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This article is the Questions and Answers portion of the lecture I deliv-
Elohim ered on June 9, 2007 at the One God Conference in Albany, New York.!

and the It continues on directly from Parts 1 and 2 located on the ASK website.
Read the Newsletter for Part 1 first. It provides additional background
information. From the Newsletter you can link to the Article. Likewise,

So{n
o
Part 3 God read the “October 2007 Newsletter” which introduces Part 2 which can

be linked from that article.

NOTE: | attended and enjoyed a few of the “One God” conferences before | spoke in
2007. A good friend of ASK, Stephan Lieber recorded the video of my presentation. DWS

What I Cover in Part 3

In this portion I emphasize that Jesus was unique in all ways. He was a unique Son of God among other
sons of God (just as we who believe, are sons and daughters of God, John 1:12). He was also the unique
Son of Man among other sons of men. Jesus states that He “saw” God the Father but that could only have
taken place before His incarnation.?

! This article is much expanded from the original October 18, 2007 ASK Commentary titled “News, and One God Confer-
ence Q & A.” I will leave the Commentary online for those who want to read the original for comparison.

2 Some object to the non-biblical term “incarnation” referring to Jesus. True, it is not a biblical term, but it refers only to
Jesus, and to no one else. The noun is derived from the Latin incarnatus, the past participle of incarnare which means “to
make flesh” according to the American Heritage Dictionary, 3™ edition, 1992. This term accurately describes the concept that
the Word “was made flesh” (John 1:14) and the term has no relationship to the doctrine of the “trinity” although many Trini-
tarians think it does.

Jesus did exist before His incarnation. He was “the Only-begotten Son of God” (John 3:14, as found in most translations).
He is “God’s Creative Original” (Revelation 3:14 CLV). In the King James Version, it is translated as “... the beginning of the
creation of God.” As the apostle Paul wrote in Colossians 1:15-17:

“Who is the Image of the invisible God, FIRSTBORN of every creature, for in Him is ALL created, that in the heavens and

that on the earth, the visible and the invisible, whether thrones, or lordships, or sovereignties, or authorities, ALL IS
CREATED THROUGH HIM and FOR HIM, and HE IS BEFORE ALL, and ALL has its cohesion in Him.”

This quote is convincing to me. What do you think?
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A general NOTE about the term Elohim: While you read this Question and Answer session),
keep in mind these following points and read (and reread in different translations) these important
points that “by example” demonstrate what the Hebrew word elohim means in different contexts:

1. YHWH is an elohim (Psalm 95:3, 7)

Pagan gods are elohim (Deuteronomy 6:14, 1 Corinthians 8:4—7)

Angels are elohim (Psalm 8:4-5, Hebrews 2:9)

Cherubim are elohim (Ezekiel 28:14)

Sons of God are elohim (Genesis 6:2, 4; Job 1:6, 2:1, 38:7; Psalms 82, and 89)
6. Jesus Christ, the Son of God, is an elohim (Hebrews 1:8—10, Psalm 45:6-7)

Basically, the Hebrew term “Elohim” is a plural noun by construct. But it can be governed by a
singular verb which changes its meaning to be a uniplural singular noun like “family,” “navy,”
“army,” or even “team” with one head or leader. The Greek word ekklesia is a uniplural noun
depending on its usage in varied contexts. While you read this Question and Answer session,
keep these above points in mind.

A

I show that Jesus was present — not in a figurative or “spiritual” manner, but He was actively present
as the first creation of the Father, as a “prime contractor” through whom the rest of God’s creation was
accomplished. He actively holds together all of creation at this present moment (Colossians 1:17 above)
He was present at the time of the Exodus from Egypt and in the wilderness. Human beings can be called
Elohim in the Old Testament only when they are delegated to a judgment office and title by God, but they
are not yet Elohim by nature.

Legally at present we who believe in Christ are children of God by virtue of God’s Holy Spirit within
us. We are considered legally to be Elohim, and will be Elohim in power in our final state when we are
given our intended glorious bodies at our resurrection when Christ returns.

All these reasons and more indicate that the Son of God existed before He “was made flesh” (John
1:14). Finally I show that, like Christ, you are a child of God if you have God’s Holy Spirit within you at
this present moment. It is the destiny of every human being to be like Christ (1 John 3:2).

Below is the transcript of the Questions and Answers session of the “One God Conference,” June 9,
2007, that contains valuable teaching. Words in “[brackets]” are my clarifications after the event. Listen to
the Audio “Q & A Audio” while you read the text. An MP3 Audio Track of Part 3 can be heard by clicking
here: Click to “LISTEN* (or to download the audio, it will require 9 megabytes of space.

One God Conference — Questions & Answers

QUESTIONER 1: What I perceive to be internal problems or contradictions that at least seem to be when
you went through your presentation. I do not know if you meant them to be, but I will tell you about them.
You stated that Elohim never called God “Father.” And you say that the Sons of God are not angels, but
are these Elohim. Is that right?

SIELAFF: Repeat that?

QUESTIONER 1: You stated that the Elohim never called God “Father,” but the Sons of God are not
angels but Elohim. That doesn’t seem to work because ...

SIELAFF: Angels are Elohim. Sons of God are Elohim, [both are] of the class Elohim.


https://www.askelm.com/audio/real/Elohim%20and%20The%20Son%20of%20God%20Part%203.MP3
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QUESTIONER 1: Okay, but you also did say that they don’t call God “Father” and Sons seem to explicitly
state that they should call someone Father.

SIELAFF: They [angels] might lie and take that appellation, but they do not have a right to call Him
their Father, and He will not acknowledge them as their being sons.?

QUESTIONER 1: Furthermore, if Jesus is an Elohim as I believe is your conclusion, according to that He
can’t call God Father, which He does repeatedly.

SIELAFF: Yes, He can as a Son of God. The Sons of God can call God “Father.” They had the title
“Son.”

QUESTIONER 1: I am just stating that in your presentation you said Elohim don’t call God “Father.”
Okay. Then that was my fault.

SIELAFF: 1 may have misspoken; I would not be surprised.

QUESTIONER 1: That is why I am trying to let you know. Maybe you could sharpen it up a little. You
also say that humans are never called Elohim, and then you presented a verse in which Moses, a human,
was called Elohim and you mention some transfer of authority but the verse didn’t explicitly say a transfer
of authority, God plainly called him Elohim. God also calls Abraham Elohim, and the New Testament
clearly states that Jesus is a man, yet you say humans are never called Elohim.

SIELAFF: Jesus is definitely a man.
QUESTIONER 1: It seems then that you suffer from a variation of a trinitarian dual nature problem.
SIELAFF: 1don’t know about that, but ...

QUESTIONER 1: He is either an Elohim or a man. If He is an Elohim and Elohim are never called men,
then He’s not a man. If He’s a man then He’s not an Elohim.

SIELAFF: He [Jesus] is totally unique. Absolutely. There is only one image [of God]. There is only
one Word [of God]. There is only one Mediator. There is only one “only begotten Son of God.”

QUESTIONER 1: Right. It seems you stated that the people of the time would have understood as you
presented, what the claim to be Son of God meant in your presentation, but it seems that you are assuming
a lot about that worldview of those people. You say they knew it, yet the Sadducees didn’t even believe in
angels, much less what you presented here.

SIELAFF: The Sadducees were a minority and you have it from Josephus and Philo, you also have
what people believed, you do have it in the Dead Sea Scrolls about the Sons of God were considered
angels. You also have the Sons of God are translated as angels [in the Septuagint].

QUESTIONER 1: Right, which is my next point ...

SIELAFF: That is why they [the Jews of the time] went wrong and you also have Hebrews correcting
— it is making a trajectory correction of — the way everybody was understanding angels in relation-
ship to God.

31 want to clarify this point: “Sons of Elohim” are certainly sons of God the Father that He created. However, although
angels in Scripture are NEVER called or identified as “sons of God” by God the Father, as Paul clearly says in Hebrews 1:5.
Reversing that verse also means that Sons of God are not angels.

However, both angels and Sons of God are created beings that the Old Testament calls by the plural term “Elohim.” Even
lessor evil spirits are called “gods” by the apostle Paul in 1 Corinthians 8:5-6 (CLV):

“... For even if so be that there ARE those being termed GODS, whether in heaven or on earth, even as
THERE ARE MANY GODS and many lords, nevertheless for us there is one God, the Father, OUT OF WHOM
ALL IS, and we for Him, and one Lord, Jesus Christ, THROUGH WHOM ALL IS, and we through Him.”

4 Being unique, Jesus was a Son of God, an Elohim before His incarnation and a man in the flesh after His incarnation.
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QUESTIONER 1: I am not sure it is but as you did state the Septuagint regularly replaces Elohim when
God is not being spoken of with aggelos [angels in Greek]. Don’t you think this was how the Jews of the
time understood their own language, and how could we just overturn their own language saying we know
better?

SIELAFF: I’m not. | am saying that they ...
QUESTIONER 1: You are saying that it was wrong?

SIELAFF: The Greek Old Testament is not their original language. It is not the Hebrew.
QUESTIONER 1: No, but the Hebrew is, and they understood aggelos, messenger, angel ...

SIELAFF: Right, they got confused as are most ...
QUESTIONER 1: That is all I wanted to point out. So you are saying they did not know how to translate?

SIELAFF: They did the best they could, and they were wrong. Otherwise Hebrews would not have
corrected them.

QUESTIONER 1: It seems that you’re missing a cultural context of the time period of the New Testament.
One example, “Son of Man” in the Old Testament is used very infrequently, [but] often in Ezekiel when
God speaks to him, when God speaks to the judgment figure in Daniel, and again in Daniel to the Son of
Man walking in the fire. However, in the intervening time period up until the New Testament the phrase
“Son of Man” takes on an entirely different meaning in that culture, mostly due to other Jewish writings
that are non-canonical.

However, it still impacted the culture, the thinking, the literature, the people. In light of this would it
not be better to find out what “Son of God” means in the context of Jesus in the New Testament before you
impart such a work upon Him. John 1:49 is pretty plain, “Rabbi, you are the Son of God; you are the King
of Israel.” It seems to be pretty clearly equating “Son of God,” and “King of Israel,” David, Solomon, [were]
men. It seems pretty clear to me.

“Nathanael answered and is saying to Him, ‘Rabbi, You are the Son of God! You are the King
of Israel!’”” (John 1:49 KJV).

SIELAFF: David’s greater Son. Absolutely.

QUESTIONER 2: What I would say is a very simple syllogism. You said that men are not Elohim, correct?

SIELAFF: If they are [Elohim] then what was the objection to Jesus calling Himself the Son of
God?’ What is the big deal?

QUESTIONER 2: You said that Jesus was an Elohim, correct?
SIELAFF: Yes.

QUESTIONER 2: Then by definition Jesus cannot be a man, correct?
SIELAFF: He is a man because Scripture calls Him one.

QUESTIONER 2: It is very simple logic. If He is an Elohim, and a man cannot be an Elohim, then Jesus
is not a man. There are a couple verses of Scripture that we now have to look at in light of that because if
you say Jesus is not a man, which is what you are saying, then ...

3 In John 10:34-36:
“Jesus answered them, ‘Is it not written in your law, “I said, You are gods?” If he called them gods, unto whom the
word of God came, and the scripture cannot be broken; Say you of him, whom the Father has sanctified, and sent
into the world, You blaspheme; because | said, | am the Son of God?’”




SIELAFF: I’m not saying that.
QUESTIONER 2: Quoting 1 John 4:2-3:

“Every spirit that confesses that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is of God: And every spirit
that confesses not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is not of God.”
e 1John 4:2-3 KJV

So if He is not a man, then you are speaking of THE SPIRIT OF ANTICHRIST? [emphasis mine, DIVS]
SIELAFF: He is a man.

QUESTIONER 2: Secondly, if He is a man, then we are breaking the Shema and we are worshipping
something other than the Father.

SIELAFF: Do you acknowledge that there were other gods?

QUESTIONER 2: Yes, [ will. There are indeed Titans that, if you will. I should have prefaced that. I think
you did a good job of presenting that. I don’t think that you can say that Jesus was one of those. I don’t
think you did a good job. Let me put it this way. If you did do a good job in doing that, then you are
speaking from the prospect of [the book of] 1 John. And if you didn’t do a good job of doing it, well, you
didn’t establish that He is one of these Elohim.

SIELAFF: He is one of them but He did not participate in what went on in Genesis 6.% He did not
participate. There is no evidence He participated and He is not judged or anything else. He is above
that.

QUESTIONER 2: HE IS AN ELOHIM?

SIELAFF: Sure He is.
QUESTIONER 2: [garbled]

SIELAFF: You are. You have the Spirit of God within you. What does Elohim mean?
QUESTIONER 2: [garbled]

SIELAFF: When you are resurrected you will be Elohim. You will still be a man. Jesus Christ in His
resurrected state, He is still a man. Is He a God now?

QUESTIONER 2: You’re waffling.
SIELAFF: An Elohim? Now you are waffling in a sense.
QUESTIONER 2: No I am not.

SIELAFF: In a sense that Moses was God. He [Jesus now] has all the rule and authority in heaven
and in earth that has been given to Him.” He has not exercised it yet.

QUESTIONER 2: ... very straightforward logic [garbled]
SIELAFF: Scripture labels Him both ways. That is not my problem.
QUESTIONER 2: Your problem is answering 1 John.

¢ Nor did Jesus participate in the punishment meted out to the Sons of Elim in Psalm 82:6—7. He was, however, the Elohim
who received the allotment in Psalm 82:6-8. CLV:
“l Myself have said: ‘you are elohim, And sons of the Supreme are all of you.’ Yet you shall die like common humanity,
And like any other of the chiefs you shall fall. Do arise, O Elohim; do judge the earth; For it is You Yourself Who shall
have the allotment of all the nations.”
7 Regarding Christ’s present authority, see Psalm 110:1, 6; Matthew 28:18; John 5:22-27; Acts 17:31; 1 Corinthians 15:25;
Ephesians 1:20-23; Hebrews 2:8-9; and 1 Peter 3:22.




SIELAFF: He came in the flesh.
QUESTIONER 2: No, He didn’t if He was an Elohim [garbled].

SIELAFF: No. You are creating a distinction that it is either man or god, small “g.” A Small “g” can
be included within man because everyone who has the Spirit of God is engendered with the sperma
of God.®

QUESTIONER 2: Then we are gods?

SIELAFF: Not yet. In the resurrection you will be like a god. You will be on the same status as these
other Sons of God, which were able to approach the throne. You will approach the throne of God.®
You are a little lower than the Elohim now. That is what the original verse meant in the Psalms
[Hebrew, “Elohim” in Psalm 8:6, see also Hebrews 2:7-9], but the specific application was to Christ
Himself.

NEXT QUESTIONER 3: David I have a question. At the beginning of your presentation you, at least
from my perspective tied Jesus Christ and Psalm 82:8. You link those two things ...?

SIELAFF: Right.

QUESTIONER 3: The trouble that I generally have, and I’ve done the dispensationalist route, is that we
can often tie prophecy that is yet unfulfilled, to be fulfilled. It certainly is my impression then, Psalm 82:8
is talking about the Messiah. But the question I have in relation to where we are at right now in this time
line, it is very clear to me from 2 Corinthians 4:4 that there is another Elohim then, is in control of the
earth.'”

SIELAFF: Yes. I would agree that Satan is an Elohim with a very minor power, controlled by God.
That is made clear by Job.!!

QUESTIONER 3: I think Jesus Christ Himself when He was here as man recognized that and acknowl-
edged that.

SIELAFF: Yes. He [Satan] is “the theos [Greek] of this world” [that] Paul talks about.

QUESTIONER 3: Given that, how can we say with great authority that the Messiah through the beginning
of your presentation that Psalm 82:8 in our time line right now is referring to Christ rather than the god of
this age.

SIELAFF: Because all power and authority has been given to Him, but He has not exercised it, and
will not begin to exercise it until — He has it resident within Him. Why does it apply to Him?

QUESTIONER 3: No, no. [garbled]

SIELAFF: At His Second Coming that will begin with our resurrection, as we begin to participate.
God delegates. His first delegation was through Christ to create everything else. He was the prime
contractor. I am sure that many people in the room here do not like that, but that is how I read it.

81 John 3:9 CLV:

“Everyone who is begotten of God is not doing sin, for His seed [Greek sperma] is remaining in him, and he can not
be sinning, for he is begotten of God.”
® Legally you are seated “in Christ Jesus,” with Him at the right hand of God the Father, at the present moment (Ephesians
2:6).
1 QUESTIONER 3 is probably referring to 2 Corinthians 4:4 CLV, speaking of Satan:

“... in whom the god of this eon blinds the apprehensions of the unbelieving so that the illumination of the evangel
of the glory of Christ, Who is the Image of the invisible God, does not irradiate them.”

' However, Satan is not a Son of God, nor is Satan an angel (a messenger) of God.
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QUESTIONER 3: You are attributing future things to present time. I do not think we can do that. There
is much prophecy yet unfulfilled.

SIELAFF: Yes.

QUESTIONER 3: The Kingdom is not yet on earth, therefore the attributes that we need to apply to those
yet unfulfilled prophecies, we cannot do that right now. That is the trouble I have with that part of your
presentation.

SIELAFF: 1used to think that Psalm 82:8 referred to the Father taking back control of all the nations,
and then He apparently delegated that to Satan and to the angelics.

QUESTIONER 3: [unintelligible comment]

SIELAFF: Absolutely. But [ read Psalm 82:8 now, actually recently, is that He delegated it to Elohim,
which I see as the Son, because it talks about the power and the authority, and the allotment and the
inheritance which He took from them [the “Sons of Elim”] and gave to somebody else. That has to be
Christ because He now possesses all power and authority, not yet exercised.

NEXT QUESTIONER 4: Thanks for the time you put into this, even by your slides alone I can see that
you have worked hard on this. Let me just make sure I understand what you are saying. Elohim is never
used for man?

SIELAFF: We can argue about some of those supposed instances, there is a passage in Genesis'? in
which it seems from the King James Version as if it is talking about “take it to the judges.” The Jews
take it that way in their commentaries. So do most Christian commentators because they do not want
to deal with Psalm 82:8. I guarantee it.

It 1s only the technical scholars who want to, because it causes all sorts of problems. Especially the
Jews do not want to because there are other Elohim out there and it will violate the Shema. But it
does not because the Shema talks about YHWH. It is not talking about that YHWH is the only Elohim.
That is absurd because in the next verses [from Deuteronomy 6:4-5] it talks about other Elohim.

QUESTIONER 4: I was just taking that point from one of your slides in particular because my question
and it hopefully ...

SIELAFF: 1 did not have time to get into those instances ...

QUESTIONER 4: Right. Well in Psalm 82 you would say that it is not talking about men, it is not talking
about the judges of Israel and something like that. My question in light of John 10:34-35:

“Jesus answered them, ‘Is it not written in your law [Psalm 82:6], ‘] said, You are gods?’”

e John 10:34

My question is,

“If he called them gods, unto whom the word of God came, and the scripture cannot be broken

e John 10:35
..  would understand that as the Word of God in the sense of the Law being given ...

SIELAFF: The specific point I made in my presentation, and that Hebrews 1:5 makes, is that GOD
does not call THEM, the angels, by the term “sons” at any time, either individually or as a class.

12 The actual verse I was referring to was Exodus 21:6:

“Then his master shall bring him unto the judges [Hebrew, “THE Elohim”]; he shall also bring him to the door, or
unto the door post; and his master shall bore his ear through with an aul; and he shall serve him for ever.”



NOTE: Below I quote the 8 verses of Psalm 82 from the Concordant Literal Version.
1 Elohim is stationed in the congregation of El; Among the elohim is He judging:

2 HOW LONG shall you [1] judge with iniquity And [2] lift up the faces of the
wicked? Interlude

3 Redress the poor one and the orphan; To the humble and destitute one grant
justice.

4 Deliver the poor and the needy one; From the hand of the wicked, give rescue.

5 (They do not know and are not understanding; In darkness are they walking
about; All the foundations of the earth are slipping.)

6 | Myself have said: ‘you ARE elohim, And sons of the Supreme ARE all of you.’

” Yet YOU SHALL DIE like common humanity, And like any other of the chiefs
you shall fall.

8 Do arise, O Elohim; do judge the earth; For it is You Yourself Who shall have
the allotment of all the nations.
A Song, An Asaphic Psalm

There are two INDIVIDUALS and two GROUPS mentioned in this psalm.

e The FIRST INDIVIDUAL is the “El” in verse 1, who is God the Father. He is judging the
FIRST GROUP who are “Elohim,” plural. The SECOND INDIVIDUAL is Christ.

e These “Elohim” are all sentenced to punishment in verse 8 because they abused their
authority and power, committing evils and sins toward the SECOND GROUP who were
human beings that God assigned these “Sons of God” to be their Elohim. YHWH reserved
Israel for Himself, to be their exclusive “Elohim.” These are the same Sons of God first
referred to in Genesis chapter 6, Psalm 89, and Job chapters 1 and 2.

e These “Sons of the Supreme” are not angels, again as Hebrews 1:5 clearly tells us.

e Verse 82:7 specifically says these sinning “sons of the Supreme” are sentenced to death.
They “shall die like humanity,” meaning they will die like men within the physical realm.
They are limited to the physical realm and killed just like human beings, with arrows,
swords, and spears (or bullets today). These “Sons of God” are not to be confused with their
progeny such as the Nephilim, Anakim, Rephaim, and other titles depending on their
descriptions of giants in ancient times.

e This death sentence upon these “Sons of God” was pronounced upon them during the reign
of King David of Israel. This is a psalm of Asaph, who is also known as “Asaph the seer”
(2 Chronicles 29:30 and 35:15). Psalm 82 could have been known from a vision of an event
of what is called the “Divine Council” in heaven.

e These “Sons of God” are what the apostle Paul calls “sovereignties and authorities”
(Ephesians 3:10, CLV) or “principalities and powers” (Ephesians 3:10, KJV). They will also
be reconciled to God the Father and to Christ, because they too are included in Colossians
1:16, 20, 2:15 and Philippians 2:10-11. DWS
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QUESTIONER 4: ... to the Jews. So calling gods, these same individuals to “whom the Word of God
came,” so | was wondering how you would understand that.

SIELAFF: The Greek word there is nomos, which just means “law” in the Greek. There is nothing
unusual about it, nothing specific. It is the application that Christ applies on there, to Himself. He
applies that to Himself as the result.

If Psalm 82 refers to human judges, then what is the argument about? What are they [the Jews] upset
about? There is no reason to be upset. The Jews today have to consider Psalm 82 as referring to
human judges. They have no choice because of John [chapter] 10. They open themselves up to [the
argument of] John 10.

QUESTIONER 4: So that could be ...

SIELAFF: Human judges do not have to be told they will die like men. They do not have to be told
they will fall like the princes.

QUESTIONER 4: I think it is obvious that men will die, but I think a lot of times people may forget that,
you know what I mean, that they’re not going to be judged, that they are going to be able to rule for ever.
In light of that, would you say that these Sons of God, from your perspective, were immortal until these
sins specifically from Psalm 82, and so He tells them “you will die like other men?”

SIELAFF: 1 would say probably. They were not immortal in eternity past [which was never true].
They were created. But for all intents and purposes, they maybe ate manna. [ don’t know what manna
is, but it feeds and nourishes somebody, and apparently it is the angelics. Whether there is something
equivalent in the tree of life, I do not know.'?

QUESTIONER 4: Okay, so had they not ...
SIELAFF: There is a tree of life in the New Jerusalem, we know that.
QUESTIONER 4: Had they not sinned, they would not have died? Perhaps?
SIELAFF: Right. I would say. I do not know.

QUESTIONER 4: If Jesus is the Son of God, according to this perspective, the Son of God, how does the
cross relate to that in light of His death. I’1l let you go on.

SIELAFF: In conjunction with the Father He gave up His life at the “tree of crucifixion” (a term I
prefer), but He is the only one (I hesitate to say this because I do not have a verse) who was important
enough and sinless and righteous in order to work salvation for everybody and everything.

NEXT, QUESTIONER 5: Just a quick question that these two gentlemen brought up, and I just wanted
to ask. Your belief on the nature of Christ. He was fully man?

SIELAFF: Yes.
QUESTIONER 5: But He was also an Elohim?
SIELAFF: Yes.
QUESTIONER 5: So it is possible for a man to be Elohim?
SIELAFF: In Christ, as Christ was, yes.
QUESTIONER 5: That is all to make the logic complete.

13 About manna, see Exodus 16:15, 31, 33, 35; Numbers 11:6f, 9; Deuteronomy 8:3, 16; Joshua 5:12; Nehemiah 9:20; Psalm
78:24; John 6:31, 49, 58; Hebrews 9:4; and Revelation 2:17.
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SIELAFF: But He still came in the flesh.
QUESTIONER 5: If He was Elohim He could never be man. There was one at least.
SIELAFF: Yes, He is absolutely unique.

NEXT, QUESTIONER 6: David, that was very thorough, exhaustively prepared, and well presented.
Thank you.

SIELAFF: Thank you for enduring it.

QUESTIONER 6: There is a lot there. It is challenging and very thought provoking. My question is, some
of these concepts echo things that I hear about associated with some of the beliefs that are categorized as
Gnosticism. [ was wondering if you could take a little time, if it can be done in a short time, to elaborate as
to what, if anything, is reflected in Gnosticism that might be accurate in your view, and how did they may
have distorted some of it. Is that a fair question?

SIELAFF: It would be like asking me about Mormonism. I am not that familiar with it. Gnosticism
has to do with dreams and visions in my understanding and it is actually quite useless, any type of
form, of any of that stuff. We will see tomorrow'* that was how the Temple [location] was lost and
probably the Tomb of David too, because of Christians, Muslims, and Jews having dreams and
visions that overcame the truth of the location of certain things. The same with spiritual matters. It is
just a useless endeavor.

Gnosticism I believe, was developed essentially from Simon Magus who was a Samaritan and it is
the Babylonian religion.'> Details of [Gnostic] doctrines, I am not really that interested in them.

NEXT, QUESTIONER 7: Thank you for coming in a roomful of people.
SIELAFF: Now leave ... [laughter]

QUESTIONER 7: Thank you for coming in a room full of people that disagree with you and being able
to handle your cool. It is a virtue that not everyone has, and it is a good example to all of us. I had six
questions ...

SIELAFF: That’s fine with me, we have time.

QUESTIONER 7: I’'m not going to ask six questions because I’'m also thinking that there is a break coming
up soon and I am looking forward to that, so I will just ask you a couple of questions.

The statement where it says, “Never is a human called Elohim” which you made, I just wanted to bring
to light Exodus 22:8-9.!® Maybe it is a verse you have not come across in your studies of Elohim, but it is
where the judges are specifically called Elohim. Maybe you have come across it, in the NASB and most
modern translations it does not say “Elohim,” it says “judges.” Likewise with Exodus 21:6 [see footnote
12 above], and of course Exodus 7:1 which you brought up. So there would be three specific instances that
at least the translators would say, these are judges. | know it is Elohim but we are translating it judges here.

141 gave a presentation the next day about the correct location of the Temples in Jerusalem and about the Tomb of King
David of Israel.

15 Gnosticism is the Babylonian religion with a biblical gloss and veneer. See Dr. Martin’s 1993 book The People That
History Forgot.

16 The verse is Exodus 22:8-9 (Concordant Literal Version):

“If the thief is not found then the possessor of the house will be brought near TO THE ELOHIM to show whether or not he
has put forth his hand on the work [the property] of his associate. In every matter of transgression over a bull, over a
donkey, over a flockling, over raiment or over every lost thing which one says that this is it, unto the elohim shall come
the word of the two of them. Whom the elohim shall condemn, he shall repay double to his associate.”
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Another point and then you can respond to it.

SIELAFF: “Take it to Elohim,” it is saying, which would be those priests and whatever procedure
was set up earlier in that book to take care of this matter.

QUESTIONER 7: That would be the Exodus 21:6. Exodus 22:8-9 is a little bit of a different scenario. I
would suggest. You mention Hebrews 1:5 as a critical text to understanding that the Sons of God are not
angels.

SIELAFF: Right.

NOTE: Messengers (angels) are similar to human servants who, after the terms of
their “contract” were completed, had the option to voluntarily choose to serve
their master until they die. To publicly commemorate that decision, a servant of an
Israelite master had to undergo a public ritual and procedure to declare that
decision publicly by boring a hole in the ear of the servant (or slave).
“... then his lord will bring him close to the elohim
[near the entrance of the Holy Place of the Tabernacle],
and bring him close to the door or to the jamb,
and his LORD WILL BORE HIS EAR WITH AN AWL;
and he will serve him for the eon.”
e Exodus 21:6

“For to whom of the messengers [angels] said He [God] at any time,
‘My Son art Thou! |, today, have begotten Thee?’
And again,
“l shall be to Him for a Father And He shall be to Me for a Son”?
e Hebrews 1:5

And Hebrews 1:5 says that angels can never have the status of God’s only-begotten
Son (Christ Jesus), not in the past, present and presumably not in the future.

Hebrews 1:5 is quoted from 2 Samuel 7:14 and Psalm 2:7:

“l Myself shall become for him like a father; and he shall become for Me like
a son. When he sins out of depravity, then | will correct him with the club
of men and with the contagions of the sons of humanity.”

e 2 Samuel 7:14

“Do let me recount the statute of Yahweh: He has said to Me, My Son are
You; |, today, have begotten You.”

e Psalm 2:7

QUESTIONER 7: But at the same time you did mention that it’s always important to get the Old Testa-
ment pericope and have that straight in mind before we apply a New Testament quotation. And in Hebrews
1:5, the two quotes as you know are from 2 Samuel 7:14 and Psalm 2:7. In both of those pericopes there is
clear messianic language and implication of a human descendant who would be the Davidic king. So the
pericope in those cases would be the angels are not that Messiah. It is not necessarily making a categorical
statement about no Elohim are allowed to call God their Father. Obviously if He created everything. He is
the Father.!’

17 The specific point I made in my presentation, and that Hebrews 1:5 makes, is that God does not use the term “sons” and
apply it to an angel, at any time, either individually or as a class of intelligent beings.
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SIELAFF: No.

QUESTIONER 7: But rather to the specific reference to the Messiah, if you take it to the pericope.
SIELAFF: Christ would not be the Father.

QUESTIONER 7: Right.

SIELAFF: In any case. Now we have got to understand, from our point of view as we look toward
the Father, the only one we see is Christ. When we hear the Father, whether it is through the written
word, we only get that through Christ. Everything that we relate to the Father has to go through the
prism, if you will, of Christ. There is just no other way. He is the sole Mediator. That obviously makes
Him unique.

When God looks at us, and He sees and looks at us through Christ, what does He see? He sees a man.
When we look at God through Christ, what do we see? We see God. But He [Christ] is unique, and
to put a label on that, and I do not blame you, I do not think that is fair because Scripture does not
explain it. I see those verses and to me it is quite clear that He is Elohim.

QUESTIONER 7: Yes, I agree, that Jesus is Elohim.
SIELAFF: And He is obviously in flesh.
QUESTIONER 7: Yes.
SIELAFF: He is a man, because Scripture calls Him a man. I do not have to solve that problem.

QUESTIONER 7: I think my point is that the definition that you have for Elohim is a substance-oriented
definition. You are trying to say that Elohim is a superior nonhuman substance, whereas it is clear from the
Exodus verses, Exodus [chapters] 7, 21 and 22, and Psalm 82 if you take it that way, that Elohim is an
authority word that is applied to men who represent God, so that the judges represent God and that is why
they can be called Elohim, not because they are actual spirit beings.

One last thing and then I will give this precious microphone to the next questioner, interrogator. You
mentioned that the Sons of God in Genesis [chapter] 6 are not angels, 1 Peter, 2 Peter, and Jude, which of
course, I would think is a difficult line of reasoning because all commentators would disagree with you
there. ...

SIELAFF: | know.

QUESTIONER 7: ... but your reasoning for that was that it’s talking about fornication in 1 Peter, 2 Peter,
and Jude, and yet in Genesis 6 it is talking about marriage. I would submit that fornication does not
necessarily mean sex between non-married people, but just illicit or forbidden sex. So for example gay
marriage would be fornication. It would be marriage but between, in a sexual activity in an unlawful way.
So if angels and humans are having sex, married or not, it is fornication either way. That would be my
response to that.

SIELAFF: God makes the definition of “wife” not us. Likewise marriage. God defines marriage, not
what [ want.

NEXT, QUESTIONER 8: [unintelligible]

SIELAFF: That is not marriage according to God. Another aspect is the Sons of God, the Sons of
Elim were not punished in Psalm 82 for what they did in Genesis 6, which I found, when that hit me,
I found it incredible to accept for a long time. The results of Genesis 6 were just horrendous and
terrible. It contributed to the flood although obviously the evil of mankind, they were all individually
and collectively responsible. But there is no punishment for the Sons of God for marrying the women
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that they did.

Remember Christ said that as in the days of Noah so shall it be at the coming of the Son of Man.
When you talk about the days of Noah, and Christ refers to marrying and giving in marriage, what
type of marriage is mentioned in Genesis 6. That is the only place that marriage is mentioned before
the flood in regard to [a way] that would attract the reader’s attention.

KEN WESTBY [Moderator of the Conference] One last question.

NEXT, QUESTIONER 9: First I would really like to commend you for really giving us a full-bodied
model hypothesis and that’s exactly how you work in the sciences and in the world of ideas. All too often
people come with some statements that can neither be proved or disproved. So with this full-bodied, full
risky model you do stand a chance of being refuted, of course.

But nevertheless, you have said so much and put so much out there, I hope it is available for us to read
and look at the web. It is hard to digest everything in this quick period here. It will give us a lot to chew
on. I have just a couple of little things that I thought might be interesting.

You do not want to slight all of the literature of the Pseudepigrapha, the Apocrypha, and the Dead Sea
Scrolls, the vast oral Torah of the Jews, and so on. There are things, for example, I just ran into the other
day, in Wisdom of the Apocrypha, has a whole section where it defines the Sons of God or a Son of God
as those who keep the Law, the Torah. So [that is] a Son of God in the thinking, at least of that time.

Another interesting thing I ran into recently Symachus calls Bar Kochba, whom they thought was a
Messiah a monogenes [Greek, “only-begotten”]. You have to deal with that, the “only-begotten,” what does
that mean?

Another one interesting thing, even as late as the Koran. I am no expert on this but it is often said that
in the Semitic world plurality might have a little different meaning to it than it does to us today. For exam-
ple, in the Koran God, it is the most austere monotheism you can imagine, yet God always speaks in the
plural.

SIELAFF: And He has Jinn [genies, spirits] around Him.

QUESTIONER 9: He says “We” always, and “us.” You have probably have done a great deal of thinking
about that and have an answer for everything, but nevertheless it is okay to come up with a model of
understanding that nobody has ever had in the history of the world, because that is how science is. But ...

SIELAFF: 1 could have reiterated and put out what Dr. [Ernest] Martin put out in his books, but I
am looking to go in addition to what he has done. His material is available and I am proud to be
associated with it, but I do not mean because I did not quote and cite him ... The whole idea of Hebrews
1:5 is that angels are NOT the Sons of God, I have not seen that anywhere else, but to me it seemed
so dumb obvious that once I understood it, when he [Dr. Martin] came out with that in 1985, 86 or
87.

QUESTIONER 9: I don’t want to belabor it but I appreciate the talk. [Applause]

KEN WESTBY: Thanks a lot David for that work. ... That was stimulating, was it not? I appreciate
it, and the good spirit here.

We are not trying to beat up on people. We are trying to learn. The best way to learn is to stretch your
mind. Every time I pick up one of these commentaries (that is what I read for entertainment), you get
all these opinions from this person, from that person, and a lot of good stuff, and then some stuff you
really disagree with. Isn’t that kind of like-life?

The End of Questions and Answers
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So, you just finished reading and/or listening to the third and last of 3 articles regarding the role of
Christ in relation to God our Father. You may access them by clicking these links:

The first part is: “Elohim and the Son of God Part 1 — 2007, UPDATED, December 2025
The second part is: “Elohim and the Son of God Part 2 — 2007, UPDATED, February 2026

They are best understood by reading or listening to them in order.

Other Articles With Related Information

“The Sons of God in Genesis 6”
Who and what are the Sons of God and their offspring. They are not angels!

“Angels, Flohim, or Both?”

Scripture clearly distinguishes the supernatural beings

“Idolatry and the Sons of God”
God will kill every one of the Sons of God. Only Christ was perfect

“Idolatry: The Attempt Is Worse than Useless”
Idolatry does not bring unbelievers to Christ

“Idolatry and God's Punishment”

God will severely punish spirits who try to seduce people

“Idolatry - The Curse of Religion”

Idolatry is widespread in most churches, and not just in their buildings

“Lingering Idolatry in the Temple of God”

Yes, there are symbols in the Tabernacle and Temple that the Israelites could not resist

Non-Idolatry Articles

“Angels - the Facts and the Fictions™

No idolatry in this article!

“Conspiracy in Scripture”

Yes, there are many conspiracies, yet God is in control

“The Positive Good that Angels Perform”

They can help to protect as God commands

“Your Role in the Creation of God”

You are more important to God than you can imagine

David Sielaft, 2007, 2026
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