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Part II: Blaspheme 
April 11, 2006 

 

Johnathan, 

      You are in error in your logic and your arguments. You say, "you can not blaspheme false 
doctrine.  It's already false so what would be the point."  This is far from the 
truth.  "  Blaspheme:  to speak of or address with irreverence; revile abuse. (Webster).  Now, having 
a clear definition from an objective source, Webster, why cannot one speak of or address a false 
doctrine with irreverence?   

      Another point of careful reflection:  You say, "God cannot have a split personality, because 
God would not be able to know who was in control of Himself or the splits of His persons at any 
given time".  You are preaching to the choir on that issue.  You need not to counsel me; instead, 
explain your objection to those who have forged the doctrine of the Triune God, the Catholic 
Church.  Afterwards, explain it to the SDA Church, and to Davidia.  Because, like it or not, when 
you teach that there is only one God with three separate dimensions, then you are making Him 
a being with a split personality.  The whole of the Christian world, with only a few exceptions, need 
to discern this reality.     

     You say, " as for the Papacy, SDA, or Davidia, with the right teacher and prayer, they will be 
OK.."  They indeed will be if they reject your approach to reproof and decide to hear the man of 
wisdom as he closes the books of tradition and opens up the Word of God.  Then they will grow up, 
shed their false doctrines of God, and embrace His very own statements of Himself.  They will 
understand the following Text: "…no man knoweth who the Son is, but the Father; and who the 
Father is but the Son, AND TO WHOM THE SON WILL REVEAL." —Luke 10: 22.  (“no man 
knoweth who the Father is…no man knoweth who the Son is…”).  But if they follow the path 
which many have chosen and refuse to love God with all their hearts by accepting His definition of 
Himself, then sadly, they will become members of the enemy’s community and receive the enemy’s 
fate.   

      Also, you say, "it would be pointless for the Bible to say, God the Father, God the Son, and 
God the Holy Spirit if they were splits from the same nature".  Remember, I do not believe in the 
Triune God, you do; thus, again your point is misdirected.  But in regards to your argument, my 
computer search of the Bible shows that nowhere in Scripture can the expression, God the Son 
nor God the Holy Spirit/Ghost be found.  Therefore, your evidence does not match your 
conclusion.  This should be clinching evidence to convince you that your concepts of God is based 
upon tradition and not the Word.    

      Finally, your concepts of Phil two needs to be more carefully forged.  Paul, being one of the 
"men" referred to by the Lord in the above Text, a man who did not know "who the Son is" teaches, 
by his own profession, a milk doctrine of Christ.  Then he warns that, to discern both good and evil, 
we must consume strong meat which will lead us to abandon the principle doctrines of Christ —See 

Heb 5, 6.  With that Holy-Spirit, inspired summary of his very own work, Paul delivers to us the 
book of Philippians.  It is easy to see the verity and truth of his self-assessed milk concept of Christ 
for he says that Christ/Jesus was in the Form of God but took on the form of a servant and was 
made in the likeness of men.   He further declares that Christ Jesus was "found in fashion as a 
man".  How do we harmonize this description of Christ/Jesus' appearance with the Luke two’s 
version which says that Jesus was found in the form of a baby.  Instead of lamenting, you ought to 
rejoice that the MSA has resolved this apparent contradiction and harmonized both Texts.  Jesus, 
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after His conception, was born as a Baby.  Christ, just as promised in Deut 18, concealed Himself 
within Jesus' flesh to communicate righteousness to the world.  Paul uses the imprecise name of 
Christ/Jesus because he —being a self-professed purveyor of milk and not strong meat— did 
not know "who the Son (was)".  He didn't know the name of the Lord.  The man of wisdom who 
was to hear the Rod and see His name, 2000 years afterwards, hand not arrived on the scene to 
perform his mission and give clarify to the name of the Lord.   

      As for your analogies to David Koresh, proclaiming that I will become like him, I pray that 
the Lord will soften your heart to apologize for pronouncing that curse upon His servant.  Short of 
that, I will adhere to the Lord's commands and "bless them that curse you...and pray for them 
which despitefully use you."  If I have said anything which may be responsible for arousing you to 
that point of anger, I apologize and seek your forgiveness. 

 Sincerely, 

  

Derek 

PS:  I am glad that you responded with more detail as it relates to my E-mails.  That has given me 
confidence that you are not just attacking for the sake of attacking but are giving some serious study 
to my work.    

 


