





FREQUENTLY ASKED
QUESTIONS:

#1 - Why do you insist that Christian thought must
start and finish with the “character of God”?

Because everything starts with who God IS, and
everything ends with who God IS. Who God IS has to do
with His character. He is not who He IS apart from His
character!

As a student of Christian thought and theology for many
years, [ have noticed that most of the theology texts
begin with a discussion of what God does, or has done.
They commence with God’s plan, His covenant
arrangements, His election, His determinations, His
predestined will, His decrees, His Law, precepts or
principles, etc. This is absurd! The proper study of God
should never start with what God does, and then from
His activity determine who He IS. The premise of “I am,
because [ do” - identity based on performance - is not
true of God or of man.

Everything God does is determined by Who He IS - His
character. God does what He does, because He IS Who
He IS.

The character of this God who IS (the “I AM that I AM”)
is an exclusive character. What God IS, only God IS! Who
God IS, only God IS. He is thereby distinguished from all
of creation, rejecting all monistic and pantheistic
theories. That is why we note that God is Holy (I Pet.



1:15,16) - God is set apart, separated from, distinct
from, all that is not Himself - His absolutely Holy Self.

The theologians have often differentiated between the
transferrable and non-transferrable attributes of God,
believing that God can share or distribute some of His
attributes to His creatures. His omnipresence is non-
transferable, they maintain, but His Love is transferable.
[ disagree! “God IS love,” the apostle John writes, not
“God has some love to distribute and pass around.” The
entirety of God’s character is non-transferable. His
character is exclusive to Himself. What God IS, only God
IS! God is the singular and exclusive Self-giving Self -
that is what LOVE is!

God acts out of His own Being - out of Himself (ek
autos) - to express His own exclusive character. What
God IS, only God IS, and only God can express Who He
IS. Man is not capable of generating, manufacturing,
producing the character of God. And yet, many
Christians seem to think that the objective of the
Christian life is just that - to imitate God, to reproduce
His character. Not so! Only God can express the
character of God. “God does not give His glory to
another” (Isa. 42:8; 48:11).

But, Isaiah does say that we “were created for His glory”
(Isa. 43:7); and the only way for God to be glorified is
when His all-glorious character is expressed unto His
own glory; such glorification of God must be God
expressing Himself - His character - within His
creation. Godliness is exclusively the result of God
expressing His divine character. Man is not capable of
producing godly character - only of allowing God to
express His godly character in human behavior, by
faithful receptivity of God’s activity.



That is why I declare, “Christian thought must start and
finish with the character of God!”

What is the end objective of Christianity? It is NOT to
build a church - an ecclesiastic enterprise or empire! It
is NOT to get as many human beings as possible into
heaven - corralled into a heavenly destiny! We are
“created for His glory” - the expression of God’s
character.

That is why the mystery of the gospel is “Christ in you,
the hope of glory” (Col. 1:27). The “hope of glory” is not
the “I hope-so-wish of going to heaven someday. The
living Lord Jesus comes to live in us, bringing the
confident-expectation-hope that He will be allowed to
express His character in our behavior to the glory of
God.

All we have to do is look at the tragic relationships in
the churches of today, to document that Christian
people do not understand the objective of Christ living
out His character in our behavior to the glory of God.






#2 - For several years now you have used the
phrase, “God is God; man is man.” Why do you
regard that distinction so important?

The distinction between the infinite Creator, God, and
the finite creature, man, must always be acknowledged.

The melancholy Danish thinker, Soren Kierkegaard,
referred to the “Infinite Qualitative Difference” between
God and man, stating, “God and man are as ‘far apart’ as
‘far apart’ can get.”

The Swiss theologian, Karl Barth, (especially in his
earlier theological writings) referred to God as “the
Wholly Other,” who is wholly other than man, despite the
anthropomorphic portrayals by which our finite minds
attempt to conceive of a personal God. Referring to God
as “wholly other” than man does not imply any deistic
detachment, but it indicates that deity and humanity are
categories of “being” completely distinct from one
another. God is God, and man is man!

There is a constitutional difference between God and
man - the difference between the infinite Creator who
has intrinsic Being in Himself and the finite creature who

has extrinsic created “being” derived from the Creator-
God.

There is also an essential functional difference between
God and man. God is independent and autonomous, and
by His divine “free-will” Self-generates His every
expression of Himself, ek autos (out of Himself). We call
such divine action, “Grace.”

Man is dependent and contingent, with the freedom of
choice to derive from a spirit-source other than himself.
We call such human response-ability, “faith.” The



interactions of God and man are always “by grace,
through faith.”

How, then, can man know about God, and come to know
God in an intimate relational union? .. Only as God reveals
Himself, and makes Himself available to indwell and
function in human beings. Divine Being and human being
are both forms of relational being. Granted, God’s Being is
intrinsic Self-existent Being, and human being is extrinsic,
created being, but the relational being of God and man
allow for real personal relationality between God and
human individuals.

The distinct and unique Christian understanding of God is
referred to as “Trinitarian monotheism.” ...not monadic
monotheism, like the Islamic “Allah” or the Judaic
“Yahweh,” ...and not monistic monotheism, like the
Eastern religions that view god as merged and absorbed
into all things. Trinitarian monotheism allows God to be
an intrinsically relational Being, wherein the three
Persons of the Trinity, Father, Son, and H.S., have eternally
enjoyed perfect interpersonal relationship. That is why
John can write, “God is Love” (I John 4:8,16). The three
Persons of the Godhead always relationally seek the
highest good of the other - that's LOVE. Because they are
personally and perfectly other-oriented LOVE, they
desired to create other beings who could participate in
their perfect LOVE relationship - both angelic and human.

After human beings chose the antithesis of God’s other-
seeking love-character - participating in the self-
orientation of sin, the antithesis of God’s character, God
still loved the human race. In His LOVE, He is always
FOR us, not against us! “God so loved the world of fallen
mankind, that He send His only (and eternally) begotten
Son...” (Jn. 3:16). God orchestrated the incarnation of



the Son of God in the individual person of Jesus Christ,
the God-man, whose voluntary redemptive action of
death on the cross could effect restored relational
interaction (even union) with all receptive human
beings.

That is why it is so important to emphasize that God is
God, and man is man. God has taken the initiative to
effect relationship with man, even though humanity
initially rejected Him. That is the “good news” of the
Gospel!












#3 - Foundational to your teaching is a distinctive
understanding of anthropology - the function of the
human being? Can you explain the importance of
your foundational premises?

Yes, | have stated that the most unfortunate
phenomenon in the history of Christian thought is the
failure of the Christian community to develop and
articulate a coherent understanding of anthropology -
of how God designed man to function, and how God and
man are designed to have a personal relationship.

The early church councils hammered out their orthodox
positions concerning the Christian view of God as
Trinitarian monotheism (Three Persons in one Being -
Father, Son and Holy Spirit in one Godhead), and they
developed a consensus of thought concerning
Christology - an explanation of the Person of Jesus
Christ as the God-man - fully God, fully man. They
explained this as two natures in one Person - deity and
humanity. They failed, however, to adequately explain
the operational function of the God-man; how He
emptied Himself of the prerogative of divine function in
order to function as a man, receptive in faith to God’s
activity in the man.

But it is the constitution and function of human beings
that never received adequate clarification in Christian
thought, and this has led to anthropological ambiguity,
and the introduction of all kinds of psychological and
sociological explanations of humanity and its relation to
God.

When we consider how God constituted man when He
created man, I think it is important to understand that
the human being is constituted to function at 3 levels:



spiritually, psychologically, physiologically - spirit, soul,
body - NOT cut in 3 (trichotomy); NOT 3 parts,
compartments, partitions (tripartite); but the highest of
God’s earthly created order, with the capacity to
interact with God by functioning on 3 levels.

Within the psychological function it is also important to
note that God Self-limited His absolute power of
orchestrating His creation by granting the human
creature a freedom of choice with real consequences to
these choices. This is not to say that mankind has Free-
will, for [ regard that to be God'’s ability alone (the
divine power to Self-determine what He is going to do
consistent with who He is, and the power to self-
implement His Self-determination.) God has divine Free-
will - human beings have human freedom of choice.

The 3-fold constitutional function of human beings, and
the created privilege of freedom of choice - these |
regard to be the essential factors of humanness -
humanum - what it means to be human.

The essentiality and functionality of human beings is
radically contrary to that of God. As noted previously,
God is autonomous, independent, and Self-generative of
His own character expression. Man is NOT - and can
never be independent, autonomous and self-generative
of character expression. Man, by His God-defined
constitution and function, is always spiritually
dependent and contingent, and derives all character
expression from a spiritual source other than himself.

This is so diametrically opposed to all humanistic
explanations of human function, which inevitably posits
that man is independent and autonomous, self-
generating his own character and action by his own
free-will. To understand the spiritually derived function
of humanity is to take one’s stand on the only thesis that



counteracts the popular humanistic philosophical
premises en toto.

The failure to understand this anthropological premise
of “derivative man” has led to many watered-down
forms of “evangelical humanism.”












#4 - You have mentioned the premise of “derivative
man.” Can you expand on this premise that seems to
be central to your philosophical anthropology and
theology?

God does what He does, because He IS who He IS. What
God does, man cannot do! God acts out of Himself (ek
autos). We call His action GRACE - God acting in accord
with Himself.

Man is not capable of such intrinsic self-generation,
whereby he might generate and produce character from
his own being. God created man to be a derivative,
contingent, dependent, receptive creature. Humanity
cannot function otherwise, despite all the
humanistically touted tenets of self-potential, self-
actualization, self-help, etc. The human being is not a
self-generating “independent self.”

God is the only Independent Self or Being - exercising
the Free-will to Self-determine His course in accord with
His own character, and Self-implement the expression
of that character in divine action. He does what He does,
because He IS who He IS.

Human beings have freedom of choice (not Free-will),
and the choice is primarily (at the deepest level) a
choice from which spiritual source (God or Satan) we
are going to derive character in the midst of our
behavioral actions.

We do not have the choice to act “out of ourselves” (ek
autos), as only God can do. We only have the choice to
derive and receive from a spiritual source - either ek
Theos (out of God), or ek diabolos (out of the devil).
There is no third alternative. There is only the either/or
of God or Satan.



Yet, the prevailing philosophy of fallen man is
humanism, which advocates that human beings can self-
generate, self-actuate, and self-actualize. The reason
why this premise of “derivative man” is so central to my
understanding of man’s relationship with God is
because any alternative other than “derivative man” is
to accept the lie of Satan, “you can be like God.” That
has been the humanistic lie from the beginning. The
thesis of “derivative man” is the only explanation that
rejects the humanistic thesis en toto.

What happens in evangelical Christian religion is a
modification of humanistic thought - Evangelical
Humanism! They reject the devil’s lie that they can “be
like God” in self-generating goodness and
righteousness. They agree with Gal. 2:21 that if man
could generate his own righteousness, then Christ died
needlessly. But, apart from Jesus, they allege that man
generates his own evil, his own sinfulness, his own
unrighteousness. In so doing, they reject the
foundational premise of “derivative man” for all
character function. They fall back on a premise of ek
autos - that sin is “out of oneself,” blaming such on a
straw-man called “self” - an alleged “independent self.”
And then they attempt to “beat up on this self” in
masochistic performance efforts to “die to self” and
suppress their alleged intrinsic sinfulness - trying
thereby to be their own savior!

Everything about man’s being and function is
derivative: We have a derived spiritual nature (either
Satan’s wrath-nature or Christ’s divine nature). We have
a derived spiritual identity (either sinners or saints). We
have a derived spiritual character (either righteousness
or sinfulness). We have a derived spiritual life or death.
We have a derived spiritual image (visibly expressing



the nature and character of the spirit within us). We
have a derived spiritual immortality, when we are
deriving from the Immortal God who brought
immortality to mankind through His Son (cf. I Timothy
6:16; Il Timothy 1:19).












#5 - The premise of “derivative man” leads to
another distinctive of your teaching - the idea that
all human beings are indwelt and energized by
either God or Satan. Can you expand on that thesis?

Yes, the premise that God created human beings as
“derivative creatures” who always, at all times, derive
character from a spiritual source, logically demands
that human beings are indwelt and energized by either
God or Satan.

Granted, some object to the thesis that all human beings
are indwelt and energized by either God or Satan. The
popular Christian teaching, since the time of Augustine,
has been that humanity was corrupted by the Fall into
sin, and became inherently sinful, capable of self-
generating sinful character. I object to that thesis, for it
makes humanity into sinful devils - self-generating evil
ones - sin-generating adversaries of God. Nor, can |
accept the thesis espoused by some, that fallen man is
sub-human, or has abdicated any features or functions
of his created humanness.

As derivative human beings, always functioning
spiritually, psychologically and physiologically, and
always having a creaturely freedom of choice, all human
individuals are indwelt and energized by either God or
Satan.

The biblical evidence has convinced me of this premise:

*  Whereas, the Christian has Christ in him (Col. 1:27;
II Cor. 13:5), the unbeliever has the “prince of the
power of the air, the spirit working in the sons of
disobedience (Eph. 2:2). (Greek preposition en).



*  Whereas, the Christian is “in Christ” (II Cor. 5:17),
the whole world of unregenerate persons are “in the
evil one” (I Jn. 5:19). (Greek preposition en).

*  Whereas, the Christians has an adequacy (II Cor.
3:5), of love (I Jn. 4:7) and goodness (III Jn. 11)
derived out of God, the non-Christian expresses a
character of sin derived out of the devil (I Jn. 3:8).
(Greek preposition ek).

*  Whereas Christians have become “partakers of the
divine nature” (I Pt. 1:4), the unregenerate are “by
nature children of wrath” (Eph. 2:3). (Greek word
phusis).

*  Whereas, Christians have the “treasure (Christ) in
earthen vessels” (II Cor. 4:7), those without Christ
put forth evil things from an evil treasure” (Matt.
12:35). (Greek word thesaurus).

*  Whereas, fallen mankind is under the authority &
dominion of Satan, Christians are converted to the
authority/dominion of God in Christ (Acts 26:18).
(Greek word exousia).

e  Whereas, non-Christians are “in the snare of the
devil, held captive to do his will” (I Tim. 2:26),
Christians are willing bond-servants/love-slaves of
Jesus Christ (II Tim. 2:24; Rom. 1:8; Rom. 6:16-20).
(Greek word doulos).

¢  Whereas, Christians are “children of God” (Rom.
8:16) and call God, “Abba, Father” (Rom. 8:15), Jesus
told the Pharisees that they were of their father, the
devil” (Jn. 8:44). (Greek word pater).

These are but a few of the either/or contrasts in
scripture that indicate that all human beings derive
spiritual character & relation from either God or Satan -
and there is no third alternative or option of self-source.
Logically, this is the law of the excluded middle.



Theological quotations from Christian leaders
throughout the history of the Church can also be cited to
show that this has been accepted and taught through
the centuries of Christian history, but one in particular
stands out in my mind:

W. Ian Thomas - “As godliness is the direct and exclusive
consequence of God’s activity, and God’s capacity to reproduce
Himself in you, so all ungodliness is the direct and exclusive
consequence of Satan’s activity, and of his capacity to reproduce
the devil in you! ... iniquity is no more the consequence of your
capacity to imitate the devil, than godliness is the consequences of
your capacity to imitate God.”












#6 - By indicating that either God or Satan indwells
or rules over every human individual, is this not a
dualistic understanding of the spiritual condition of
mankind?

Some people seem to think that the positing of an
either/or contrast necessarily creates or constitutes a
dualism. I do not believe that to be correct.

In the either/or diametric polarity between God and
Satan, there is definitely a duality - a contrast of two
opposites: God - Satan; good - evil; truth - error; holy -
sinful; love - self-orientation. This is a fixed antithesis of
character, and the two polar opposites cannot be
brought together in integration or compromise. But, this
is not a dualism, or (as the question states) a “dualistic
understanding of the spiritual condition of mankind.”

The classic philosophical usage of the term “dualism”
applies to two mutually exclusive and absolutely equal
forces that oppose one another and remain in a
perpetual stalemate or standoff (thought not
necessarily a static stasis without interaction).

The Taoist dualism of yin/yang is an example of such
dualism, and the Taijitu symbol used for such, pictures
equal parts of two principles, each with a balancing
portion of the other within. The two (the black and the
white) are together within a larger inclusive circle,
creating a duality within a unity - a dualism wherein
they reside in everlasting juxtaposition -
interdependent and interconnected - but forever
balancing each other out.

The presence and activity of God or Satan within
regenerate and unregenerate human individuals, is a



polarized duality, but not a dualistic standoff where
neither can overcome the other.

God, in Christ, has defeated the forces of evil. In the
death of Jesus Christ, Satan has been rendered
powerless (Heb. 2:14), and the works of the devil
destroyed (I John 3:8). A cosmic victory has been won,
when Christ “disarmed and triumphed over the rulers
and authorities of evil (Col. 2:15) by His death on the
Cross.

No human individual need remain indwelt and enslaved
by Satan. A spiritual exchange is available to all men,
wherein they can be turned/converted from the
dominion and authority of Satan to the Lordship of
Jesus Christ (Acts 26:18), and experience “Christ in
them, the hope of glory” (Col. 1:27).

Henceforth, it can be declared of the Christian, “Greater
is He who is in you, than he who is in the world” (I Jn.
4:4).









#7 - The origin of evil and its introduction into
God’s created world has always been difficult to
explain. Do you have a theological solution to this
difficulty?

The origin and introduction of evil or sin into the
perfect universe that the Righteous God created has
been an issue of much debate throughout the history of
Christian thought. The discussion of such is known as
“theodicy” in philosophical and theological circles.

In terms of trying to explain the origin of evil from a
biblical perspective, with rather limited and debatable
details, the question narrows down to a discussion of
the origin of the Evil One. How did the Adversary, the
devil, Satan, come into being?

Evil is contrary to the character of God - the antithesis
of God’s character. If (since) God is the creator of all
things, how did evil character enter into the cosmic
arena?

God is the essential cause of all things (as the Creator),
but He is not the culpable cause of evil that is contrary
to His character. Since He generates all things ek autos
(out of Himself), and in consistency with Himself - His
character - we cannot blame evil on God! Itis
impossible for God to lie (Heb. 6:18); it is impossible for
God to be the source of evil. Directly anyway!

But indirectly God did create derivative creatures with
freedom of choice, and the first category of such
creatures, that we know of, were the angelic beings -
the angels. God Self-limited Himself (as only God could
do) to create angelic beings with a freedom of choice
that could choose to derive all from Him - or refuse to
do so. But what alternative derivative source was there?



That is the “ultimate incongruity” - or what Karl Barth
called the “impossible possibility.”

Utilizing the historical narratives of Isa. 14:12-15 and
Ezek. 28:11-19 with their apparent double entendres,
along with the imagery of the Apocalypse (Rev. 12:3-9),
we surmise that Lucifer, the Light-bearer, the Son of the
Dawn, apparently had some form of leadership in the
angelic hierarchy. Using his creaturely freedom of
choice, he chose to reject the derivation and bearing of
God’s Light. Where did that rejective rebellion come
from? We do not know - it’s an ultimate incongruity.

But a LIE was born - “I will be like the Most High God”
(Isa. 14:14) - “I will be an ‘independent self’; I will
function ek autos (out of myself) as a self-for-self. How
could that be? It’s an ultimate incongruity!

Did the angelic choice of Lucifer create the Adversary,
Satan by his own self-choice? It does not seem possible.
But by some means the Evil One came into being - the
necessary fixed negative of God’s positive - the enemy,
the opponent, the adversary - forever cursed and
irredeemable. NOT co-equal with God; not a god of good
vs. a god of evil, forever in a dualistic standoff. NOT
merely the absence and privation of God’s good, for
explanation by absence amounts to nothing.

God and Satan. There is an essential constitutional
difference between them, for one is the Creature and
the other a creature; One has intrinsic Being, while the
other has extrinsic being. They were polarized in an
essential character dichotomy of good and evil.

Satan remains a derivative creature of God. He cannot
be an “independent self,” self-generating character.
Apparently Satan takes that which is of God; His



goodness, righteousness, loving character, and twists
such around backwards into its negative antithesis. He
short-circuits the character of God in grotesque
distortion. In Acts 13:10 Paul calls Elymas a “son of the
devil,” who “makes crooked the straight ways of God.”

[ don’t know that this is an airtight solution to the
problem of evil in the world, but it is the most biblical,
theological & philosophical tenable explanation that I
have ever heard.






#8 — Other speakers have stated that human beings
are “spirit beings” in like manner as God is Spirit. Do
you teach that also?

In the past (approximately 20-30 yrs ago), [ made such
an assertion. I have since recognized the fallacy of such
a statement.

Human beings are NOT “spirit beings” in like manner as
God is Spirit!

When Jesus told the woman at the well in Samaria that
“God is Spirit” (John 4:24), He was NOT indicating that
“God is Spirit-Being” or “God is a spirit-being,” or stating
that “God is invisible, and cannot be seen.” The
contextual question pertained to the worship of God at
the temple at Gerizim in Samaria, or the temple at
Jerusalem in Judea - a long-standing debate among the
Jews and the Samaritans. .. Jesus’ answer seems to
explain that God is not confined to a geographical
mountain, or contained in a temple-box “made with
hands” (Acts 7:24). God is beyond all physical location
and structures.

What did Jesus mean, then, when He declared, “God is
Spirit.”? He is the singular divine spiritual reality - the
Divine Being. He is the singular divine object of all
spiritual worship, and that is why we are called to
“worship Him in spirit and in truth” (Jn. 4:24).

If that is indeed the meaning of Jesus’ statement, “God is
Spirit,” it is impossible that we should say that human
beings are spirit-beings in like manner as God is Spirit.
We are never the essence of divine spiritual reality - i.e.
deity. We are never the object of all spiritual worship,
for we are the human worshippers.


















#9 — You have stated, “there is no such thing as

»rm”n

‘human nature’.” Why do you deny ‘human nature’?

Yes, as recently as last year at this conference I stated,
“There is no such thing as human nature.” Such a
statement is made within a carefully defined and limited
understanding of the word “nature.” And the statement
should probably always have more careful clarification
built into it - something like, “There is no such thing as
an ‘independent, human spirit-nature.”

Part of the difficulty comes from the fact that the
English word “nature” has to be one of the most
ambiguous words in our language. ]. H. Bernard, writing
in Hasting’s Dictionary of the Bible, states, “Few words
have been the source of so much confusion in theology
as the word ‘nature.” (IlI, 493-495).

Our English word “nature” is derived from the Latin
words natura or naturalis, and these come from the root
words natus or nativus. Etymologically, these words
mean “to be born” (we get English word “nativity”).
Linguistically, they referred to the innate condition of a
physical object, or the essential qualities of a physical
object.

The Greeks had previously used the words phusis,
phusikos and phusikds, referring to the origin, source, or
being of physical substances of earth, air, fire and water.
Plato appears to be the first to use the Greek word
phusis for abstract forms or ideas, beyond the physical.

The New Testament was written in the Greek language,
and uses the words phusis and phusikos, not only for
physical reference (cf. Rom. 2:27; 11:21), and for
natural moral reference (cf. Rom. 1:27; I Cor. 11:14), but
also for the essential being, constitution, or



characteristics of abstract spiritual realities. Gal. 4:8
refers to those who were slaves to idols, which by
nature (essential being) are not gods.” II Pet. 1:4 - “we
have become partakers of the divine nature” (divine
being).

In the terminology of Christian teaching today the word
“nature” is used in an abundance of ways. Examples:

* The nature of man is trichotomous - 3-fold
constitution.

e Itis man’s nature to be mortal. Mortality is the
nature of man.

* “That man has natural talent for speaking. It’s in his
nature.

e Itis the nature of man to be rational, volition, moral,
affective, self-determinative

e [tis the nature of man to be selfish, narcissistic

* A person has to go to the bathroom - “the call of
nature” - biological function.

When I have stated “there is no such thing as ‘human
nature’,” I have used the word “nature” in a rather
limited biblical sense. The nature of an individual is the
nature of the spiritual personage that lives in his/her
spirit - either the spirit of Satan, or the Spirit of Christ.
But most people when using the word “nature” would

not be using it in a spiritual sense.

What happens when we use words in a specialized way
- in a manner that is contrary to the way that English
word is popularly and commonly used - we cut off
communication with those in the world around us, and
even with those within the Christian community who do
not realize we are self-limiting our definition of “nature”
to spiritual nature. “The natural man does not
understand spiritual things” - I Cor. 2:14.



#10 — The majority of Christian teachers state that
the Christian has “two natures,” but you have denied
such by stating that the Christian has only “one
spiritual nature.” Would you explain this
difference?

In this case, we are definitely limiting our reference to
the spiritual nature of the Christian person. We go back
to our discussion of how derivative human beings are
all indwelt and energized by God or Satan; there is no
3rd alternative called “self,” or independent, human
spirit-nature.

The apostle Paul told the Ephesians that in their
unregenerate spiritual condition, prior to becoming
Christians, they “were by nature (phusis) children of
wrath” (Eph. 2:3). It was the nature of the diabolic
prince of the power of the air, working in the sons of
disobedience” (Eph. 2:2).

Christians, on the other hand, have had a spiritual
exchange of spiritual nature. The apostle Peter
explained that we have become “partakers of the divine
nature (phusis)” (11 Pet. 1:4). The nature, the being, of
the Triune Godhead, Father, Son and H.S. has come to
dwell in us. We are participating in the nature of His
character.

This all gets rather fuzzy and messy, semantically
ambiguous, when we turn to several of the more
modern English translations such as the Living Bible, the
New International Version, the Good News Bible, The
Message, and the Amplified Bible. In these versions the
translations have been most injudicious and ill-advised,
failing to remember that the Greek word for “nature” is
phusis. They have taken other Greek words for “flesh”
and “soul,” and translated them “sin-nature, sinful



nature, fallen nature, human nature, old nature,
unregenerate nature, Adam nature, Adamic nature,
depraved nature, carnal nature, flesh nature,” etc. -
phrases that have no legitimate basis for such
translation in the New Testament Greek text. They
interpolate their own psychological and theological
interpretations into the text of their translation of
scripture, misleading many Christian readers into
thinking it is biblical teaching. I think it is quite
disingenuous and abominable!

[ recall one teacher who explained that when a person
becomes a Christian, they now have 2 natures in their
spirit - the “old sin nature” and the “new Christ nature.”
Can you imagine? It is inconceivable that a person could
be half-regenerated. Such teaching leads to a
schizophrenic understanding of ones spiritual identity;
to a paranoid uncertainty of what/who is prompting
and motivating my behavior; and a convenient excuse
for blaming that old sinful part of me for sinful behavior.
[s it any wonder Christians throw up their hands, and
do not concern themselves with holy behavior?

Many who espouse “two natures” within the Christian
individual are failing to differentiate between the
spiritual and the psychological. What they are calling
“two natures” is really the admitted conflict of “spirit
and flesh” within Christian behavior. NOT “two
natures,” but the desires of the Spirit of Christ within our
spirit, contrasted with the patterned desires within our
soul that are inclined toward previous action and
reaction responses of selfishness and sinfulness. There
is, no doubt, a behavioral conflict within, as the satanic
tempter utilizes the patterned desires that he helped
develop to tempt us to quench the desires of the Spirit
of Christ, and thus to allow him to energize sinful,



misrepresentative character in our behavior via our
desires.

But the Christian has only one spiritual nature. We are
“partakers of the divine nature” (Il Pet. 1:4), the nature
of the Perfect Lord and Savior.

Listen to these quotes:

John MacArthur - “It is a serious misunderstanding to think of
yourselves as having both an old and a new nature. We do not have
a dual personality.”

J. Sidlow Baxter - The two natures theory is unscriptural, self-
contradictory, and baneful.”












#11 — The majority of evangelical Christian teachers
object to the distinguishing of “soul” and “spirit” in
the make-up of the human being. Why do you
consider it so important to differentiate between
“soul” and “spirit”?

The earliest language of the Church was Greek, the
language in which the New Testament was originally
written. The earliest Christian writers who wrote in
Greek (such as Clement of Alexandria, Origin, Gregory of
Nyssa, etc.) made clear distinction between spirit and
soul, between the spiritual and psychological function of
human beings, indicating that the spirit was the means
of relating to God; the soul was the means of relating to
other people; and the body was the means of relating to
the world around us.

When Augustine came to the fore in the 4th century, he
was not proficient in the Greek language, and wrote in
Latin instead. Augustine’s thought was greatly
influenced by the dualism of Persian Manichaeism and
of Christian Platonism. He thought only in terms of the
duality of soul and body. His concept of “original sin”
was that Adam’s sin caused a defective corruption of
“human nature,” especially in the fleshly tendencies of
sexuality, whereby all mankind became essentially evil.
He did not accept the spirit-source of sinful character,
for the either/or duality reminded him of the dualism of
Manichaeism. Slavishly following St. Augustine, most of
Christian thought since the 4t century has adopted his
psycho-pneumatic merging of soul and spirit.

The failure to distinguish soul and spirit disallows the
spiritual understanding of the scriptures. It tends to



psychologize all spiritual realities (cf. William James -
Varieties of Religious Experience).

Scripture connects the spirit of man with the presence
of God:

Job 32:8 - “there is a spirit in man, and the breath of the
Almighty gives understanding.”

Prov. 20:27 - “the spirit of man is the lamp of the Lord”
- where the light and fire of God are experienced.

The proper differentiation and distinguishing of soul
and spirit, of psychological and spiritual function, is key
to understanding most of the major doctrines of
Christian thought.

It is the key to understanding Christian anthropology -
how God made humanity, and how God intended to
function within humanity.

[t is the key to understanding sin - that the fall of man
into sin did not create a defective or corrupt human
nature that was inherently sinful.

It is the key to understanding salvation - that salvation
is not just saving us from erroneous thinking, or from a
sure slide into hell. By the “saving life of Christ,” we are
made safe from satanically misused and abused
humanity, in order to function as God intended by the
presence of the Spirit of Christ in our spirit.

It is the key to understanding sanctification and the
Christian life. The inner conflict of “flesh and Spirit”
cannot be properly understood unless we differentiate
spiritual and psychological function.

If we do not differentiate soul and spirit, we end up with
a plethora of religious aberrations that are inadequate
for sharing the gospel of Jesus Christ - psychological



counterfeits of true spiritual worship - psychological
principles of Christian behavior, rather than
“worshipping in spirit and in truth” (Jn. 4:24).

If soul and spirit and not differentiated, then Sigmund
Freud is our savior! God forbid!






#12 — When mankind fell into sin by the choice of
Adam as recorded in Genesis 3, the popular
explanation is that all humanity was subjected to
God’s punitive consequence of death. You have
denied this explanation by asserting that God does
not punitively punish mankind with death for sin.
Can you explain your position?

For the past two or three centuries the most popular
explanation for the death consequences that came upon
mankind for Adam’s sin have been formulated in a penal
model wherein spiritual death, and the ramifications of
such death, are viewed as God’s penalty for sin. The
atonement - the interpretive explanation of what the
death of Jesus Christ on the cross accomplished, is also
then necessarily explained as Jesus paying the penalty of
a God-demanded death for humanity.

Going back to Gen. 2:17 - “from the tree of the
knowledge of good and evil, you shall not eat, for in the
day that you eat from it you shall surely die.” Is that a
threat that God is going to impose the death-penalty
upon man if he sins? OR, is that an indicative statement
of inevitable alternative of derivation?

What has often been projected in Christian teaching is
that God is very angry when man does not perform in
the manner He demands. So, when Adam and Eve take
of the fruit of the “tree of the knowledge of good and
evil,” in violation of God’s command, their disobedience
incurs God’s vengeful response of imposing a death-
penalty upon the human race. The wrathful judgment of
God the Father demands a “pound of flesh” in death to
atone for man’s sin.



The Son of God, on the other hand, is full of compassion
and grace, willing to be the substitutional penal sacrifice
by incurring and enduring the death-penalty in His own
being/Person on behalf of indicted humanity.

What does this model project? That God the Father is of
one state of mind - vengeance. And God the Son is of
another state of mind - compassion. When one divides the
mind of God in such a manner, they bifurcate the basic
and essential oneness of the Trinity.

Some have even suggested that God the Father is a child-
abusing Father, if He would allow His Son to become a
child-sacrifice to alleviate His own blood-thirsty demands
for death upon the disobedient.

There have been many theological theories of the
atonement throughout the history of Christian thought,
but I am not sure that the one that has been most popular
and predominant in Western thought for the past few
centuries adequately explains the meaning of the death of
Jesus Christ.

Yes, death was to be the consequence of sin. “In the day
that you eat thereof, you shall surely die” (Gen. 2:17). But,
instead of a death-threat by God, could this not be an
indicative statement whereby God indicates that the
rejection of His life-character in mankind, would
necessarily mean that the death-character of the Evil One
would inhabit and control fallen mankind? Derivative man
would derive one or the other: Derived LIFE from God, or
derived death from Satan. To reject the one would be to
receive the other. Either/or! Hebrews 2:14 indicates that
“the one having the power of death is the devil.”

God is the living God - the God of LIFE who always

desires to invest His life and character in humanity. He

is not a death-dealing, death-imposing, death-

demanding God.



What we see here are the far-reaching effects of the
concept of “derivative man” - which I think is
foundational to Christian thought. The derivativeness of
man affects our understanding of sin, of death, of the
atonement - the meaning of Jesus’ death on the cross.

Functioning as a derivative man, Jesus voluntarily
submitted to mortality - to the ignominous death on a
cross, allowing the diabolic death-dealer, Satan, to come
upon or into Him (Acts 2:24). But there was no sinful
offense against God in the life of the Perfect One, and the
“one having the power of death” could not hold Him.
Jesus Christ was willing to take our derived death that
we might once again partake of His derived LIFE! May
we cease to be preoccupied with death and focus on the
LIFE that is ours in Jesus Christ.






#13 — In conjunction with the previous question, you
have stated that there is nothing inherently sinful
about fallen mankind - unregenerate humanity.
Would you expand on that subject?

Yes, I did just state that the derivative understanding of
our humanity affects our understanding of sin (as well
as just about every area of Christian thought).

In the first question posed in this interrogative study, we
noted that character is not intrinsic or inherent to
humanity. We do not have any built-in human character.
We cannot self-generate or develop any character. We are
not inherently or innately righteous — nor are we
inherently or innately sinful. Even though we have a
“derived identity” of “sinners” (Rom. 5:19), based on our
association with that Evil One from whom all sin is
derived. Character is derived from a spiritual source -
either God or Satan!

Contrary to the thought of Augustine (4t century), whose
misunderstandings have prevailed for centuries in
Christian thought, the fall of man did not create a
deficient, defective, corrupt, or sinful human nature in
man.

Failing to understand the derivativeness of humanity,
popular evangelical teaching, while agreeing that man is
not inherently righteous and cannot self-generate
righteousness, has continued to assert that man is his own
devil - that fallen, unregenerate individuals are inherently
sinful from the time they are born, and the