The Nature of God – (Lecture 1; Number 2)  August 21, 1999 - Dr. Herman Hoeh  (With Comments) 
A clean transcript, without comments, is presented at the end of this commentary.
This morning I was asked to give the second in this series. I told Mr. Ecker that there would have to be something like five times in order to justice. It doesn’t mean they all have to be the same length. But, it’s like saying if we’re going to do a topic correctly we need to assess how to present it in such a way it cannot be misunderstood. In our Statement of Beliefs, by way of summary, we have a definition of God, a definition of Jesus Christ and of the Holy Spirit. And as I said that I have explained since I am involved in editing it, that there comes a time where we have to face that a clarity of the definition would be a definition of God, beneath which would be as subheads Father, Son and Holy Spirit and then a definition of Jesus Christ. Because functionally, as we officially teach, and as the Bible laid out in Matthew 28, terms like Father, Son and Holy Spirit not Father, Jesus Christ and Holy Spirit are aspects of God who is one, not two or a dozen. The God who is one relates to us as Father, Son and Holy Spirit, always has these shall we call them modes of being which I will be explaining in order. Today we will look at the subject of God as Father, later as God as Son to us, then God as Holy Spirit. When I gave the introduction of God altogether, I gave a kind of summary, and it was on the Day of Pentecost, so I emphasized the word Holy Spirit for clarity, uh, for that particular message. But we will dwell on that individually in the order that would enable us to understand the topic best. 
Comment:  The ‘God who is one’ statement above (not two or a dozen) injects right up front that faulty component we draw from Judaic conceptualization that renders a clear understanding very difficult.  We need to realize that this is a reference primarily to one particular passage of scripture, Deuteronomy 6:4, which is translated to read that way.  Our question needs to be, is the term ‘one’ indicative of a single being, or a ‘oneness’ between and among beings?  Jewish people understand this passage in accordance with their Unitarian belief system, that there is but one Being, as opposed to a unity of more than one Being.  The Hebrew word ‘echad’ suggests a unity of Beings, not a singularity.  To indicate an exclusive singularity, there is another word, ‘yachiyd’ (Strongs #3173) which would be the better choice of words if the Hebrew Scriptures were intending to represent a singularity of Being.  We should note carefully Christ’s direct statement in John 10:30, where He said, “I and my Father are one”, representing the essence of ‘echad’, not ‘yachiyd’.  When we represent God as a singular Being, rather than a compound unity, (as the Hebrew word Elohim does), then we start off self-handicapped in our thinking.
Your pastor Mr. Ecker has pointed up that there was no clarity in decades past in the Churches of God as to the nature of God. Comment:  Actually, the Church in decades past did much to inject a clarity that prior generations did not have, when operating under the Trinitarian premise.  As we re-incorporated such thinking, the matter became similarly confused.  Understanding that there are two co-equal Beings, the Father and the Son, was the basis of that clarity.  But orthodox theology is ever resistant to that Truth!   There was misunderstanding. Uh, on the other hand, there were individuals who had a much better understanding than others. There were people who misunderstood the Holy Spirit in the sense -does the Father, as God, have a Holy Spirit; does the Son, as Jesus Christ, have Spirit, as the Word uh became flesh. As the Word before becoming flesh, did he have the Holy Spirit? Is the Holy Spirit one or more than one. So there are individuals in the Church who had thought that if there are two God beings, the Father and the Son, or the Word, there must be two Holy Spirits, which Mr. Armstrong and the Church officially never held. But it was never adequately addressed so that people even knew how they arrived at the answers they did. So it’s important to take a look at that. Comment:  Perhaps we are at the crux of our ‘problem area’ with this consideration.  Can we fathom the concept that both the Father and the Son could draw their existence of one Spirit?  So long as we attempt to see God’s Spirit as an additional Being, separate of the Father and Son, we present ourselves with a major stumblingblock.  It is in the Spirit that both are one, composed of the same essence, while imparting their separate personalities to that component of spirit of which each exists.  Such a suggestion leaves us with the question, is God’s Spirit divisible?, which the manifestation on the Day of Pentecost should answer.
To suggest that the Father (or the Son) has the Holy Spirit, we are drawn to conceptualize two separate Beings: the Spirit of God in association with the Being of the Father.  This question betrays a general ignorance of the aura of Spirit, the dimension which gives existence to all things, God, the heavenly hosts, as well as angels and demons, and which brings all things material into existence.  (See my booklet: “Comprehending the Holy Spirit: the Divine Nature”.)
Now last time, I presented a general overview of how the Church got where it was and to what extent the doctrine of the Trinity, as it is called, has been either understood correctly or incorrectly in the Christian world. That is interestingly if you were to go - I will just use as an example the uh Methodist book store, Abington Press, there will be on occasion there a document a uh publication for sale, soft cover in which historically various definitions of the nature of God are given, even under the term trinity, some of which are considered correct, some questionable and some erroneous. Which is to say the people who use the term do not understand it adequately in many occasions and some do. So let me explain that I will choose to use the following way of presenting the matter. 
When it was first introduced to the Church, because the Church was confronted in 1993 with the question are Father is a being and the Son is a being. You cannot have two beings in one being. Comment: This is a linguistic dilemma.  You CAN IF you allow two different meanings to the word ‘being’.  But, of course, we don’t do that.  You CAN have two Beings in the Godhead (and why even use such a term (as the bible does) IF there is no such thing as ‘the Godhead’?)  There can be (and there are) two Yahweh’s in the Elohim. (Which is what Deuteronomy 6:4, Exodus 34:6, Psalm 110:1&5 and other places show.)  If we chose our terms correctly, this supposedly incomprehensible paradox evaporates.  Now let me speak very plainly, and I am not necessarily addressing this group. But I don’t know. I have not talked to all of you. There is a significant number still in our fellowship who have gone down, if not the iron curtain, it is another one that prevents hearing what I say. It’s called the closed mind. Now, Mr. Armstrong, before his death realized that he had not adequately, in 1986, January, had not adequately analyzed the question of the relationship of the human being with God as a being. And he presumed that because Jesus of Nazareth was a human being that He therefore was a being before when He was called the Word. Comment:  It is a mistake to suggest this was a presumption on his part.  We have clear scriptures that make the case: Philippians 2:6-7; John 8:58; John 17:5, etc.  This is a disgraceful representation of what the Church understood about Christ’s pre-existence as a co-equal Being existing with the Father from before time. And therefore he was one being, and God is most certainly seen as a being, who is Yahweh. And therefore he had concluded what he later began to realize was not adequate – the definition of the nature of God before the incarnation of the Word and the birth of Jesus of Nazareth. That’s where the problem arose. Comment:  The problem arose when unwieldy traditional Trinitarian beliefs began to be re-injected back into the Church’s teachings!  It is not a question of whether Jesus Christ was a being. It is a question of whether before the incarnation He was or was not God, and if He is God, in what sense is the term Father, and Son and Holy Spirit to be used. That is the issue.  Comment:  To suggest at this point, based on perhaps an admission of inadequate explanation, that our understanding was wrong, is pejorative. There is no doubt, then or now, that the Being who became God’s Christ had a pre-existence in glorified (Spirit) form from past eternity. (John 17:5)  In other words, we clearly understood that there were two distinct and separate Spirit Beings from the infinite past and that the Spirit was not a Being, but the dimension or aura of power that gives existence to all things, both in the spirit world and in the material world.  (See my booklet: “How Many Beings and the Related Question: Is Jesus God?”
So what we learned last time, you would recognize it in general as simply expressed: God says that He is God. Yahweh is speaking – Y a h w e h or use a “j” and a “v”, however you may want to spell it in English. Yahweh is God’s name revealed in the days of Moses at Sinai. (Ex. 34:6)  To the patriarchs He was called The Almighty, El Shaddai. As The Almighty, now as The Eternal One, I will use that term, or The Eternal, as Moffett translates it, that is the word Yahweh essentially has the sense of being, One who is, He who is.  Comment:  We are at a pivotal moment here.  Is this Being Dr. Hoeh is referring to the Father or the Being who became the Son?  The SON is called “the Mighty God, the Everlasting Father…” (Isa. 9:6)  If we here are going to wrap our minds around the idea that the Old Testament in these places refers to the Father, then we are off on a thought trajectory well off the mark.  And, if we are to further our explanations, working from the presumption that “the Son” had no eternal pre-existence with the Father (as did Dr. Arias in the fourth century), then we are certain to create an identity mis-match that is unsolvable, no matter how much dialog we put forth.  
And it is even defined as He who was, is and is to come in the time sense of our grammar and words: The one who has always been and always will be. God then is defining Himself as One. The Church before had seen that God is a family name and took the view that therefore the family is one family but has God beings in it. But when Yahweh speaks, He does not call Himself a family of God Beings. The Lord our God, The Lord is One - very familiar. Comment:  “I and my Father are one” should be equally familiar!  You should have it in mind. You will find it in the book of Deuteronomy. I will turn to the translation in the book of the, sorry, you’ll find it in the Old Testament, I mean to say and in the book of Deuteronomy. And you will find it in the material which says, oh, let me see. Here we are, verse 4 of chapter 6, “ Hear, O Israel, Yahweh”, Yahweh is speaking. The Jewish translation has two alternatives, because both are adequate. “The Lord our God, The Lord is one” is now footnoted, meaning that’s the translation. Traditional, but not in use in this one. But it is one way to render it. The other is, “The Lord is our God, The Lord alone.” When this verse is cited in the New Testament, it is cited in the traditional manner, “The Lord our God, The Lord is one.” “Beside Me there is no other.”   Comment:  And, WHO is the Being speaking here?  The Father, or the Creator, without whom nothing was made?  (John 1:3)  The one who led Israel out of Egypt and thru the wilderness?  (Ex. 20:2; 1st Cor. 10:4)
And so Mr. Armstrong was confronted with how to deal with it. He had dealt with it in the following way: He said, “You do not think of God as a personal being. You think of God in an impersonal manner as you would speak of family.” Comment:  This is very revealing.  The term ‘God’ being the term for the Godhead, while the Father and the Son are Personal Beings!  And then he thought of the Father as a personal being in the family, and the Son that is the Word. But that is not how you can reconcile the scriptures in the Old Testament, even if you did not have the New.  The Jews cannot be used as any support of other than God is one. And it was in the pagan world of the Roman Empire that the Christians were confronted with the enigma, as some might see it, where the Romans are Jews, of having one Lord Jesus Christ and one God. How do we put that together? But the Christians adopted the same premise as it is given in the OT that God is One. He is one Being.  Comment: The Christians WHEN did this?  Later, when debating the Natuere of God?  Comment: Again, the choice of the word ‘Being’, undefined, as applied to God, is the fundamental premise upon which much conceptual error is built.  The Jewish world of the first century had much controversy about there being more than one Being, but we don’t hear much about that.  There is a book: “Two Powers in the Heavens” that well documents this heated theological debate.  If we simply let the Hebrew words speak, we can understand there are two YHWH’s in the Elohim.  That the Godhead is a dual entity.  It is this premise that got Christ condemned to death.  (When He at His trial blended Psalm 110:1 with Daniel 7:13).  IF in fact “Christians adopted the same premise as it is given in the OT that God is One”, then they would have had to reject the revelation Christ brought to them, of the existence of a higher Being, in the past kept from their full awareness, as is so clearly stated in the Matthew 11:27, quoted a few paragraphs below.  The early Church well understood the issue, which became hopelessly obfuscated in later generations: that there are two Beings in the Godhead: the Father and the Son.  The Jews had a serious problem.  Christ pointed that out to them!  The later attempt by ‘theologians’ to accommodate their problem is what creates all the confusions.  This above statement wants us to believe that the early Church was drawn back under the veil that is upon their hearts, when no such thing was the case!  No, true Christians understood the statement, as defining the Shema, that “I and my Father are one”! (Jn. 10:30)
The problem that confuses people is the fact that we have introduced the word “person”, which I have chosen to leave out of this. Because “person” is a modern word going back to a Roman word pertaining to the stage. And we associate the word “person” with the word “being”. And I encouraged you the last time to look up the definition of ‘being” which is accurate, I can’t imagine a dictionary which has it wholly inaccurate. But you will find that the sense of the word “person” is not the equivalent of the word “being” at all. But we use it in a way, we speak of a human being and the human being is a person. Now when this word “person” is introduced in a theological discussion, it goes back to let us say the 2nd century in usage, where Father, Son and Holy Spirit were defined as personas. Comment:  This may be an inaccurate portrayal.  The idea of the Holy Spirit as a ‘third person’ was not the issue originally, even as late as the early 300’s, nor was it a question among early Christians so far as any biblical reference indicates.  Now a persona in that sense was not the original Roman usage. The original Roman usage I told you about was that of a mask on the stage, a human being on the stage was known as whatever his name was, her name, and the individual wore a mask to identify whether this human being was a king, a barbarian, a sailor, a lawyer, an emperor, you know, a mode of being for this occasion. 
Now we will discover that the sense of the mode of being has been lost in the word persona or person. Whereas the Greek does not have this problem. They chose quite a different perspective. They chose the word hupostasis. Comment:  NO!  This is complete error.  The Greeks did not chose the word ‘hupostasis’ to identify separate persons.  The word doesn’t mean person!  That idea originated in the theological world of the late third and fourth centuries.  Only in Hebrews 1:3 is it translated in English as ‘person’. In other places, it’s translated ‘confidence’.  The word conveys the sense of one standing-in-support-of another.  The passage in Hebrews 1 where the word is used., translated ‘person’, clearly indicates two Beings in contrast to each other, two ways they are identical, two ways in which they are distinct, then has one ‘sitting at the right hand of the other’!  And the definition in this sense is a fundamental way or mode of being. It is like saying, a woman, I will now remove it from the sense of men, so there is no confusion, because it’s applicable equally. A woman is a daughter of someone, and if married the wife of someone, and if having children, the mother of someone. Now since we are dealing with a mortal, that person having been a mother will always be a mother whether the child dies or not. She has become and remains a mother, see. She is a wife as long as her husband lives and has will always have been a wife to some one. We are not talking of the legalities of marriage here. And she being born a girl, will always be the daughter of some one. The same thing could be said of a male child.  Comment:  So, I guess we are entertaining that the Son is His own Father?  All this mental machination to avoid the obvious: that there are two Yahweh’s in the Elohim.  Now, keep in mind, the first Council at Nicaea identified the Father and the Son as distinct and separate Beings!  Go read it!  It was a later council, a full generation later, that addressed the ‘personhood’ of the Holy Spirit.  The primary ‘issue’ with them was the controversy between Arias and Athanasius: whether or not Christ had an eternal pre-existence with the Father.  It was not a ‘trinitarian’ question at all.  That came along much later!  It was not an issue of whether the Father is manifest in certain situations as the Son.  In other words, a single Being who appears in one situation as Father and in another as Son.  All this to accommodate the traditional Jewish premise of God as a singular Being.
So Mr. Ecker has explained that God manifests Himself to us a Father, as a Son and as Holy Spirit. Those are the biblical statements and we shall see in what way each one of these is true. Comment:  IF these are in fact biblical statements, we need scriptural references, not just a pronouncement.  And you notice when I use carefully the word Son, I did not use the word Jesus Christ. So you’ll want to ask why and you will hear that explained in another occasion. This is the study of God as Father. Now what is important in this is that we understand we are not dealing in a situation in which God is sometimes the Father, sometimes the Son and sometimes the Holy Spirit. It is the nature of God to be Father and Son and Holy Spirit, so that as I told you before by way of background, when Jesus baptize into the name of, the normal understanding would be in to the name of God. And it is defined as Father, Son and Holy Spirit. And when it uses the name of Jesus Christ in other places it is talking about being baptized in, not in to, in or by - that’s the Greek authority- that’s the sense of it, of Jesus Christ, or a relationship that is unique to Him both in terms of authority and our death and resurrection symbolism. But, our relationship to God, the Name, in Hebrew, Haschem, is a clear reference the fact that we cannot imagine God as devoid of Holy Spirit. We cannot imagine Him as devoid of fatherhood or of sonship. But both terms Father and Son have different senses in which we use it. I will not address the question of Son today. We will focus on the subject of Father. 
Now what we find is most unusual when we think about it. For example, you can put these verses down. You don’t have to look at them now. If you are quick at flipping pages as you may be with cards, that’s up to you. But, at least have accurate, not the quotation but the numbering of the verses. Mt. 11:27, Lu. 10:22. I will turn to one of them. It doesn’t matter which. In this case I will simply turn to Matthew. It’s earlier in the book, ch. 11, verse 27, and I think you should read around it. It goes back a little earlier. We’re dealing with John’s testimony. And so in 11:27  “All things have been delivered to me by my Father, and no one knows the Son except the Father, nor does anyone know the Father except the Son. And the one to whom (or he to whom or she to whom) the Son wills to reveal Him”… Comment:  Dr. H continues with the phrase: “or the Father.” which is not in the verse!  So Jesus is saying here, you do not truly understand.  It is not possible for humans to grasp what it means for Jesus Christ to be the Son of God or God His Father, unless indeed, the Son reveals something to us of the nature of God. Comment:  This is a diversion from the real point.  The peoples of Israel never really knew of the identity of who we now identify as ‘THE Father’.  That Being was largely unknown to them. It was the Son (YHWH) who reveals to us the existence of His Father.  The YHWH that they dealt with throughout their history was the Being who, by choice, divested Himself of His glory to become flesh. (Phl. 2:6-7)  THEIR “Father” was the Being who became Christ, but their Father had a Father!  That was what He was to reveal to them!  This is not the theological conundrum that theologians have made it out to be, except to confuse the fact of two beings, in a familial relationship to each other: the Father and the Son.  (See my article: “A Whole New Paradigm: the Doctrine of the Father and the Son”)
And here it is quite clear that we discover that we are being introduced to an understanding of God as Father that was never clear before in the same way until Jesus Christ reveals the Father to us. And, uh, Thomas later said, “Show us the Father,” and Jesus said, “If you have seen the Father, you, sorry, “If you have seen me you have seen the Father.”  This was doubting Thomas at the resurrection time. Now what is important there uh, before Jesus died, Thomas wanted to have an answer to that question, uh. “What do you mean by the Father, how are we to comprehend Him?” Comment:  One would have to wonder why Christ, in this occasion, didn’t just refer Thomas back to the OT Scriptures?  Well, Jesus was saying, if the Father had been here, shall we say in person, you would have seen no difference between Him and me. Except that He’s the Father and I’m the Son. So the Son is revealed by the Father and the Father is revealed to us by the Son. Now, this is interesting, because you know how often the word father is used in the New Testament with respect to God. Now, in the Old Testament, the word father is used very often. But I would like you to consider how often the word father is used in reference to God. Comment:  One clear place is Isaiah 9:6, where the Son is referred to as “the everlasting father”!  He was the Being who was the ‘father’ to the nation, but unbeknownst to them (and at this point they didn’t NEED to know) that there was a higher Being above their father.  Their ‘father’ had a Father!  Psalm 110:1 alludes to this, where it shows David referring to his Lord, while acknowledging that there is another Being, whom he refers to as “The LORD”!
Let us take the book of Psalms. You would think in a book of songs it would be commonplace to address the Lord, to address God or Yahweh, as Father. But this is not the case. In the book of Psalms in chapter 68 or Psalm 68 verse 5 we find the following: Psalms 68 verse 5. The Jewish translation has it numbered as verse 6. Psalm 68:5 or verse 6 in parenthesis, I’m quoting the Jewish translation here, Psalm 68:5 says this, (I’ll have to read it as your five and my six) “The father of orphans, the champion of widows”. That’s how God is defined. Let’s go back to my verse 5, your verse 4. “Sing to God, chant hymns to his name. Extol him who rides the clouds, The Lord is his name. Exalt in his presence, the father of orphans, the champion of widows, God in his holy habitation.” You might be surprised, here is one of the first places in the whole of the OT that introduces the concept of father and it is in an indefinite sense as the father of orphans. That is he cares for orphans as a father does.  Comment:  How about the ‘father’ of the whole nation, as in Isaiah 9:6?  This one is hard to miss or mis-identify as specifically referring to the Son!  We should consider Psalm 16, which identifies who we know as the Father as being the under-supporter (which is the true definition of the Greek word: ‘hupostasis’), where it says in verse 2, “Yahweh, you are my Adonai.” (Peter and Paul both quote this in the same reverse juxtaposition, both affirming this is not referring to David!)  I sense an underlying presumption that where the name YHWH appears, it refers to the Father exclusively.  If that is the basis of this point, then we have a serious mis-consideration.  Mr. Armstrong affirmed otherwise.  See the middle paragraph on page 7.  
Psalm 89:26 Hebrew verse 27. He shall say to me ( this is the Davidic line whether speaking of David or Messiah, or anyone on that throne who seeks God), “You are my Father, my God, the Rock of my deliverance. I will appoint Him firstborn, highest of the kings of the earth.”  That is literally David and in a sense David’s son, Jesus, the Christ. Now notice “you are my Father, my God, the Rock of my deliverance.”  This is again not a place where God is prayed to as Father. The other one, Psalm 68 is the father of orphans. Neither place where father is used is it in fact used as a nominative address. Father hallowed be thy name, you know as Jesus cited it. I recall it in German, fater unser, the Lord’s Prayer. 
Now the important point that I want you to note: up to this time you have not read in the whole of the OT the use of the word father other as an example of His relationship or God’s relationship to orphans and His relationship to widows. (I gotta this chapter right, I, 26, here again I wanted to read it). No, that’s the other part. Let me go back to the other one 68. It’s worth it, because there’s an extra point there that I didn’t fully mention. In 68, your verse 5, “ the father of orphans, the champion of widows”, this is in a sense a judge as the King James has it or the New King James. One who champions widows before the court, one who defends the fatherless. So in that sense God has a fatherly function. Psa. 103:13 “As a father has compassion for his children, so the Lord has compassion for those who fear Him.”  No nominative address, addressing God as father, but an analogy as a father has compassion for his children, here on earth, so the Lord, Yahweh, has compassion for those who fear Him. There are no other usages in the Book of Psalms, just these three areas. In Isaiah 9:6 we have a reference to the everlasting father which I will not go into today, because in context this is the story of why Jesus said the Father is in me and properly belongs under the subject of Son. Comment:  So, the Son is also admittedly referred to as ‘father’!  Why Jesus could say I am in the Father and the Father is in me and if the spirit of God is in you, my Father and I come in to you and sup with you at your table, (hopefully you’ll know how to cook and present it. But uh you know with this intimate relationship you have your friends over).  Comment:  We exited that stage quickly, didn’t we?
Now, Isaiah 63:16, “You, O Lord, are our Father. From of old your name is “Our Redeemer” in quotes, our redeemer, completion of quotes. Very interesting rendering in the Hebrew, from the Hebrew. 63:16, Isa. 63:16, look carefully, “You, O Lord, that’s a nominative of address are our father. That is not a nominative of address. They are not addressing God as father. They are seeing that He functions as a father. And from of old your name is “Our Redeemer”. The Lord is Our Redeemer. Now let’s ask the question, “Who is your redeemer?” It’s the Lord. What is His name when He was on earth? Jesus Christ of Nazareth. He is our redeemer. Yet the Lord is said here to be Father and Redeemer. That’s the equivalent of Father and Son, because the one who was sent to redeem is the one who died. So here Yahweh is constructed already for us as both Father and redeemer. Is it clear? Comment:  It IS clear once allowing that Yahweh in these places refers to Christ.  Is your mind open? Are you listening carefully? We are not talking of 2 beings in a family. We will discover there is a family. We will discover there is a family, but that’s a separate topic. We discover that Yahweh is Father and He also, Yahweh has the name Redeemer. So your savior or your redeemer is Yahweh, and for the first time He is addressed in the broad sense as our Father.  Isa. 64:8 “But now Oh lord”, that’s the nominative of address, you’re addressing him as Oh Yahweh, Oh Lord, “you are our father, we are the clay. You are the potter. We are all the work of your hands.”  This is an example. That is He functions like a father to us as children. He functions like a father. No one has yet addressed him by the term father. Comment:  We are here confounded by something that ought to be obvious.  The Yahweh being referred to as father and redeemer is the Being who became Jesus Christ.  Attempting to slide this identity on over to God the Father (our Lord’s Father, and our Father once we become engendered of the Holy Spirit) is an error.  There are some who identify the name Yahweh as referring exclusively to the Father, when that is not the case.  One of the objectionable passages that caused such a violent reaction was Psalm 110:1 and 5.  When translated properly, we see that the Adonai in verse 1 is also Yahweh in verse 5.  Two Beings are each called Yahweh!  (See the article on “The 134 Emendations of the Sopherim”)  This was so disturbing to Jews that by the second century BC that they emended their original texts to obscure the fact!
Notice that. Jesus came to reveal that we can address God as father uniquely, not that He is seen in terms of fatherhood symbolically or by comparison. Jeremiah, by the way, Saul, uh, Isa. 64:8 in Hebrew is 64:7. I won’t explain why that takes place. In Jer. 31:9 long chapter. “For I am ever a father to Israel, Ephraim is my firstborn.”  This is an analogy with respect to how Ephraim became the firstborn within the family even though Manasseh was never deprived of the inheritance. He had 2 firstborns, of which Ephraim even took precedence over Manasseh, speaking of Joseph’s 2 children, Ephraim and Manasseh. “For I am ever a father to Israel.” Now this is an analogy; this is not a nominative of address. This is to say that God revealed Himself through the prophets. That He had a fatherly function, a fatherly function. I want you to know that. Mal. 2:10 end of the prophets. “Have we not all one father”? (In the sense of God the father, we the clay. You remember that) “Did not one God create us?”  Did not one – one elohim create us? Now if the Father created all things by Jesus Christ and Jesus Christ is eternally a God being and the Father is eternally a God being, it would be difficult to understand did not one God create us? Why do we break faith with one another? I won’t go into the rest of the verse. Now with these verses you have completed the story. Comment:  It is only our perception of God as a singular Being that confounds.  One Elohim (consisting of two co-equal / co-eternal Beings) in fact was the God who created all things.  
There is nothing further in the OT other than Deut. 6:4 which doesn’t mention Father. Comment:  A profound statement!  That the Shema refers to the Being we know as ‘the Son’!  This is a revolutionary admission, which is consistent with what the Church has long taught!  This is the whole story of God with the term Father not once so addressed. When Jesus of Nazareth came he said, ”My Father,” etc. and uh he said that you who use the term Father to God do not really understand that relationship because you are of your father the Devil in terms of the way they were living. They did not have the spirit of God. Now the most remarkable thing of that is that when one looks at the Hebrew scriptures, one finds Yahweh in the singular and Yahweh says that He is one. Now Mr. Armstrong was correct when he said that Yahweh is the name of Jesus of Nazareth before he was born as a human being.  Comment:  And he was manifestly correct in stating so!  Yahweh is also called in the NT, which I won’t go into today because I don’t think it’s essential for this story, Yahweh is the father of our Lord Jesus Christ. Comment:  Did you miss that?  Dr. Hoeh is here admitting, though only in passing, the FACT that BOTH Beings are referred to using the name Yahweh!!  (For that matter, both are also referred to using the names: Ancient of Days, Father, and Creator.)
The Lord our God, Yahweh, our God, The Lord,YAHWEH! not God, Yahweh is ONE! Michael Feazell said, “Why can’t we use this verse and say God is One.” I said, “It doesn’t mean that God is not one.” I said, “The verse doesn’t say God is One.” The Lord our God, the Lord Yahweh is one. And if Yahweh is the Father and Yahweh is the Son the Father and the Son are not separate beings. Comment:  Actually, they ARE!  Yahweh is the name of one God. He is ONE. Now when we understand what we’re hearing, when we understand what Yahweh says of Himself, Yahweh speaks in the singular of Himself, using a language which Abraham learned. Abraham learned the language of Canaan. He came from Mesopotamia which was not the land of Canaan. Comment:  We are here drifting off point.  It wasn’t just that Yahweh (the Being who later was born of Mary) was referring to Himself exclusively in Deut. 6:4, the Shema was instead stating that Yahweh and Yahweh are echad!  We need to understand that Hebrew word.  Echad indicates a UNITY (among more than one) NOT a singularity of Being, which is the sense read into it by monotheistic Jewry.  It was that fundamental error that has caused all of this confusion.  The Godhead is not a single Being!!  Christ said, “I am not alone” (John 8:16) and “I and my Father are one”. (John 10:30)  
The language of Canaan is Hebrew. And the Hebrew language had both a singular, long and short form, eloha, el and elohim a plural, all of which came to be used for the term God, and could have such meanings as singular and plural in the language. That’s simply the reality. Comment:  This was no accident or unintentional quirk of language.  A plural form used when referring to the Godhead is totally appropriate!
The book of Isaiah describes Abrahams’s language and the language of Canaan. That’s the language people were speaking. They came to learn Canaanite. They had been speaking Aramaic, a dialect, but it was not the Canaanite dialect. Comment:  Let’s not pass off Isaiah 9:6’s clarity to a linguistic peculiarity.
Today therefore, we have covered all that was in the OT about God as Father. I don’t have to explain all that is in the New. But, it is better to explain that in a future time when I go through the word Son. But what you have found now is clear that Yahweh is both Father to us and Redeemer and He is the Father and the Son. That can only be, if we correctly say God is one being who manifests Himself to us in 3 modes or ways of being. Comment:  This is one of the explanatory tools of Trinitarian theology.  It attempts to present God as a single Being, which is not the case. Read the above paragraphs again carefully.  There are two distinct and separate Beings in the Godhead (the Elohim), both known by the name: Yahweh.  He is to us a father. He manifests Himself as a son who is our Redeemer. And He comes to us to dwell in us as the Holy Spirit. But it doesn’t mean God is in 3 parts like a pie divided into 3 parts. God is Spirit. God is One. (Echad) And in so doing, Jesus could say that I am, as a human being, I am in the Father and the Father in Me, and if the Spirit of God dwells in you, we will come into you. The One God is always, Father to Son, Son to Father and always Spirit and God is Holy. Comment:  This differs dramatically from the creed set forth from the Council of Nicaea of 325 AD.  THEY clearly recognized the separate Beings: Father and Son, acknowledging the Son’s eternal Divinity.  The pre-existence of the Son was the primary issue between Arias and Athanasius. That alone should clearly establish that they didn’t conceive of a single Being manifest in either of two ‘modes’ (hupostases) as how could a non-existent Being (in pre-Christian eras) ever be a hupostasis of Himself? That would be the most incomprehensible mental gyration imaginable!  Nor did they, at that early date, represent the Holy Spirit as a ‘third person’.  We should not continue in ignorance of this!
Now, we will stop here. I will take next time how the word Son is used before Jesus of Nazareth was born. And why Father and Son may be used in the NT as a new revelation that was not clear to the prophets of old. They did understand something of the Spirit of God, but it was not given them to have the same depth of grasp what it means to have God redeem us by a Son and to have God offer to the world His Son. And willing to take us as His children and to be our Father. That is a way, a mode of being, that God manifests Himself to us. 
Thank you for your attention which I see clearly. 
Summary Comments:  In this second presentation, we find some startling admissions:  
1) That Yahweh was in fact the Being who later became the Son!  Dr. Hoeh even poses that the Being referred to in the Shema, Deuteronomy 6:4, was the ‘second person’ (who later became Christ). (Personally, I find the Shema to be establishing that Yahweh and the other Yahweh are one unified entity, (echad), that there are two Yahweh’s in the Elohim.  A second affirmation is found in Exodus 34:6, which in the Hebrew is similar to Deuteronomy 6:4, but which is translated quite differently!) ( I find the Shema’s point to be clarified in Christ’s statement in John 10:30.)
2) That God the Father, as a Being, is rarely mentioned individually in the Old Testament.   
3) That the few mentions there are of God as father in the Old Testament are not definite as to whom they specifically refer to.
From the onset in these presentations, we see a re-injection of the fundamental error derived from Judaism that God is a single Being, not a unity of more than one.  The Church (both in the present era and in the first century) had accepted God the Father and Christ the Son as distinct and separate Beings, a dual Person “Godhead”.  
We also see consistently mis-represented in these presentations, the fact that the first Nicene Council particularly, and those thereafter to lessening degree, understood and represented that there were two distinct and separate Beings in the Godhead.  (Be aware, what is known today as the Nicene Creed was produced much later in history.)
We should constantly keep in mind that the Being who dealt with the Patriarchs and with Israel from the beginning, who spoke with Moses face to face, (even with Adam and Eve) was the individual who later became the Son, God’s Christ!  They were not fully aware, nor did they need to be, that there was another Being behind the Yahweh they’d dealt with until such time as the peoples of God were ready for that revelation.  Christ came to reveal the Father!  (Though there are clues to the Father’s existence in the Old Testament, in places such as Psalm 110 and Daniel 7, which Christ used with predictable effect, the Judaic religion of the first century was adamantly rejective of that Truth!  It was this very issue that got Christ killed.)




  ( Comments by RT, 2011)
===========================================================================

The Nature of God – August 21, 1999 -- Dr. Herman Hoeh     (Lecture 1; Number 2)  
This morning I was asked to give the second. I told Mr. Ecker that there would have to be something like five times in order to justice. It doesn’t mean they all have to be the same length. But, it’s like saying if we’re going to do a topic correctly we need to assess how to present it in such a way it cannot be misunderstood. In our Statement of Beliefs by way of summary, we have a definition of God, a definition of Jesus Christ and of the the Holy Spirit. And as I said that I have explained since I am involved in editing it, that there comes a time where we have to face that a clarity of the definition would be a definition of God, beneath which would be as subheads Father, Son and Holy Spirit and then a definition of Jesus Christ. Because functionally, as we officially teach and as the Bible laid out in Matthew 28, terms like Father, Son and Holy Spirit not Father, Jesus Christ and Holy Spirit are aspects of God who is one, not two or a dozen. The God who is one relates to us as Father, Son and Holy Spirit, always has these shall we call them modes of being which I will be explaining in order. Today we will look at the subject of God as Father, later as God as Son to us, then God as Holy Spirit. When I gave the introduction of God altogether, I gave a kind of summary, and it was on the Day of Pentecost, so I emphasized the word Holy Spirit for clarity, uh, for that particular message. But we will dwell on that individually in the order that would enable us to understand the topic best. 
Your pastor Mr. Ecker has pointed up that there was no clarity in decades past in the Churches of God as to the nature of God. There was misunderstanding. Uh, on the other hand, there were individuals who had a much better understanding than others. There were people who misunderstood the Holy Spirit in the sense -does the Father, as God, have a Holy Spirit; does the Son, as Jesus Christ, have Spirit, as the Word uh became flesh. As the Word before becoming flesh, did he have the Holy Spirit? Is the Holy Spirit one or more than one. So there are individuals in the Church who had thought that if there are two God beings, the Father and the Son, or the Word, there must be two Holy Spirits, which Mr. Armstrong and the Church officially never held. But it was never adequately addressed so that people even knew how they arrived at the answers they did. So it’s important to take a look at that. 
Now last time, I presented a general overview of how the Church got where it was and to what extent the doctrine of the Trinity as it is called has been either understood correctly or incorrectly in the Christian world. That is interestingly if you were to go - I will just use as an example the uh Methodist book store Abington Press, there will be on occasion there a document a uh publication for sale, soft cover in which historically various definitions of the nature of God are given, even under the term trinity, some of which are considered correct, some questionable and some erroneous. Which is to say the people who use the term do not understand it adequately in many occasions and some do. So let me explain that I will choose to use the following way of presenting the matter. 
When it was first introduced to the Church, because the Church was confronted in 1993 with the question are Father is a being and the Son is a being. You cannot have two beings in one being. Now let me speak very plainly, and I am not necessarily addressing this group. But I don’t know. I have not talked to all of you. There is a significant number still in our fellowship who have gone down, if not the iron curtain, it is another one that prevents hearing what I say. It’s called the closed mind. Now, Mr. Armstrong, before his death realized that he had not adequately, in 1986, January, had not adequately analyzed the question of the relationship of the human being with God as a being. And he presumed that because Jesus of Nazareth was a human being that He therefore was a being before when He was called the Word. And therefore he was one being, and God is most certainly seen as a being, who is Yahweh. And therefore he had concluded what he later began to realize was not adequate – the definition of the nature of God before the incarnation of the Word and the birth of Jesus of Nazareth. That’s where the problem arose. It is not a question of whether Jesus Christ was a being. It is a question of whether before the incarnation He was or was not God, and if He is God, in what sense is the term Father,and Son and Holy Spirit to be used. That is the issue. 

So what we learned last time, you would recognize it in general as simply expressed: God says that He is God. Yahweh is speaking – Y a h w e h or use a “j” and a “v”, however you may want to spell it in English. Yahweh is God’s name revealed in the days of Moses at Sinai. To the patriarchs He was called The Almighty, El Shaddai. As The Almighty, now as The Eternal One, I will use that term, or The Eternal, as Moffett translates it, that is the word Yahweh essentially has the sense of being, one who is, he who is. 
And it is even defined as He who was, is and is to come in the time sense of our grammar and words: The one who has always been and always will be. God then is defining Himself as One. The Church before had seen that God is a family name and took the view that therefore the family is one family but has God beings in it. But when Yahweh speaks, He does not call Himself a family of God Beings. The Lord our God, The Lord is One - very familiar. You should have it in mind. You will find it in the book of Deuteronomy. I will turn to the translation in the book of the sorry, you’ll find it in the Old Testament, I mean to say and in the book of Deuteronomy. And you will find it in the material which says, oh, let me see. Here we are, verse 4 of chapter 6, “ Hear, O Israel, Yahweh”, Yahweh is speaking. The Jewish translation has two alternatives, because both are adequate. “The Lord our God, The Lord is one” is now footnoted, meaning that’s the translation traditional, but not in use in this one. But it is one way to render it. The other is, “The Lord is our God, The Lord alone.” When this verse is cited in the New testament, it is cited in the traditional manner, “The Lord our God, The Lord is one.” “Beside Me there is no other.” 
And so Mr. Armstrong was confronted with how to deal with it. He had dealt with it in the following way: He said, “You do not think of God as a personal being. You think of God in an impersonal manner as you would speak of family.” And then he thought of the Father as a personal being in the family, and the Son that is the Word. But that is not how you can reconcile the scriptures in the Old Testament, even if you did not have the New. The Jews cannot be used as any support of other than God is one. And it was in the pagan world of the Roman Empire that the Christians were confronted with the enigma, as some might see it, where the Romans are Jews, of having one Lord Jesus Christ and one God. How do we put that together? But the Christians adopted the same premise as it is given in the OT that God is One. He is one Being. 
The problem that confuses people is the fact that we have introduced the word “person”, which I have chosen to leave out of this. Because “person” is a modern word going back to a Roman word pertaining to the stage. And we associate the word “person” with the word “being”. And I encouraged you the last time to look up the definition of ‘being” which is accurate, I can’t imagine a dictionary which has it wholly inaccurate. But you will find that the sense of the word “person” is not the equivalent of the word “being” at all. But we use it in a way, we speak of a human being and the human being is a person. Now when this word “person” is introduced in a theological discussion, it goes back to let us say the 2nd century in usage, where Father, Son and Holy Spirit were defined as personas. Now a persona in that sense was not the original Roman usage. The original Roman usage I told you about was that of a mask on the stage, a human being on the stage was known as whatever his name was, her name, and the individual wore a mask to identify whether this human being was a king, a barbarian, a sailor, a lawyer, an emperor, you know, a mode of being for this occasion. 

Now we will discover that the sense of the mode of being has been lost in the word persona or person. Whereas the Greek does not have this problem. They chose quite a different perspective. They chose the word hupostasis. And the definition in this sense is a fundamental way or mode of being. It is like saying, a woman, I will now remove it from the sense of men, so there is no confusion, because it’s applicable equally. A woman is a daughter of someone, and if married the wife of someone, and if having children, the mother of someone. Now since we are dealing with a mortal, that person having been a mother will always be a mother whether the child dies or not. She has become and remains a mother, see. She is a wife as long as her husband lives and has will always have been a wife to some one. We are not talking of the legalities of marriage here. And she being born a girl, will always be the daughter of some one. The same thing could be said of a male child. 
So Mr. Ecker has explained that God manifests Himself to us a Father, as a Son and as Holy Spirit. Those are the biblical statements and we shall see in what way each one of these is true. And you notice when I use carefully the word Son, I did not use the word Jesus Christ. So you’ll want to ask why and you will hear that explained in another occasion. This is the study of God as Father. Now what is important in this is that we understand we are not dealing in a situation in which God is sometimes the Father, sometimes the Son and sometimes the Holy Spirit. It is the nature of God to be Father and Son and Holy Spirit, so that as I told you before by way of background, when Jesus baptize in to the name of, the normal understanding would be in to the name of God. And it is defined as Father, Son and Holy Spirit. And when it uses the name of Jesus Christ in other places it is talking about being baptized in, not in to, in or by - that’s the Greek authority- that’s the sense of it, of Jesus Christ, or a relationship that is unique to Him both in terms of authority and our death and resurrection symbolism. But, our relationship to God, the Name, in Hebrew, Haschem, is a clear reference the fact that we cannot imagine God as devoid of Holy Spirit. We cannot imagine Him as devoid of fatherhood or of sonship. But both terms Father and Son have different senses in which we use it. I will not address the question of Son today. We will focus on the subject of Father. 
Now what we find is most unusual when we think about it. For example, you can put these verses down. You don’t have to look at them now. If you are quick at flipping pages as you may be with cards, that’s up to you. But, at least have accurate, not the quotation but the numbering of the verses. Mt. 11:27, Lu. 10:22. I will turn to one of them. It doesn’t matter which. In this case I will simply turn to Matthew. It’s earlier in the book, ch. 11, verse 27, and I think you should read around it. It goes back a little earlier. We’re dealing with John’s testimony. And so in 11:27 “All things have been delivered to me by my Father, and no one knows the Son except the Father, nor does anyone know the Father except the Son. And the one to whom (or he to whom or she to whom) the Son wills to reveal Him or the Father.” So Jesus is saying here, you do not truly understand. It is not possible for humans to grasp what it means for Jesus Christ to be the Son of God or God His Father, unless indeed, the Son reveals something to us of the nature of God. 
And here it is quite clear that we discover that we are being introduced to an understanding of God as Father that was never clear before in the same way until Jesus Christ reveals the Father to us. And, uh, Thomas later said, “Show us the Father,” and Jesus said, “If you have seen the Father, you, sorry, if you have seen me you have seen the Father. This was doubting Thomas at the resurrection time. Now what is important there uh, before Jesus died, Thomas wanted to have an answer to that question, uh. “What do you mean by the Father, how are we to comprehend Him?” Well, Jesus was saying, if the Father had been here, shall we say in person, you would have seen no difference between Him and me. Except that He’s the Father and I’m the Son. So the Son is revealed by the Father and the Father is revealed to us by the Son. Now, this is interesting, because you know how often the word father is used in the New Testament with respect to God. Now, in the Old Testament, the word father is used very often. But I would like you to consider how often the word father is used in reference to God. 
Let us take the book of Psalms. You would think in a book of songs it would be commonplace to address the Lord, to address God or Yahweh, as Father. But this is not the case. In the book of Psalms in chapter 68 or Psalm 68 verse 5 we find the following: Psalms 68 verse 5. The Jewish translation has it numbered as verse 6. Psalm 68:5 or verse 6 in parenthesis, I’m quoting the Jewish translation here, Psalm 68:5 says this, (I’ll have to read it as your five and my six) “The father of orphans, the champion of widows”. That’s how God is defined. Let’s go back to my verse 5, your verse 4. “Sing to God, chant hymns to his name. Extol him who rides the clouds, The Lord is his name. Exalt in his presence, the father of orphans, the champion of widows, God in his holy habitation.” You might be surprised, here is one of the first places in the whole of the OT that introduces the concept of father and it is in an indefinite sense as the father of orphans. That is he cares for orphans as a father does. 
Psalm 89:26 Hebrew verse 27. He shall say to me ( this is the Davidic line whether speaking of David or Messiah, or anyone on that throne who seeks God), “You are my Father, my God, the Rock of my deliverance. I will appoint Him firstborn, highest of the kings of the earth. That is literally David and in a sense David’s son, Jesus, the Christ. Now notice “you are my Father, my God, the Rock of my deliverance.” This is again not a place where God is prayed to as Father. The other one, Psa. 68 is the father of orphans. Neither place where father is used is it in fact used as a nominative address. Father hallowed be thy name, you know as Jesus cited it. I recall it in German, fater unser, the Lord’s Prayer. 
Now the important point that I want you to note: up to this time you have not read in the whole of the OT the use of the word father other as an example of His relationship or God’s relationship to orphans and His relationship to widows. (I gotta this chapter right, I, 26, here again I wanted to read it). No, that’s the other part. Let me go back to the other one 68. It’s worth it, because there’s an extra point there that I didn’t fully mention. In 68, your verse 5, “ the father of orphans, the champion of widows”, this is in a sense a judge as the King James has it or the New King James. One who champions widows before the court, one who defends the fatherless. So in that sense God has a fatherly function. Psa. 103:13 “As a father has compassion for his children, so the Lord has compassion for those who fear Him.” No nominative address, addressing God as father, but an analogy as a father has compassion for his children, here on earth, so the Lord, Yahweh, has compassion for those who fear Him. There are no other usages in the Book of Psalms, just these three areas. In Isa. 9:6 we have a reference to the everlasting father which I will not go into today, because in context this is the story of why Jesus said the Father is in me and properly belongs under the subject of Son. Why Jesus could say I am in the Father and the Father is in me and if the spirit of God is in you , my Father and I come in to you and sup with you at your table,(hopefully you’ll know how to cook and present it. But uh you know with this intimate relationship you have your friends over). 
Now, Isa. 63:16, “You, oh Lord, are our Father. From of old your name is “Our Redeemer” in quotes, our redeemer, completion of quotes. Very interesting rendering in the Hebrew, from the Hebrew. 63:16, Isa. 63:16, look carefully, “You, oh Lord, that’s a nominative of address are our father. That is not a nominative of address. They are not addressing God as father. They are seeing that He functions as a father. And from of old your name is “Our Redeemer”. The Lord is Our Redeemer. Now let’s ask the question, “Who is your redeemer?” It’s the Lord. What is His name when He was on earth? Jesus Christ of Nazareth. He is our redeemer.Yet the Lord is said here to be Father and Redeemer. That’s the equivalent of Father and Son, because the one who was sent to redeem is the one who died. So here Yahweh is constructed already for us as both Father and redeemer. Is it clear? Is your mind open? Are you listening carefully? We are not talking of 2 beings in a family. We will discover there is a family. We will discover there is a family, but that’s a separate topic. We discover that Yahweh is Father and He also, Yahweh has the name Redeemer. So your savior or your redeemer is Yahweh, and for the first time He is addressed in the broad sense as our Father. 64:8 “But now Oh lord”, that’s the nominative of address, you’re addressing him as Oh Yahweh, Oh Lord, “you are our father, we are the clay. You are the potter. We are all the work of your hands. This is an example. That is He functions like a father to us as children. He functions like a father. No one has yet addressed him by the term father. 
Notice that. Jesus came to reveal that we can address God as father uniquely, not that He is seen in terms of fatherhood symbolically or by comparison. Jeremiah, by the way, Saul, uh, Isa. 64:8 in Hebrew is 64:7. I won’t explain why that takes place. In Jer. 31:9 long chapter. “For I am ever a father to Israel, Ephraim is my firstborn.” This is an analogy with respect to how Ephraim became the firstborn within the family even though Manasseh was never deprived of the inheritance. He had 2 firstborns, of which Ephraim even took precedence over Manasseh, speaking of Joseph’s 2 children, Ephraim and Manasseh. “For I am ever a father to Israel.” Now this is an analogy; this is not a nominative of address. This is to say that God revealed Himself through the prophets. That He had a fatherly function, a fatherly function. I want you to know that. Mal. 2:10 end of the prophets. “Have we not all one father. (In the sense of God the father, we the clay. You remember that) “Did not one God create us?” Did not one – one elohim create us? Now if the Father created all things by Jesus Christ and Jesus Christ is eternally a God being and the Father is eternally a God being, it would be difficult to understand did not one God create us? Why do we break faith with one another? I won’t go into the rest of the verse. Now with these verses you have completed the story. 
There is nothing further in the OT other than Deut. 6:4 which doesn’t mention Father. This is the whole story of God with the term Father not once so addressed. When Jesus of Nazareth came he said, ”My Father,” etc. and uh he said that you who use the term Father to God do not really understand that relationship because you are of your father the Devil in terms of the way they were living. They did not have the spirit of God. Now the most remarkable thing of that is that when one looks at the Hebrew scriptures, one finds Yahweh in the singular and Yahweh says that He is one. Now Mr. Armstrong was correct when he said that Yahweh is the name of Jesus of Nazareth before he was born as a human being. Yahweh is also called in the NT, which I won’t go into today because I don’t think it’s essential for this story, Yahweh is the father of our Lord Jesus Christ. 
The Lord our God, Yahweh, our God, The Lord,YAHWEH! not God, Yahweh is ONE! Michael Feazell said, “Why can’t we use this verse and say God is One.” I said, “It doesn’t mean that God is not one.” I said, “The verse doesn’t say God is One.” The Lord our God, the Lord Yahweh is one. And if Yahweh is the Father and Yahweh is the Son the Father and the Son are not separate beings. Yahweh is the name of one God. He is ONE. Now when we understand what we’re hearing, when we understand what Yahweh says of Himself, Yahweh speaks in the singular of Himself, using a language which Abraham learned. Abraham learned the language of Canaan. He came from Mesopotamia which was not the land of Canaan. 

The language of Canaan is Hebrew. And the Hebrew language had both a singular, long and short form, eloha, el and elohim a plural, all of which came to be used for the term God, and could have such meanings as singular and plural in the language. That’s simply the reality. 
The book of Isaiah describes Abrahams’s language and the language of Canaan. That’s the language people were speaking. They came to learn Canaanite. They had been speaking Aramaic, a dialect, but it was not the Canaanite dialect. 
Today therefore, we have covered all that was in the OT about God as Father. I don’t have to explain all that is in the New. But, it is better to explain that in a future time when I go through the word Son. But what you have found now is clear that Yahweh is both Father to us and Redeemer and He is the Father and the Son. That can only be, if we correctly say God is one being who manifests Himself to us in 3 modes or ways of being. He is to us a father. He manifests Himself as a son who is our Redeemer. And He comes to us to dwell in us as the Holy Spirit. But it doesn’t mean God is in 3 parts like a pie divided into 3 parts. God is Spirit. God is One. And in so doing, Jesus could say that I am, as a human being, I am in the Father and the Father in Me, and if the Spirit of God dwells in you, we will come into you. The One God is always, Father to Son, Son to Father and always Spirit and God is Holy. 
Now, we will stop here. I will take next time how the word Son is used before Jesus of Nazareth was born. And why Father and Son may be used in the NT as a new revelation that was not clear to the prophets of old. They did understand something of the Spirit of God, but it was not given them to have the same depth of grasp what it means to have God redeem us by a Son and to have God offer to the world His Son. And willing to take us as His children and to be our Father. That is a way, a mode of being, that God manifests Himself to us. 
Thank you for your attention which I see clearly. 
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