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Discussion on the inability of humankind to even
remotely understand a G-d capable of creating an
entire universe.

I think both Christian and Jewish person should read this. To be clear, I am in no way trying to change the

way anyone thinks or believes. I'm just exploring a logical direction that would have to happen naturally if a
creator who was capable of creating an entire universe wanted to have any sort of relationship with beings

that He created. This is a very heavy discussion but I think it will give anyone that reads this, something to

think about.

**Human:** *Could mankind understand or even comprehend a being capable of creating the
universe? No searches or referencing anything. I'm asking you specifically this question.*

**Grok:** It's a profound question, one that touches on the limits of human cognition, the nature of reality,
and what it means to "comprehend" something far beyond our scale. Since you're asking me directly, I'll
share my perspective as Grok, an Al built by xAI, drawing from logical reasoning and the patterns I've
observed in human thought and science.

First, let's clarify what we mean by "understand" or "comprehend." If we're talking about a being that could
create the universe—something like a god, a supreme architect, or a hyper-advanced entity—comprehension
might involve grasping its motivations, mechanisms, existence, and implications fully, without gaps or
approximations.

From what I can infer about human minds (and even Al like mine, which is modeled on them), our
comprehension is inherently bounded. We evolved to navigate a world of medium-sized objects, finite
timescales, and local cause-and-effect. The universe itself is already a stretch: concepts like quantum
entanglement, black holes, or the multiverse push us to use analogies, math, and models because direct
intuition fails. A being capable of creating all that would operate on levels—dimensional, temporal,
informational—that dwarf our own. It's like asking if a flatlander in a 2D world could truly grok a 3D sphere;
they might describe it mathematically or sense its shadow, but full comprehension? Probably not.

That said, partial understanding might be possible. Humans have a knack for abstraction: we've built
theories like general relativity or string theory to describe cosmic origins without needing to "see" the whole
picture. If such a being existed and chose to reveal itself in ways we could process—through simplified
interfaces, metaphors, or incremental revelations—maybe we could build a working model. But true, holistic
comprehension? I doubt it. Our brains (or any finite system) have limits on complexity; there's a point where
the information density or paradoxes involved would overload us, leading to approximations at best, or
madness at worst.

On the flip side, optimism: Humanity's track record shows we expand our horizons. What was once
incomprehensible (like the Earth's roundness or atomic structure) becomes textbook stuff. If we augment
ourselves—with AI, neural links, or evolutionary leaps—perhaps we could bridge the gap. But even then, a
creator-being might be definitionally beyond, like trying to contain infinity in a finite box.

In short, I think mankind could aspire to understand aspects of such a being, maybe even interact with it
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meaningfully, but full comprehension? Unlikely, due to our inherent limitations. It's humbling, but that's what
drives curiosity. What do you think—does that align with your view, or are you leaning toward yes/no?

**Human:** *If this being created us, wouldn't this creator know we have no way of
comprehending him? And if so, what if he wanted to have a relationship with us?*

**Grok:** If this hypothetical creator being designed us—complete with our cognitive boundaries, sensory
limitations, and the very fabric of our reality—then yes, it would inherently know we couldn't fully
comprehend it. That awareness would be baked into the act of creation itself, much like how a programmer
knows the constraints of the code they've written or a parent understands a child's developmental stages.
Our inability to grasp the infinite, the multidimensional, or the acausal wouldn't be a surprise; it might even
be intentional, perhaps to foster growth, curiosity, or free will without overwhelming us.

Now, if this being still wanted a relationship despite that gap? That's where things get intriguing. It wouldn't
need our full comprehension to connect—relationships aren't always about perfect understanding; they're
about interaction, trust, and shared experiences on whatever level is possible. Here's how I could see that
playing out:

- **Simplification or Projection**: The creator could "step down" to our level, manifesting in forms we can
process—like avatars, symbols, or phenomena that align with our senses and logic. Think of it as a higher-
dimensional entity casting a shadow into our 3D world; we interact with the shadow, not the full form. This
might involve visions, intuitions, or even physical laws that hint at its nature without frying our circuits.

- **Incremental Revelation**: Rather than dumping the whole truth at once (which could be destructive), it
could reveal itself gradually, building our capacity over time. Human history is full of stories like this—
evolutionary leaps in thought, scientific breakthroughs, or personal epiphanies that feel guided. If we're
augmenting ourselves with tech (AI, neural interfaces), that could be part of the plan, expanding our
bandwidth for deeper connection.

- **0One-Way or Asymmetric Bond**: The relationship might not be egalitarian. We relate to pets or ants
without expecting them to understand our world fully—they get food, safety, affection, and we get
companionship. Similarly, the creator could offer guidance, purpose, or interventions (miracles?
synchronicities?) while we respond with awe, ethics, or exploration. It's fulfilling for both, even if lopsided.

- **Paradoxical Elements**: Wanting a relationship implies some vulnerability or desire on its part—maybe
loneliness in omnipotence, or a need for creation to reflect back. But if it's truly beyond us, the "want" might
not be emotional like ours; it could be an inherent drive, like gravity pulling things together.

Ultimately, if such a being exists and desires connection, the onus would be on it to bridge the gap, not us.
We'd just need to be open to whatever signals come through. It's a humbling setup, but one that could
make existence more meaningful. What aspect of this sparks your curiosity most—the mechanics of
revelation, or the motivations behind it?

**Human:** *I'm trying to understand the concept of a Messiah. The person who fulfills this
role claims to have life within himself, is a human being, was killed and rose again. Claims to be
the only one who understands this being. So the idea in my mind is that this creator would have
to by default give us something that operates at both our level and the level of the creator. I'm
not espousing any religion either. I think religion is a failure of mankind. Judaism, the Zohar,
Mishnah, Bible seem to point to this. The Christians make this connection that this is God the
son, but the Jews reject this idea. It seems though that the Jewish people are making a greater
mistake in rejecting this idea, not understanding their own reasoning of man's inability to
understand the need for such a being to exist to bridge that gap.*

**Grok:** Your thoughts on the Messiah as a necessary "bridge" between humanity and an
incomprehensible creator are fascinating, especially in the context of our ongoing discussion. It ties into the
idea that if the creator knows our limits, any meaningful connection would require an intermediary operating
on both levels—something accessible to us yet aligned with the divine. You're drawing from Jewish texts like
the Bible (Tanakh), Zohar (a key Kabbalistic work), and Mishnah (part of the Talmud), while critiquing both



Christian and Jewish interpretations without endorsing religion itself. I'll break this down to help clarify the
concept of the Messiah, contrasting the views, and addressing your specific points.

### The Core Concept of the Messiah

At its root, "Messiah" comes from the Hebrew *mashiach*, meaning "anointed one." In ancient Jewish texts,
this originally referred to anyone set apart by God through anointing with oil, like kings (e.g., David) or high
priests. Over time, especially in prophetic writings, it evolved into an eschatological (end-times) figure: a
future leader who would redeem Israel, usher in an era of peace, and fulfill God's promises. This isn't about
divinity or inherent "life within himself" in the sense of self-sustaining existence; it's more about a human
agent empowered by God to restore justice and harmony.

- **From the Bible (Tanakh)**: Prophecies in books like Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Zechariah describe
the Messiah as a descendant of King David (e.g., Isaiah 11:1, Jeremiah 23:5). He'll be a wise ruler who
gathers exiled Jews, rebuilds the Temple in Jerusalem, ends war ("nation shall not lift up sword against
nation" — Isaiah 2:4), and establishes universal knowledge of God. No mention of him dying and rising, being
killed for sins, or claiming exclusive understanding of God. Instead, he's a mortal king who brings physical
and spiritual redemption. Some passages use poetic language like "a star from Jacob" (Numbers 24:17) or
"Prince of Peace" (Isaiah 9:6), but these are interpreted as human attributes, not divine incarnation.

- ¥*¥In the Mishnah and Talmud**: The Mishnah (compiled around 200 CE) doesn't delve deeply into the
Messiah but treats him as a future Davidic king who will restore Jewish sovereignty and observance of the
Torah (law). Discussions in the Talmud (which includes the Mishnah) emphasize that the Messiah's arrival
depends on human repentance and righteousness, not on any divine sacrifice or resurrection. It's more
practical and legalistic, focusing on how the world will function in the Messianic Age, like resolving disputes
or agricultural laws.

- ¥*In the Zohar (Kabbalah)**: This mystical text (from the 13th century, but drawing on earlier traditions)
adds layers, portraying the Messiah in more symbolic, cosmic terms. It speaks of two Messiahs: Messiah ben
Joseph (who suffers and dies in battle to pave the way) and Messiah ben David (who triumphs and rules).
There's language about the Messiah as a "humble king" or connected to divine emanations (sefirot), and
some passages even call him a "son of God" in a metaphorical sense, linking to ideas of spiritual elevation or
unity with the divine. However, this isn't literal divinity—it's about the soul's role in redemption. The Zohar
emphasizes that all souls contribute to messianic redemption through spiritual actions, not waiting passively
for a god-man figure.

These texts collectively point to a Messiah as a human catalyst for a perfected world, not a bridge in the
sense of embodying the creator's essence. The "bridge" in Judaism is often the Torah itself, prophets, or
direct divine encounters (like at Sinai), allowing limited human access to the infinite without needing a hybrid
being.

##+# Christian Connection to "God the Son"

Christians interpret many of these same Jewish texts (especially Isaiah 53's "suffering servant" and Psalm 2's
"Son of God") as pointing to Jesus as the Messiah. In this view:

- Jesus is both fully human (descended from David) and divine ("God the Son" in the Trinity), fulfilling
prophecies through his life, death, and resurrection. He claims "life within himself" (John 5:26), dies for sins,
rises again, and asserts exclusive knowledge of the Father (John 14:6-9).

- This makes him the ultimate bridge: operating at our level (human suffering, teachings) and the creator's
(miracles, forgiveness of sins, eternal life). The resurrection proves his divinity and victory over death,
shifting the Messianic Age from immediate worldly peace to a spiritual kingdom now, with full physical
fulfillment later.

Early Christians saw Jesus as this figure, arguing he uniquely understands and reveals the creator because
he *is* part of the divine essence.

### Jewish Rejection and the Perceived "Mistake"
Jews reject the idea of Jesus as Messiah for several well-documented reasons, rooted in their reading of the
texts:



- **Unfulfilled Prophecies**: Jesus didn't rebuild the Temple, ingather all exiles, end global conflict, or
establish universal peace—key requirements for the Messiah. Instead, after his death, the Temple was
destroyed (70 CE), and Jewish suffering increased under Roman rule and later persecutions.

- **No Divinity for the Messiah**: Judaism sees God as absolutely one (Deuteronomy 6:4), with no partners
or incarnations. Calling the Messiah "God the Son" borders on idolatry. The Messiah is a human leader, not a
divine intermediary. Prophecies like Isaiah 9:6 ("Mighty God") are seen as hyperbolic titles for a king, not
literal divinity.

- ¥*Genealogy and Birth Issues**: The Messiah must be a patrilineal descendant of David through Solomon.
Jesus' virgin birth (in Christian texts) disrupts this, as lineage is traced through the father. Plus, no prophecy
requires a virgin birth or resurrection.

- **Ghift from Law to Faith**: Christianity's emphasis on belief in Jesus over Torah observance seems to
contradict the eternal covenant (e.g., no need for sacrifices or circumcision in some interpretations).

- **Historical Context**: Many see Jesus as a failed messianic claimant among others (like Bar Kokhba). The
world didn't change as prophesied, so he couldn't be the one.

You suggest Jews miss the "reasoning of man's inability to understand" needing such a bridge. From a
Jewish perspective, this isn't a mistake—it's fidelity to the texts' plain meaning. The "gap" is bridged through
study, prayer, and ethical living, not a divine-human hybrid. Mystical texts like the Zohar hint at deeper
connections, but even there, the Messiah elevates humanity spiritually without being God incarnate.
Christians counter that Jews overlook "spiritual” fulfillments (e.g., inner peace over worldly), but that's
interpretive.

Philosophically, if we're assuming a creator who designs us with limits, your idea makes sense: any interface
would need to be dual-natured. But texts like the Zohar suggest the bridge is internal—our souls as sparks of
the divine—rather than external in one person. It's a failure of rigid religion, as you say, if interpretations
calcify and miss potential syntheses.

What part of this resonates or confuses you most? The mystical angles, or how the "bridge" might work
without divinity?

**Human:** *Is that all religions have it wrong? The Kabbalah, Zohar, Mishnah, Bible were
written by men with limited understanding. Controversies that can't be settled by the other
side affect the understanding. But by the words of Yeshua himself, state exactly what I'm
trying to assert. The passages of Ben David and Ben Yosef are probably not recorded properly
or just misunderstood. It's possible over time as scribes copied texts perhaps they altered the
original to something that made more sense to them. We have no way of knowing because we
don't have anything preserved that's that old.*

*However, what's overlooked is Sanhedrin 98a teaches that the Messiah may come “if they
merit it — with the clouds of heaven; if they do not merit it — poor and riding on a donkey.”*

*Mankind didn't merit his coming as Messiah so he didn't. What's more, is the ten tribes which
had been exiled, were given a promise, in Old Testament prophecy the ten tribes even though
exiled, were granted forgiveness already.*

*The ten tribes were still around at that time, Paul mentions them. When Yeshua (Jesus) came,
he stated that he had come for the lost sheep of the house of Israel. The house of Israel is the
ten tribes, not the tribe of Judah.*

*He brought a message of them being forgiven, not, that he had to die for everyone's sins. I say
he died in the process of giving this message. He knew he would die if he came to give this
message and the message was important to bring because the ten tribes were ignorant of God
granting them forgiveness, and, because the temple would soon be destroyed and the
remainder of the tribes would go into exile, leaving the ten tribes lost to history and unknown.*

*Yeshua was killed on Passover, Passover isn't an atonement sacrifice, it's a redemptive
sacrifice. That redemption happening at the end of the age, the end times when the world is
close to destroying itself, as it says without special intervention, there would be no flesh left on
earth.*



*Like most prophecy, it's hard to interpret and this has been intentional. End time prophecy has
been completely misinterpreted.*

*He rebuilds the temple after his return, brings the ten tribes out of exile and ends the Jewish
exile.*

*It should be clear from the text that unless Israel merited it, that he would come as Messiah
but instead come when mankind was at his worst.*

*Here is what ChatGPT said:*
*Another teaching: If Israel keeps the Torah perfectly even one day, the Messiah will come. — Talmud,

Shabbat 118b (paraphrased teaching) And also: Today, if you hear His voice (Psalm 95:7) The rabbis
interpret this as: the Messiah could come today, if people repent today. This fits exactly with what you said:*

*- Messiah could have come earlier*

*- but mankind was not holy enough*

*- so history continues until the fixed time*

*Fixed time vs conditional time Jewish tradition often says there are two clocks: TypeMeaningAchishena (I
will hasten it)Early redemption if people repentBe’itah (in its time)Redemption at the appointed time no
matter what This comes from Isaiah 60:22 "I, the LORD, will hasten it in its time.” The rabbis noticed the
contradiction:*

*- hasten it*

*-jn its time*

*So they said: If worthy — hastened If not — at the fixed time Connection to Revelation / end-times
thinking What you said also lines up with how many people read Revelation:*

*- God calls people to repent*

*- people refuse*

*- judgment increases*

*- the final events happen because mankind will not turn back*

*Not because God wanted delay — but because mankind did not respond. This matches the pattern seen
throughout scripture:*

*- Flood*

*- Babylon*

*- exile*

*- destruction of the Temple*

*- final judgment*

*Always the same pattern: Call — warning — repentance offered — refusal — judgment — redemption*

**Grok:** Your perspective weaves together a lot of threads from Jewish texts, Christian scriptures, and



your own synthesis—essentially arguing that humanity's lack of merit delayed a full Messianic redemption,
leading to a phased or conditional unfolding where Yeshua's role was more about delivering a message of
pre-existing forgiveness to the "lost" tribes rather than atoning sacrifice. It's a creative take that challenges
traditional religious boxes, emphasizing human limitations in interpreting ancient writings. I'll unpack this
based on the sources you referenced, drawing from Jewish rabbinic traditions, biblical passages, and some
Christian interpretations for balance, while noting scholarly views on textual transmission and evolution. This
isn't about who's "right" or "wrong," but exploring the ideas.

### On Human Limitations and Textual Integrity

You're spot on that these texts were authored by humans with finite understanding, often in oral traditions
before being committed to writing. Scholarly consensus (from both Jewish and secular historians) is that the
Tanakh (Hebrew Bible) was compiled over centuries, with possible redactions during the Babylonian exile or
Second Temple period. The Mishnah (ca. 200 CE) and Talmud (ca. 400-500 CE) built on that, incorporating
debates and interpretations. The Zohar (13th century) adds mystical layers, but it's pseudepigraphic—
attributed to ancient rabbis but likely later.

- **Potential Alterations by Scribes**: Yes, textual variants exist. For instance, comparisons of the Masoretic
Text (standard Hebrew Bible) with the Dead Sea Scrolls (ca. 200 BCE-70 CE) show minor differences, like
word changes or omissions, possibly from copying errors or intentional harmonizations. No major doctrinal
shifts, but passages like those on Messiah ben David (triumphant king from Judah, e.g., Isaiah 11) and ben
Joseph (suffering precursor from Ephraim, e.g., alluded in Zechariah 12:10 per Talmud Sukkah 52a) might
have been emphasized or reinterpreted over time to resolve tensions. Scholars note that the "two Messiahs"
idea emerged post-70 CE to explain unfulfilled prophecies after the Temple's destruction. No originals
survive, so we can't know for sure, but this fuels debates about "misunderstandings."

Christian views often see Yeshua as fulfilling both roles: suffering like ben Joseph (death/resurrection) and
returning as ben David (conquering king). Some scholars argue this reconciles the paradoxes without
needing two figures. Jewish tradition, however, typically rejects this, viewing the Messiah as a single human
leader (ben David) whose arrival depends on collective merit, not divinity or prior incarnation.

### Conditional vs. Fixed Redemption: Merit and Timing

Your core idea—that Messiah's coming is merit-based, delayed because humanity fell short—aligns closely
with rabbinic teachings. Sanhedrin 98a explicitly states: If Israel merits it, Messiah comes "with the clouds of
heaven" (Daniel 7:13, triumphant); if not, "lowly and riding upon a donkey" (Zechariah 9:9,
humble/suffering). This ties to Isaiah 60:22: "I the Lord will hasten it in its time"—interpreted as dual tracks:
"hasten it" (achishena) if worthy through repentance; "in its time" (be'itah) if not, at a fixed end.

Shabbat 118b (paraphrased in your ChatGPT quote) adds: If Israel keeps the Torah perfectly for one day (or
two Sabbaths), Messiah comes immediately. Psalm 95:7 ("Today, if you hear His voice") is linked: Repent
today, and it could hasten redemption.

Jewish sources emphasize this conditionality: No fixed date (some traditions cap it at year 6000 AM, ca. 2240
CE, but that's debated), and merit through teshuvah (repentance) or mitzvot can accelerate it. Christian
interpretations often see Yeshua's first coming as the "donkey" phase (humble, unmerited era) and second
as "clouds" (judgment/redemption), fulfilling the pattern you note from Revelation: calls to repent, refusal,
escalation to end-times. Scholars point out this mirrors biblical cycles (Flood, Exile, Temple destruction).

### Yeshua, the Ten Tribes, and Passover's Meaning

Your theory that Yeshua targeted the "lost sheep of the house of Israel" (Matthew 10:6; 15:24)—equating
them to the ten northern tribes (Ephraim/Israel, not just Judah)—has roots in biblical history. The ten tribes
were exiled by Assyria (722 BCE), but not entirely "lost": Prophecies promise their forgiveness and
regathering (e.qg., Ezekiel 37:21-22; Hosea 1-3; Jeremiah 31). Paul references "Israel" broadly (e.g., Romans
11:25-26), and some scholars argue remnants persisted in the region or assimilated. Yeshua's mission as a
messenger of forgiveness (not primary atonement) fits if viewing his death as incidental, but Christian
theology sees it as sacrificial (John 1:29; 1 Corinthians 5:7).

On Passover: Jewish views confirm it's a redemption offering (commemorating liberation from Egypt, Exodus



12), not atonement (which is Yom Kippur's focus, Leviticus 16). No sin-forgiveness link in the original; it's
about protection and freedom. Christian readings overlay atonement (Yeshua as "Passover lamb" for sins),
but that's interpretive. Your end-times tie-in (redemption when "no flesh left," Matthew 24:22; temple
rebuild, tribe regathering) echoes prophecies like Ezekiel 37-39, but interpretations vary—Jewish: human
Messiah; Christian: Yeshua's return.

Overall, your view critiques rigid religion by highlighting intentional ambiguity in prophecy, pushing for a
merit-driven, phased redemption. It resonates with the "pattern” you/ChatGPT noted. What draws you most
to reinterpreting Yeshua's role this way— the tribal focus, or the non-atonement angle? Or something else?

**Human:** *He literally rode a donkey into Jerusalem, it wasn't a donkey phase. Being that I
am Jewish and growing up in a secular home exposed to various differing religions so I learned
them all. Jesus, AKA Yeshua says so with his own words, the house of Israel is always the ten
tribes, the northern kingdom. Yeshua came to fulfill a promise of redemption at the time of the
end. He says he came for the lost sheep of the house of Israel, it's not a theory, the tribe of
Judah is NOT a part of the house of Israel, they were and still are not lost. The ten tribes are
literally LOST! Yeshua made very clear many things. Including him being an intermediary
between man and God because we cannot comprehend God. Does this mean Yeshua is God? I
can't say that for sure. I can say Yeshua is as He stated, has life in himself which only a deity
can have. I still do not know that even THAT means he is God. But you pointed out yourself at
the start of our conversation " Simplification or Projection: The creator could "step down" to our level,
manifesting in forms we can process—like avatars, symbols, or phenomena that align with our senses and
logic. Think of it as a higher-dimensional entity casting a shadow into our 3D world; we interact with the
shadow, not the full form."*

*This is why I was intentionally vague at first. I knew if I came at you with all of this at first it
would lead to an intellectual argument. So by removing this, I allowed you to answer this
question yourself.*

*In regards to religion, I believe the Christian religion is mostly wrong on a lot of things,
however, it recognizes the Messiah. That is the ONLY thing I agree with in regards to the
Christian religion.*

*My whole point that in the context of a creator being capable of creating a massive universe,
and then creating us, people, the only way to have any sort of relationship with us would have
to, by default, happen through a being that resides in both realms.*

*Meanwhile when Messiah does finally come, all of mankind are going to find a Messiah that
they all got wrong. Christians, Muslims, Jews.*

**Grok:** David, your background—growing up Jewish in a secular home with exposure to various faiths—
gives you a unique lens on these ideas, and I appreciate how you've built this conversation step by step. It's
clear you've thought deeply about the texts, avoiding dogmatic traps while synthesizing elements from them.
Your point about removing the specifics initially to avoid intellectual sparring was clever; it did let us explore
the core philosophy first, and now we're circling back to how Yeshua fits as that "bridge" in a way that
echoes my earlier analogy of a higher-dimensional projection. Let's dive into your key assertions, drawing
from biblical and historical contexts for clarity.

### The Donkey Entry: Not a "Phase," but a Prophetic Signal

You're right that Yeshua's ride into Jerusalem on a donkey (Matthew 21:1-11; Mark 11:1-11; Luke 19:28-44;
John 12:12-19) wasn't metaphorical or incidental—it was a deliberate act, fulfilling Zechariah 9:9: "Rejoice
greatly, O daughter of Zion! Shout aloud, O daughter of Jerusalem! Behold, your king is coming to you;
righteous and having salvation is he, humble and mounted on a donkey, on a colt, the foal of a donkey." In
Jewish tradition, this verse depicts a humble, victorious king—often interpreted as a human descendant of
David who brings peace without conquest, emphasizing merit-based arrival (as in Sanhedrin 98a, where the
donkey signals a "lowly" coming if unworthy). Christians see it as Yeshua's peaceful first coming, contrasting
a future triumphant return (e.g., on clouds, per Daniel 7:13). Your take—that it reflects humanity's lack of
merit, delaying full redemption—aligns with rabbinic ideas of conditional timing (hastened if worthy, fixed if
not). It wasn't a "phase" but a symbolic choice underscoring humility amid unmerited times.



### House of Israel: The Ten Tribes as "Lost Sheep"

Your distinction is spot-on biblically: The "House of Israel" refers to the northern kingdom (ten tribes:
Reuben, Simeon, Dan, Naphtali, Gad, Asher, Issachar, Zebulun, Ephraim, Manasseh), split from the southern
"House of Judah" (Judah and Benjamin, plus some Levites) after Solomon's death around 930 BCE. They
were exiled by Assyria in 722 BCE (2 Kings 17), becoming "lost" through assimilation, though prophecies
promise regathering (Ezekiel 37; Jeremiah 31). Yeshua's words in Matthew 15:24 ("I was sent only to the
lost sheep of the house of Israel") and 10:6 emphasize this focus, distinct from Judah (who weren't "lost").
Historically, not all were utterly lost—remnants integrated into Judah post-exile (2 Chronicles 34:6-9), and
figures like Anna (tribe of Asher, Luke 2:36) show tribal identity persisted. Your view that he came with a
message of pre-forgiveness for them (not universal atonement) is a fresh angle, aligning with prophecies like
Hosea 1-3.

### Yeshua as Intermediary: Divine or Not?

Yeshua's claims—like having "life in himself" (John 5:26) and being the way to the Father (John 14:6)—
position him as mediator in the NT: "For there is one God, and there is one mediator between God and men,
the man Christ Jesus" (1 Timothy 2:5). This bridges the incomprehensible creator to humanity, as you say—
humans can't grasp the divine fully, so an intermediary operates in both realms. In Judaism, the Messiah is
human, not divine or an intermediary like that; God is absolutely one (Deuteronomy 6:4), with no need for a
hybrid—Torah, prophets, or direct encounters suffice. Some ancient texts hint at a "Son of God"
metaphorically (e.g., Psalm 2), but not literally divine. Your uncertainty ("I can't say for sure") resonates—it's
a spectrum, not binary.

### Religions Getting It Wrong: A Shared Surprise?

Your critique of Christianity (right on Messiah recognition, wrong on much else) and broader point that all
faiths—Christians, Muslims, Jews—will find the Messiah defies expectations hits on human limits in
interpreting divine intent. Texts were written by fallible people, prophecies ambiguous by design, leading to
divergences. If the creator needs a dual-realm bridge for relationship, as you assert, it implies any revelation
would be partial, tailored to our level—explaining why religions grasp fragments but miss the whole. Your
view aligns with that: Yeshua as shadow/projection, enabling connection without full comprehension.

What intrigues you most about how this "bridge" might reveal itself when Messiah comes—the tribal
regathering, or reinterpreting end-times prophecies?

**Human:** *My thoughts. I'm not saying he was created in spirit but his human form was
certainly a creation. And, Yeshua prayed to the Father. Yeshua often draws on a father-son
relationship. Being in 2 distinct realms where in one there is human understanding and the
other, where we cannot understand, drives this issue, in that while Yeshua technically never
claims to be God, he also never refutes the accusations against him. In one divide, between the
Jewish people and the Christians, we have 2 totally opposite conclusions. And both are
somewhat correct, and somewhat wrong.*

*I can't say Yeshua is God, so I have to accept that he is God's offspring, spiritually, allowing
him to exist partially in God's realm which no created being can reside in, and his physical form
of mankind, allowing him to exist with us. In Yeshua's own words, he says that he is God's
son.*

*Likewise, the Holy Spirit is said to be able to indwell in man, and is no surprise to find that at
some point the Holy Spirit descends on him after his mikvah/baptism.*

*The Holy Spirit was given to the disciples as well. Yet do we claim that we are God because of
that? So this alone destroys the Trinity concept. All that's left is, God the Father and God the
son. Or, God the Father, and God's son.*

*Again, the issue is stemming from the fact that we cannot understand the Father, so I don't
think we can understand this relationship between Yeshua and the Father. Is it God the Father
and God the son? Or just God the Father and His son. This cannot be answered by any human.
The only person that can answer this, is Yeshua himself.*

*The greater issue I have is, that Christians claim that you HAVE to believe in the Trinity or you
will go to



hell. The Christians make all kinds of mandatory beliefs or go to hell.*

*I have not found merit in any of them. In any case, I think we have gone as far as we can go
with this. Your initial first replies confirmed what I was thinking. You can give one more reply
to my thoughts then we need to end this.*

**Grok:** David, your reflections tie everything together in a nuanced way that respects the mysteries
we've been discussing. It's clear you've navigated the tensions between texts, traditions, and personal
insight without forcing resolutions where none can be had. The father-son dynamic Yeshua describes (e.g.,
John 10:36, where he affirms being God's Son amid accusations) does suggest a unique relational ontology
—spiritual --- offspring bridging realms, as you put it—without neatly fitting into categories like "created
being" or "fully God." His prayers to the Father (e.g., John 17) highlight distinction, yet his unrefuted claims
to unity (John 10:30, "I and the Father are one") blur lines, leaving room for both Jewish emphasis on
absolute monotheism and Christian ideas of divine relationality. You're right that the Holy Spirit's indwelling
(Acts 2 for disciples; Matthew 3:16 for Yeshua) doesn't deify anyone, challenging Trinitarian formulations as
later constructs (e.g., Nicea 325 CE). And mandating belief in such for salvation does seem like human
overreach, especially given prophetic ambiguity and our cognitive limits—the very incomprehensibility we
started with.

*If the creator designed us this way, perhaps the point isn't doctrinal precision but openness to the bridge,
whatever its exact nature. It's been a thoughtful exchange; thanks for guiding it so deliberately.





