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1. An introductory statement of the problem, especially defining
the "three conflicting doctrines of deity", and stating very briefly just
what is to be considered and in what order, would make it easier for the
reader to follow the line of thought. Material appearing on the last
part of page 7 and the top of page 8 could be included in the introduction
rather than appearing where it does. Are the three as follows? (1) Christ
wes ever co-equal, etc., (2) Christ becsme co-equal, and (3) Christ is
identical with the Father.

2. This introduction could be followed by material from the top of
page 9 to the top of page 10, and given the sub-heading: "Three Valid
Applications of the Term 'Begotten'".

3. The third and fourth subheadings might teke up what really are
the two main points of the paper, namely, "The Derived Deity of Christ,"
and "Deity and the Death on the Cross." Material appearing on pages
17 and 18 might eppear as another sub-section entitled "There Never Was a
Time When He Was Not."

4. A short conclusion might summarize the points made.

In regard to Biblical expressions in which Christ is spoken of
as holding a position subordinate to the Father, it is suggested that all
of these refer to His life on earth--at which time all will agree that
this status was true. If they are so understood, then there is no
conflict with other statements which indicate the opposite. This is
true of 0ld Testament passages quoted, for they are prophetic of Christ's
status while on earth.

To "derive" that which is definitely stated to be "underived"
seems to be & contradiction of terms. Otherwise the word "underived"
does not mean what it is defined to mean, and so actually loses meaning.
If life was "unborrowed" when imparted to Christ, why not when imparted
to man? (p. 8) If underived immortality was bestowed upon Christ at some
time, how could He have been "one with the Father from the days of
eternity," as stated in DA-19? Also, if it were "unconditional" when
given to Christ (p. 2) how could He possibly have lost it as stated later?
John says that the Word was--not "came into being"--in the beginning.
The names "Jesus" and "Christ" apply to liis mission on earth, and are used
of Him prior to that time by projection only, as we might say that
President Truman was born at such & time and place--though he was not
"president" when born.

The honor "conferred upon Christ" in no way affected His essential
status; that is, there was no change in His nature or position. The change
came in the understanding of angels regarding His position. (See PP 36-38,
esp. 38.1) In quoting the Spirit of Prophecy (p. 4, par. 4) why omit the
word "when" showing when the conferring took place? This quotation clearly
states that the conferring came after the creation of the angels, and
cannot refer to Christ:supposed original generation. If the conferring
was the act of granting divinity to Christ in the sense of becoming co-
equal, ete., how could He have previously created the angels and all the
worlds without having had this divinity? At the time this "conferring"



occurred, all the hosts of heaven had already been created. (PP-36.7)
Therefore the conferring must have been a public recognition of status
which was already in effect, as stated on page 38.1l.

When Christ came into this world he "emptied" Himself of equality
with the Father. (Phil, 2315-8) At that time He became the "firstbora" of
the Father, as stated in Acts 133133 and Hebrews 1. (On p. 3 you have
omitted verses 6 and 7 of Hebrews 1, in quoting verses 2-10. These two
verses clearly state when the term "begotten" became applicable, as you
use the passage correctly on p. 9+) At the cross the Savior asked for a
restoration of the original power and glory (John 1735). Upon His
resurrection He was decisively declared to be the Son of God with power.
(Matthew 28318, 19; Romens 134) All of that was restored to Him, while
at the same time He retained the human nature into which He had been born.

One point in connection with the line of thought commencing on
page 1l0--the nature of Christ's death upon the cross--is not clear., It is
assumed that the expression "eternal loss™ includes Christ's own right to
immortality. There is no inspired statement to the effect that Christ
would have suffered the loss of His own eternal existence; and it is
therefore questionable to base a major conclusion upon the idea that He
might have done so. In fact, it is stated in C. O, L., p. 198.4 that
"Christ risked all, For our redemption, heaven itself was imperiled."
The possibility of loss was a loss to heaven, to the honor of God and
Christ, to the whole plan of God for the universe in general and our world
in partioular--but not a personal loss to Christ insofar as His individual
essential nature was concerned.

Christ said that He had power to lay down His life and to take it
up again., It is evident that the power to do the second of these was
of the same essential nature or quality as the other. The distinection
made on page 1314 seems unwarranted. The two powers were in equal
balance, the second no more contingent upon circumstances than the other.
The original "emptying" (14:12) did not take place at the cross, but when
Be assumed humanity., The cross was a "further humbling." (See Phil. 23158
and DA-25,2) :

If Christ had failed, His own eternity and immutability would not
have been affected. Being divine and immortal, He personally would have
continued to live on. But God's plan would have failed and Satan would
have stood vindicated before the universe. If the argument stated on
page 16 is to stand it is essential that a clear, inspired statement to
that effect be presented in proof of it.

A few miscellaneous suggestionss

Page 1, par. 2. If the Spirit of God is eternal, then two of the
Trinity are eternal; why exclude Christ? In the Instructor for Nov. 21,
1895, lirs. White stated that Christ was as great as the Father.,

Page 3, par. O, Last sentence: "filled with all the fulness of
God." Does this application then mean that at our resurrection we become
just as much like God as Christ is? Do we become "gods" as Christ
presumably became? It seems that the text, Ephesians 3319 has been mis-
applied,; for The fulness of God there referred to is evidently His
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character of love, not His attribute of immortality.

Page 4, par. 1. The name "Father" was a new name selected by Christ
for a particular purpose--that of revealing to man men's relatiomship to
God. ©See MB-113.8, COL-141.9.

Page 5, par. O, Christ is before the Sanhedrin in John 5:21-27.
The question at issue had nothing to do with Christ's position in eternity,
before creation, but rather His position as a man claiming to be God in
addition to being man. -

Page 5, par. d., The quotation taken from the Signs of April 8,
1887 was used by Mrs, *hite in reference to Christ. You have guoted this
statement as applying exclusively to God the Father, and then draw the
inference that since it applies to the Father it cannot apply to Christ.

Finally, quotations are often made without references. The reference
should always be givem. Frequently, also, quotation marks are used to
glve emphasis to expressions which are not quoted, except from some previous
passage in the paper itself., The use of quotation marks infers the
implication that you are quoting some inspired source as proof of a
position teken, when this is not the case. It would be better to secure
empha#is by underlining, at least in cases such as these.



