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Hi kelton graham 
 

Quote: 

This is really a stretch. In case you haven't noticed 1 Cor. 8:6 is not a Sharp's 
construction. Infact in verses 5 and verses 8 Paul distinguishes between Lords 
and Gods. If what you are saying iscorrect, Paul would have said something like 
the following: We have one God and Lord, the Father and Jesus Christ. 
 
 
 

Quote: 

What do you mean by this? 
 
 

Quote: 

Again, this is a huge stretch. The judges are infact called THEOS. And since you 
yourself have admitted that THEOS is a common noun, they can infact be called 
THEOS but not in the same sense as GOD is THEOS. 
 

Quote: 

Response: I would see Lord and God to mean basically the same thing in 
that passage. If you flip to verse 5. I think Paul is lumping all idols under 
the category of 'lords and gods.' Kinda like if I said "there are many 
pastors and elders." So Paul has lumped them all together under the title 
"so-called gods." 

Response: Well, again I think Psalm 82 needs to have special attention 
but I'll try to give you my view as simple as possible. I don't think Jesus 
was calling the leaders QEOS in a positive sense. 

In Psalm 82, the judges were called gods because of their authority, but 
the way I take the verse is that God is being sarcastic. 

"Sure, go ahead think you are god, but you will die like mere men." Their 
power and authority had gone to their heads similar to the way the 
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Again, this sounds to me like pure eisegesis. Fact is they are called THEOS . If 
Jesus understood them to be accusing him of making himself YHWH he would 
have cited a verse which clearly equated him with YHWH and not with gods.  
 
 

Quote: 

 
Jesus is not God at all, but he is a god in the sense the angels are gods in the 
psalms, and Moses is elohim in Exodus and humans are gods in the Psalms. 
Infact BDAG gives an example from 2nd century Christian writings (Dg 10:6) to 
show how the Son would be viewed as “a god” (not God) in the view of early 
Christians. See 4a below on Exodus 7:1. 
 
 
BDAG 405-406 2 "Some writings in our lit. use the word Q. w. ref. to Christ 
(without necessarily equating Christ with the Father and therefore in harmony 
with the Shema of Israel Dt. 6:4; cp Mk 10:18and 4a below), though the 
interpretation of some of the pass. is in debate. In Mosaic and Gr-Rom traditions 
the fundamental semantic component in the understanding of deity is the factor 
of performance, namely saviorhood or extraordinary contributions to one's 
society. Dg. 10:6 defines the ancient perspective: οσ ηα παρα του θεου λαβων 
εξει ταυτα τοισ επιδεοµενοισ ξορηγων θεοσ γινεταιλτων λαµβαναντων he who 
ministers to the needy what one has received from God proves to be a god to 
the recipients (cp. Sb III, 6263, 27 of a mother). (...) In any event θ . certainly 
refers to Christ, as one who manifests primary characteristics of deity, in the foll. 
NT pass.: J 1:1b (w. ο θεοσ 1a, which refers to God in the monotheistic context 
of Israel's tradition. On the problem raised by such attribution s. J 10:34 [cp. Ex 
7:1; Ps 81:6];  
 
 
 
4. that which is nontranscendent but considered worthy of special reverence or 
respect, god … a. of humans θεοι (as elohim) J 10:34f (Ps 81:6; humans are 
called q. in the OT also Ex 7:1; 22:27 
 
 
 
Says of God used of the Father in John 1:1a that it is not the same as the Son. 
 
ο θεοσ 1:1a, which refers to God in the monotheistic context of Israel’s tradition. 
 
 
 
 
 
Makes a distinction between God with and without the article. 
 
On θεοσ w[ith] and without the article, acc. to whether it means God or the 
Logos,  

current opposition of Jesus did in that day. So I think when Jesus quotes 
that verse he is applying it to them. "Sure you are a god, go ahead and 
think it, but you like them will die like mere men." And if those who did 
not have the right to be called God were called God and you did not trip 
out, how much more of a right do I have? 

Response: It is just monotheism I suppose. I don't Paul can make a 
statement like the one over in 1 Cor 8 and have Jesus being a lesser God. 
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Compares god in John 1:1b to Exodus 7:1and Psalms 81:6 
 
 
 

Quote: 

But that still doesn't explain why he would say we have one God, the Father. 
 

Quote: 

 
Your speculations are wild indeed.I think this speaks foritself. 
 
 
 

Quote: 

 
OK. You're either fibbing or playing dumb here. I've explained this to you twice 
now already. 
 
David was the Lord of the Israelites. They called him our Lord. YHWH was also 
the Lord of the Israelites. They alsocalled him our Lord. The OT has no problem 
with the Israelites calling both David and YHWH our Lord . Were these Israelites 
therefore polytheists and was the OT endorsing polytheism? 
 
 

Quote: 

Again you're not addressing the parallel issue as found in the Hebrew OT where 
the Israelites refer to both David and to YHWH as our Lord .  
 
 

Quote: 

You will ofcourse believe what you will, but there is no honest way Jesus could 

Response: I don't think so, I think Paul is linking Lord and God under the 
same boat. It is almost like he is saying ' they have a bunch of gods and 
lords or whatever you want to call what they worship.' But we have only 
one. 

I almost envision Paul referring to different groups where one group may 
praise a deity which they refer to as lord, and the other group refer to a 
deity as god and Paul just lumps them together. 

Response: Well no, David is not our lord at all. He was the people he was 
ruling over lord but in no way our lord. When Paul is speaking he is saying 
that Christ is our God meaning us, the church. We, the church have only 
one God and no one else fits that category. 

Response: But they would have to be our (meaning the church's) Lord, 
God, and Savior. Moses was not our Lord, God or Savior. That is the whole 
point of what Paul is saying, that for the church Christ is ours. 

Response: Again, John 17 is a very lengthy discussion. But in brief, we do 
not think Jesus is lying when he calls the Father the only true God, but we 
do not think he was denying his own deity in that verse. 
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have said the Father is the only true God if he himself also was the only true 

God. 
 
 

Quote: 

 

I think he was speaking as an incarnate human who had a God over him, 
giving him proper praise and glory like a human would. 

According to the Nicene creed, this incarnated man was yet 100% God, fully 

God. So for Jesus to proclaim the Father is the only true God would be an 
outright lie , a lie of the highest magnitude infact, if he himself was also the true 
God. 
 
 

Quote: 

In order to be saved we must know Jesus because he is the one who leads us to 

But at the same time, his prayer is that people may know both his God 
and himself (that is the kicker) in order to be saved. 

his Father. Yes, we must know both of them, but Jesus makes it clear that his 

Father is the only true God out of the both of them. 
 
 

Quote: 

 

And knowing here is not intellectual knowledge but an intimate 
relationship, the way one is be saved is to have a relationship with both 
the Father and Son, and I would propose an equal relationship with both. 

This doesn't address the issue as to why Jesus would refer to his Father as the 

only true God. 
 
 

Quote: 

Again, this is not answering the question : why Jesus would refer to his Father as 
the only true God if he himself was also the true God. 
 
 
best wishes, 
__________________ 
King James Version 
 
John 17:3 And this is life eternal, that they might know thee the only true God, 
and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.  

That is why later on Jesus could command the Father to glorify him 
because he is no longer speaking as a servant but as the second person. 
etc 

      

 4 Days Ago   #182

kelton graham  
Member 
  
 
Join Date: Jan 2006 

  

Quote: 

Originally Posted by John Milton   
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Posts: 329  
 21 Reputation Points 

Response: No, Sharp's construction would mean that these would be referring to 
the same person. I am not saying that, I am saying that there is no difference 
between them. Just like some churchs call church leaders elders, while others 
may call their church leaders pastors. (Depending on their location or tradition 
etc) 
 
So Paul is essentially saying, that some who worship idols have lords as their 
main deities, while others have gods as their main deities. (both meaning the 
same thing) but to us we have one God and one Lord. 
--------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: That when he called them gods he was making a connection between 
them and the judges of Psalm 82. Which if you read the psalm, calling them gods
is not a good thing. Because even though they were vehicles for gods judgment, 
they misused their power and will ultimately face judgment. 
---------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: Yes, QEOS is a common noun. And I think you mean that they are not 
the called QEOS in the same sense as Yahweh is called QEOS. You have God is 
QEOS which is the same thing. But no they are not QEOS in the same sense as 
Yahweh is QEOS. Nor are they QEOS in the same sense Jesus is either. 
 
---------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: Not really, because he is condemning them and pointing out the flaw 
in their argument at the same time. 
--------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

*snip* 

Hi kelton graham 

 

 

 

This is really a stretch. In case you haven't noticed 1 Cor. 8:6 is not a 

Sharp's construction. Infact in verses 5 and verses 8 Paul distinguishes 

between Lords and Gods. If what you are saying iscorrect, Paul would 

have said something like the following: We have one God and Lord, the 

Father and Jesus Christ. 

What do you mean by this? 

Again, this is a huge stretch. The judges are infact called THEOS. And 
since you yourself have admitted that THEOS is a common noun, they can 
infact be called THEOS but not in the same sense as GOD is THEOS. 

Again, this sounds to me like pure eisegesis. Fact is they are called 
THEOS . If Jesus understood them to be accusing him of making himself 
YHWH he would have cited a verse which clearly equated him with YHWH 
and not with gods. 

Jesus is not God at all, but he is a god in the sense the angels are gods in 
the psalms, and Moses is elohim in Exodus and humans are gods in the 
Psalms. Infact BDAG gives an example from 2nd century Christian writings 
(Dg 10:6) to show how the Son would be viewed as “a god” 
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Response: I own a BDAG, you did not have to paste all of that. The difference 
however between Jesus and Moses, and the judges and the people called god 
found in Dg 10:6 (who by the way I believe, thought Jesus was God but it has 
been awhile since i have looked at it.) 
 
Anyway the difference is that non of those other folks were ever called QEOS in a 
personal sense, like Jesus is. Their is always having to do with some function, 
while Jesus is called QEOS in a personal sense and it looks like it is referring to 
his nature. 
------------------------------------------------------------ 

Quote: 

Response: Because it is in harmony with what he said in the previous verse. He 
is wrapping up all forms of idolatry under one blanket (gods and lords) there are 
millions of them.  
 
Idols = tons of gods and lords Depending on what they called them) 
Us= one god one lord 
----------------------------------------------- 
 

Quote: 

Response: Not at all, that is why Paul is saying there are many of them. He is 
not being specific, just that is what different folks called their idols. Some called 
them god, some referred to them as lord. 
--------------------------------------------------- 
 

Quote: 

Response: And I've answered you twice now already. The Israelites could refer to 
David as their lord because he was their king. They were not polytheist because 
of this. But the church does not have anyone else that they call God. So this is 
not a parallel example. 
 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: It is not parallel, we don't have a monarch ruling over us except God. 
We do not address anyone in any shape or form or fashion as lord. Unless you 
live in England I suppose they may still refer to a person in high rank as lord, but 
my point is that when Paul is speaking of the church we don't have anyone in a 
high rank that we refer to as QEOS other than Yahweh. 

But that still doesn't explain why he would say we have one God, the 
Father. 

Your speculations are wild indeed.I think this speaks foritself. 

OK. You're either fibbing or playing dumb here. I've explained this to you 
twice now already. 
 
David was the Lord of the Israelites. They called him our Lord. YHWH was 
also the Lord of the Israelites. They alsocalled him our Lord. The OT has 
no problem with the Israelites calling both David and YHWH our Lord . 
Were these Israelites therefore polytheists and was the OT endorsing 
polytheism? 

Again you're not addressing the parallel issue as found in the Hebrew OT 
where the Israelites refer to both David and to YHWH as our Lord . 
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Quote: 

Response: That was not the point of the prayer. 
-------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: If Jesus were a separate God, but he is not. That is why it is 
necessary for a person to have the same relationship with both of them inorder 
to be saved. Meaning a person must place equal amount of faith and have the 
same relationship with both in order to be saved. That is why the Father glorifies 
him and he glorifies the Father, then ask for the glory to be recieved that he had 
with the Father before the world was. 
 
----------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: He is not separating himself from the Father, but rather illustrating 
that in order for salvation to take place a person must have the same amount of 
faith in both of them to be saved. 
 

Quote: 

Response: Because he is speaking as an incarnate human with a God over him. 
If Jesus were truely human, how else would he speak to his God? But then he 
goes on to explain his role in salvation and his role in being glorified with the 
Father then his deity can be clearly seen. 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: It is a prayer for his disciples and the will of the Father to take place. 
Not a prayer boasting about himself. 

You will ofcourse believe what you will, but there is no honest way Jesus 
could have said the Father is the only true God if he himself also was the 

only true God. 

According to the Nicene creed, this incarnated man was yet 100% God, 
fully God. So for Jesus to proclaim the Father is the only true God would 
be an outright lie , a lie of the highest magnitude infact, if he himself was 
also the true God. 

In order to be saved we must know Jesus because he is the one who leads 
us to his Father. Yes, we must know both of them, but Jesus makes it 
clear that his Father is the only true God out of the both of them. 

This doesn't address the issue as to why Jesus would refer to his Father as 
the only true God. 

Again, this is not answering the question : why Jesus would refer to his 
Father as the only true God if he himself was also the true God. 
 
 
best wishes, 

      

 4 Days Ago   #183

John Milton    
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Member 
  
 
Join Date: Dec 2006 
Posts: 1,815  

 24 Reputation Points 

  

Hi kelton graham 
 

Quote: 

I consulted someone also versed in the Greek for a second opinion regarding 
your take on this issue and this is what he said, see: 
 

Quote: 

 
Quote: 

Just the reverse! They used a good thing (the authority granted them by God as 
gods) for ignoble purposes. Consider Matthew 23:1-3 in this regard. Jesus told 
his disciples to respect the office but not the officers. The office is not to be 
condemned but those who misuse it. Thus the office of god is a "good thing" if 
only because it is sanctioned by God himself. It is not "a bad thing."  
 
 

Quote: 

That's obvious isn't it? 
 

Quote: 

Thank you. 
 

Quote: 

Then why did Jesus quote this particular verse in reaction to their charge that he 
was making himself theos? 
 
You didn't answer my question. If Christ understood them to be calling him 
YHWH in John 10:33, why didn't he just respond with a clear verse which 
unambiguously testified to his so-called Deity in John 10:34?I mean he had 

So Paul is essentially saying, that some who worship idols have lords as 
their main deities, while others have gods as their main deities. (both 
meaning the same thing) but to us we have one God and one Lord. 

His arguments are not based in grammar. The grammar uses two the 
prepositions eis and dia in different ways to establish how Paul saw his 
relation to God and his relation to Jesus. Essentially, from the words of the 
verse, Paul saw God as the ultimate God of a devoted life and saw Jesus 
as the means of attaining the goal. 
 
I wouldn't agree with this view of things, but it is the view that springs 
from the grammar, where eis (unto) and dia (through) are set in 
opposition to one another. 

...Psalm 82. Which if you read the psalm, calling them gods is not a good 
thing. Because even though they were vehicles for gods judgment, they 
misused their power and will ultimately face judgment. 

Response: Yes, QEOS is a common noun. And I think you mean that they 
are not the called QEOS in the same sense as Yahweh is called QEOS. 

You have God is QEOS which is the same thing. But no they are not QEOS 
in the same sense as Yahweh is QEOS. 

Nor are they QEOS in the same sense Jesus is either. 
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literally hundreds of verses to choose from in this regard. Why did he choose a 
verse where others are also called gods ? And such verses are meager indeed! 

Think about it. 
 
 
 

Quote: 

 
I really don't follow your argument here. 
 
 
 

Quote: 

Unfortunately this is just speculation on your part. John 10:34 is a strong 
indication that Christ saw his office of theos as analogous to the office of theos as
possessed by the judges in John 10:34, albeit to a higher degree, by reason of 
his higher status than the judges as Israel's Messiah , God's representative par 
excellence. Note that the focus of the Jew's concern in this pericope is not 
whether Jesus is YHWH (this thought doesn't even enter their mind) but whether 
he is Messiah. Read John 10:24!!  
 

Quote: 

But that's just your opinion without any back-up. Simply saying "personal sense" 
is not an argument. 
 

Quote: 

Again you're clutching at straws. -- "Looks like it is refering to nature" is not an 
argument. 
 
 
 

Quote: 

Unfortunately this is eisegesis. Paul clearly states that the one God is the Father 
and Jesus is the lord (Messiah). . And in verse 4 he says that there is no God but 

Response: Not really, because he is condemning them and pointing out 
the flaw in their argument at the same time. 

Response: I own a BDAG, you did not have to paste all of that. The 
difference however between Jesus and Moses, and the judges and the 
people called god found in Dg 10:6 (who by the way I believe, thought 
Jesus was God but it has been awhile since i have looked at it.) 

Anyway the difference is that non of those other folks were ever called 
QEOS in a personal sense, like Jesus is. 

Their is always having to do with some function, while Jesus is called 
QEOS in a personal sense and it looks like it is referring to his nature. 

Response: Because it is in harmony with what he said in the previous 
verse. He is wrapping up all forms of idolatry under one blanket (gods and 
lords) there are millions of them. 

this one God. This sounds alot like the Muslim declaration of faith, there is no 

God but Allah, and Muhammad is his prophet. In this case though we have from 
Paul, there is no God but the Father, and Jesus is the lord Messiah. I think the 
Muslims stole from Paul.  
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Quote: 

 
This is eisegesis as already shown in the beginning of this post. 
 
 
 

Quote: 

Paul is saying we have one God, the Father, and one lord Christ, Jesus. 
 
 

Quote: 

Idols = tons of gods and lords Depending on what they called them) 
Us= one god one lord 

Response: Not at all, that is why Paul is saying there are many of them. 
He is not being specific, just that is what different folks called their idols. 
Some called them god, some referred to them as lord. 

Response: And I've answered you twice now already. The Israelites could 
refer to David as their lord because he was their king. They were not 
polytheist because of this. But the church does not have anyone else that 
they call God. So this is not a parallel example. 

Your argument makes no sense whatsoever. I may also say Christians can refer 

to Jesus as their Lord because he is their king. But where is this argument going? 
Look it, If god (or theos) was a proper name your argument might have 
worked. Both theos is a common noun, by your own admission. So to try to give 
this word the restrictive force of a proper name simply because it is followed by 
the preposition our is a bogus argument. The Israelites could refer to King David 
and YHWH as our Lord without meaning King David is YHWH by virtue of the fact 
that lord is a common noun. In the same way Jesus and YHWH can both be 
referred to as our god without meaning Jesus is YHWH because god is a common 
noun, even when followed by our as shown by the parallel example of David and 
YHWH both being called our Lord.  
 
 

Quote: 

 
This is a bogus argument as shown above.  
 
 

Quote: 

This is argument by "because I say so" ! 
 

Quote: 

Response: It is not parallel, we don't have a monarch ruling over us 
except God. We do not address anyone in any shape or form or fashion as 
lord. Unless you live in England I suppose they may still refer to a person 
in high rank as lord, but my point is that when Paul is speaking of the 
church we don't have anyone in a high rank that we refer to as QEOS 
other than Yahweh. 

Response: That was not the point of the prayer. 

Response: If Jesus were a separate God, but he is not. That is why it is 
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Jesus is indeed God's representative. Do you understand the Jewish law of 

necessary for a person to have the same relationship with both of them 
inorder to be saved. Meaning a person must place equal amount of faith 
and have the same relationship with both in order to be saved. That is 
why the Father glorifies him and he glorifies the Father, then ask for the 
glory to be recieved that he had with the Father before the world was. 

agency? That of the Shaliach?There is a Hebrew saying that a man's 

representative is as himself, meaning that the one who is sent by his Master 
comes in the authority of his Master and is to be treated as the Master himself. 
But it does not mean that this sent one, this servant, is the same being as the 
one who sent him.  
 
But more importantly, this argument of yours does not address the question of 
why Jesus said his Father is the only true God. 
 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: He is not separating himself from the Father, but rather 
illustrating that in order for salvation to take place a person must have the 
same amount of faith in both of them to be saved. 

Again this does not address the issue of why Jesus said, my father is the only 

true God, if he was also the true God. 
 
 

Quote: 

As I already told you once before, this is a bogus argument because jesus he was 
yet 100% God even as a man and he could not have said, even in his 
"incarnation" that his Father is the only true God without telling a blod faced lie. 
 
 
 

Quote: 

Jesus could speak to "his God" all he wanted, but he could not make certain 
comments like , you are the only true God without lying . Anymore than God 
Himself when he speaks to a man could say to him you're also the only true God 
without lying. There are some things even God cannot say without lying. Don't 
you agree? 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: Because he is speaking as an incarnate human with a God over 
him. 

If Jesus were truely human, how else would he speak to his God? 

But then he goes on to explain his role in salvation and his role in being 
glorified with the Father then his deity can be clearly seen. 

Again, this does not address the question : why did Jesus said that his father is 

the only true God, if he himself was also the true God? 
 
 

Quote: 

11



What? 
 
best wishes, 
__________________ 
King James Version 
 
John 17:3 And this is life eternal, that they might know thee the only true God, 
and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.  

Response: It is a prayer for his disciples and the will of the Father to take 
place. Not a prayer boasting about himself. 

      

 4 Days Ago   #184

MakeSure  
CARM Super Member 
  
 
Join Date: Jul 2006 
Posts: 510  

 24 Reputation Points 

  

Quote: 

Hi John - as I was reading your thoughts here a couple of questions came to 
mind.  
 
1) Would you say that the Jewish principle of agency should be taken literally for 
Jesus? Afterall, the Jews didn't see him that way and they had plenty of scripture 
to lead them to Christ being the Messiah. Why do you think they didn't see him 
as a Shaliach? 
 
2) Do Shaliachs have shaliachs? 
__________________ 
David L Woodring Former Member of the Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of 
Jehovah's Witnesses 1971 - 1988 Got Gospel? 1 Cor 15:1-8  

Jesus is indeed God's representative. Do you understand the Jewish law of 
agency? That of the Shaliach?There is a Hebrew saying that a man's 

representative is as himself, meaning that the one who is sent by his 
Master comes in the authority of his Master and is to be treated as the 
Master himself. But it does not mean that this sent one, this servant, is 
the same being as the one who sent him. 

      

 3 Days Ago   #185

kelton graham  
Member 
  
 
Join Date: Jan 2006 
Posts: 329  

 21 Reputation Points 

  

Quote: 

Response: Hello John. 
 

Quote: 

Originally Posted by John Milton   
Hi kelton graham 

I consulted someone also versed in the Greek for a second opinion 
regarding your take on this issue and this is what he said, see: 
 
His arguments are not based in grammar. The grammar uses two the 
prepositions eis and dia in different ways to establish how Paul saw his 
relation to God and his relation to Jesus. Essentially, from the words of the 
verse, Paul saw God as the ultimate God of a devoted life and saw Jesus 
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Response: Well, I don't know where to start on this one. For one he is not 
addressing my point and two his point about the Greek is not right even if it was 
addressing my point. Well lets start with the Greek 
 
1 Cor 8:6 ALL hHMIN hEIS QEOS hO PATHR EX hOU TA PANTA KAI hHMEIS EIS 
AUTON KAI hEIS KURIOS IHSOUS CRISTOS DI hOU TA PANTA KAI hHMEIS DI 
AUTOU  
 
Your friend says that there is a constrast between EIS and DIA. I don't know why 
he brought this up. For EIS + AUTON is just showing the purpose as to why we 
live. We live 'for him.' Him referring to the Father, we live DIA AUTOU 'by means 
of Christ.' One cannot argue that the Father is the ultimate God and Jesus is not 
simply based upon these prepositions because all they are explaining is how and 
why we live or exist. Secondly, this has absolutely nothing to do with verse 5 
where Paul is discussing gods and lords in like manner.  
 
----------------------------------------------------------- 
 

Quote: 

Response: that is a good point but it is not the point I am making. Jesus calling 
them gods by referring to that particular scripture meant they were misusing 
their particular God giving authority in the same manner as the judges.  
 
 
*snip*  
 

Quote: 

Response: Well I would say that he is telling them, that if those who are called 
judges can be called gods, how much more can he be called God because he is 
the son of God. 
---------------------------------------------------- 
 

Quote: 

as the means of attaining the goal. 
 
I wouldn't agree with this view of things, but it is the view that springs 
from the grammar, where eis (unto) and dia (through) are set in 
opposition to one another. 

Just the reverse! They used a good thing (the authority granted them by 
God as gods) for ignoble purposes. Consider Matthew 23:1-3 in this 
regard. Jesus told his disciples to respect the office but not the officers. 
The office is not to be condemned but those who misuse it. Thus the office 
of god is a "good thing" if only because it is sanctioned by God himself. It 
is not "a bad thing." 

Then why did Jesus quote this particular verse in reaction to their charge 
that he was making himself theos? 

You didn't answer my question. If Christ understood them to be calling 
him YHWH in John 10:33, why didn't he just respond with a clear verse 
which unambiguously testified to his so-called Deity in John 10:34?I mean 
he had literally hundreds of verses to choose from in this regard. Why did 
he choose a verse where others are also called gods ? And such verses are 

meager indeed! Think about it. 
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Response: Well, it is in response to what he said in verse 30. They objected that 
he and the Father were one because they thought he was calling himself God, so 
he responds 'what is wrong with that?' You like those judges are gods (because 
they were vehicles of God's word gone wrong), if that is cool, then why then 
cannot I be referred to as God because I am the real vehicle of his word. 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: Read above. 
 

Quote: 

Response: Sure it entered their minds that is why they said. "You, being a man, 
make Yourself out to be God." This in response to him saying that he and the 
Father were one. I don't see how could have thought he was referring to himself 
as a human judge. 
----------------------------------------------------- 
 

Quote: 

Response: Ok find me a verse where someone other than Christ is called God in 
a personal sense. Moses was god to Pharoah not God in a personal sense. There 
is no where in the OT or NT where someone says "Moses is God." That won't 
happen, nor the judges, nor the angels, nor the servants in Dg 10. If so find me 
the verse, who knows maybe I overlooked it. 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: I just said 'looks like' because I believe it is a qualitative QEOS based 
upon the use of hEN vs EGENETO that goes throughout the passage etc. I know 
there are other options, I just don't think they are any good. 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: No I don't think lord here refers to Messiah because the idolaters have 

I really don't follow your argument here. 

Unfortunately this is just speculation on your part. John 10:34 is a strong 
indication that Christ saw his office of theos as analogous to the office of 
theos as possessed by the judges in John 10:34, albeit to a higher degree, 
by reason of his higher status than the judges as Israel's Messiah , God's 
representative par excellence. Note that the focus of the Jew's concern in 
this pericope is not whether Jesus is YHWH (this thought doesn't even 
enter their mind) but whether he is Messiah. Read John 10:24!! 

But that's just your opinion without any back-up. Simply saying "personal 
sense" is not an argument. 

Again you're clutching at straws. -- "Looks like it is refering to nature" is 
not an argument. 

Unfortunately this is eisegesis. Paul clearly states that the one God is the 
Father and Jesus is the lord (Messiah). . And in verse 4 he says that there 
is no God but this one God. This sounds alot like the Muslim declaration of 
faith, there is no God but Allah, and Muhammad is his prophet. In this 
case though we have from Paul, there is no God but the Father, and Jesus 

is the lord Messiah. I think the Muslims stole from Paul.  
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many lords. Paul is not saying they have many messiahs and we have one, 
otherwise that is not idolatry. It is that they have many deities which they call 
lord and we have one. 
 
*snip*  
 
 
 
Your argument makes no sense whatsoever. I may also say Christians can refer 

to Jesus as their Lord because he is their king. But where is this argument going? 
Look it, If god (or theos) was a proper name your argument might have 
worked. Both theos is a common noun, by your own admission. So to try to give 
this word the restrictive force of a proper name simply because it is followed by 
the preposition our is a bogus argument. The Israelites could refer to King David 
and YHWH as our Lord without meaning King David is YHWH by virtue of the fact 
that lord is a common noun. In the same way Jesus and YHWH can both be 
referred to as our god without meaning Jesus is YHWH because god is a common 
noun, even when followed by our as shown by the parallel example of David and 
YHWH both being called our Lord.  
 
Response:Jesus is our king because he is our God, we only have one king, God 
almighty. I never said it was not a common noun but Paul makes it clear that he 
is our God, we only have one being we call God, that is it. And it is not restrictive 
just because of the preposition but because of monotheism. Jesus cannot be 
referred to as God in a personal sense and not step out side the bounds of 
monotheism. 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: Sure, but I don't think this harms my view of John 17. 
 

Quote: 

Response: Because he is the only true God, why would Jesus say he was not the 
only true God? Remember Jesus is not a separate God. By the way, what do you 
do with 1 John 5:20? 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: Because he is not a separate God. 
 

Quote: 

Jesus is indeed God's representative. Do you understand the Jewish law of 
agency? That of the Shaliach?There is a Hebrew saying that a man's 

representative is as himself, meaning that the one who is sent by his 
Master comes in the authority of his Master and is to be treated as the 
Master himself. But it does not mean that this sent one, this servant, is 
the same being as the one who sent him. 

But more importantly, this argument of yours does not address the 
question of why Jesus said his Father is the only true God. 

Again this does not address the issue of why Jesus said, my father is the 

only true God, if he was also the true God. 

As I already told you once before, this is a bogus argument because jesus 
he was yet 100% God even as a man and he could not have said, even in 
his "incarnation" that his Father is the only true God without telling a blod 
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Response: Why? I mean he was human with a God over him. Why would he not 
give him proper praise?  
 
Jesus could speak to "his God" all he wanted, but he could not make certain 
comments like , you are the only true God without lying . Anymore than God 
Himself when he speaks to a man could say to him you're also the only true God 
without lying. There are some things even God cannot say without lying. Don't 
you agree? 
 
Response: I think your presupposition of who God is. Is driving this argument 
because you are not looking at the context of the passage in its entirety. Jesus 
speaking as a human should and ought to give his Father proper praise. It does 
not mean he himself is not God or that he is a separate God but that he is 
human with a God over him. 

faced lie. 
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Hi kelton graham, 
 

Quote: 

To show that there is a distinction drawn between how Paul saw the Father as 
God and how he viewed Jesus as Lord. God the Father is the ultimate God, the 
one God, and Jesus is the Lord(Messiah) who leads us to him.  
 
 

Quote: 

When you factor that Paul refers to this one God as the person of the Father(and 
not as three persons) and uses the prepositions to distinguish the God who is the
Father, and the Lord who is Christ , so that God does not equal Lord here, as 
you're saying. 
 

Quote: 

And verse 5 has little to do with the fact that only the Father is called God by 
Paul and Christ is distinguished from the God and given a different title, Lord. We 
have one God, the Father, therefore Christ cannot also be that one God. But he 
is the one Lord, the one and only Messiah, who leads us to this one God. Either 
you accept the grammar or you don't.  
 
 

Quote: 

Your friend says that there is a constrast between EIS and DIA. I don't 
know why he brought this up. 

For EIS + AUTON is just showing the purpose as to why we live. We live 
'for him.' Him referring to the Father, we live DIA AUTOU 'by means of 
Christ.' ... 

Secondly, this has absolutely nothing to do with verse 5 where Paul is 
discussing gods and lords in like manner. 

Response: that is a good point but it is not the point I am making. 
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Then you have no point! 
 

Quote: 

Jesus is not calling the Jews talking to him in John 10:34 gods! How did you get 
that read? Jesus is using Psalm 82 to tell them in response to their charge that if 
even evil humans are able to occupy the god office and are addressed as gods, 
then he has even more right to do so because he is the Messiah of Israel, the 
one specially sent from God. 
 

Quote: 

Not God but god. Otherwise Psalm 82 is the wrong verse to use. 
 
You continue to evade my question: If Jesus wanted to tell them he was YHWH, 
why did he not use a clear verse from the OT to show then he was YHWH? He 
had literally hundreds of clear verses in this regard to choose from.  
 
 

Quote: 

 
This is senseless. If they were accusing him of making himself God, and if he 
agreed with their charge, he would have cited a verse from the OT which clearly 
indicated to them that he was YHWH, not a verse which goes on about human 
gods. 
 
 

Quote: 

 
Not an answer. 
 

Quote: 

God in John 10:34 is anathrous. The greek does not have the indfeinite article a. 
Jesus's response by quoting Psalm 82 , where others are called gods , put's this 
verse in context and shows us they were accusing him of making himself god(or 
a god) not God. 
 

Jesus calling them gods by referring to that particular scripture meant 
they were misusing their particular God giving authority in the same 
manner as the judges. 

Response: Well I would say that he is telling them, that if those who are 
called judges can be called gods, how much more can he be called God 
because he is the son of God. 

Response: Well, it is in response to what he said in verse 30. They 
objected that he and the Father were one because they thought he was 
calling himself God, so he responds 'what is wrong with that?' You like 
those judges are gods (because they were vehicles of God's word gone 
wrong), if that is cool, then why then cannot I be referred to as God 
because I am the real vehicle of his word. 

Response: Read above. 

Response: Sure it entered their minds that is why they said. "You, being a 
man, make Yourself out to be God." This in response to him saying that 
he and the Father were one. I don't see how could have thought he was 
referring to himself as a human judge. 
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Quote: 

But this is a bogus argument , as I pointed out earlier. Both God and Lord are 
titles, right? I've shown that Lord is used in a personal sense of King David and 
of YHWH. What's so special about the title god that if it's used in a personal 
sense (as Lord is) it means the person being invoked is YHWH? If you say 
because "we only have one God" , this would be a bogus argument, because the 
Israelites also only had" one Lord" yet they could refer to others apart from 

Response: Ok find me a verse where someone other than Christ is called 
God in a personal sense. 

YHWH as our Lord. Besides I'm not even sure if Titus 2:13 refers to Jesus as our 

great god and sviour or as the great god and our saviour. But this is a moot 
point, because your argument is bogus even if you're correct. Yet you're 
wellcome to enlighten me on this score. 
 

Quote: 

Actually Psalms refers to the judges as gods.. Next you'll be telling me they're 
called gods not god. Yeah, because they're a collective. Individually, they 
would be each god. Also Lxx psalms refers to the angels as elohim. Know where?
 
 

Quote: 

So nothing here. 
 

Quote: 

Paul is saying they have many Gods and many masters(kings, leaders, etc.), but 
we only have one God, YHWH, and one master Jesus who is also our king. 
 
 

Quote: 

This is another bogus argument. Consider 1 Kings 1:43 
 

Quote: 

Here King David is referred to as our Lord and King. According to your logic we 
would have to conclude King David is God because the Israelites only had one 
Lord and King, YHWH. 
 

Quote: 

There is no where in the OT or NT where someone says "Moses is God." 
That won't happen, nor the judges, nor the angels, nor the servants in Dg 
10. If so find me the verse, who knows maybe I overlooked it. 

Response: I just said 'looks like' because I believe it is a qualitative QEOS 
based upon the use of hEN vs EGENETO that goes throughout the passage 
etc. I know there are other options, I just don't think they are any good. 

Response: No I don't think lord here refers to Messiah because the 
idolaters have many lords. 

Response:Jesus is our king because he is our God, we only have one king, 
God almighty. 

But Jonathan replied to Adonijah, "No! Our Lord King David has made 
Solomon King." 
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You keep rehashing this bogus argument, and frankly I'm getting tired of 
showing you why it doesn't work. God is a title just like Lord. Others may be 
called our god and our lord without making them YHWH. Your whole argument 
is based on this false premise. 
 
 
 

Quote: 

 
Then the same reasoning should apply to Lord, another title of YHWH, shouldn't 
it? King David cannot be referred to as Lord in a personal sense because the 
Israelites only have one Lord, YHWEH. But in the OT the Israelitesconstantly 
refer to King David as our Lord. Does that mean he's YHWH? 
 
 
 

Quote: 

But this is directly contradicting Jesus's words in John 17:3! Jesus says his Father 
is the only true God. Obviously you have no response. 
 

Quote: 

I never said it was not a common noun but Paul makes it clear that he is 
our God, we only have one being we call God, that is it. 

And it is not restrictive just because of the preposition but because of 
monotheism. Jesus cannot be referred to as God in a personal sense and 
not step out side the bounds of monotheism. 

Response: Because he is the only true God, why would Jesus say he 
was not the only true God? Remember Jesus is not a separate God. 

Remember Jesus is not a spearate God. 

Same old bogus argument. If this is true, Jesus could not have honestly said my 

Father is the only true God. 
 
 

Quote: 

"And we know that the Son of God is come, and hath given us an understanding, 
that we may know him that is true, and we are in him that is true, even in his 
Son Jesus Christ. This is the true God, and eternal life. (KJV)" 
 
The word “this,” which begins the last sentence, is houtos, the context, not the 
closest noun or pronoun, must determine to whom “this” is referring. The Bible 
provides examples of this, and a good one is in Acts 7:18 and 19 . It is clear 
from this example that “the same” (houtos) cannot refer to Joseph, even though 
Joseph is the closest noun. It refers to the other king earlier in the verse, even 
though that evil king is not the closest noun. 
If it were true that pronouns always referred to the closest noun, serious 
theological problems would result. An example is Acts 4:10 and 11 
From studying the immediate context, we learn that this very verse mentions 
“him that is true” two times, and both times it refers to the Father. Since the 
verse twice refers to the Father as “the one who is true,” that is a strong 
argument that “the true God” in the last part of the verse is the same being. 

what do you do with 1 John 5:20? 
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Quote: 

Same bogus argument.already answered numerous times. 
 

Quote: 

Jesus is giving more than praise here Kelton, he's tellnig us his father is the only 
true God. 
 
 

Quote: 

Same bogus argument. Even as a human he was yet 100% God acording to 
trinitarians, so he could not have honestly said my father is the only true God. 
__________________ 
King James Version 
 
John 17:3 And this is life eternal, that they might know thee the only true God, 
and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.  

Response: Because he is not a separate God. 

Response: Why? I mean he was human with a God over him. Why would 
he not give him proper praise? 

Response: I think your presupposition of who God is. Is driving this 
argument because you are not looking at the context of the passage in its 
entirety. Jesus speaking as a human should and ought to give his Father 
proper praise. It does not mean he himself is not God or that he is a 
separate God but that he is human with a God over him. 
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Had to shorten it up a little otherwise it would not post. 
 

Quote: 

Response: No John, EIS AUTON is not showing some sort of distinction that 
somehow makes the Father the ultimate God. It is actually modifying an implied 
verb ESMEN (we are). In otherwords, the two prepositions (EIS & DIA)saying 
something about us. It is not meant to distinguish between the Father and the 
Son but rather they are explaining how and why we exist. That is the only 
distinction going on here with these two prepositions. Nothing to do with the 
ultimate vs subordinate God. 
 
Now let me demonstrate my point to you. If you argue that EIS AUTON is the 
sign that the Father is the ultimate God, then what do you do with John 2:11? In 
reference to Christ it says: 
 

Originally Posted by John Milton   
Hi kelton graham, 

To show that there is a distinction drawn between how Paul saw the 

Father as God and how he viewed Jesus as Lord. God the Father is the 

ultimate God, the one God, and Jesus is the Lord(Messiah) who leads us 

to him. 
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....KAI EFANERWSEN THN DOXAN AUTOU KAI EPISTEUSAN EIS AUTON hOI 
MAQHTAI AUTOU  
 
So I guess now you have to agree that Christ is somehow the ultimate God, 
correct?  
 
again John 3:16 
hINA PAS hO PISTEUWN EIS AUTON MH APOLHTAI ALL ECHi ZWHN AIWNION  
 
But wait for the Father we have DIA being used for God the Father. 
Gal 4:7 
hWSTE OUKETI EI DOULOS ALLA hUIOS EI DE hUIOS KAI KLHRONOMOS DIA 
QEOU  
 
So John, your argument has been answered. And if you still are going to try to 
hold to it I would ask that you or your friend deal with the above. 
---------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

Quote: 

Response: The prepositions are not distinguishing between the Father and Son, 
they are distinguishing between how and why we exist. See above. 
------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Quote: 

Response: Weird how you can be so confident in a bad argument. (shrug) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: Verse 34 is specifically aimed at them. "Is it not written in your law 
that I said you are gods?" The quote is meant to make them realize that they are 
out of line in trying to stone him. 
 
 

Quote: 

When you factor that Paul refers to this one God as the person of the 
Father(and not as three persons) and uses the prepositions to distinguish 
the God who is the Father, and the Lord who is Christ , so that God does 
not equal Lord here, as you're saying. 

And verse 5 has little to do with the fact that only the Father is called God 
by Paul and Christ is distinguished from the God and given a different 
title, Lord. We have one God, the Father, therefore Christ cannot also be 
that one God. But he is the one Lord, the one and only Messiah, who leads 
us to this one God. Either you accept the grammar or you don't. 

Jesus is not calling the Jews talking to him in John 10:34 gods! How did 
you get that read? Jesus is using Psalm 82 to tell them in response to 
their charge that if even evil humans are able to occupy the god office and 
are addressed as gods, then he has even more right to do so because he 
is the Messiah of Israel, the one specially sent from God. 

Not God but god. Otherwise Psalm 82 is the wrong verse to use. 
 
You continue to evade my question: If Jesus wanted to tell them he was 
YHWH, why did he not use a clear verse from the OT to show then he was 
YHWH? He had literally hundreds of clear verses in this regard to choose 
from. 
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Response: Yes, God because that was their claim. "Why do you want to stone 
me? Because you make yourself God." And I did answer your question, because 
this verse both condemned them and vindicated him. 
------------------------------------------------------------ 

Quote: 

Response: No, because the verse also puts them in their place. It is the type of 
answer to make them think and re-examine their own errors. I wish I were that 
creative. 
--------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: Does not fit the context because he had just said that he and the 
Father were one thing. No human judge is one thing with God the Father, 
especially those he was going to condemn.  
 
 

Quote: 

Response: Now that I think about it lord is not used of YHWH it is ADONAI. What 
they call David is Adon so it is clearly distinguished. The Israelites did not have 
two ADONAI's only one. Likewise we only have one God, namely YHWH. 
-------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: And they are only called that because of their function, likewise with 
angels, while Christ is called God personally. And yes, I know where in the LXX. 
 

Quote: 

Response: I can see you don't want to deal with this one. hEN vs EGENETO 
constrast between what was created and what was always there which illustrates 
that the qualitative QEOS is the best rendering for Jn 1:1.  
---------------------------------------------------------  
 
 

Quote: 

This is senseless. If they were accusing him of making himself God, and if 
he agreed with their charge, he would have cited a verse from the OT 
which clearly indicated to them that he was YHWH, not a verse which goes 
on about human gods. 

God in John 10:34 is anathrous. The greek does not have the indfeinite 
article a. Jesus's response by quoting Psalm 82 , where others are called 
gods , put's this verse in context and shows us they were accusing him of 
making himself god(or a god) not God. 

But this is a bogus argument , But this is a moot point, because your 
argument is bogus even if you're correct. Yet you're wellcome to enlighten 
me on this score. 

Actually Psalms refers to the judges as gods.. Next you'll be telling me 
they're called gods not god. Yeah, because they're a collective. 
Individually, they would be each god. Also Lxx psalms refers to the angels 
as elohim. Know where? 

So nothing here. 

Paul is saying they have many Gods and many masters(kings, leaders, 
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Response:No because Paul is talking about LEGOMENOI QEOI = so called gods, 
not leaders. In verse 4 he says hOTI OUDEN EIDWLON EN KOSMWi 
 
"we know that there are no idols in the world." Sorry John, your view does not fit 
the context. Nice effort though. 
------------------------------------------------------------ 
 

Quote: 

Response:Peep the Hebrew. vayomer ....'adoneynu hamelek. ADON is used, not 
ADONAI so again they only had one Lord. I think I am right about this one. I 
have not examined every usage but the ones I am seeing so far support me and 
I will leave it up to you to show conter examples. 
*snip*  
 
 

Quote: 

Response: It would but the Hebrew clears it up for us. 
 

Quote: 

Response: No a contridiction would be if I said that he is the only true God and 
turned around and said he was not the only true God. I did not say that, I just 
said that Jesus is not a separate God. Each member of the trinity is the same 
God. By the way you have not dealt with a single thing I have said, you are 
desperately holding on to verse 3, well not even all of verse 3 just one phrase. 
Because the rest of verse 3 harms your view. 
------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: What do you want him to say? You are among several true gods 
including myself? Well that is polytheism, do you want him to say "you are not 
the only true God?" Again, Jesus is speaking as we'd expect an incarnate human 
to speak who has a God over him. 
------------------------------------------------------ 
 
*snip* 
 

Quote: 

Response: So can you show me were 'eternal life' is ever predicated for the 

etc.), but we only have one God, YHWH, and one master Jesus who is also 
our king. 

This is another bogus argument. Consider 1 Kings 1:43 

Here King David is referred to as our Lord and King. According to your 
logic we would have to conclude King David is God because the Israelites 
only had one Lord and King, YHWH. 

But this is directly contradicting Jesus's words in John 17:3! Jesus says his 
Father is the only true God. Obviously you have no response. 

Same old bogus argument. If this is true, Jesus could not have honestly 
said my Father is the only true God. 

Since the verse twice refers to the Father as “the one who is true,” that is 
a strong argument that “the true God” in the last part of the verse is the 
same being. 
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Father? 
 

Quote: 

Response: And that salvation comes from knowing both of them equally & that 
he is to be glorified with the Father. You see John there is a lot more to John 17 
than just the one clause. 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: Again you are assuming he is a different god. I have answered all of 
your objections and they must fit because you have not dealt with any of my 
replies. 

Jesus is giving more than praise here Kelton, he's tellnig us his father is 
the only true God. 

Same bogus argument. Even as a human he was yet 100% God acording 
to trinitarians, so he could not have honestly said my father is the only 

true God. 
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Hi kelton graham 
 
 

Quote: 

Nice strawman. Paul's language makes it abandantly clear that the Father is the 
one God . --"there is no God but one" (Col. 8:4), "yet for us there is one God, 
the Father". The opposing prepositions serve to reinforce the case . If Paul had 

Had to shorten it up a little otherwise it would not post. 
Response: No John, EIS AUTON is not showing some sort of 
distinction that somehow makes the Father the ultimate God. ... 
Now let me demonstrate my point to you. If you argue that EIS AUTON is 
the sign that the Father is the ultimate God, then what do you do with 
John 2:11? In reference to Christ it says:... 

wanted to include Jesus in the one God he would have said, for us there is one 

Lord God, the Father and Jesus. He would still have been wrong, for 
trinitarians believe the one God is three persons not two! Don't you see 
how impossible your position is? 
 
 

Quote: 

 
Yes! He was telling them he is a legitimate servant of God (i.e. a god) like the 
other servants of God ( Psalm 82) because of his miracles (John 10:32, 38). 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: Verse 34 is specifically aimed at them. "Is it not written in your 
law that I said you are gods?" The quote is meant to make them realize 
that they are out of line in trying to stone him. 

Response: Yes, God because that was their claim. "Why do you want to 
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Again, this is pure eisegesis. I will ask you one last time. . If they were accusing 
Jesus of making himself God, and if Jesus's response in verse 34 was an 
agreement to their charge (as you insist), then why didn't Jesus respond by 
citing a verse from the OT which clearly identified him as YHWH? Why did he go 
on about gods instead?  
 

Quote: 

You are that creative!  .

 

 
 

Quote: 

How did you get one thing? This is a joke right? In John 10:30 Jesus says,"I and 
the Father are one[hen]." If you're trying to argue that in the Greek, `heis' 
means `one' numerically (masc.) and `hen' means `one' in unity or essence 
(neut.) then please pay attention to the following verse: 
 
Jesus said: "And the glory which Thou hast given me, I have given to them 
(disciples); that they may be one, just as we are one." John 17:22. 
 
 

Quote: 

My goodness!! Adoneinu or our Lord is used of both David and YHWH. See here: 
 
Hebrew names of God. 
 
Adoneinu. Our Lord. Spelling variant. Often used to refer to leaders( such as King
David). References: 1 Sam. 25:14, 17; 1 Kings 1:43, 47;Neh. 10:30; Ps. 8:2,10. 
 
 
You're thinking of the distinction between Adoni and Adonai . Ironically this 
distinction shreds to smithereens one very important trinitarian "proof text" for 
the so-called Deity of Christ, Psalm 110:1. While both YHWH and King David are 
interchangeably called Adoneinu in the OT, the word Adoni is never used of 
YHWH. In Psalm 110:1 the Hebrew Bible carefully distinguishes the divine title 
Adonai, the Supreme Lord, from Adoni, the form of address appropriate to 
human and angelic superiors. Adoni, "my Lord","my master" on no occasion 
refers to Deity. Adonai, on the other hand, is the special form of Adon, reserved 
for address to the One God only.  
 

stone me? Because you make yourself God." And I did answer your 
question, because this verse both condemned them and vindicated him. 

Response: No, because the verse also puts them in their place. It is the 
type of answer to make them think and re-examine their own errors. I 
wish I were that creative. 

Response: Does not fit the context because he had just said that he and 
the Father were one thing. No human judge is one thing with God the 
Father, especially those he was going to condemn. 

Response: Now that I think about it lord is not used of YHWH it is 
ADONAI. What they call David is Adon so it is clearly distinguished. The 
Israelites did not have two ADONAI's only one. Likewise we only have one 
God, namely YHWH. 
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Quote: 

No, it simply calls them gods or theos or elohim. No function specified. Infact if 
anything in Titus 2:13 Christ is our god in a functional sense, he is our great god 
in his capacity as the saviour.  
 
 

Quote: 

The theos in John 1:1c is anarthrous. It is best rendered god . No scholar, not 
even any trinitarian worth his salt will dare say this rendering is not possible. 
Even BADG seems to give a balanced view in this regard. It's funny how John's 
clear words in 1:1 have been twisted to suggest that the second occurance of 
theos here signifies Deity. If John 1:1 is all you have for the so-called Deity of 
Christ,, you truly don't have much. 
 
 

Quote: 

Saying "sorry John" is hardly an argument. The one God in 1 Cor 8:6 is being 
contrasted with the so-called gods . The one Lord Messiah is also being 
contrasted with the so called Lords of the earth. He clearly intends to create a 
distinction between God and Lord here. (Maybe not with lords and gods, but 
that's moot). He also clearly sees the Lord Messiah as less than YHWH, for while 
all things come from the Father, all things are through Christ. Christ is not the 
autotheos. 
 
 
 
 
 

Quote: 

This is a joke as already explained. 
 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: And they are only called that because of their function, likewise 
with angels, while Christ is called God personally. And yes, I know where 
in the LXX. 

Response: I can see you don't want to deal with this one. hEN vs 
EGENETO constrast between what was created and what was always there 
which illustrates that the qualitative QEOS is the best rendering for Jn 1:1. 

Response:No because Paul is talking about LEGOMENOI QEOI = so called 
gods, not leaders. In verse 4 he says hOTI OUDEN EIDWLON EN KOSMWi 
 
"we know that there are no idols in the world." Sorry John, your view does 
not fit the context. Nice effort though. 

Response:Peep the Hebrew. vayomer ....'adoneynu hamelek. ADON is 
used, not ADONAI so again they only had one Lord. I think I am right 
about this one. I have not examined every usage but the ones I am 
seeing so far support me and I will leave it up to you to show conter 
examples. 
*snip* 

Response: It would but the Hebrew clears it up for us. 
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Quote: 

Response: No a contridiction would be if I said that he is the only true God 
and turned around and said he was not the only true God. I did not say 
that, I just said that Jesus is not a separate God. Each member of the 
trinity is the same God. By the way you have not dealt with a single thing 
I have said, you are desperately holding on to verse 3, well not even all of 
verse 3 just one phrase. Because the rest of verse 3 harms your view. 

If Jesus is "not a spearate God" then he could not in all honesty have said the 

Father is the only true God. It's obvious you have no come back here. 
 
 

Quote: 

It's not what I want him to say but what he said about himself. If he was also the 
true God he could not have said my father is the only true God without lying.  
 
 
 

Quote: 

Again not answering the million dollar question. 
 
 
 

Quote: 

Lol! Let's assume Jesus is not a different God. Let's asume Jesus is the same God 
as the Father.(Heck I've been asuming tihs for you all along regarding John 17:3! 

Response: What do you want him to say? You are among several true 
gods including myself? Well that is polytheism, do you want him to say 
"you are not the only true God?" Again, Jesus is speaking as we'd expect 
an incarnate human to speak who has a God over him. 

Response: And that salvation comes from knowing both of them equally & 
that he is to be glorified with the Father. You see John there is a lot more 
to John 17 than just the one clause. 

Response: Again you are assuming he is a different god. I have answered 
all of your objections and they must fit because you have not dealt with 
any of my replies. 

I guess you like to hear it spelled out I suppose.) Then for Jesus to say My 

Father is the only true God is a bold faced lie. Why? Because he is also the only 
God. This is not rocket science. 
 
best wishes, 
 
P.S. 2nd request. You want to show us why you think Titus 2:13 says our great 
god and saviour and not the great god and our saviour? Not that it matters much 
either way, but I would like to imagine that you could at least back-up your main
argument. 
 
best wishes, 
__________________ 
King James Version 
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John 17:3 And this is life eternal, that they might know thee the only true God, 
and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.  

Last edited by John Milton : 3 Days Ago at 05:11 AM.  
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Hi John - as I was reading your thoughts here a couple of questions came to 
mind.  
 
1) Would you say that the Jewish principle of agency should be taken literally for 
Jesus? Afterall, the Jews didn't see him that way and they had plenty of scripture 
to lead them to Christ being the Messiah. Why do you think they didn't see him 
as a Shaliach? 
 
2) Do Shaliachs have shaliachs? 
__________________ 
David L Woodring Former Member of the Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of 
Jehovah's Witnesses 1971 - 1988 Got Gospel? 1 Cor 15:1-8  
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[QUOTENice strawman. Paul's language makes it abandantly clear that the Father 
is the one God . --"there is no God but one" (Col. 8:4), "yet for us there is one 
God, the Father". The opposing prepositions serve to reinforce the case . If Paul 
had wanted to include Jesus in the one God he would have said, for us there is 

one Lord God, the Father and Jesus. He would still have been wrong, for 
trinitarians believe the one God is three persons not two! Don't you see 
how impossible your position is?[/quote] 
 
Response: Now John, I asked you nicely for you to deal with my grammar and I 
don't see a single response. You have totally ignored my argument and thus 
proven that you cannot answer me. You keep arguing about opposing 
prepositions & I have clearly shown you that EIS AUTON is not doing what you 
are proposing. Then I showed you passages where EIS AUTON is used for Christ 
and DIA is used for the Father. So by your own reasoning Christ is the ultimate 
God.  
 
So here is a second chance 
 
again John 3:16 
hINA PAS hO PISTEUWN EIS AUTON MH APOLHTAI ALL ECHi ZWHN AIWNION  
 
"So that everyone who believe in him will not perish but have eternal life," 
 
By your own reasoning, how does this not show that Christ is not the ultimate 
God??  
 
And by your own reasoning how does the following passage not show that the 
Father is an agent? 
 
Gal 4:7 
hWSTE OUKETI EI DOULOS ALLA hUIOS EI DE hUIOS KAI KLHRONOMOS DIA 
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QEOU  
 
Don't ignore me this time. 
 
 
 
-----------------------------------------------------------  

Quote: 

Response: No, those judges recieved judgment, do you think Christ is going to 
recieve judgment like them?? If the answer is no, then you've proven my point. 
-------------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: In order to clear the charge of blasphemy. This verse clearly 
illustrates the error in their thinking, if he had gone to some other verse it would 
have not shown them their own error while at the same time proving his own 
deity. Now John this is an answer, I have answered you. You may ask another 
question but this one is answered. 
--------------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: John, do you realize that you just said that the neut means one in 
unity or essence. Thanks, that is what trinitarians have been saying all along. 
The Father and Son are one thing. 
 
1: The neuter form is generally employed to refer to grammatically neuter nouns 
and with the general idea of 'thing' as in, "You lack one thing." 
 
2: No offense, but every time I bring up the neuter form of John 10:30 every 
single JW jumps to John 17. It is almost like clockwork, but anyway, the same 
answer I give them is that Jesus is simply praying that they have perfect 
harmony as he and the Father has perfect harmony. And their perfect harmony is 
the result of the nature, and his prayer is that their harmony would result from 
them being one thing, namely one body, the church. 
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: And I knew that, I just read through the Hebrew of 1 Kings and my 
eyes misread it. 
 

Quote: 

Yes! He was telling them he is a legitimate servant of God (i.e. a god) like 
the other servants of God ( Psalm 82) because of his miracles (John 
10:32, 38). 

If they were accusing Jesus of making himself God, and if Jesus's 
response in verse 34 was an agreement to their charge (as you insist), 
then why didn't Jesus respond by citing a verse from the OT which clearly 
identified him as YHWH? Why did he go on about gods instead? 

How did you get one thing? This is a joke right? In John 10:30 Jesus 
says,"I and the Father are one[hen]." If you're trying to argue that in the 
Greek, `heis' means `one' numerically (masc.) and `hen' means `one' in 
unity or essence (neut.) then please pay attention to the following verse: 

My goodness!! 

You're thinking of the distinction between Adoni and AdonaiAdonai, on the 
other hand, is the special form of Adon, reserved for address to the One 
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Response: Yeah, yeah, I misread it. 
 

Quote: 

Response: No, 'in his capacity' is not found in the verse. It is simply a 
coordinating conjunction there. He is our God and Savior. 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: So what do you do with 2 Cor 5:19? In reference to the Father we find 
an anarthorous QEOS. 
 
2 Cor 5:19 WS hOTI QEOS hEN EN CRISTWi KOSMON KATALLASSWN hEAUTWi 
 
So would you render this QEOS as a god? And with regards to Jn 1, the hEN vs 
EGENETO clearly shows that Christ is deity. 
 

Quote: 

 
Response: Well sorry John is not an argument, but this part in what I said is 
 

Quote: 

Therefore John, he is not talking about leaders, he is talking about deities, which 
is not moot just because you cannot answer it. He is not distinguishing between 
the Father and Son with the use of EIS AUTON because that modifies an implied 
verb which you have yet to respond too. He is not saying that he is less than the 
Father anymore than lords are less that gods. Nice try again. A for effort. 
 

Quote: 

God only. 

No, it simply calls them gods or theos or elohim. No function specified. 
Infact if anything in Titus 2:13 Christ is our god in a functional sense, he 
is our great god in his capacity as the saviour. 

The theos in John 1:1c is anarthrous. It is best rendered god . No scholar, 
not even any trinitarian worth his salt will dare say this rendering is not 
possible. Even BADG seems to give a balanced view in this regard. It's 
funny how John's clear words in 1:1 have been twisted to suggest that the 
second occurance of theos here signifies Deity. If John 1:1 is all you have 
for the so-called Deity of Christ,, you truly don't have much. 

Saying "sorry John" is hardly an argument. The one God in 1 Cor 8:6 is 
being contrasted with the so-called gods . The one Lord Messiah is also 
being contrasted with the so called Lords of the earth. He clearly intends 
to create a distinction between God and Lord here. (Maybe not with lords 
and gods, but that's moot). He also clearly sees the Lord Messiah as less 
than YHWH, for while all things come from the Father, all things are 
through Christ. Christ is not the autotheos. 

No because Paul is talking about LEGOMENOI QEOI = so called gods, not 
leaders. In verse 4 he says hOTI OUDEN EIDWLON EN KOSMWi 
 
"we know that there are no idols in the world." 

If Jesus is "not a spearate God" then he could not in all honesty have said 
the Father is the only true God. It's obvious you have no come back here. 
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Response: I've answered this let me put it in all caps so you can see it. 
 
BECAUSE HE WAS A HUMAN PRAYING TO HIS GOD. I really don't understand 
why you keep saying I don't answer you when I have addressed every single 
argument. And again, you did not answer my question in response to you, so let 
me put it here again. 
 

Quote: 

Inotherwords if a person of a triune being came down to earth and had a God 
over him, HOW ELSE IS SUPPOSE TO PRAY TO HIM????? I want an answer to 
this question. 
------------------------------------------------------------ 
 

Quote: 

Response: John, until you interact with my points and stop repeating the same 
things I cannot keep responding to them. You have not dealt with 
 
1) the fact that salvation is through knowing them both intimately. 
2) Jesus commanding the Father to glorify him to the status he was before the 
world was. 
3)how else was an incarnate person of the Godhead suppose to pray to his God? 
4) He is not lying because the Father is the one true God, but that does not 
make him in any shape form or fashion a separate God other than your own 
presuppositions. 
 
Now with these four points in mind, if you dare say I have not answered you, 
then I am going to think you are mentally challenged. 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: 
1) He is not lying because he is not a separate God. 
2) He is not lying because he is speaking as a human who is praying to his 
Father who is the true God. 
3) He is not lying because he is not making a statement about his own deity but 
telling the truth about his Father. 
4) He is not lying because his statments are in reference to his Father's nature 
not his person.  
 
 

Quote: 

What do you want him to say? You are among several true gods including 
myself? Well that is polytheism, do you want him to say "you are not the 
only true God?" Again, Jesus is speaking as we'd expect an incarnate 
human to speak who has a God over him. 

It's not what I want him to say but what he said about himself. If he was 
also the true God he could not have said my father is the only true God 
without lying. 

Again not answering the million dollar question. 

Lol! Let's assume Jesus is not a different God. Let's asume Jesus is the 
same God as the Father.(Heck I've been asuming tihs for you all along 
regarding John 17:3! I guess you like to hear it spelled out I suppose.) 
Then for Jesus to say My Father is the only true God is a bold faced lie. 
Why? Because he is also the only God. This is not rocket science. 
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Response: See above. 
 

Quote: 

Response: Because the article is governing both nouns. 
 
best wishes,[/quote] 

best wishes, 
 
P.S. 2nd request. You want to show us why you think Titus 2:13 says our 
great god and saviour and not the great god and our saviour? Not that it 
matters much either way, but I would like to imagine that you could at 
least back-up your main argument. 
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Hi kelton graham 
 
 

Quote: 

Last post I tried telling you (the nice way) that you're misrepresenting my 
position. . This time I'm not going to be so nice. 
 
 

Quote: 

Because you have not understood my argument.

 

 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: Now John, I asked you nicely for you to deal with my grammar 
and I don't see a single response. 

You have totally ignored my argument and thus proven that you cannot 
answer me. 

You keep arguing about opposing prepositions & I have clearly shown you 
that EIS AUTON is not doing what you are proposing.  
 
Then I showed you passages where EIS AUTON is used for Christ and DIA 
is used for the Father. So by your own reasoning Christ is the ultimate 
God.  
 
So here is a second chance 
 
again John 3:16 
hINA PAS hO PISTEUWN EIS AUTON MH APOLHTAI ALL ECHi ZWHN 
AIWNION  
 
"So that everyone who believe in him will not perish but have eternal life," 
 
By your own reasoning, how does this not show that Christ is not the 
ultimate God??  

32



 
First, understand this: I'm not arguing eis auton is the sign that the Father 
is the ultimate God. That's your wish, your strawman. Now listen carefully . In 
1 Cor. 8:6 Paul clearly says the Father is the one God. He then says we also have 
one Lord, the Messiah Jesus. The grammar here is quite bitter for you. Literally 
the Greek says "there is actually to us one God the Father,...and there is one 
Lord...." Eis and Dia when they refer back to God and Lord are used differently, 
further hinting at a distinction between God and Lord here; God -- Eis, Lord --
Dia. I cannot put it any more simply than that for you. Now, had Paul said for us 
there is one Lord God, Jesus and the Father, you might have had a point that .. I 
think (though I might be wrong) everytime where God and Lord are used in the 
following order [...God...and ....Lord... ] a distinction is being drawn between 
God and Lord . But the fact reamains that Paul clearly identifies the Father as the 
one God, one person. He does not even identify Him as two persons( let alone 
three) . 
 

Quote: 

As usual, you completely avoided the issue . Christ is using Psalm 82 for the 
purpose of identifying with the office of god .  
 
 

Quote: 

Again, avoiding the issue. Aren't there many unambiguous verses in the OT 
which say Messiah ( a man) is YHWH ?  Why didn't Jesus use these "to clear 
the charge of blasphemy?" Infact the sure way, the only way, to get them off his 
back would have been for Jesus to show them proof that Messiah is YHWH. Going 
on an irrelevant rant about human gods hardly does the job, and it didn't work. 
According to you Jesus was more interested in deflecting the charge of 
blasphemy than answering their question of whether he was God clearly. Didn't 
Jesus forsee a tremendious disservice to future generations of trinitarians by 
quoting Psalm 82 instead of a clear affirmation of his Deity.?  
 
 

Quote: 

 
And by your own reasoning how does the following passage not show that 
the Father is an agent? 
 
Gal 4:7 
hWSTE OUKETI EI DOULOS ALLA hUIOS EI DE hUIOS KAI KLHRONOMOS 
DIA QEOU  
 
Don't ignore me this time. 

Response: No, those judges recieved judgment, do you think Christ is 
going to recieve judgment like them?? If the answer is no, then you've 
proven my point. 

Response: In order to clear the charge of blasphemy. This verse clearly 
illustrates the error in their thinking, if he had gone to some other verse it 
would have not shown them their own error while at the same time 
proving his own deity. Now John this is an answer, I have answered you. 
You may ask another question but this one is answered. 

Response: John, do you realize that you just said that the neut means one 
in unity or essence. Thanks, that is what trinitarians have been saying all 
along. The Father and Son are one thing. 
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I did not say that. Read my words again, and this time honestly. 
 
 

Quote: 

 
And hen is also used in John 17. So you're out of luck. 
 
 

Quote: 

Because John 17:22 shows how ridiculous your argument is.  
 
 
 

Quote: 

My goodness! Jesus was praying that they may be hen with each other the same 
way he and the Father are hen. Obviously his prayerwill cometrue. I guess the 
Church is many persons one Being huh? 
 
 

Quote: 

He goes on to pray that they too will be hen with each other the same way he is 
hen with his Father..  
 
 

Quote: 

 I DONT BELIEVE YOU FOR A SECOND. 

 

 
By now it's clear that I've pretty much blown to bits your main thesis that Jesus 
is YHWH because he is called our God in Titus 2:13. 
 
 

Quote: 

Be honest.....By the way, do you concede that the other Lord in Psalm 110 
cannot be YHWH because of the distinction between Adoni and Adonai? I mean 
you were defending this very argument last post!  Will you argueagainstit this 
post? 

1: The neuter form is generally employed to refer to grammatically neuter 
nouns and with the general idea of 'thing' as in, "You lack one thing." 

2: No offense, but every time I bring up the neuter form of John 10:30 
every single JW jumps to John 17. It is almost like clockwork, but anyway, 

the same answer I give them is that Jesus is simply praying that they 
have perfect harmony as he and the Father has perfect harmony. 

And their perfect harmony is the result of the nature, and his prayer is 
that their harmony would result from them being one thing, namely one 
body, the church. 

Response: And I knew that, I just read through the Hebrew of 1 Kings and 
my eyes misread it. 

Response: Yeah, yeah, I misread it. 
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Quote: 

What do you dowith Acts 28?  In the vaste majority of cases the anarthrous 
theos signifies a being other than God. So I've got the numbers to prove my 
case. But ultimately contextdetermins sense. Acts 28  
 
The original Greek for this phrase follows: 
ελεγονελεγονελεγονελεγον αυτον ειναι θεον αυτον ειναι θεον αυτον ειναι θεον αυτον ειναι θεον 
 
Notice that there is no definite article before θεονθεονθεονθεον. ("god") Therefore, the Greek 
writer (as in John 1:1) intended indefiniteness, which indefiniteness MUST be 
conveyed in English via an indefinite article. (the little red "a") Translators have 
ROUTINELY demonstrated that they CLEARLY understand this by correctly 
translating this phrase as follows: 
 
they were saying he was a god 
 
Yet, if they applied the same faulty mentality to this verse as they ROUTINELY do 
to John 1:1, then they would INCORRECTLY translate this verse (as they have at 
John 1:1) as follows: 
 
they were saying he was god 
 
This shows that trinitarian theological bias accounts for the the god rendering in 
John 1:1c in virtually all of their bibles. 
 
 
As for John 17:3 , by now it's clear that you're not about to answer my question 
any time soon. So we will leave it at that. 
 
In anycase, I think I've convincingly proved your main thesis wrong. Just 
because Jesus is called our god does not follow that he is YHWH. So Titus2:13 is 
hardly a "proof text" for the so-called Deity of Christ. 
 
And that's the way the cookie crumbles, 
 
best wishes,... 
__________________ 
King James Version 
 
John 17:3 And this is life eternal, that they might know thee the only true God, 
and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.  

Response: So what do you do with 2 Cor 5:19? In reference to the Father 
we find an anarthorous QEOS. 
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Originally Posted by John Milton   
Hi kelton graham 
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Response: Actually, John your argument is quite funny because you are arguing 
from the Greek the wrong way. I've been waiting for you to catch on but it is 
clear you won't.  
 

Quote: 

Response: John EIS and DIA don't refer to God and Christ, the prepositions refer 
to the implied verb ESMEN. (we are) Just look at your bible, don't you see the 
part that says 'and we exist for Him; 'I bolded we and underlined 'for' so you can 
see what EIS is modifying, it is not the Father. 
------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: No John I have answered every single argument that you have asked. 
You may not agree but you cannot in good faith say I have been avoiding 
anything. Your interpretation will not work because a) Christ was not a judge. b) 
He was not under condemnation. c) he is saying that he has perfect harmony 
with God the Father which non of those human judges had. Now I completely 
answered the issue with a,b,and c answers. 
------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: John, your argument is basically why did Jesus use a different verse? 

 

Last post I tried telling you (the nice way) that you're misrepresenting my 

position. . This time I'm not going to be so nice. 

Because you have not understood my argument.
 

First, understand this: I'm not arguing eis auton is the sign that the 
Father is the ultimate God. That's your wish, your strawman. Now 
listen carefully . In 1 Cor. 8:6 Paul clearly says the Father is the one God. 
He then says we also have one Lord, the Messiah Jesus. The grammar 
here is quite bitter for you. Literally the Greek says "there is actually to us 
one God the Father,...and there is one Lord...." Eis and Dia when they 
refer back to God and Lord are used differently, further hinting at a 
distinction between God and Lord here; God -- Eis, Lord --Dia. I cannot 
put it any more simply than that for you. Now, had Paul said for us there 

is one Lord God, Jesus and the Father, you might have had a point that .. 
I think (though I might be wrong) everytime where God and Lord are used 
in the following order [...God...and ....Lord... ] a distinction is being drawn 
between God and Lord . But the fact reamains that Paul clearly identifies 
the Father as the one God, one person. He does not even identify Him as 
two persons( let alone three) . 

As usual, you completely avoided the issue . Christ is using Psalm 82 for 
the purpose of identifying with the office of god . 

Again, avoiding the issue. Aren't there many unambiguous verses in the 
OT which say Messiah ( a man) is YHWH ?  Why didn't Jesus use these 
"to clear the charge of blasphemy?" Infact the sure way, the only way, to 
get them off his back would have been for Jesus to show them proof that 
Messiah is YHWH. Going on an irrelevant rant about human gods hardly 
does the job, and it didn't work. According to you Jesus was more 
interested in deflecting the charge of blasphemy than answering their 
question of whether he was God clearly. Didn't Jesus forsee a tremendious 
disservice to future generations of trinitarians by quoting Psalm 82 instead 
of a clear affirmation of his Deity.? 
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How is that an argument? As I have explained this verse a) clearly illustrates the 
fallacy of their thinking. b) clearly demonstrates that they are like those judges 
in Psalm 82. c) Jesus already made his clear argument that he is YHWH by 
explaining that he and the Father have a perfect harmony and are both involved 
in man's salvation. Now John, I have again addressed this argument fully, there 
is an a,b and c answer to interact with. 
------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Quote: 

Response: John, you asked me how I got 'thing' & I explained it to you. John 17 
does not in any way shape or form argue against the translation of 'thing.' 
Secondly, you are doing the same thing you did with Titus 2:13, when a verse 
shows difficulty for you, you do not deal with that verse but jump to another 
verse. Again, do you disagree that the Father and the Son are one thing? And 
don't worry John 17 is not a problem. 
---------------------------------------------------------------------  

Quote: 

Response: No, he is praying that they have a perfect harmony like they do. Why 
do they have perfect harmony? Because of their nature, which explains the 
reaction of the Jews back in John 10 (yes I am going back to the original verse 
so we don't lose track of it.) 
------------------------------------------------------------ 

Quote: 

Response: Correct, now notice that you have totally left John 10. Because you 
cannot argue your point from the passage itself just like with Titus 2:13. 
-------------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: Not at all, I was working on a lesson for Amos today for class typing a
respose to you are the same time and took ADON to be ADONI without careful 
examination. But no, you have not done a thing to my argument of Titus 2:13 
because lord and god can mean deity, but with regard to their secondary 
meanings they don't mean the same thing. Refering to David as our lord is 
different than calling David our God. I am sure you'd agree with this. 
 
-------------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

And hen is also used in John 17. So you're out of luck. 
Because John 17:22 shows how ridiculous your argument is. 

My goodness! Jesus was praying that they may be hen with each other the 
same way he and the Father are hen. Obviously his prayerwill cometrue. I 
guess the Church is many persons one Being huh? 

He goes on to pray that they too will be hen with each other the same 
way he is hen with his Father.. 

 I DONT BELIEVE YOU FOR A SECOND.  

 
By now it's clear that I've pretty much blown to bits your main thesis that 
Jesus is YHWH because he is called our God in Titus 2:13. 

Be honest.....By the way, do you concede that the other Lord in Psalm 110 
cannot be YHWH because of the distinction between Adoni and Adonai? I 
mean you were defending this very argument last post!  Will you 
argueagainstit this post? 
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Response: I think this psalm finds it ultimate fufillment in Christ, but in its 
original context is referring to the long succession of kings within the dynasty of 
David. So I would say that initially, no but in its ultimate fufillment it is referring 
to Christ who I think it YHWH. This psalm was read and applied to every king 
within the dynasty. 
------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: So what a minute, your answer to 2 Cor 5:19 is what do you do with 
Acts 28? You do realize you did not answer my question right? Once again 
demonstrating that when a verse is too tough, you jump. 
 
1: 2 Cor 5:19 illustrates that simply because QEOS is anarthrous does not mean 
that QEOS should be translated as 'a god.' So that point is out the window. I'd 
appreciate it that you actually deal with this verse next time. 
 
2: The context of John 1:1 points to him being God almighty, because of the 
contrast of verbs. 
 
3: The context of Acts 28 is not a problem because the people were polytheistic. 
The expression H DIKH ZHN OUK EIASEN illustrates this. 
 

Quote: 

Response: Again 2 Cor 5:19 destroys this argument, which is why you did not 
address it at all. 
 

Quote: 

Response: So were they biased in 2 Cor 5:19 as well? 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: I gave you four answers John. 
 
 

Quote: 

What do you dowith Acts 28?  In the vaste majority of cases the 
anarthrous theos signifies a being other than God. So I've got the 
numbers to prove my case. But ultimately contextdetermins sense. Acts 
28 

Notice that there is no definite article before θεονθεονθεονθεον. ("god") Therefore, the 
Greek writer (as in John 1:1) intended indefiniteness, which indefiniteness 
MUST be conveyed in English via an indefinite article. (the little red "a") 
Translators have ROUTINELY demonstrated that they CLEARLY understand 
this by correctly translating this phrase asfollows: 

This shows that trinitarian theological bias accounts for the the god 
rendering in John 1:1c in virtually all of their bibles. 

As for John 17:3 , by now it's clear that you're not about to answer my 
question any time soon. So we will leave it at that. 

In anycase, I think I've convincingly proved your main thesis wrong. Just 
because Jesus is called our god does not follow that he is YHWH. So 
Titus2:13 is hardly a "proof text" for the so-called Deity of Christ. 
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Response: Well, John you can say this if you want but you have been throughly 
refuted.  
 
best wishes,...[/quote] 

And that's the way the cookie crumbles, 

      

 1 Day Ago   #193

John Milton  
Member 
  
 
Join Date: Dec 2006 
Posts: 1,815  

 24 Reputation Points 

  

  

Hi Kelton, 
 
 

Quote: 

For lack of a better word, this is insane. The two opposing prepositions clearly 
establish how Paul saw the dynamics between God(whom Paul refers to as the 
Father) and Christ. Out of whom are all things? The Father ofcourse. Through 
whom are all things? Jesus Christ ofcourse. My friend is not wrong. I’m not 
wrong . You’re wrong.  
 
Tell you what. Since you belong to B Greek you should have no problem showing 
your buddies the following arguments .(If your own buddies won’t agree with 
you, chances are these , your arguments, are false). : 
 
"I would see Lord and God to mean basically the same thing in that passage. I 
think Paul is lumping all idols under the category of 'lords and gods.' Kinda like if 
I said "there are many pastors and elders." So Paul has lumped them all together 
under the title "so-called gods."  
 
I promise you, if even one person at B-Greek agrees with the above weird 
arguments, I will take them seriously. But if you come back next post and tell me 
you don’t want to offer these arguments to your friends for dissection, I will halt 
this particular discussion with you. 
 
By the way, did you know that 1 Cor. 8:6 is so problematic for the Trinitarian 

Response: John EIS and DIA don't refer to God and Christ, the 
prepositions refer to the implied verb ESMEN. (we are) Just look at your 
bible, don't you see the part that says 'and we exist for Him; 'I bolded we 
and underlined 'for' so you can see what EIS is modifying, it is not the 
Father. 

point of view that some Trinitarian scholars even suggest that here the one God, 

the Father, refers to the Godhead and no to the person of the Father? 
 
Here are the words of Stuart Olyott, The Thre Are One (Evangelical Press, 1979), 
28, 29 
 
"Sometimes "Father" is used not of One who is distinct fron the Son and the Holy 
Spirit-- a distinct Person of the Godhead--but of the Godhead itself. Let us give 
some examples of this... [Paul says that] there is only one God who has real 
existence, and it is the One that Christians worship. So he writes, "But to us 
there is but one God, the Father" (1 Cor. 8:6). Here the word "Father" equals the 
words "one God." Paul is saying that there is but one God, and is not thinking of 
the Persons of the Godhead at all. It is in this sense that he uses the word 
"Father", just as he does in Ephesians 4:4, where he writes of "one God and 
Father of all." 
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Do you agree with the Greek speaking Olyott? Maybe you can use a similar 
argument with John 17:3.  

 
Quote: 

This again is not addressing the issue despite repeated requests.. It’s getting to 
be very frustrating . You’re killing our discussion by obfuscating, just as you 
halted our conversation over John 17:3 through sheer evasion. So one last time, 
tell us : why Christ would use a verse which identifies him with gods(the judges) 
instead of God if he meant to tell them he was God?  
 
 
 

Quote: 

Again no answer. I’m not going to bother repeating myself. Just a few words to 
remind people what my main point is-- The same Greek word hen is used in John 
10 and John 17. And there is nothing there which states the Father and son are 
one thing. I thought I made that clear. 
 

Quote: 

The word for one in John 10:30 which you quote is HEN. In John 17:21 Jesus 
prays like so: "That they may be one [hen], just as we are one [hen]"John 
17:22, which means that they should be united in agreement with one another 
as he (Jesus) is always united in agreement with God, as he also stated: "I 
[Jesus] always do the things that are pleasing to Him [God]", John 8:29  
This destroys trinity doctrine unless you want to argue like the Mormons that 
they are also God. And I’ve not even begun with verse 23 yet. 
 

Quote: 

What? 
 
 

Quote: 

Nice try. Refering to David as "our Lord" is different than calling David our LORD,
even though both are called "our Lord". Just as refering to Jesus as "our god" is 
different than refering to him as our GOD, even though both are called "our god."

Your interpretation will not work because a) Christ was not a judge. b) He 
was not under condemnation. c) he is saying that he has perfect harmony 
with God the Father which non of those human judges had. 

John 17 does not in any way shape or form argue against the translation 
of 'thing.' Again, do you disagree that the Father and the Son are one 
thing? And don't worry John 17 is not a problem. 

Response: No, he is praying that they have a perfect harmony like they 
do. Why do they have perfect harmony? Because of their nature, which 
explains the reaction of the Jews back in John 10 (yes I am going back to 
the original verse so we don't lose track of it.) 

Response: Correct, now notice that you have totally left John 10. Because 
you cannot argue your point from the passage itself just like with Titus 
2:13. 

Refering to David as our lord is different than calling David our God. I am 
sure you'd agree with this. 

40



 
Quote: 

Not answering the question. Because you can't. Since there is a distinction 
created between Adoni and Adonai in Psalm 110, and since Adoni here ultimately 
refers to Jesus(and by your own admission), does this not prove once and for all 
that Jesus is not Lord in the same sense as YHWH is Lord? Answer the question. 
 
 

Quote: 

Ignorance is bliss. The point of Acts 28 in answer to your 2 Cor. 5:19 example 
was to teach you that context determines sense . Therefore in 2 Cor. 5:19 
YHWH being predicated by the anathrous theos proves or shows nothing by 
itself. Another bogus, circular argument.  
 
By the way, do you want to go on record to say the rendition a God in John 1:1c 
is impossible? Do you understand that no Greek speaking person worth his pay
(even trinitarian) will go on record saying this? 
 

Quote: 

Another joke answer. Not to mention that the contrast of verbs is not a 
contextual but a grammatical argument. En is used of the logos in relation to En 
arche ho logos. This is a beginning, not infinity past. Conversely if logos is seen 
to be a preexistent thing of Jewish paradigms( "eternal" Torah = the word) is , it 
still doesn't show for Deity. This is one of many reasons why the contrasting 
verbs show nothing of the Deity of Christ. Not to mention that theos is a count 
noun. 
 
 

Quote: 

And how did you come to this conclusion? By the context .  --according to 

you, the anarthrous theos is appropriate here because they were polytheists. 
Please learn the definition of context. 
In the same way we say by reading carefully John's whole gospel in context 
(including the rest of the prologue, John 17:3,etc.) he could not have meant 
Jesus is the God in John 1:1 without falling into polypersontheism. 
 
 
Unless you show a marked improvement in the quality of your arguments, I’m 
going to start limiting my responses to you. I think it’s clear by now that Titus 

Response: I think this psalm finds it ultimate fufillment in Christ, but in its 
original context is referring to the long succession of kings within the 
dynasty of David. So I would say that initially, no but in its ultimate 
fufillment it is referring to Christ who I think it YHWH. This psalm was 
read and applied to every king within the dynasty. 

Response: So what a minute, your answer to 2 Cor 5:19 is what do you 
do with Acts 28? You do realize you did not answer my question right? 
Once again demonstrating that when a verse is too tough, you jump. 

The context of John 1:1 points to him being God almighty, because of the 
contrast of verbs. 

The context of Acts 28 is not a problem because the people were 
polytheistic. The expression H DIKH ZHN OUK EIASEN illustrates this. 

2:13 doesn’t show the so-called Deity of Christ, even with Sharp’s rule. Your our 
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god argument in this regard is laughable and has been thoroughly refuted. I wish 
you would put more energy into Titus 2:13 , your our god argument, 
instead of trying to run away from it. After all this was why we started 
corresponding to begin with. 
 
best wishes, 

Last edited by John Milton : 1 Day Ago at 08:07 PM.  

      

 1 Day Ago   #194

tkkclark  
Member 
  
 
Join Date: Apr 2006 
Posts: 309  

 18 Reputation Points 

  

Quote: 

Kelton's already got the secret decoder ring, John. Are you lobbying to get him 
elected President of the Fraternal Order of Low Quality Posters Responding to JM 
(Inc.) now, too? 
 
That's mean, John.  
 
Just plain mean. 
 
tk 
 
p.s. Kelton - word of warning - you are sooooooooooooo not getting my tiara. 
 

 

Originally Posted by John Milton   
Unless you show a marked improvement in the quality of your arguments, 

I’m going to start limiting my responses to you... 

      

 1 Day Ago   #195

kelton graham  
Member 
  
 
Join Date: Jan 2006 
Posts: 329  

 21 Reputation Points 

  

Quote: 

Response: Well John, the truth of the matter is that you and your friend have 
chosen the wrong two prepositions to argue your case. I've been sitting here 
waiting on you to get your argument straight but apparently it won't happen. 
Your friend wrote: 
 

Quote: 

The problem with your argument John, is that EIS is not 'out of whom are all 
things.' It is EX hOU TA PANTA, so John you and your friend have picked the 

Hi Kelton, 
For lack of a better word, this is insane. The two opposing prepositions 
clearly establish how Paul saw the dynamics between God(whom Paul 
refers to as the Father) and Christ. Out of whom are all things? The 
Father ofcourse. Through whom are all things? Jesus Christ ofcourse. My 
friend is not wrong. I’m not wrong . You’re wrong. 

I wouldn't agree with this view of things, but it is the view that springs 
from the grammar, where eis (unto) and dia (through) are set in 
opposition to one another. 
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wrong two prepositions and have shown beyond a shadow of a doubt that you 
have no idea what you are talking about & yes I may add are wrong. But hey I 
enjoy your emotion, if I could not read Greek, I may have been convinced. 
------------------------------------------------------------ 
 

Quote: 

Response: You must think I am silly. John, that would be ridiculous. Lets just tell 
it like it is, you don't have an appropiate response so you want me to go over on 
B-Greek and argue this point and you are hoping that someone with some 
knowledge of Greek is going to refute me while you sit back and take notes. I'm 
not falling for it, secondly, if you know anything about B-Greek, it frowns upon 
exegetical discussions, they like to discuss purely grammatical issues. I'd get a 
warning from a moderator if I tried discussing exegesis there. Oh by the way 
BDAG does not see any difference either between gods and lords either, unless 
they say it is a hendiadys & even with that idea they are purely speculating. 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: I don't mind if you halt the discussion, trust me I am totally relaxed 
and feel just fine as to how things are going. I think I've already proven my 
point, you have no answer, and cannot decide which preposition you want to 
argue from. I am cool. 
 
 

Quote: 

Response: No, not really. 
 

Quote: 

Response: John, the thing is he already told them he was God. He is not 
repeating himself here. He said he and the Father were one, they took that as a 
statement of his deity, so that aspect is already done. He has already made the 
claim, now this time he is explaining why they wanting to kill him is totally 
wrong. While at the same time, showing them that not only was their thinking 
wrong, but there was nothing wrong with him making an even greater claim 
about himself. 
---------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Tell you what. Since you belong to B Greek you should have no problem 
showing your buddies the following arguments .(If your own buddies won’t 
agree with you, chances are these , your arguments, are false). : 

I promise you, if even one person at B-Greek agrees with the above weird 
arguments, I will take them seriously. But if you come back next post and 
tell me you don’t want to offer these arguments to your friends for 
dissection, I will halt this particular discussion with you. 

Do you agree with the Greek speaking Olyott? Maybe you can use a 
similar argument with John 17:3.  

This again is not addressing the issue despite repeated requests.. It’s 
getting to be very frustrating . You’re killing our discussion by obfuscating, 
just as you halted our conversation over John 17:3 through sheer evasion. 
So one last time, tell us : why Christ would use a verse which identifies 
him with gods(the judges) instead of God if he meant to tell them he was 
God? 
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Response: Man, you really need to study Greek because you are making error 
upon error. Here maybe the NET bibles footnotes can convince you: 
 
the phrase en evsmen (hen esmen) is a significant assertion with trinitarian 
implications. e[n is neuter, not masculine, so the assertion is not that Jesus and 
the Father are one person, but one "thing." Identity of the two persons is not 
what is asserted, but essential unity (unity of essence).  
 
A literal translation of John 17 would be 'one thing' as well John. And finally, look 
at Mk 10:21 hEN SE hUSTEREI literally it reads 'you lack one' but guess what? 
hEN is neuter so that is where we get 'one thing.'  
----------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: I've already responded to this. Jesus prays that they may be one 
thing as he and the Father is one thing. What he is praying for is a perfect unity 
amonst believes like he and the Father have. Their(Jesus and the Father's)
perfect unity comes from their nature, which explains why he is not comparing 
himself to a human judge (who does not have perfect harmony with the Father.) 
Jesus prays that they may become one thing, namely one body and have perfect 
harmony within that one body. 
 

Quote: 

Response: You jump to different verses whenever you cannot argue the current 
one. 
 

Quote: 

Response: No, a monotheist cannot not in good faith call someone other than 
God, our God. Because lord and god can have different meanings. 
---------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Response: Nope. Because there are always issues with masoretic vowel pointing 
when it comes to ADON. Which is the argument I thought you were going to 
bring up. ie Genesis 18:3;Gen 19:18. 
----------------------------------------------------------- 

Quote: 

Again no answer. I’m not going to bother repeating myself. Just a few 
words to remind people what my main point is-- The same Greek word 
hen is used in John 10 and John 17. And there is nothing there which 
states the Father and son are one thing. I thought I made that clear. 

This destroys trinity doctrine unless you want to argue like the Mormons 
that they are also God. And I’ve not even begun with verse 23 yet. 

What? 

Nice try. Refering to David as "our Lord" is different than calling David our 
LORD, even though both are called "our Lord". Just as refering to Jesus as 
"our god" is different than refering to him as our GOD, even though both 
are called "our god." 

Not answering the question. Because you can't. Since there is a distinction 
created between Adoni and Adonai in Psalm 110, and since Adoni here 
ultimately refers to Jesus(and by your own admission), does this not 
prove once and for all that Jesus is not Lord in the same sense as YHWH is 
Lord? Answer the question. 
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Response: No, John you never said anything about context in your original post, 
so don't try to pretend like you've been saying that all along. 
 
you said 

Quote: 

Case closed. 
 

Quote: 

Response: I think grammatically it is acceptable, but I think contextually it is 
impossible. If were arguing purely on the basis of grammar I think one can easily 
feel comfortable with an 'a god' rendering, but one we bring in monotheism and 
context I think the 'a god' rendering is impossible. 
------------------------------------------------------ 

Quote: 

Response: No it is contextual as well because the context is based upon the 
grammar of the tenses between the two verbs. Secondly, the contrast is seen 
through the first 14 verses not just John 1. And before trying to argue about 
count nouns etc, you should check out 2 Macc 7:37. And if you are interested me 
and Rolf Furuli had a discussion on this over on B-Greek. 
 
http://lists.ibiblio.org/pipermail/b...ly/thread.html 
 

Quote: 

Response: If you have BDAG look over on page 250. 'Justice' here appears to be 
a deity. 
 

Quote: 

Response: I am only trying to keep up with you, you are the one bringing up 

Ignorance is bliss. The point of Acts 28 in answer to your 2 Cor. 5:19 
example was to teach you that context determines sense . Therefore in 
2 Cor. 5:19 YHWH being predicated by the anathrous theos proves or 
shows nothing by itself. Another bogus, circular argument. 

The theos in John 1:1c is anarthrous. It is best rendered god . 

By the way, do you want to go on record to say the rendition a God in 
John 1:1c is impossible? Do you understand that no Greek speaking 
person worth his pay(even trinitarian) will go on record saying this? 

Not to mention that the contrast of verbs is not a contextual but a 
grammatical argument. En is used of the logos in relation to En arche ho 
logos. This is a beginning, not infinity past. Conversely if logos is seen to 
be a preexistent thing of Jewish paradigms( "eternal" Torah = the word) 
is , it still doesn't show for Deity. This is one of many reasons why the 
contrasting verbs show nothing of the Deity of Christ. Not to mention that 
theos is a count noun. 

And how did you come to this conclusion?  
In the same way we say by reading carefully John's whole gospel in 
context (including the rest of the prologue, John 17:3,etc.) he could not 
have meant Jesus is the God in John 1:1 without falling into 
polypersontheism. 

. After all this was why we started corresponding to begin with. 
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tons of verses here. I am simply responding to them, you can discuss whatever 
you wish. 

      

 1 Day Ago   #196

John Milton  
Member 
  
 
Join Date: Dec 2006 
Posts: 1,815  

 24 Reputation Points 

  

  

Hi kelton graham 
 

Quote: 

My friend is a couple of semesters away from getting his degree in Greek. 
 
 

Quote: 

From your comments so far, I have absolutely no doubt in my mind that you 
have ZERO formal training in Greek and cannot speak it.  
 
 

Quote: 

More lame excuses. 
 
 

Quote: 

Olyott is fluent in Greek .He is also a Trinitarian. He realizes the problems 
associated with 1 Cor. 8:6 and Trinity doctrine. If you understood the Greek, you 
wouldn't say "no, not really." 
 
 

Quote: 

This is a joke. 
 
This conversation is over because you're wasting my time. 

Response: Well John, the truth of the matter is that you and your friend 
have chosen the wrong two prepositions to argue your case. I've been 
sitting here waiting on you to get your argument straight but apparently it 
won't happen. Your friend wrote: 

But hey I enjoy your emotion, if I could not read Greek, I may have been 
convinced. 

Response: You must think I am silly. John, that would be ridiculous. Lets 
just tell it like it is, you don't have an appropiate response so you want 
me to go over on B-Greek and argue this point and you are hoping that 
someone with some knowledge of Greek is going to refute me while you 
sit back and take notes. I'm not falling for it, secondly, if you know 
anything about B-Greek, it frowns upon exegetical discussions, they like to 
discuss purely grammatical issues. I'd get a warning from a moderator if I 
tried discussing exegesis there. Oh by the way BDAG does not see any 
difference either between gods and lords either, unless they say it is a 
hendiadys & even with that idea they are purely speculating. 

Response: No, not really. 

Response: Man, you really need to study Greek because you are making 
error upon error. Here maybe the NET bibles footnotes can convince you: 
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best wishes, 
__________________ 
King James Version 
 
John 17:3 And this is life eternal, that they might know thee the only true God, 
and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.  

      

 15 Hours Ago   #197

John Milton  
Member 
  
 
Join Date: Dec 2006 
Posts: 1,815  

 24 Reputation Points 

  

  

This is for those who are really interested in learning something: 
 
1 Corinthians 8:6  
 

Quote: 

So we have the two prepositions eis and dia. 
 
This is how Strong's explains eis εξ : Eis is a primary preposition denoting origin
(the point whence motion or action proceeds), from, out (of place, time, 
or cause; lit' or fig.; direct or remote);.. 
 
best wishes to all, 
__________________ 
King James Version 
 
John 17:3 And this is life eternal, that they might know thee the only true God, 
and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.  

all (BUT) hmin (TO US [THERE IS]) eiV (ONE) qeoV (GOD) o (THE) pathr 
(FATHER,) eis < (OUT OF) ou (WHOM [ARE]) ta panta (ALL THINGS,) kai 
(AND) hmeiV (WE) eiV (FOR) auton (HIM  kai (AND) eiV (ONE) kurioV 
(LORD) ihsouV (JESUS) cristoV (CHRIST,) dia < (BY) ou (WHOM [ARE]) ta 
panta (ALL THINGS,) kai (AND) hmeiV (WE) di (BY) autou (HIM.) 

Last edited by John Milton : 14 Hours Ago at 05:04 PM.  

      

 14 Hours Ago   #198

AmazingGrace  
CARM Super Member 
  

  
  
 
Join Date: Jun 2006 
Location: Columbus, OH 
Gender:  
Posts: 2,770  

 57 Reputation Points 

  

Hi John - admittedly I know nothing about Greek but I did look this up on 
Studylight.org on three ms they use and none of them have EIS there where you 
show it. Here is what they have: 
 
all hmin eiv yeov o pathr ex ou ta panta kai hmeiv eiv auton kai eiv kuriov 
Ihsouv Xristov di ou ta panta kai hmeiv di autou (TR) 
 
all' hmin eiv qeov o pathr, ec ou ta panta kai hmeiv eiv auton, kai eiv kuriov 
Ihsouv Xristov, di' ou ta panta kai hmeiv di' autou. (NA26) 
 
all hmin eiv yeov o pathr ex ou ta panta kai hmeiv eiv auton kai eiv kuriov 
Ihsouv Xristov di ou ta panta kai hmeiv di autou (BYZ) 
__________________ 
Until the end of our testing we cannot take for granted our being saved; and 
therefore when someone asks, “Brother, are you saved?” we do not give 
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a categorically affirmative reply, but qualify our answer, “Thus far, 

yes!”w52 7/1 p391 See 1Jo 4 truth  

      

 14 Hours Ago   #199

John Milton  
Member 
  
 
Join Date: Dec 2006 
Posts: 1,815  

 24 Reputation Points 

  

  

Quote: 

My goodness! ex is eis. It is the Greek εξεξεξεξ . 
 
1 Corinthians 8:6 [αλλ] ηµιν εις θεος ο πατηρ εξεξεξεξ ου τα παντα και ηµεις εις 
αυτον και εις κυριος ιησους χριστος διδιδιδι ου τα παντα και ηµεις δι αυτου 
 
Are you Kelton's twin? 
__________________ 
King James Version 
 
John 17:3 And this is life eternal, that they might know thee the only true God, 
and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.  

Originally Posted by AmazingGrace   
Hi John - admittedly I know nothing about Greek but I did look this up on 

Studylight.org on three ms they use and none of them have EIS there 

where you show it. Here is what they have: 

 

all hmin eiv yeov o pathr ex ou ta panta kai hmeiv eiv auton kai eiv kuriov 

Ihsouv Xristov di ou ta panta kai hmeiv di autou (TR) 

 

all' hmin eiv qeov o pathr, ec ou ta panta kai hmeiv eiv auton, kai eiv 

kuriov Ihsouv Xristov, di' ou ta panta kai hmeiv di' autou. (NA26) 

 

all hmin eiv yeov o pathr ex ou ta panta kai hmeiv eiv auton kai eiv kuriov 

Ihsouv Xristov di ou ta panta kai hmeiv di autou (BYZ) 

Last edited by John Milton : 14 Hours Ago at 05:23 PM.  

      

 14 Hours Ago   #200

AmazingGrace  
CARM Super Member 
  

  
  
 
Join Date: Jun 2006 
Location: Columbus, OH 
Gender:  
Posts: 2,770  

 57 Reputation Points 

  

Hey - that is not nice. I said I don't know Greek and clearly the your EIS doesn't 
look like theirs. 
 
You really should try a little kindness. 
__________________ 
Until the end of our testing we cannot take for granted our being saved; and 
therefore when someone asks, “Brother, are you saved?” we do not give 

a categorically affirmative reply, but qualify our answer, “Thus far, 

yes!”w52 7/1 p391 See 1Jo 4 truth  
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