am not saying totally apart from the Holy Spirit since He is God who was responsible
for the creation of the world.
-------------------------

This is a big difference between something being "good" because God made it, including man, and the fact that there is
no good thing in man himself. You do dangerously confuse these matters.

Quote:
-------------------------I think if I am right a lot of the things you are saying are not well. You are saying that all normal things we do like eating are sinful. Y
ou are saying that we are to only love the born again image of Christ in our children therefore we are not to love our children if they are unsaved. I thin
k that a lot of your posts have been written from you sinful flesh.
-------------------------

And you are not right. All "normal" things we do like eating are sinful because, apart from the Spirit, we do everything as
haters of God and lovers of self. The carnal heart is depraved and unclean and, out of that abundance of vile wickednes
s, man "loves" and "hates" at his own discretion to his own shame and condemnation and to the grief of a Holy God.
If you truly loved your children (or anyone, stranger or otherwise) you would have no contentment, no satisfaction, no co
mfort for them if the the fruits of the Spirit of Christ were not daily present in their lives; this is the hatred I speak of -- for t
he very reason that all who are not born again of the Spirit are already condemned by God, abiding under His wrath, res
erved unto everlasting fire; not but a vapor's breath away from being cast into outer darkness and a remediless torment.
Love in our post-modern, relativistic day has taken on a vulgar form of "tolerance", while divine hatred has become mispl
aced as though it were an attribute of the devil. If you truly loved someone you would hate them for selling themselves a
s slaves unto unrighteousness and all manner of uncleanness -- again! not maliciously! I don't know how strongly I ca
n emphasize this -- as Paul wrote in rebuke to the Corinthians: "I have decided to deliver such a one to Satan for the des
truction of his flesh, so that his spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus." You will notice throughout the OT, Go
d manifesting the same sentiment (Proverbs 1:23). You see, even the very wrath of God is for our good, as our Lord Je
sus said, "Do not fear those who kill the body but are unable to kill the soul; but rather fear Him who is able to destroy bo
th soul and body in hell." And again, "His mercy is upon generation after generation toward those who fear Him." And ag
ain, "the fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom" and to depart from evil and hate every wicked way is understanding
; as well as leading to knowledge of the Holy One, which is eternal life.
None-the-less, the Father has fixed a day and reserved it for judgment; wherefore, at that time the benevolant wrath an
d love of God shall no longer be of any benefit to them who are cast away, but shall be themselves (His just wrath and h
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oly love) the very fire that devours them. Some might consider this a strange doctrine that the very Love of God shall be
the devouring flame that shall torment the miserable souls who partake in the second death because they have little or n
o comprehension of the holiness of God. As I have said several times in this post -- the perfect love of God is both just a
nd merciful -- such that even God's mercy is a just-mercy. For this reason judgment shall be merciless upon the ungodly
because God's mercy cannot put aside or abolish His justice. Just as our Savior did not come to abolish the law or the pr
ophets but to fulfill them; so that through His perfect obedience to our Heavenly Father we might receive mercy through
His justice, as a propitiation for our sins.

Quote:
-------------------------I would like to suggest again that the exhortation in Corinthians is given to us that we might know how the love of God should be ex
pressed among us and not rather to suggest to us if it was nescessary or not for there to be a mulitplicity of persons in God in order that He Himself sh
ould be love.
-------------------------

Brother ChrisJD, what if I recommended you to consider how the Trinity expresses love among themselves -- the perfect
representation and fulfillment of loving one another; a perfect parable for how we, as the body of Christ, should be one.
Does this answer your exhortation?
John 17
21. that they may all be one; even as You, Father, are in Me and I in You, that they also may be in Us, so that the world
may believe that You sent Me.
22. And the glory which thou gavest me I have given them; that they may be one, even as we are one:
23. I in them, and thou in me, that they may be made perfect in one; and that the world may know that thou hast sent m
e, and hast loved them, as thou hast loved me.
Re:does not seek its own - posted by ChrisJD (), on: 2008/12/7 13:40
Hi Again boG,

"Brother ChrisJD, what if I recommended you to consider how the Trinity expresses love among themselves -- the
perfect representation and fulfillment of loving one another; a perfect parable for how we, as the body of Christ, should
be one. Does this answer your exhortation?
"

...what if I recommended you to consider how the Trinity expresses love among themselves

I do not, for myself, think it is very easy to take the prayers of the man Christ Jesus(1Ti 2:5, EDIT I do not mean to say th
at He is not also God, as in 1Jn 5:20), the mediatior between God and men, and make a doctrine out of them of the nesc
essity of there being multiple persons in God in eternity in order that He be love.

Love does not seek it's own.
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The Lord Jesus in the same prayer said

I pray for them: I pray not for the world, but for them which thou hast given me; for they are thine. And all mine
are thine, and thine are mine; and I am glorified in them.
- John 17:9-10(KJV)

Edited to correct errors in spelling
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/7 21:23
Bog,
The Bible teaches that God desires to glorify Himself. Therefore God desire to love Himself. Do you deny that God
desires to glorify Himself? If so then how do you deal with the verse I provided you? I am not saying that God only
"deserves" to be glorified but God "desires" to be glorified. According to your reasoning then because God desires to
glorify Himself then He is not loving and being selfish. I however would state that He is being selfish and loving as I have
already explained. Please do not answer with a question but answer with a direct answer dealing specifically with what I
have put forth. I do not believe that I have answer you merely with questions but with direct answers.

I cannot say that I have a load of clarity on the doctrine of depravity. I can say what I say though. And that is that
unsaved man can do good in that they can love their children or work for the government as a police officer doing God's
bidding. To say that we are not to love our children is a zealous erroneous polarization of scripture.

Quote:
-------------------------If I should say that "God loves Himself" (and He does)
-------------------------

I am a bit wondering now. I thought you said that God does not love Himself because He does not seek His own becaus
e He is love and love does not seek His own. But now you are saying God loves Himself? Which is it? I believe you are
contradicting yourself...
Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/12/8 2:13
Quote:
-------------------------Love does not seek it's own.
The Lord Jesus in the same prayer said
I pray for them: I pray not for the world, but for them which thou hast given me; for they are thine. And all mine are thine, and thine are mine; and I am
glorified in them.
- John 17:9-10(KJV)
-------------------------

You have just proven my point Chris. You make God dependant upon man in order to love perfectly.

Quote:
-------------------------"If I should say that 'God loves Himself' (and He does)"
I am a bit wondering now. I thought you said that God does not love Himself because He does not seek His own because He is love and love does not
seek His own. But now you are saying God loves Himself? Which is it? I believe you are contradicting yourself...
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-------------------------

You scare me David, you really do.
This is how I describe God loving and glorifying Himself:
The Trinity is a beautiful balance of perfect individuality and perfect unity in harmony -- the Godhead being the perfect re
presentation of divine love.
God the Father does not seek His own but loves the Son and the Holy Spirit and seeks to exalt (glorify) them;
God the Son does not seek His own but loves the Father and the Holy Spirit and seeks to exalt (glorify) them;
God the Holy Spirit does not seek His own but loves the Father and the Son and seeks to exalt (glorify) them.
This is a relational emphasis which your Oneness doctrine cannot touch.

Quote:
------------------------- I however would state that He is being selfish and loving as I have already explained.
-------------------------

Show me the verse which says God is selfish or that selfishness is an attribute of perfect love. Verses which declare that
God will glorify Himself do not prove or even suggest that He is selfish. What a strange doctrine that Love is selfish. But,
you shall probably tell me again, "only God can be selfish because He is love", right? If God, who is Love, is selfish then
He by example of His own nature establishes the commandment for how men shall love; that is, by also being selfish. If
perfect Love is selfish then the love of God shed abroad in our hearts will by nature also be a selfish-love. You do corrup
t the goodness of God.

Quote:
-------------------------I cannot say that I have a load of clarity on the doctrine of depravity. I can say what I say though. And that is that unsaved man can
do good in that they can love their children or work for the government as a police officer doing God's bidding. To say that we are not to love our childr
en is a zealous erroneous polarization of scripture.
-------------------------

Indeed, you are ignorant about the depravity of man. Have you understood nothing I have written? Have you understood
nothing of the Gospel of Jesus Christ?
1) "unsaved man can do good"
Romans 3
12. ALL HAVE TURNED ASIDE, TOGETHER THEY HAVE BECOME USELESS; THERE IS NONE WHO DOES GOO
D, THERE IS NOT EVEN ONE."
2) "unsaved man ... can love"
2 John 1
6. And this is love, that we walk according to His commandments .
I ask you sir, can an unsaved man obey the commandments of Christ Jesus? do I need to repeat Romans 3:12 again?
How about I quote this verse instead,
Romans 8
7. Because the carnal mind is enmity against God: for it is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be.
8. So then they that are in the flesh cannot please God.
The unregenerate sinner will not, can not, is not able to obey the law of Christ. And the law of Christ is to love one anoth
er -- the depraved man therefore cannot love.
David, you have settled me in this matter. You do not have a right view of the divine love or the divine wrath of God. You
do not have a right view of the exceeding sinfulness of sin nor of man's depravity and condemnation. And likewise this le
aves me with little wonder why you should have no confidence and no affection for the revelation of the Godhead as Trin
ity.
I am more than willing to take the time to instruct you in doctrine but no longer on this thread. If we shall continue this co
nversation I should only desire to do so on an instant-chat service because this way isn't benefitting you as I hoped it w
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ould. As I said way back in the beginning David, you are stuck in your pride. You thought this was an attack on your char
acter. Indeed it was; however, not for the sake of slandering but for this reason: pride in its most basic definition makes u
s unable to discern what causes us to stumble. And indeed my brother you are stumbling.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/9 19:46
Bog,
Selfish in a righteous sense. Since God desires to glorify Himself He is being selfish in a righteous sense. And since Go
d desires to glorify Himself He also desires to love Himself. You still have not answered the question that I gave you dire
ctly nor responded to the verse I quoted directly. This is the 3rd time that I posted them and each time you did not directl
y answer them.
You also did not respond when I asked you about about Your teaching that God loves Himself since earlier you said He
didn't.
And I also think you are teaching that we are not to love our children if they are not saved in an extreme polarization of i
nterpreting scripture.
I agree to disagree with you and also do not think that it would be beneficial to continue in this conversation at this point.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/12/10 8:25
Quote:
-------------------------Selfish in a righteous sense.
-------------------------

You need to find another word. Sin cannot have a 'righteous sense'.
Re:, on: 2008/12/11 0:28
Quote:
------------------------davidt wrote:
No one has proved that Jesus was the Son before He was begotten as a man.
-------------------------

This is not something new, it is just the regurgitation of the heretic denial of the "Eternal Sonship" of Christ.
This is a short read on the subject.
http://www.middletownbiblechurch.org/doctrine/sonship.htm
If that doesn't work maybe John Gill can beat it out of you.
http://thriceholy.net/Texts/Sonship.html
If Gill's lengthier argument is found insufficient, Philpot wrote a book on the subject.
http://www.the-highway.com/Sonship_Chapter1.html

Old Joe
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Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by bobmutch (), on: 2008/12/11 1:00
davidt:
Oh my David, the Calvinists are going to get you on this one. "See what happens when you reject the sovereignty of Go
d in salvation," they will say, "you fall into a delusion about the Godhead."
I had some problems at one time with the trinity about 20 years ago but I found out quickly that it didn't pay. I just packe
d in my worm views and decided I would not give people a reason to invalidate my testimony just because I didn't follow
the findings of Constantines councils.
I hold that us trying to put God in a box with a equation is like trying to teach a worm nuclear physics.
>>>No one has proved that Jesus was the Son before He was begotten as a man.
You are standing with Adam Clarke on this one the well known Wesleyan commentator.
"But in the above reasons it is demonstrated that the doctrine of the eternal Sonship of Christ is absolutely irreconcilable
to reason, and contradictory to itself.
Eternity is that which has had no beginning, nor stands in any reference to time: Son supposes time, generation, and fat
her; and time also antecedent to such generation: therefore the rational conjunction of these two terms, Son and eternity
, is absolutely impossible, as they imply essentially different and opposite ideas."
Adam Clarke on Act 13:33.
Re: - posted by philologos (), on: 2008/12/11 4:45
Quote:
-------------------------"But in the above reasons it is demonstrated that the doctrine of the eternal Sonship of Christ is absolutely irreconcilable to reason,
and contradictory to itself.
Eternity is that which has had no beginning, nor stands in any reference to time: Son supposes time, generation, and father; and time also antecedent
to such generation: therefore the rational conjunction of these two terms, Son and eternity, is absolutely impossible, as they imply essentially different
and opposite ideas."
-------------------------

I am indebted to you for this quotation. However you must understand that Clarke is not agreeing with the Arian views e
xpressed in this thread.
Clarke is identifying the Voluntary Sonship of the Second Person of the Trinity and not suggesting that some aspect of G
od 'became' a person at the point of the incarnation. Clarke believed, as did all Methodists, in the Eternal Personhood of
Him who we now know as the Christ.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/11 21:40
Phil,

Quote:
-------------------------

Selfish in a righteous sense.

You need to find another word. Sin cannot have a 'righteous sense'.
-------------------------

The word "selfish" is not sinful by definition. In certain contextual usage it can me sinful but essentially it only means to b
e for self. God desires to glorify Himself therefore God desire for Himself. God is God centered therefore He is self cente
red and therefore He is selfish in a righteous sense. God is love and therefore to be selfish is to be loving for Him.
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Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/12/11 23:38
Quote:
-------------------------You still have not answered the question that I gave you directly nor responded to the verse I quoted directly. This is the 3rd time th
at I posted them and each time you did not directly answer them.
-------------------------

I directly answered you and the verses 3 times. How you do not have the sense to see that is beyond me.

Quote:
-------------------------You also did not respond when I asked you about about Your teaching that God loves Himself since earlier you said He didn't.
-------------------------

I never said God did not love Himself. Try and quote me otherwise, I said your doctrine of God cannot love Himself beca
use your model of God is not the Love testified in the Bible.

Quote:
-------------------------And I also think you are teaching that we are not to love our children if they are not saved in an extreme polarization of interpreting
scripture.
-------------------------

And you think incorrectly, which is little wonder considering you have a base and carnal understanding of love. You lack
biblical moral distinction.
Tell me David, do you still believe unrepentant & unregenerate sinners can do good and can love without sin?
Re: - posted by bobmutch (), on: 2008/12/11 23:49
philologos:
I am indebted to you for this quotation. However you must understand that Clarke is not agreeing with the Arian views ex
pressed in this thread.
I know well that Adam Clarke is not Arian but I was unaware that davidt was holding to an Arian belief if that is what you
are implying.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/11 23:57
Joe,
Quote:
-------------------------This is not something new, it is just the regurgitation of the heretic denial of the "Eternal Sonship" of Christ.
-------------------------

I didn't say it was something new. It is not regurgitated because I received it from scripture not from men. When I first be
gan to understand this I hadn't even been exposed to such teachings.
Also, I read through the first article you posted. 90 percent of it we have already gone over on this thread and I feel I hav
e answered them thoroughly. As for the longer article it seems to be more historical and quoting men. And they book I di
d not read I would first have to see a table of contents and make sure it was not just a drawn out writing on the same su
bjects as have already been seen.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/12 0:02
Bob,
Quote:
-------------------------Oh my David, the Calvinists are going to get you on this one. "See what happens when you reject the sovereignty of God in salvatio
n," they will say, "you fall into a delusion about the Godhead." I had some problems at one time with the trinity about 20 years ago but I found out quic
kly that it didn't pay. I just packed in my worm views and decided I would not give people a reason to invalidate my testimony just because I didn't follo
w the findings of Constantines councils. I hold that us trying to put God in a box with a equation is like trying to teach a worm nuclear physics.
-------------------------
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I do not deny the sovereignty or God as I have just previously posted on the Calvinism thread. My view has not beem for
mulated because of a previous philosophic bias, a boxed system, or because I have prejudice against certain men, it wa
s based on the Bible. I also understand that there are many things that can't be intellectually understood about God and
His ways. I have been humbled in this manner before like it was said to Job, "where were you when I laid the foundation
s of the earth tell me if you have understanding?".

Quote:
------------------------->>>No one has proved that Jesus was the Son before He was begotten as a man. You are standing with Adam Clarke on this one
the well known Wesleyan commentator. "But in the above reasons it is demonstrated that the doctrine of the eternal Sonship of Christ is absolutely irr
econcilable to reason, and contradictory to itself. Eternity is that which has had no beginning, nor stands in any reference to time: Son supposes time,
generation, and father; and time also antecedent to such generation: therefore the rational conjunction of these two terms, Son and eternity, is absolut
ely impossible, as they imply essentially different and opposite ideas."
-------------------------

I had not even thought of this philosophy while coming to my understanding of this doctrine.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/12 0:09
Ron,
Quote:
-------------------------the Arian views expressed in this thread.
-------------------------

I don't know if you read my previous post in response to your statement that I teach Arianism but I do not teach this. Aria
n teaches that the Son was created before the incarnation. I however teach that the Son has always existed but as the L
ogos eternally as God and that He took on the title Son when He was incarnated. I am offended when it is said that I tea
ch this since I disagree with it. Here is what he teaches:
Quote:
-------------------------Arius taught that only God the Father was eternal and too pure and infinite to appear on the earth. Therefore, God produced Christ
the Son out of nothing as the first and greatest creation. The Son is then the one who created the universe. Because the Son relationship of the Son t
o the Father is not one of nature, it is, therefore, adoptive. God adopted Christ as the Son. Though Christ was a creation, because of his great positio
n and authority, he was to be worshipped and even looked upon as God. Some Arians even held that the Holy Spirit was the first and greatest creatio
n of the Son.
At Jesus' incarnation, the Arians asserted that the divine quality of the Son, the Logos, took the place of the human and spiritual asp
ect of Jesus, thereby denying the full and complete incarnation of God the Son, second person of the Trinity.
In asserting that Christ the Son, as a c
reated thing, was to be worshipped, the Arians were advocating idolatry.
-------------------------

Quote:
-------------------------some aspect of God 'became' a person at the point of the incarnation.
-------------------------

It does seem in this instance that you understand what I am saying. I don't think that I would call the Logos an aspect I th
ink the Logos is more then that. And when you say person I think I would more so specifically say human.
Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding), on: 2008/12/12 2:47
Greetings Brethren.
I'm just finding this and was pulled in by the Title of this thread and have read many pages thus far, hoping to read more
when possible.
My thoughts so far, is from Creation, a question comes to mind ...
Who walked and talked in the Garden with Adam ?
How is 'GOD', Who is called The One True GOD, portrayed through-out the entire Old Testament ?
Though I hold also to the Tri-Unity or CO-Equality of The GOD - it is possible for some, that since and after the
Incarnation, that we've made a 'different' GOD then the One from Genesis to Malachi and in fact, do 'fear' we have.

Page 119/135

Scriptures and Doctrine :: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding)

As it was in the beginning with Adam in the Garden - so HE promises that HE will be with us in that same way again - aft
er the Millenial Reign.
Zec 14:9 And the LORD shall be King over all the earth: in that day, shall there be One LORD, and HIS Name One.
1Co 15:28 And when all things shall be subdued unto him, then shall the Son also himself be subject unto him that put al
l things under him, that God may be all in all.
~ "God all in all" - "as Christ is all" in Col 3:11.

By Adam Clarke on 1Co 15:28 "When the administration of the kingdom of grace is finally closed; when there shall be no longer any state of probation,
and consequently no longer need of a distinction between the kingdom of grace and the kingdom of glory; then the Son,
as being man and Messiah, shall cease to exercise any distinct dominion and God be all in all: there remaining no longe
r any distinction in the persons of the glorious Trinity, as acting any distinct or separate parts in either the kingdom of gra
ce, or the kingdom of glory, and so the One infinite essence shall appear undivided and eternal."

We can notice this lack of "distinction" within these following verses - one cross-reference to Zec 14:9 and other O.T. Pr
ophesies regarding HIS Grand Finale.

Rev 21:1-7 And I saw a new heaven and a new earth: for the first heaven and the first earth were passed away; and ther
e was no more sea. And I John saw the holy city, new Jerusalem, coming down from God out of heaven, prepared as a
bride adorned for her husband. And I heard a great voice out of heaven saying, Behold, the tabernacle of God is with m
en, and he will dwell with them, and they shall be his people, and God himself shall be 'with them', and be their God. An
d God shall wipe away all tears from their eyes; and there shall be no more death, neither sorrow, nor crying, neither sha
ll there be any more pain: for the former things are passed away. And he that sat upon the throne said, Behold, I make a
ll things new. And he said unto me, Write: for these words are true and faithful. And he said unto me, It is done. I am Alp
ha and Omega, the beginning and the end. I will give unto him that is athirst of the fountain of the water of life freely. He
that overcometh shall inherit all things;
and I will be his God, and he shall be my son."

It will be our belief that The Creator GOD died on that Cross, that will be the trial of our faith in the last days but also ou
r Strength.
Whenever I look at a cross, I say "Creator GOD" and smile - because HE will Return the Victor and GOD of all of the ear
th. We'll "see HIM as HE is."
How marvelous - the Same GOD from Genesis to Revelation and possibly one day, we could cover more of the O.T. pro
mises of HIS retaking this earth That Day. Praise The LORD. The descriptions of HIS Nature and HIS reclaiming HIS ea
rth - bless and prove out the Gospel even the more. The "Harmony" of the two testaments - with No contradictions betwe
en the two. Glory to GOD !

Thank you for the discussion.
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Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/12/12 13:46
Quote:
-------------------------"there remaining no longer any distinction in the persons of the glorious Trinity, as acting any distinct or separate parts in either the
kingdom of grace, or the kingdom of glory, and so the One infinite essence shall appear undivided and eternal."
-------------------------

First off, the Trinity has no distinct or seperate "parts"; that concept is the error of modalism. So there is no necessity or r
eason in justifying the idea to no longer distinguish the Three eternal Persons of the Trinity.
Secondly, the One infinite essence already appears undivided and eternal.
Thirdly, Jesus Christ is "Creator God" just as the Father is "Creator God" and the Holy Spirit is "Creator God" -- yet not t
hree "Creator God"s but One.

Quote:
-------------------------"It will be our belief that The Creator GOD died on that Cross"
-------------------------

"It will be..." So what exactly are you trying to say? That this isn't already our belief?
Do you believe the Father, Son, & Holy Spirit died as One upon the cross? Do you believe the relationship between the
Father, Son, & Holy Spirit will be done away with (that is, that God shall change)?

Quote:
-------------------------Son supposes time, generation, and father; and time also antecedent to such generation: therefore the rational conjunction of these
two terms, Son and eternity, is absolutely impossible, as they imply essentially different and opposite ideas."
-------------------------

"Son supposes time": No, only humans suppose, this is an interpretation of philosophy and not a biblical definition.
If God has revealed Himself as Father, Son, & Holy Ghost then the only conclusion is that God has always, and will alwa
ys be, Father, Son, & Holy Ghost. "Father" and "Son" do not suppose any relation to time but are symbolic of the eternal
relationship of God the Father with God the Son -- "In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and Go
d was the Word."
That is God with God -- the Father with the Son.
Re: , on: 2008/12/12 14:43
Hello dear boG. I couldn't help but notice that the quotes that you've questioned were partial quotes and the answers to
your questions were within my post if read in it's entirety.
As for the last quote you added to the end of your post - that was not from my post - but I do fully agree with Clarke and
in this case, with davidt that The Logos became "the Son" at conception, and since HIS Return to Glory, has the Glory
that He possessed Eternally - The Alpha and Omega, The First and The Last, The Great "I AM" - back on HIS Throne.
Amen, it is written "THIS DAY" have I "begotten" Thee .... and both high-lighted words convey "time" - as you quoted
from Clarke I believe.
HIS 'former' Glory is through-out the entire O.T. - as HE is "The One True GOD", "The LORD", and even "Savior".
Every Name pertaining to The GOD of the Old Testament is HIS Name and Who HE is - The LORD our GOD is One.
Not three gods - but GOD manifested(ing) in Three, until "that Day", after the Millenial Reign --- as quoted in my post at
the end of this previous page.
1Ti 3:16 And without controversy great is the mystery of godliness: God was "manifest" in the flesh, justified in the Spirit,
seen of angels, preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in the world, received up into glory.
_____________________________________________
To finish the main quote that you cut in half and then questioned - it read in full -
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"It will be our belief that The Creator GOD died on that Cross that will be the trial of our faith in the last days but
also our Strength.
Whenever I look at a cross, I say "Creator GOD" and smile - because HE will Return the Victor and GOD of all of
the earth. We'll "see HIM as HE is."
That we may Know HIM - The Only True GOD.
GOD Bless.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/12 21:33
Bob,

Quote:
-------------------------I was unaware that davidt was holding to an Arian belief if that is what you are implying.
-------------------------

I do not hold to an Arian view. This is a false statement from Ron. I have previously explained this twice and reasonably.
What I am saying is vastly different from that of Arian.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/12 22:21
Bog,
Scripturally God desires to glorify Himself. Therefore God desires to love Himself. Therefore God is God centered. There
fore He is self centered. Therefore He is selfish. How to you respond to this and the scriptures I previously provided?
From what I was understanding you were saying God does not love Himself since love does not seek its own. And since
to love yourself is to seek your own God must not love Himself.
From what I was understanding you were saying that we cannot love our children if they are unsaved since they are com
pletely evil if they are not born again. Maybe you mean we can love them to salvation and as our enemies but not just as
our children. If this is what you are saying then I disagree because I believe we can love our children just as our children
.
Unsaved people can do good and love. As I stated earlier I don't have full clarity on this matter. However even if man we
re completely evil and could never do good that would not compromise my understanding of the Triunity since I say that
God loves Himself yet it is okay since He has a good nature. I will say though thus far the understanding that I have com
e to is that unsaved man can do good though there is none who does enough good or mostly good. Specifically I don't e
mphatically believe that unsaved man can love God though I think they can to a degree but I do think that they can love
each other. Paul testified that the Jews had a zeal for God. To have zeal is to have desire for and to have desire for is to
love. Fathers love their children and this is a righteous love. Police officers do good in that they serve the Lord in righteo
usness. Proverbs says a righteous man lay up an inheritance for his children and there are parents who lay up an inherit
ance for their children out of love for them.
Luke 7:4-5 And when they came to Jesus, they pleaded with him earnestly, saying, "He is worthy to have you do this for
him, for he loves our nation, and he is the one who built us our synagogue."
Acts 10:22 And they said, "Cornelius, a centurion, an upright and God-fearing man, who is well spoken of by the whole
Jewish nation,
Acts 16:14 One who heard us was a woman named Lydia, from the city of Thyatira, a seller of purple goods, who was a
worshiper of God.
Luke 23:50-51 Now there was a man named Joseph, from the Jewish town of Arimathea. He was a member of the coun
cil, a good and righteous man, who had not consented to their decision and action; and he was looking for the kingdom
of God.
Proverbs 13:22 A good man leaves an inheritance to his children's children, but the sinner's wealth is laid up for the righ
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teous.
Acts 16:14 One who heard us was a woman named Lydia, from the city of Thyatira, a seller of purple goods, who was a
worshiper of God.
Rom 10:2 I bear them witness that they have a zeal for God,

Re: - posted by rbanks, on: 2008/12/12 22:37
In light of Jesus saying that I and My Father are one.
Here is a question, when we are speaking of God as Spirit does it matter whether we call Him Father, Jesus Christ(Son),
or Holy Spirit.
Here is another question. Is it possible to honor any one of the three manifestations of God more than the other. Accordi
ng to scripture we can not know nor honor the Father except through the Son.
Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding), on: 2008/12/13 3:09
Thank you again for this discussion.
It can impact our witnessing to those of other religions and give better understanding to them of Who "The WORD of
GOD" is, and that would clear many misunderstandings and misconceptions.
1Jn 5:7 For there are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these three are O
ne.

------------------------------------------------Deu 18:15 The LORD thy God will raise up unto thee a Prophet from the midst of thee, of thy brethren, like unto me; un
to him ye shall hearken
Act 3:22 For Moses truly said unto the fathers, A prophet shall the Lord your God raise up unto you of your brethren, lik
e unto me; him shall ye hear in all things whatsoever he shall say unto you.
Act 7:37 This is that Moses, which said unto the children of Israel, A prophet shall the Lord your God raise up unto you
of your brethren, like unto me; him shall ye hear.

Rom 1:3 Concerning his Son Jesus Christ our Lord, which was 'made' of the seed of David according to the flesh;
Rom 1:4 And declared to be the Son of God with power, according to the spirit of holiness, by the resurrection from the
dead

2Ti 2:8 Remember that Jesus Christ of the seed of David was raised from the dead according to my gospel
Heb 2:16 For verily he took not on him the nature of angels; but he took on him the seed of Abraham.
This is "the Seed" which GOD had used to "BEGET" The Son, as GOD manifest in the flesh. He could not be the "Son",
until He was begotten by and through the heritage of the woman, ie.
Joh 8:58 Jesus said unto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, Before Abraham was, "I Am."
Joh 1:14 And the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us, (and we beheld his glory, the glory as of the 'only begotte
n' of the Father,) full of grace and truth.
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KEY WORD - "Begotten" - G3439
monogeneÂ¯s
Thayer Definition:
1) single of its kind, only
1a) used of only sons or daughters (viewed in relation to their parents)
1b) used of Christ, denotes the only begotten son of God

Heb 1:4 Being made so much better than the angels, as he hath by inheritance obtained a more excellent name than th
ey.
Heb 1:5 For unto which of the angels said he at any time, Thou art my son, this day have I begotten thee? And again, I
will be to him a Father, and he shall be to me a Son?

Php 2:6 Who, being in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God:
Php 2:7 But made himself of no reputation, and "took upon him" the form of a servant, and was made in the likeness of
men:
Php 2:8 And being found in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, and became obedient unto death, even the death of
the cross.
Mat 1:1 The book of the generation of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham. {The Son 'had' to be born of t
his lineage and not until this fulness of times, when the Son's geneaology was complete.}
Luk 1:35 And the angel answered and said unto her, The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the power of the Highe
st shall overshadow thee: therefore also that holy 'thing' which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God.
By Adam Clarke on Luke 1:35 "Here, I trust, I may be permitted to say, with all due respect for those who differ from me, that the doctrine of the eternal
Sonship of Christ is, in my opinion, anti-scriptural, and highly dangerous. This doctrine I reject for the following reasons:
1st. I have not been able to find any express declaration in the Scriptures concerning it.
2dly. If Christ be the Son of God as to his Divine nature, then he cannot be eternal; for son implies a father; and father i
mplies, in reference to son, precedency in time, if not in nature too. Father and son imply the idea of generation; and gen
eration implies a time in which it was effected, and time also antecedent to such generation.
3dly. If Christ be the Son of God, as to his Divine nature, then the Father is of necessity prior, consequently superior to h
im.
4thly. Again, if this Divine nature were begotten of the Father, then it must be in time; i.e. there was a period in which it d
id not exist, and a period when it began to exist. This destroys the eternity of our blessed Lord, and robs him at once of h
is Godhead.
5thly. To say that he was begotten from all eternity, is, in my opinion, absurd; and the phrase eternal Son is a positive se
lf-contradiction. Eternity is that which has had no beginning, nor stands in any reference to Time. Son supposes time, ge
neration, and father; and time also antecedent to such generation. Therefore the conjunction of these two terms, Son an
d eternity is absolutely impossible, as they imply essentially different and opposite ideas.
The enemies of ChristÂ’s Divinity have, in all ages, availed themselves of this incautious method of treating this subject,
and on this ground, have ever had the advantage of the defenders of the Godhead of Christ. This doctrine of the eternal
Sonship destroys the deity of Christ; now, if his deity be taken away, the whole Gospel scheme of redemption is ruined.
On this ground, the atonement of Christ cannot have been of infinite merit, and consequently could not purchase pardon
for the offenses of mankind, nor give any right to, or possession of, an eternal glory. The very use of this phrase is both
absurd and dangerous; therefore let all those who value Jesus and their salvation abide by the Scriptures. This doctrine
of the eternal Sonship, as it has been lately explained in many a pamphlet, and many a paper in magazines, I must and
do consider as an awful heresy, and mere sheer Arianism; which, in many cases, has terminated in Socinianism, and th
at in Deism. From such heterodoxies, and their abetters, may God save his Church! Amen!"
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My own thoughts - a Son is forever beneath and subservient to The Father. The Son was "obedient" to The Father thro
ugh-out His earthly life .... whereas, "obedience" was not necessary, nor even a part of the Old Testament accounts of G
OD ... He was ONE GOD, with one "mind" and every Word and Action proceded from this One GOD.
~ Mal 2:10 Have we not all one father? hath not one God created us?
~ Isa 45:18 For thus saith the LORD that created the heavens; God himself that formed the earth and made it; he hath e
stablished it, he created it not in vain, he formed it to be inhabited: I am the LORD; and there is none else.
~ Isa 45:12 I have made the earth, and created man upon it: I, even my hands, have stretched out the heavens, and all t
heir host have I commanded.

The WORD of GOD was totally Equal to and was GOD from Eternity.
From Revelation 19 we see the "The WORD of GOD" will be returning with a new Name that no one knows but Himself.
At HIS Return, HE will fulfill all the Old and New Testament prophesies of "GOD on earth" and not as HE was at the time
of His First Advent - before HE resurrected and received back HIS former Glory.
His purposes at His First Advent were three fold. First to show The Nature of GOD Secondly, to teach us how to live in
total dependence and obedience to the Father through & by HIS Spirit, as our example - and finally, as the Sacrificial La
mb of GOD.
Why would this fact, that The Word of GOD is not the Eternal 'Son' be such an important understanding to grasp ? Beca
use - HE will fulfill ALL Prophecies of the Old and New Testaments regarding "GOD ruling the earth" in and of Himself and as The One GOD - As The Great "I AM" - there will be no distinctions of power, authority, headship, subservience, o
bedience between a Father and a son, as there was 'only' during HIS First Advent, before HE reclaimed HIS Throne. Th
e Three in One will again be as "in the beginning" - Equal in Power, Mind, Action and Authority.
Many religions have made the "Son of GOD" a "Lesser god" than GOD The Father. Some seeing only a Babe in a mang
er or a pitiful body still on the cross - and this alone is blasphemous. HE is The ONE GOD from Eternity and 100% Equ
al with "The Father".
Isa 9:6 For unto us a child is born, unto us a son is given: and the government shall be upon his shoulder: and his name
shall be called Wonderful, Counselor, The mighty God, The everlasting Father, The Prince of Peace.
The CO-Equality is seen through-out the entire Old Testament. The Logos spoke everything into existance, and all thing
s were made by and for HIM.
The Name "Logos", means more than just "words" --- but the nature and intelligence behind the words and is not the sa
me word used for random words alone.
"Out of the abundance of the heart - the mouth speaketh" ---- The Logos was in the bosom of the Father, symbolically w
here the heart is --- The Logos was the expression of GOD's heart or "Nature".
It was The Logos speaking through the Prophets as "thus saith The LORD", in the first person.
Rev 19 & 21 - It will be The Logos Who will take back this earth from man's dominion, as The One True Creator GOD "The Almighty".
At that time, man will understand that "this" is the One True GOD of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob - The One Creator & Et
ernal GOD.
Rev 1:8 ~ I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the ending, saith the Lord, which is, and which was, and which is t
o come, The "Almighty".
{ Exo 6:3 And I 'appeared' unto Abraham, unto Isaac, and unto Jacob, by the name of God "Almighty" ....
Isa 41:4 Who hath wrought and done it, calling the generations from the beginning? I the LORD, the first, and with the la
st; I am He.
Isa 48:12 Hearken unto me, O Jacob and Israel, my called; I am He; I am the first, I also am the last.
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Rev 1:11 I Am Alpha and Omega, the first and the last.....
2Co 6:18 And I will be a Father unto you, and ye shall be my sons and daughters, saith the Lord Almighty.....
Rev 21:7 He that overcometh shall inherit all things; and I will be his God, and he shall be my son.

The LORD said, "That unto me every knee shall bow, every tongue shall swear" (Isaiah 45:23)... which is repeated again
in the New Testament of The Word of GOD, now called Jesus --- Until HIS Return. Rev 19 & 21 - When HE comes with
HIS new Name and we see HIM 'as' HE IS - and Every knee will bow before "GOD our Savior".
Praise GOD for the Blessed Hope of HIS future Coming ... all this famine, disease, pain, tears, murder and evil will ceas
e and for those who believe on HIM - Eternal Paradise With HIM - Amen !
Re: everyword that proceedeth out of the mouth of God - posted by ChrisJD (), on: 2008/12/13 9:46
Hi again everyone,

boG,

"Quote:
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------Love does not seek it's own.
The Lord Jesus in the same prayer said
I pray for them: I pray not for the world, but for them which thou hast given me; for they are thine. And all mine are thine,
and thine are mine; and I am glorified in them.
- John 17:9-10(KJV)
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------You have just proven my point Chris. You make God dependant upon man in order to love perfectly."

But boG, I only qouted the scripture?

I think there is a tremendous difficulty in writting about things like this and trying to offer explanations for things which are
not clearly revealed and expressly stated. The secret things belong to the Lord.

The Lord Jesus said,

...My doctrine is not mine, but his that sent me. If any man will do his will, he shall know of the doctrine, whether
it be of God, or whether I speak of myself. He that speaketh of himself seeketh his own glory: but he that seeket
h his glory that sent him, the same is true, and no unrighteousness is in him.

- John 7:16-18(KJV)
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And yet we can easily write pages upon pages trying to explain the very nature of God? For sure the scripture will be q
outed, but what about all the words inbetween? Are they God's? Our own?

Just recently, I recieived as a daily devotional an item about the Trinity. In it, the author says after stating some things ab
out the doctrine of the Trinity

"Although these truths are implicit throughout the New Testament, the doctrine of the Trinity is seldom, if ever, presented
therein explicitly as a formal doctrine."

But it is presentend explicity as a formal doctrine in the words of men and those words are held over others who are for
ced to accept and say them, except they be called heretics?

Take for instance in this thread. In a rebuke against the person that started this thread, he was sent to three men, who it
was claimed could beat the heresy out of him, one of whom supposedly wrote a whole book on the subject.

The Apostle Paul, as far as I know, never wrote a whole book on the subject of 'eternal sonship' of Christ, but, he did writ
e this:

And without controversy great is the mystery of godliness:

God was manifest in the flesh,
justified in the Spirit,
seen of angels,
preached unto the Gentiles,
believed on in the world,
received up into glory.

- 1Timothy 3:16(KJV)

Maybe, if we should have need for a creed, or a dogma, that everyone of us must confess, this would be more suitable t
hen the multitude of words and explanations that have been written in the centuries since then.
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"Every word of God is pure. He is a shield to them that put their trust in Him. Add thou not unto his words, lest he reprov
e thee, and thou be found a liar."
- Proverbs 30:5-6(KJV)

Re: - posted by hulsey (), on: 2008/12/13 13:59
Just offering a suggestion but you all may want to listen to Art Katz's sermon:
(https://www.sermonindex.net/modules/mydownloads/visit.php?lid7149) That They May Be One
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/13 17:32
Rbanks,
Quote:
-------------------------In light of Jesus saying that I and My Father are one.
Here is a question, when we are speaking of God as Spirit does it matter whether we call Him Father, Jesus Christ(Son), or Holy Spirit.
Here is another question. Is it possible to honor any one of the three manifestations of God more than the other. According to scripture we can not kno
w nor honor the Father except through the Son.
-------------------------

No it doesn't matter what title we ascribe to Him in a sense since they are all the same essentially. Actually, the point tha
t Jesus was making in saying that He was one with the Father was that He was God and that there is no difference. Yet,
it does matter in that they do have distinction in role and function. For example with our salvation the Father ordains the
Son saves and the Spirit seals. Also we cannot come to the Father unless we first go through the Son and so on.
Also, we cannot honor one revelation of God above another since all are equally God. It does seem though yet subtle th
at many do exalt one above another as if one is greater then another. It is not as if one bows down to another in being le
sser or worship but the Spirit and the Son do do the Fathers bidding since He is the head. Your head may tell your hand
s and feet to do something but that does not mean that they are less then you since they are you.

Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/13 18:02
Jesus-is-God,
Thank your for your posts. I am blessed by the extensive thoughts on the matter. I have not delved in as far as possibly
you and Clarke on the matter in a specific way. I have so long been alone in the matter. I have brought it up to close
friends that I respected and none of them had anything to say some quietly agreed and others vaguely responded in a
way that they were not yet ready to talk of such lofty subjects. Here on SI is the first time that I have had constructive
conversation on the matter. And, now I hear from you and Clarke. I at first did not know who Clarke was even as Bob
earlier mentioned him. I later remembered that He wrote commentaries. I am now excited to read some of his thorough
treaties on this topic. I read that he has written probably the most comprehensive commentary ever written by one man.
I did hesitate at first to respond to your earlier comment because I am not sure that I understand it and may not agree
with it. I think that my distinction with Clarke and probably yourself is the eternal Sonship but I also believe that The
Logos, Father/God/Head, and Spirit share the same personality as we do with our word and spirit with possible
exception to the Son in His humanity. I deny this multiple personality teaching in light of scripture and in that it is
unsound and turns off evangelistically those who are monotheistic. So what did you mean when you said:
Quote:
------------------------- "When the administration of the kingdom of grace is finally closed; when there shall be no longer any state of probation, and conse
quently no longer need of a distinction between the kingdom of grace and the kingdom of glory; then the Son, as being man and Messiah, shall cease t
o exercise any distinct dominion and God be all in all: there remaining no longer any distinction in the persons of the glorious Trinity, as acting any disti
nct or separate parts in either the kingdom of grace, or the kingdom of glory, and so the One infinite essence shall appear undivided and eternal."
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-------------------------

Did you mean that the personalities will cease? Because I don't think there were multiple personalities in the first place.
Or that the distinct functions will cease to be distinct? Because I think they will still be intact. Or that the Son will no long
er be? For I am confident that the Son will remain and the Spirit and so forth.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/13 18:09
Hulsey,
thank you for you suggested resource for instruction and edification. I listened to it in it's entirety. It actually was exactly
what we are talking about in part since the man he quoted early on said somewhat of the same things as myself. It also
dealt with the matter of how the mainstream doctrine of the Triunity does not come off well to Jews and evangelism has
been part of my concern. However though this sermon had some thought it really did not dig in very far in content in this
long sermon he in summation only said that the Triunity is genius so as for content I didn't really receive much.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/13 18:23
Philologus,

Quote:
-------------------------Clarke believed, as did all Methodists, in the Eternal Personhood of Him who we now know as the Christ.
-------------------------

[Image: http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/en/thumb/e/e2/Adamclarke.jpg/180px-Adamclarke.jpg] Adam Clarke (176
0 or 1762Â–1832) was a British Methodist theologian and Biblical scholar. He is chiefly remembered for writing a comme
ntary on the Bible which took him 40 years to complete and which was a primary Methodist theological resource for two
centuries.
That commentary, published as: "The New Testament of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. The text carefully printed fr
om the most correct copies of the present Authorized Version. Including the marginal readings and parallel texts. With a
Commentary and Critical Notes. Designed as a help to a better understanding of the sacred writings. By Adam Clarke, L
L.D. F.S.A. M.R.I.A. With a complete alphabetical index. Royal Octavo Stereotype Edition." "New York, Published by J.
Emory and B. Waugh, for the Methodist Episcopal Church, at the conference office, 13 Crosby-Street. J. Collord, Printer.
1831.", may be the most comprehensive commentary on the Bible ever prepared by one man. By himself he produced n
early half as much material as the scores of scholars who collaborated on the twelve-volume The InterpretersÂ’ Bible.
Adam Clarke
As a theologian, Clarke reinforced the teachings of Methodist founder John Wesley. He taught that the Bible provides a
complete interpretation of God's nature and will. He considered Scripture itself a miracle of God's grace that "takes away
the veil of darkness and ignorance."1 With such an understanding, Clarke was first and foremost a Biblical theologian, of
ten uneasy with purely systematic approaches to theology.
Clarke followed Wesley in opposing a Calvinistic scheme of salvation, preferring instead the Wesleyan-Arminian position
s regarding predestination, prevenient grace, the offer of justification from God to all persons, entire sanctification, and a
ssurance of salvation.
Perhaps his most controversial position regarded the eternal Sonship of Jesus. Clarke did not believe it Biblical
ly faithful to affirm this doctrine, maintaining that prior to the Incarnation, Jesus was "unoriginated." Otherwise,
according to Clarke, he would be subordinate to God and therefore not fully divine. This was important to Clark
e because he felt that Jesus' divinity was crucial to understanding the atonement.
Clarke's view was opposed by many Methodists, notably Richard Watson. Watson and his allies argued that Cla
rke's position jeopardized the integrity of the doctrine of the trinity. Clarke's view was rejected by Methodism in
favor of the traditional, orthodox perspective.
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Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/12/13 22:57
Quote:
-------------------------ChrisJD you said, "But boG, I only qouted the scripture?"
-------------------------

You also said,
"Love does not seek it's own.
The Lord Jesus in the same prayer said"
With your previous statements I can only assume you meant to say that God's love fulfills the nature of love by "not seek
ing it's own" when God loves His creatures, ie. "I pray for them..." And if this is how the nature of love is fulfilled then you
admit God's love is dependant upon creation to love perfectly.

Quote:
-------------------------From what I was understanding you were saying God does not love Himself since love does not seek its own. And since to love you
rself is to seek your own God must not love Himself.
-------------------------

I am aware of what you are understanding David, which is what disturbs me. As I just posted, try and quote me where I s
ay I don't believe God loves Himself. You will not find it and that is because you are not understanding much of anything
I am writing, were we sitting face to face I would have to assume you were either ignoring me or selective of hearing. I e
xplicitly said that it is your view of Modalism (Oneness) wherein God cannot love Himself because He fails to be the fuln
ess of Love testified of in Scripture.

Quote:
-------------------------Unsaved people can do good and love. As I stated earlier I don't have full clarity on this matter. However even if man were complet
ely evil and could never do good that would not compromise my understanding of the Triunity since I say that God loves Himself yet it is okay since He
has a good nature.
-------------------------

If you do not even have clarity on the testimony of Scripture, which you have now openly denied, that declares without c
ontradiction: there is no righteousness apart from the righteousness of Christ Jesus, there is no good apart from God wh
o alone is Good, and there is no love apart from the Holy Spirit who is the Author of love. If you cannot recognize this ab
out the worldly love of man, which is no love at all, how shall you instruct us of God, who is love? You do greatly deceive
yourself. "If I told you earthly things and you do not believe, how will you believe if I tell you heavenly things?" Therefore
if you do not even understand the earthly things, indeed, how shall you tell us of heavenly things? This greatly affects yo
ur ability to speak of the doctrine of love and of the nature of God. From the first post when you presented your "slightly
differing view" it became apparent you did not have a right understanding of true love and that lacking view of love has s
haped your view of God. And this has been confirmed several times now by your own confession.
Look again at each of the verses you posted concerning "unsaved people" doing good and having love.
"Cornelius, a centurion, an upright and God-fearing man"
"Lydia, who was a worshiper of God."
"a man named Joseph, and he was looking for the kingdom of God."
And as for the man in Luke 7: "He is worthy for You to grant this to him; for he loves our nation and it was he who built u
s our synagogue." This is not an acceptable testimony because it is given by men and not by God. However, Jesus "mar
veled at him, and turned and said to the crowd that was following Him, 'I say to you, not even in Israel have I found such
great faith.'"
These are not your run-of-the-mill pagans. These are all God-fearing men and women of faith. Now find a scripture whic
h testifies of an ungodly man loving with a true love. I assure you the only love the people of the world have is a sensual
(fleshly) and selfish love.
Have you ever done a study on the different greek words translated as "love" in the Bible? There is only one love which
we may speak of as true love, and that is God and the love He gives to His children. There is no other true love besides
this because this is the only love that shall continue into eternity; all other "love" is carnal, is born of the flesh, is sin, is un
righteous, and is not to be compared to the love in the Holy Spirit.
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Quote:
-------------------------From what I was understanding you were saying that we cannot love our children if they are unsaved since they are completely evil
if they are not born again. Maybe you mean we can love them to salvation and as our enemies but not just as our children. If this is what you are sayin
g then I disagree because I believe we can love our children just as our children.
-------------------------

I will try to explain this again. Does a father love a malicious child? Indeed he may. Yet, he hates the child all the same b
ecause the child's deeds are evil. Divine love and divine hate are not opposites, that is, they are not diametrically oppos
ed. If love and hate were contradictions then God Himself could not love and hate. In fact, God would be incapable of ha
te if this were true because if hate were the complete opposite of love then hate would be evil, and we know there is no
evil in God. Therefore, we may righteously hate our children and every stranger who is not born of the Spirit of God. Not
the evil hate, or malicious hate of the world and the devil, but a hate that sympathizes with the weakness of the flesh and
compels us to bless our enemies "of whom I travail in birth again until Christ be formed in you". And as Paul said elsewh
ere, "For I determined to know nothing among you except Jesus Christ, and Him crucified." And that is the affection and
determination of godly hate for it is a benevolent hatred and not ill-willed as are sinful love & hate.
As for your quote of Romans, read again:
Romans 10
1. Brethren, my heart's desire and my prayer to God for them is for their salvation.
2. For I testify about them that they have a zeal for God, but not in accordance with knowledge.
3. For not knowing about God's righteousness and seeking to establish their own, they did not subject themselves to the
righteousness of God.
This zeal is not in accordance with knowledge and this zeal is seeking to establish a self-righteousness. This zeal is ther
efore unrighteous and as filthy rags before a holy God and neither does it bring the salvation of God. How can they be z
ealous for a God whom they do not know? How can this zeal be a love for God? Is it not written, "If someone says, 'I lov
e God,' and hates his brother, he is a liar; for the one who does not love his brother whom he has seen, cannot love God
whom he has not seen." And we know that it is impossible for the carnal man to love his brother because such a love is t
o be obedient to the commandment of Christ. And only those who are born-again have received the gift of faith that is ca
pable of manifesting the true love that is obedient to God therefore "he who does not obey the Son will not see life, but t
he wrath of God abides on him."
Re: The Triunity (my slightly differing view/ understanding) - posted by boG (), on: 2008/12/13 23:23
How about these verses,
Acts 13
33. God hath fulfilled the same unto us their children, in that he hath raised up Jesus again; as it is also written in the
second psalm, Thou art (present tense) my Son, this day have I begotten (perfect tense) thee.
Psalm 2
7. I will declare (imperfect aspect) the decree: the LORD hath said (perfect aspect) unto me, Thou art my Son; this day
have I begotten (perfect aspect) thee.
(taken from wikipedia.org)
Biblical Hebrew had only two aspects (not tenses). The perfect aspect was used for completed actions, and general
ly implies past time. The imperfect aspect was used for uncompleted actions, and thus could imply present or future ti
me.
Re: - posted by ChrisJD (), on: 2008/12/14 8:48
Hi again boG.

About this,

"With your previous statements I can only assume you meant to say that God's love fulfills the nature of love by "not
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seeking it's own" when God loves His creatures, ie. "I pray for them..." And if this is how the nature of love is fulfilled then
you admit God's love is dependant upon creation to love perfectly."

I see. No, this was not my intention at all. I was responding to what you had written here:

Quote:
-------------------------Brother ChrisJD, what if I recommended you to consider how the Trinity expresses love among themselves -- the perfect representa
tion and fulfillment of loving one another; a perfect parable for how we, as the body of Christ, should be one. Does this answer your exhortation?

-------------------------

And besides this, you had been referring to the passage is Corinthians which says that love does not seek its own.

This is why I suggested looking at what else the Lord Jesus said in the prayer that you made refrence to:

And all mine are thine, and thine are mine; and I am glorified in them.
- John 17:10(KJV)

No, I do not think God is dependant upon man in order to be anything. I think He is what He is because He is God.

Once again, I do not think the passage in Corinthians is intended to invite us into speculating on the nescessity of there
being multiple persons in God in order that He be love.

The scripture says that when God could swear by no greater, He swore by Himself(Heb 6:13).

Even though men verily swear by the greater.

We are not God. And the Apostle Paul, writting to men, said that love does not seek it's own.

Wish you well,
Chris
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Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/14 23:21
Bog,
I don't think that I want to continue this conversation as it seems fruitless and in vain. I think the conversation has merely
gone off into philosophy, total depravity, and a denial of God centered teaching and so forth which are side issues from
what the main topic was.
Re: - posted by davidt, on: 2008/12/14 23:39
Bog,

Quote:
-------------------------How about these verses,
Acts 13 33. God hath fulfilled the same unto us their children, in that he hath raised up Jesus again; as it is also written in the second psalm, Thou art (
present tense) my Son, this day have I begotten (perfect tense) thee.
Psalm 2 7. I will declare (imperfect aspect) the decree: the LORD hath said (perfect aspect) unto me, Thou art my Son; this day have I begotten (perfe
ct aspect) thee.
(taken from wikipedia.org) Biblical Hebrew had only two aspects (not tenses). The perfect aspect was used for completed actions, and generally implie
s past time. The imperfect aspect was used for uncompleted actions, and thus could imply present or future time.
-------------------------

So what are you trying to say? Are you saying that the Son was begotten before the incarnation?
I have talked about this before. A good likelihood is that these verse are talking about post resurrection. The context of P
salm 2 in Acts and other verses like the firstbegotten from the dead seem to indicate that psalm 2 is talking about Him b
eing begotten post resurrection. So if you are trying to say that this is before the incarnation there is a good likelihood th
at they are talking about a post resurrection begetting. However there are other verses and just because He was begotte
n post resurrection does not mean that He was not also before and prior to this begotten for He was through Mary.
Secondly, if you say that the Son was begotten before the incarnation then you are saying that the Son is not eternal. Fo
r to be begotten is to be born. Or if you are even saying that He was a Son before incarnation then you are saying that H
e was begotten before the incarnation because by definition a father son relation always commands there being a begett
ing at some point. I however state that the Logos eternally existed and that He took on flesh and the Son was begotten a
t the time of the incarnation in His humanity and not His Divinity.

Re: - posted by broclint (), on: 2008/12/15 1:43
Luke 23:34 (NKJV) 34Then Jesus said, Â“Father, forgive them, for they do not know what they do.Â” And they divided H
is garments and cast lots.
Is it enough yet?
Clint

Re: , on: 2008/12/15 1:49
Hello again brother David. Hope you are well.
In your reply to my post on pg 23, where you quote Adam Clarke, I came in agreement with him on that point but at the
events of the Post-Millenial-Reign, giving Revelation 21:1-7 for my Scriptural reasoning and of how the Old Testament
describes it, of all that transpires at and then after "The Day of the LORD" - when the New Jerusalem descends and
there are no more "unsaved" people nor devils to do business with, for the rest of Eternity.
'Then' is when I believe HE will be as HE was in Eden with Adam - but of course, immeasurably more marvelous.
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Clarke was not the only believer in "The Incarnational Sonship" belief. They were Trinitarians, that only stood by those
Scriptures already given... such as "This day" have I begotten thee, and those others, with the word "shall" in them, etc.,
in the past posts.

Regarding His Sonship being Post-Resurrectional -- might we look at the time of Jesus's Baptism in water - Mat 3:17 "A
nd lo a voice from heaven, saying, This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased."
And also at the transfiguration - Mat 17:5 "While he yet spake, behold, a bright cloud overshadowed them: and behold a
voice out of the cloud, which said, This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased; hear ye him."
Although Albert Barnes also taught Incarnational Sonship - he mentions post-resurrectional - but I can't see why with tho
se two verses above.
http://www.letgodbetrue.com/sermons/pdf/sonship-of-christ.pdf
A few links from here may help some in your research as well.
I especially enjoyed this first commentary.
An excerpt "Before His incarnation as Son of God, Jesus was, and still is, the self-existent and eternal God. The apostle John refers
to Him as the Logos, or the Word: Â“In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was Go
dÂ” (Jn. 1:1). He was with Elohim and He Himself was Elohim."
http://www.bibleguidance.co.za/Engarticles/Sonship.htm

And this second excerpt from another article -

"I wish it was in my power to explain the Scripture doctrine in such words, as you may all easily understand. The doctrin
e of the Trinity is the most necessary article of the Christian religion, and we cannot take one safe step in the way to hea
ven without being clear in it. And since it is the very foundation of your faith, I therefore intreat your more particular attent
ion, while I am considering it. The Scripture makes no difference between the divine Persons, except what is made by th
e distinct offices, which they sustain in the covenant of grace. The Persons are each equal in every perfection and attrib
ute; none is before or after another, none is greater or less than another; but the whole three Persons are co-eternal tog
ether and co-equal. And consequently Christ, who was from eternity co-equal with the Father, did not make Himself infer
ior, because He covenanted to become a Son, nor did the Holy Spirit, who was from eternity co-equal with the Father an
d the Son, make Himself inferior, because He covenanted to make the spirits of men holy by His grace and influence. So
n and Holy Spirit are names of office, and the names of their offices certainly cannot lesson the dignity of their nature, bu
t should rather exalt them in our eyes, for whose salvation they condescended to sustain these offices. Our blessed Lord
was Jehovah, when He covenanted to be made flesh, and to become a Son: and the very nature and terms of the coven
ant prove, that at the making of it He must have been a Person of the self-existent essence, because He had thereby su
ch offices committed to Him, as none but the true God was able to sustain. The whole economy and government of the
world, from the time of its creation to the final dissolution, was put into His hands; and therefore the Scripture expressly
assures us, that He created it, that He governs it by His providence, that He redeemed His people by His blood, and that
He is to come again at the last day, in all His glory to judge it. And He, who was almighty to create all things, who was all
-wise to govern all things, who had infinite merit to redeem His body the church, and who is to be God the Judge of all at
the last great day, certainly this almighty, this all-wise, this all-meritorious, and divine Judge, must be self-existent. And b
eing possessed of these offices, He might truly say, I AM; because he could not but have necessary existence in Himsel
f, who was the first cause, and who gave existence to every other being and thing."
http://www.the-highway.com/selfexistence_Romaine.html
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I suppose the word "persons" came only from the written "conversations" from Genesis 1 and elsewhere.
--------------------Joh 15:9 As the Father hath loved me, so have I loved you: continue ye in my love.

Yes, "GOD IS LOVE" and Jesus said, "I and the Father are ONE." and The Logos said - "The LORD our God is One LO
RD" Deut 6:4.

HIS Prayer: Joh 17:19 And for their sakes I sanctify myself, that they also might be sanctified through the truth.
Joh 17:20 Neither pray I for these alone, but for them also which shall believe on me through their word;
Joh 17:21 That they all may be one; as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be one in us: that the w
orld may believe that thou hast sent me.
Joh 17:22 And the glory which thou gavest me I have given them; that they may be one, even as we are one:
Joh 17:23 I in them, and thou in me, that they may be made perfect in one; and that the world may know that thou hast
sent me, and hast loved them, as thou hast loved me.
Joh 17:24 Father, I will that they also, whom thou hast given me, be with me where I am; that they may behold my glory
, which thou hast given me: for thou lovedst me before the foundation of the world.
Joh 17:25 O righteous Father, the world hath not known thee: but I have known thee, and these have known that thou h
ast sent me.
Joh 17:26 And I have declared unto them thy name, and will declare it: that the love wherewith thou hast loved me may
be in them, and I in them.

GOD Bless.
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