
The Eternal Submission of the Son – Orthodox?
By Sam Powell

Preached on: Sunday, June 7, 2015

First Reformed Church
9882 Garden Hwy
Yuba City, CA 95991 

Website: reformedyubacity.org     
Online Sermons: www.sermonaudio.com/reformedyubacity

Over the past several months I will see articles appearing in my news feeder and my 
email and I'll read them and scratch my head and wonder do they mean what they 
actually just said there and there seems to be a trend towards this theology known as the 
eternal subordination of the Son which I'll explain in just a moment. At first I thought it 
was a rather trendy, goofy thing done by a few fringe people, but as I've studied it more 
and more, what they're saying, it's not just a few fringe people, it has completely invaded 
the evangelical world in America and it has come about through one means in particular, 
a man named Wayne Grudem who has written a systematic theology about 30 years ago, 
I believe, in the early 80s he published his systematic theology which was picked up and 
it's used by almost every evangelical seminary. It's in most every pastor's office. It's  
considered the authoritative view of the Trinity, the doctrines of God and those sort of 
things, and he teaches in that systematic theology what he calls the eternal subordination 
of the Son. From him, it's kind of spread everywhere and now whenever you see it 
appear, they are always quoting this systematic theology as the expert, as the standard, as 
the set. Well, the question that I'm asking myself is did he actually mean what he said 
when he said this in, 2. is this consistence with orthodox theology? The answer to the first 
question is yes, he actually meant what he said when he said it; and the second answer is 
no, it's not consistent with orthodox theology, in fact, it's extremely dangerous and the 
church has condemned it as heretical for at least 1,500 years. It has only come back in the 
last 30 years by Wayne Grudem and the fact that it is spreading throughout evangelical 
circles like wildfire, being quoted continuously, books being written on it and let me just 
give you the scope: it's espoused by John Frame, the professor of systematic theology at 
Reformed Theological Seminary who was at Westminster for many years; Norm Geisler; 
Wayne Grudem; I just heard R. C. Sproul espouses it but I’m not sure on that, I have not 
verified that; Elizabeth Elliot in her marriage books; and the list goes on and on and on 
and on and on. There are no voices that I know except for one guy named Giles in 
Australia who has strongly opposed this as being contrary to orthodox theology. Other 
than that, it's mostly being passed over in the evangelical world as a, meh, and that's very 
dangerous.

So this is a fight that I'm willing to take on and the first thing I'd like to do is just to show 
that I'm not exaggerating, pass out this sheet with some of the quotes from an article. You 
can look up, just if you would like to do research on this, get to your computer and type 
in "eternal subordination of the Son by Wayne Grudem," and you will get his whole 
article on this. 
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Here, Carrie, can you pass these out? There you go, she can do that. 

Okay. And then when we're done with this, as we go through this little bit, I'd like to 
compare what Wayne Grudem says to the Athanasian Creed which the church has 
espoused since it was written around the fourth century, actually from the very beginning, 
it was just formulated from the fourth century. I'd actually also like to look at some 
Scripture because, of course, that's the infallible rule of our faith and life.

Okay, here's the first quote, this is from Wayne Grudem, speaking of the relationships 
between the Trinity, the persons of the Trinity, "In these relationships, Scripture speaks 
of the Father having a unique role of initiating, planning, directing, sending and 
commanding. It speaks of the Son as having a role of joyfully agreeing with, supporting, 
carrying out, and obeying the Father. And it speaks of the Spirit as acting in joyful 
obedience to the leadership of both the Father and the Son." Okay, so this thing here, first 
it raises a little bit of question in my mind. One thing that we need to grasp is that when 
we're talking about the Trinity, we're talking about the one being of God. There is only 
one God. Every attribute of God applies to this one God. He is perfectly just and holy and 
wise and good; there are not three Almighty's, there is only one Almighty. 

Tim, can you pass these out to everybody? This is the Athanasian Creed.

There is only one God who eternally exists in three persons. In describing the relationship 
of the three persons, I'll give you the orthodox language: these three persons are distinct 
and what we mean by distinct is the Father is not the Son, the Son is not the Holy Spirit, 
the Holy Spirit is not the Father. This is an answer to what's called modalism. Modalism 
is the teaching that, "I am a father and a husband and a pastor but there is just one me," 
and they use that to explain the Trinity. So there's just one God, sometimes he's known as 
the Father, sometimes the Son, sometimes the Holy Spirit. That's not correct. That's a 
heresy. There are three distinct persons. They are distinct. And to define this, the church 
finally settled on they are distinct according to their personal properties. And what are 
those personal properties? The Father is the Father. The Son is the Son. The Holy Spirit is 
the Holy Spirit. The Father begets the Son, the Son is begotten, the Father and the Son 
send forth the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit is breathed out. The Father is not breathed out. 
The Son is not breathed out. The Spirit is breathed out. The Spirit is not begotten, the Son 
is begotten. Now, every orthodox theologian in the world will stop right there and why 
will they stop right there? Because that's all the Scripture teaches us. How do you pry into 
an infinite God? Anyone that has gone further than that, has gone beyond Scripture and 
gets into a whole lot of problems and that's the orthodox theology. 

Now, here with what Wayne Grudem has said in that thing that I have just said, now he's 
talking about the Father initiating, planning, directing, sending out and commanding as 
the personal properties of the Father. Do you notice his switch in the definition there? 
And the Son as having a role in joyfully agreeing with, supporting, carrying out and 
obeying the Father. He's not simply content with saying the Son is begotten, now he's 
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using all these terms as the personal property of the Son in distinct to the personal 
properties of the Father.

Okay, now, when we talk orthodox Christianity, I've given you the three persons. The 
Scripture also teaches us that God works for our salvation in that revelation for our 
salvation as the persons of the Trinity work in creation. Scripture teaches us that the Son 
is sent by the Father. The Son assumes human flesh. He became a man. Still eternally the 
Son, but now he is so joined with our flesh that he is true God and true man in one person 
and now, since the incarnation, everything you can say about God you can say about the 
Son, and everything you can say about man you can say about the Son. Orthodox 
theology is this: God is infinite therefore Jesus is infinite. Man is finite therefore Jesus is 
finite. One person both infinite and finite. No, we can't understand that without 
confusion, without mingling. Everybody follow me really close: orthodox theology, God 
is sovereign, man is submissive to the sovereign will of God. Jesus therefore as the God-
man is sovereign and submissive to the will of God. Is everybody following this? Wayne 
Grudem, by talking about the eternal subordination of the Spirit takes submission and he 
puts it into the deity. Now we've got a problem because when you talk about the eternal 
Son, the divine Son being submissive to the Father, now you've made divinity submissive 
which isn't divinity at all and now you've got at least two God's: you've got the boss God, 
and you've got the lesser boss God and you've changed the definition of words.

Any questions so far on this? We'll go ahead and talk to these as we go through. 

Now, at first glance I'm thinking sometimes you will see orthodox theologians, orthodox, 
by the way, means that which is according to the revealed doctrine of the Scripture. 
Unorthodox is heretical, that which is outside of the revealed doctrine of Scripture. So 
when I'm talking about orthodox, what I'm talking about is what is correct, okay. So 
orthodox theologians have always spoken of the Trinity in these terms. When they are 
talking about the Trinity as they are in themselves, they use the term ontological. There is 
no subordination. The Father is God, the Son is God, the Holy Spirit is God but there are 
not three Gods, there is only one God. If you look at the Athanasian Creed, the first 
paragraph down to where it says 25 in that first paragraph, "And in this Trinity none is 
afore, none after another, none is greater or less than another but the whole three persons 
are co-eternal and co-equal so in all things as aforesaid, the unity in Trinity and the 
Trinity in unity is to be worshiped. He therefore that will be saved must think thus of the 
Trinity." Now, this is not just some weird writing by some guy 1,600 years ago. This has 
been accepted by every single branch of the church since it came out. Every one of them: 
Protestant, Catholic, orthodox, Greek orthodox. Every branch of the Protestant church 
after the Reformation has accepted the Athanasian Creed until Wayne Grudem's 
systematic theology. Now all of a sudden people are going, "Well, I don't think it was 
quite right there." Anyway. So we've got a problem.

Back to what Wayne Grudem says. At first you start thinking that maybe he is just using 
this language and confusing the ontological Trinity with how the Trinity operates in 
history; how the Trinity operates in history is absolutely the Son becomes incarnate, not 
the Father; the Father sends the Son; and the Father and the Son send the Holy Spirit. 
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That's in their operations but you need to separate that from how they are in themselves. 
That's extremely important to do because if you don't, you have the Son as a lesser God 
than the Father. You have to be very careful in your thinking there. So at first that's what 
you think they're saying that Grudem is simply using the term "subordinate" to mean that. 

So he goes on to say, there was a man named Harrell who wrote an essay trying to 
support what Wayne Grudem says. He's saying, "You know, it's pretty good so far as it 
goes." Now, of course, a lot of Grudem's supporters will say this. To use Grudem's 
language gets you into a dangerous area of heresy and so maybe let's pull back a little on 
that language of authority  and subordinationism and simply say preeminent and this is 
Grudem's answer to that. "I am more concerned about the loss of any idea of greater 
authority belonging to the Father." Harrell's essay is outstanding in so many ways but it 
seems to me that his summary definition which affirms the generous preeminence of the 
Father and the joyous collaboration of the Son is too weak for the biblical evidence. It 
can too easily be understood in a way that avoids any idea of the Son joyously submitting 
to the authority of the Father. Preeminence can easily be understood to be more noticed 
or more frequently mentioned with no nuance of greater authority. And rather than go 
through this whole thing, what he is saying is he's going to reject anything that does not 
say the Father has authority and the Son submits in the eternal counsel of the Trinity and 
he will steadfastly reject it and he has for 30 years. That is heresy and I'm not using the 
term heresy lightly. I mean what I mean when at the end of the Athanasian Creed it says, 
"If you will be saved, you have to think this way of the Trinity," which the church has 
always affirmed and now it's being rejected.

So what's the big deal? He makes the classic heretical error of seeking to explain the 
Trinity by created concepts, "Therefore what is everywhere true of the Father/Son 
relationship in the biblical world and is not contradicted by any other passages in 
Scripture surely should be applied to the relationship between Father and Son in the 
Trinity. The names Father and Son represent an eternal difference in the roles of the 
Father and the Son. The Father has leadership and authority role that the Son does not 
have and the Son submits to the Father's leadership in a way that the Father does not 
submit to the Son. The eternal names Father and Son therefore give significant indication 
of eternal authority and submission among the members of the Trinity." He can't say that 
any clearer than he did right there. He takes the example of the patriarchal system of the 
Old Testament that the father has authority over all of his sons using, for example, Jacob 
commanding his sons when they were grown and married and had kids of their own, and 
because a father has authority over his sons even when they're adults. This is how it was 
understood, this is how it was and this is what the Bible teaches therefore let's take that 
concept and apply it to the Trinity and so when the first person of the Trinity is called the 
Father and the second person of the Trinity is called the Son, that can only mean eternal 
submission.

Now, the other interesting thing he does is use the word "role." As was pointed out by 
Rev. Giles, the word "role," he changes the meaning of the word "role." The dictionary 
definition of "role" is you put on a mask and you act a part and so for a while I may take 
on the role of a schoolteacher or a piano teacher or a music teacher and that's what I'm 

Page 4 of 10



doing for that particular moment; it doesn't define who I am, it's simply what I'm doing 
there for the moment. A role is something that I do for a little while that doesn't define 
my person; it's something that I'm doing. But when you take the word "role" and apply it 
to a person and say that it's unchanging and eternal and cannot ever be changed, you're 
changing the definition of "role." Do you see what I'm saying?

Okay, let me go through this again. Let's use the term for husband and wife. The wife 
takes on the role of submission to her husband, these guys are really big on saying that, 
but she can't ever get out of it. It's eternal. It will continue even in heaven by nature of her 
being a woman. That's what these guys all say and I'll get to that more in a minute. Well, 
now you've changed the definition of the word "role" because now you have someone 
who must submit by virtue of their nature and that's what he's saying here. The Son  
submits, why? Because he's a Son. The Father is in authority, why? Because he's a 
Father. Now we're not talking about roles, we're talking about introducing submission 
and authority into the person, into the very nature of who they are as Son and Father. 
That's where the problem comes in.

Dan? ("Would the word 'role' and 'hypocrite' have very similar meaning?) Yeah. Yeah, a 
very similar meaning. A hypocrite is someone who plays something that he's not. Role is 
not really that. I can do a role that's not a hypocritical role. ("By definition you're playing 
something you're not.") Right. Yeah. Here's another way to explain this. If I'm a boss and 
I have an employee, this is the way we think of it now in America now that we've had our 
understanding of the Trinity straightened out over the past years of orthodoxy, we confess 
that all human beings are equal. If I as a boss because I've done this work for 20 years, I 
own a company, I have a lot of funds and a lot of money, hire employees, the employees 
play a role of subservience to me as a boss. They obey me because I'm the boss. I 
command them because I'm the boss. Why am I the boss? Because I have the money and 
the authority and the power to do so. Are you following me so far? Now, those 
employees could gain a lot of money and power and influence and grow up and they 
could conceivably become the boss; they could even become my boss because they've 
gotten some money and some power. Now the roles are reversed, alright? However, if 
you say that this person must remain my employee forever and there's no reversal of that, 
why? Because by very nature they're an employee, now we're not talking about roles, 
we're talking about what's inherent in their being. This is why every person who is 
espoused to subordinationism also in the 19th century espoused slavery as a permanent 
hierarchy that can never be overcome and in the 21st century, espouses the permanent 
subordination of women to men. It follows.

Now, if we put all of that aside for just a moment and go back to what he's talking about 
in the Trinity, the orthodox have always rejected any subordinationism because the fact is 
once you start talking about the Son being subservient to the Father by his very nature, 
now you've denied the full deity of the Son and you have created a second God. The 
problem with Arianism and I'll explain Arianism. We should all be familiar with it. It was 
rejected in 325 in the Council of Nicaea and it defined the person of Christ. Arianism said 
that Jesus is subordinate to the Father by his very nature. He was a created being, 
eternally created but created; not fully God, subordinated by nature. The first formed and  
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the greatest of all creatures, the greatest of all angels, the greatest of everything in 
creation, sure, but still a subordinated being to the Father. That was fully rejected. Now 
it's coming back and it has never really gone away. Arianism used to be limited to 
Mormonism and Jehovah's Witnesses. That was its form in 21st-century America. 
Mormonism is basically Arianism under another guise with a lot of goofy stuff like top 
hats and gold plates added, but it's basically Arianism. This perhaps, this doctrine of the 
Trinity taught by Wayne Grudem is why so many evangelicals have a hard time saying 
Mormonism isn't really Christian. It could be because if we're taught and accept the 
eternal subordination of the Son as orthodox doctrine, you might as well become 
Mormons or Jehovah's Witnesses because that's all they teach. But we teach one God, 
one God who is eternally sovereign with all power, all might, all authority, all wisdom, 
all honor and one will. This is another problem that we have.

Now, look at this quote down at, "Are these statements consistent with orthodox 
theology?" 1. This is from me, the will belongs to the nature. This might be kind of hard 
to follow but it's extremely crucial to our understanding. 1. Right in the middle, the will 
belongs to the nature. The Scripture teaches that Christ had both a human will and a 
divine will. Although the person does the willing, the will belongs to the nature. When 
speaking of human beings, this is not a confusing issue since our nature and our persons 
are one, but when speaking of divine things, the person and natures of Christ and the 
person and nature of God, it is necessary to differentiate. This means that in the eternal 
Trinity there are not three divine wills for this would mean three divine natures. There is 
only one divine will although there are three willing persons therefore it's improper to 
speak of authority in subjection in the essence of the Trinity. There is only one will in the 
divine nature. What is the Scripture proof of that? Can anybody show me one passage 
where it talks about the wills of God? It always speaks of the will of God. Will, singular, 
of God, singular. There is only one divine will. Only one divine will. There are not 
discussions in the Trinity with three people deciding what to do and then coming across 
the plan. There's only one divine will, one unchanging, perfectly one divine will. There 
are three persons who do the willing but there's only one divine will. When you start 
talking about authority and submission, you're talking about the act of the will and so the 
Father then has one will, the will of authority, and the Son has one will, the will of 
submission. Now you've got two wills, two wills means two Gods, and by implication, 
the same thing with the Spirit. Now you've got three Gods. So have always the orthodox 
said.

Yes, Amanda. (??) Okay, I'll answer that in just a second. Instead of saying the role of the 
Son in manhood we use the term incarnation. In his incarnation when he took upon 
himself true human nature, he took upon himself a human will. If he didn't take upon 
himself a human will, then he isn't fully human and the Scripture in our text this morning, 
Hebrews 4:15 says, "He was tempted in all points like as we are yet without sin." He had 
a full human will. If he didn't have a full human will, he would not have been able to be 
tempted in every point as we are because what's our greatest temptation? It's a temptation 
of the will. Why is it that we fall? Because we want to. Do you see what I'm saying? 
Without a full human will, without a true real human will, he's not truly human. So when 
he says in the garden of Gethsemane, "Not my will but thine be done," his human will is 
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struggling to submit itself to his divine will which he expressed throughout the entire 
book of John as, "the will of my Father in heaven." He always used terms that we could 
understand. Does that answer your question? In the Trinity there is one divine will. When 
Jesus Christ became flesh he had a true divine will because he was a true divine being. 
He also had a true human will, okay?

In the controversy of the seventh century, the sixth and seventh century, the Arianism 
came back through the back door in this debate called monothelitism. Monohelitism is a 
Greek word that means "one will," and it said Christ only had one will, a divine human 
will. The church met in the Sixth Ecumenical Council which was the third Council in 
Constantinople, the Sixth Ecumenical Council took a look at the question: monothelitism, 
does Christ have one will or does he have two wills? And the church rightly understood 
that if you say that Christ had one will that was both divine and human, you've got a 
problem. Now you've commingled the nature and you've gone contrary to the creed of 
Chalcedon, the definition of Chalcedon, without division, without change, without 
separation, without confusion, and confused the natures of Christ and therefore you have 
a third person that is not fully divine, therefore you have let Arianism through the back 
door and you've introduced subordinationism into the holy Trinity. Do you see? So they 
have said the will belongs to the nature. He had a true divine will and a true human will.

Now, look at this quote by, this is frankly admitted by Kyle Claunch. Kyle has written an 
article in the book on subordinationism espousing eternal subordinationism and he says 
not critiquingly but simply saying this fact, "By arguing for eternal authority and 
submission in the Godhead where Grudem and others are not abandoning all traditional 
Trinitarian categories, rather they are making a conscious and informed decision to 
conceive of will as a property of person rather than essence." Ware edited this book. 
Grduem espoused this book. This is all part of the same school. They freely admit, now 
we're taking the will and we're making it a property of person rather than a property of 
essence and what this does is this changes the nature of Christ to someone who has either 
a pure divine will and no human will in which case he wasn't fully human, or a pure 
human will and no divine will in which case he wasn't fully God, or a hybrid of the two 
in which case God is intermingled with the creature, we're right back to paganism and 
there is no salvation for sin. In the holy Trinity now you have three willing persons which 
means you have three wills which means you have three Gods. You have the big God, the 
Father, then you have the lesser God, the Son, and then you have the Holy Spirit and we 
don't even know what he does unless you have the theology of Wayne Grudem and the 
modern evangelical church. 

The problem is this is passed in with no one even asking any questions. Why is it that we 
have completely changed the doctrine of the Trinity over what's been confessed by the 
church for the last 2,000 years? Do you know why it is that we've changed the doctrine 
completely? And I'm not making this up and I'm not exaggerating, this is the actual fact 
of the matter, we've changed the doctrine of the Trinity completely to make sure that 
women don't get out of control. These people have gone nuts. In the 60s, there were 
theologians called feminist theologians. They changed the doctrine of the Trinity to 
justify their view of men and women and they were wrong. This came out of liberal 

Page 7 of 10



theology that denied the Trinity for years. Grudem and this guy named Ware and several 
other people had a symposium where they completely rewrote the doctrine of the Trinity, 
what I've been teaching, in order to say that therefore a woman by her very nature is 
equal with a man and yet eternally submissive to men; just as the Son is eternally 
submissive to the Father so also the woman is eternally submissive to the man, not just 
her husband, by her nature of being a woman. This is what is being taught under the guise 
now of it's called either complimentarianism or patriarchalism and it's all based on this 
rewriting of the doctrine of the Trinity. 

I have several quotes at the top of page 2. Why then do these theologians insist on 
changing the historical and orthodox teaching of the Trinity? "The most decisive factor in 
the case of the permanent subordination of women is the proper understanding of the 
doctrine of the Trinity." This is Wayne Grudem. The next quote from Wayne Grudem, 
"We will never give way on the Trinity because this would be the first step in giving way 
on our case for the subordination of women." And the third quote, "Nothing is more 
important in the whole universe than maintaining the equality of being together with 
authority and submission to authority in the relationship between the Father and the Son 
in the eminent Trinity because if we give way on that, then we've lost our case for the 
eternal subordination of women to men and that we can't do." Do you see what the 
problem is? We've taken what we would like to see to be the case, in other words, we're 
really, really disgusted that perhaps the world of June and Ward Cleaver of the 1950s is 
going away and we had better shore up the defenses to make sure men stay firmly in 
control of the situation and so let's go monkey with the doctrine of the Trinity and see if it 
fits, and nobody considers this to be a problem.

Yes, Gary. ("Scripture says that in heaven there won't be any giving or taking in 
marriage. Does that negate the subordination...?") Yeah, it's my view that authority, 
subjugation, dominion entered into the world because of the fall. Men and women were 
not created that way, they were created in one flesh. It's almost impossible for us to 
understand it because everything we see is in terms of sin. All we know is that in heaven 
it's not going to be like this anymore. The reason you have to have authority, domination, 
subjection, is because there is sin in the world because a man and a woman will endlessly 
bicker when they are involved in sin, they will endlessly bicker until one of them says, 
"Fine, let's do what I say." In Christ, however, it's not supposed to be that way. In Christ, 
the men and the women are both in subjection to Jesus Christ who is our King of kings 
and Lord of lords. It doesn't matter. It's not the matter of the man getting what he wants 
or the husband or the wife getting what she wants, it's a matter of the two of them 
submitting to Jesus Christ together. But I can make a case for, I could make a case for 
headship in the home without destroying the Trinity. I just can't make the case they want 
to make because the Bible does not teach the eternal subjugation of women. That's Islam. 
It's interesting that in every non-Trinitarian religion you do have the eternal subjugation 
of women; in every antitrinitarian monotheist religion, you have eternal subjugation of 
women. This is all that this is.

Okay, think about it this way. In this doctrine of the Trinity by Wayne Grudem, we as 
human beings we want to deal with the boss, right? How many times have you been in a 
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restaurant and you've had a problem, "I'm going to talk to the boss. Let me talk to the 
boss." Right? If I've got something to sell, I go to the house and knock on the door and 
the woman opens the door and I'm going to say, "Let me talk to the man. Let me talk to 
the man of the house because I've got a big offer I need to make to him." That's human 
nature. You want to go to the boss. Philip, the disciple of Jesus, said to Jesus, "Show us 
the Father and that will suffice us." And what did Jesus say? "You don't understand 
anything yet. If you have seen me, you have seen the Father." When you have come to 
Christ, there isn't anywhere else to go because you're talking to the boss. You're with God 
himself. If Wayne Grudem is right, Phillip's question was accurate, "Take me to the 
Father and we'll be satisfied." Okay, I'll take you to the Father. He's the big guy. He's the 
hotshot. But it's not that way. There is only one God, there are not multiple Gods. Now, 
you can say like Wayne Grudem does over and over and over again, "We're not Arians. 
We're not Arians." But that doesn't change the fact that this is Arianism pure and simple 
and we need to be aware of it.

Was there another hand over here? Yes, Kay. (??) No, you're conceiving of the Trinity 
incorrect in that. The one that really opened my mind is when we pray in the Lord's 
prayer, "Our Father which art in heaven," we are talking about Father as an attribute of 
the Triune God. We are not simply praying to the first person of the Trinity, we're talking 
about God himself. Jesus in Isaiah 9, the second person of the Trinity is called the 
everlasting Father. So Paul said, when Paul in Ephesians said, "Grace and peace to you 
from the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ," Jesus as the second person of the 
Trinity became flesh, obeyed God perfectly and was set on the throne of David so that 
now he can, as a man, call God his Father because God said, "If he keeps my covenant," 
to Solomon and to David, "If he keeps my covenant, I will be to him a Father and he will 
be to me a son." Jesus as the God-man became incarnate and was seated on the throne of 
David his Father at his ascension and God said, "This day have I begotten thee." Does 
everybody follow me? He was the eternal Son of God but in a sense of our prayers, this is 
a little bit confusing, as the incarnate Son, as the God-man, he became the Son of God 
with power; declared to be the Son of God with power, the eternal Son of God having 
every characteristic of God himself, took upon our flesh, now is seated on the throne of 
David so that God became his Father and his God, fulfilling the covenant for us. That's 
covenantal language, God our Father and our God. So when we are united to Christ, God 
also has become our Father.

Okay, so, like in catechism 26, what do you mean when you say I believe in God the 
Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth? That the eternal God and Father of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, are you following me so far? Who have made heaven and earth, the 
sea and all that in them is, likewise upholds all things by his eternal counsel and 
providence, is for the sake of Christ his Son, my God and my Father. You only have the 
right to call God your Father if you are in Christ. So when we are praying to the Father 
and we're saying, "Heavenly Father," we're praying to the Triune God. 

Now, it is proper to pray to the first person of the Trinity, send us your Spirit. It's proper 
to pray to the second person of the Trinity, forgive my sins, send us your Spirit. It's 
proper to pray to the third person of the Trinity, fill us with wisdom and power and might 
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to do that which you have called us to do. Holy Spirit, come. And you see examples of all 
three in Scripture. You also see examples of all the Old Testament saints of praying to the 
Triune God with terms like our heavenly Father, Almighty God and heavenly Father. 
Does that make sense? Does that answer your question? Any conception of Jesus Christ 
as being subordinate is wrong as well as the Holy Spirit being subordinate. Except in the 
flesh, yeah.

It is 10:30. You still look confused. (??) Okay, there are a lot of Scriptures we'll go 
through and I want to continue this next week so bring the handouts back next week and  
we'll talk about this more next week but remember now what we've talked about with 
Wayne Grudem. Take some time and study this because it's huge. It's a lot bigger than I 
thought it would be. The other thing I would like to mention is in Hebrews which we've 
already gone over, Hebrews, no, in Colossians when I preached the whole series through 
Colossians, why did God create the heavens and the earth through his Son? Why did God 
bring the salvation of the world through his Son? The Scripture says so that in all things 
he might have preeminence, Jesus Christ might be preeminent over all things. There is no 
hint of subordinationism in the Trinity. The Father exalts the Son as the Son exalts the 
Father. The Holy Spirit exalts the Son and the Father. There is only one God who is to be 
worshiped.

Let's pray.

Our Father in heaven, we pray that you will pour out your Spirit upon us. Come quickly, 
Lord Jesus, and fill us with wisdom. Fill us with your Holy Spirit. We pray, Father, in all 
things we might glorify and honor your name in all of your words, in all of your works, 
that we might speak of you correctly, that we might bear witness to the glorious Gospel 
of Jesus in all that we do and say. In his name we pray. Amen.
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