January 22, 1978

President Daniel E. Welss
The Seminary

Pear Mr, President:

I am writlng this letter In resronse to instructions from the Dean

rzde during hls visit wlth me on January 11, 1998, ard reiterated in
hiz letter of Jamuwary 12, 1978, that in 1ight of my lectures given at
the World Misalons Conference at Green Lake, August 1977, the following
question has to be faced: "Does your interpretation of Christ as cne who
nad a teginnlng, and who is to be clearly differentiated from Jahweh,
it the interpretation aflfirmed in our Doctrinal EBasis, viz. tellef in
‘orie God eternally existirg in three persons--Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit'?", As suzgested by the Desn in his post-script to the letter
of January :2, I will focus my attention on this quesiion, giving as
honest an enswar as humanly possitle,

To put the cuestion Iinto coniext, iwo items need to te noted, First,

in a letier dated June 10, 1977, Bernie Famm alerted re te the Tact

that "the fire smolders even at the faculty level" concernines my
Christelogy; consequantly, I wanted to address myself ito the sutject

of Christolozy openly sc as to dispell any doudbts about the orthodoxy

of my faith, Secondly, the Bible-study lectures at Green Lake (which

are an honest reflecileon of my faith) were hot desicned to e a definitive
or teehnical theoclozical tresentation geared for speciallstis in the fileld
of historical and systersiic theoleozy. They were extenporanons lerctures,
serronle in style, delivered wilthout ranuseript or even notes, dssisnsd
ty the speaker to be "popular,” inspirational and informative of insights
gleaned bty the spesker from the Scriptures. They were designed to
stimulate questlons and discussions, and a full hour of discuscsion
Toliowed each lecture. Unfortunately no one tzped the discussions.

I have not yet llstened ic the tapes of the leciures, for I am not
interested in deferdine ny words or phrasing, They were a testirony of

ry faith, and I tmow what I telleve., I telieve I hunestly sulscrided

to the Seminary's doclrinal stalement, and that ry Inlergretziion

of the parson of Christ is compatitle with the stater=nt., Alleratlons
rade against me thet I am Arian or scerircly Unitarian carnot e suztalned
w those who honestly understand me or are srpreciative of the insues

1 a2ddressed,

since the Dean's Initial visit on this ratier ten days a<o I have
reviewed the discussicon on Arianism in Adolph Harnak, #fsitovy of Dezma,




Volure 4, and T have surveyed Unitarian christological studies by
reading Prescott Winiersteen, Christology in American Unltarianism:

An Anthology of ODutstanding Nlpeteenth and Twentieth Cent Theologlans,
If Harnack's analysis of the doctirine of Arlus is correct (as succintly
1isted under eight points on pages 14-19), I can emphatically state

that I share 1ittle, if anything, in common wilth Arius and that I am

ot Arian in my Christology! If Winlersieen's anthology correctly
represents Unitarian thinking on the persan of Clxrist, I can siate
emphatically, I am not Unitarian in my Christeolegy!

I have always interpreted sentence three in sectlon one of the Seminary's
doctrinal statement in 1light of sentence one in section ane of the siate-
rment) narely, the affirmation, "“We believe In one God eternally existing
in three Perscons~-Father, Son and Holy Spirit,"™ is made in 1ight of the
afflrmation, "We believe that the Bible, composed of the 0ld and New
Testaments, is insplred of God, and is of supreme and final authority

in failth and 1ife," My affirmation of the primacy of Scripiure has
always made me szem a lititle unorthodox to those commiiied ito the Elble
and tradition. v it Is my cormiiment to the sole authority of
deripiure that preciudes my conformlty to creedal formulations per se,
Creeds, In my opinion, must be examined in thke 1ight of Scripture, and
not Seripture 1n 1light of the creeds.

When I read ihe phrase “eternally existing™ in the Seminary's doctrinal
statement, I Interpret it in light of the bBlblleal words for "eternal.™
The four words (two Helwew and two Greek) used in the Bible and commonly
translated "eiernal” cccur five hundred elghty-seven times. I am pre-
pared to denonstrate that the King James translsiors were correct in
translating these words ty the terms “everlasting," "always,"”. "perpetual,”™
“for ever and ever," ete, The point is that the bitlical neaning of
"elernal" addresses {iself to the present and future, and when the words
{Greek or Helrew) refer to the past they have the meaning of "antlquity,"
"old," "old time,"™ not to any idea of ihe philusephical conecept of
pre-time existence, I give ihe biblical definition to the word "eternal"”
and deliberately aveid speculatlon azbout pre-exisztence teyond what the
Elbhle declares. This biblical definition io the word “eternsl” {as

over asainst any philostphical dellnition) seems to be reinforced Ly

the word "existing"” In the Seminary's doctrinal statement. It is of
slgnificance to me that the present participle was chosen rather than

the past participie. Whether providential or accidental, the dectrinal
statement does not address itself explicitly to Ged's past eternality.

It does mot state: "one God having existed co-eternally ,» » %, which would
e expllicitly in conforrity to certain creedal formulations., I recogalze
zome of my colloagves may 50 Interpret the ststernent, Wt it iz their
interpretation., The staterment itself pormits other interpretations,

and in light of the grammar and the bitlical definitions of "eternai”

ry interpretztion is a legitimale one,




My view of the Trinilty calle for the equation of God the Father with
the holy nane of God, Jahweh, Sueh common names &s Joab and ADl Jah
carry significant theological! information, for tbhe former name means,
"Jahweh is Father," and the latter one means "Jahweh is {my) Father."
This is not my interpretatlon of the names, tut interpretations given
in any Bible dictionary. The identification of Jahweh as "Father"

goes back 1o the Davidic pericd arnd is not a novel idea. The eclasslcal
passages In the 01d Testament ecited for egquating Jahweh and Father are
Isaiah £3:16; 64:7; ¥alachl 1¢6¢ 23103 and Deuteronomy 32:6, 11. Other
passages from Jeremlah could be added. This is no attempt to "proof-
text" my position, tut to note that ithe 0)d Testarent people recognized
Jahweh as "Father.” 1 make that same connection, noting that in the
Few Testament, the holy name Jahweh is noi attesied but the title
"Father" aprears to te a surrogate for the name Jakweh,

My atiempt to differentiate beitween Jzhweh and Jesus is an attermpi

10 emphasize the Father-Sen relatlonhship. As stated, as I recall, on
the tape, the attempt was to deal with the syllogismt Jesus is Geod,
Jakweh 15 God, Jesus is Jahweh, (Notmenticned on the tape and ommitted
from the lecture lest I come across as anti-Roman, is the syllozism:
Mary 1s the mother of God, Mary is the mother of Jesus, therefore
Mary 1s the mother of Jatweh,) The bitliecal terms "Father" and “Son"
would seem to parallel the names "Jahweh" and "Jesus™ and these neases
and titles are helpful in addressing a theology of incarnation: Ged
the Father has in the incarnation, 1. e., In Ged the Son, come to
redeem the world. Father and Son are not Interchargable synonyms;
nor are the names Jahweh znd Jezus,

My attempt to demonsirate that the Wisdom-of-God sotif 1n Froverts

and elsewhere served as a prolegomena for ithe docirine of the Logos was my
way to introduce into Christologlical discussion biblical passages which
Fzve. been long neglected. Having reviewed the Arian controversy, I
appreclate all the rore why they were nsglected, ZEut Arius did not
censar out of my Elble Proverbs 8, Coloszslans 1:15, or Fhilipplans

2. My primary responsivility 4= to understand what these texis

neant to the orlginal auvdience to whem they were addressed and to

let that meaning shed lignht en theological nossitilities, For exarple,
uriless one understands the pre-Christian 1dea of sophla (wisden), une
carnot appreciate the radical depariure in the gospel of the Logos

which asserts that "the first horn of ecreation" is in realitiy the

Scn of God, the only teentiten of the Father, 1. =2, the Logos is

divine, diely himselfl

I trust this statement will indicate Lthz basis for my assertion that
I concur with ithe doeirinal statement, that T sisn it »ith irtesrity,
that I helieve in the dlety of Christ, and that I think I unlerstand
what Paul meant when he statad, "He is the inzze of the 1lnvisitle God,
the first-lorn of all creatien . . ., for in him all the fulness of Geod

Cod was pleasaed to dwell,
Cordizlly W
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