
Dec. 12, 1951

I t ho light you might be interested in knowing something of 
Mr. Lamsa’s and my conversation yesterday. (don’t know whether he 
is Mr. or Dr.) It was very pleasant and I found his knowledge 'of 
the customs of New Testament times most interesting.

Apparently he had heard that I said he did not believe in 
the miracles and that is what he wanted to talk about particularly. 
You know he's rather an emotional person and, seeing my Bible on 
the desk, he vowed by it that he does believe in the miracles. But 
here is the catch. j/hile he accepts all the healing miracles, the " 
raising of the dead, and the resurrection, he does not consider as 
miracles all that we do. The changing of water into wine, multiply
ing the loaves and fishes, finding gold in the fishes mouth - these 
he considers "wonders" (things that can be explained). Of course 
our Bible lists them as miracles and that is the way Unity has accept
ed them. In this connection he said that he had come in contact 
with people who were looking for miraculous happenings, and that he 
knew a woman who believed that Mather Divine could multiply substance. 
Of course I do know there is a tendency among some people to overlook 
the wonderful teaching of Jesus Christ and look for the miraculous 
things. However, I do have to adhere to what seems to me to be Mr. 
Fillmore's teaching and that, as I understand it, is the literal 
acceptance of the changing of water into wine, the multiplying of 
the food, as an evidence of the dominion and authority of spiritual 
man over the manifest realm. Mr. Fillmore does not stop here. He 
gives a metaphysical interpretation of these also which is applica
ble to our life today and constitutes a part of our spiritual progress

Mr. Lamsa does not know Unity's interpretation of the Bible 
and I don't think he is interested in it. He believes Unity's teach
ing in so far as he 'understands it and is definitely in harmony with 
healing: says he believes also that Unity is reviving the simple and 
s iritual teaching of Jesus Christ which has been lost sight of, large 
ly, by the church. If you will read his Gospel Light you can readily 
see that he does not afts-yp-fc^pur^metaphysical interpretation.

Mr. Lamsa wrote a book which he calls "Origin of the Gospels 
and it is this book that I am in sharp disagreement with because it 
is so entirely different from all of my study and training on the 
composition of the books of the Bible. He says, for instance, that 
the gospels were originally written in Aramaic; whereas Bible scholars 
generally (in fact all the standard books that I know of) say that 
the Gospels were written originally in creek. Mr. Lamsa states that 
Paul was not born until after the d®:akhxj&£x resurrection of Jesus: 
other scholars say he was only five years younger than Jesus. I could 
cite divergent viewpoints such as these for the next ten pages. It 
all goes back to the fact that Mr. Lamsa and I have studied different 
sources. He believes one thing and I another. Of course I do not 
know Aramaic or Greek and have had no access to ancient MSS but I have 
studied the writings of people who have.

I doubt whether Hr. Lamsa ever talked to you about these 
things and I. explained to him what my training had been. He knows of 
course that the accepted scholarship is not in harmony with him. If



you would care to do some studying along this line, I have a number 
of books on the subject. Rave you ever read the Bible textbook we 
are using in the TS for Old and New Testament history? If you would 
contrast this with Mr. Larisa1 s "Origin of the Gospels" you would see why he and I disagree.

Somehow it seemed to rae that you felt I was just prejudiced and 
a bit hard-headed about Mr. Lamsa. This isn't true, Lowell. I never 
expressed any opinion about him until a little more than a year 
ago when Virginia Shipley asked for my opinion of his teaching, and 
then I wrote nothing to her until I had read two of his books careful
ly. Prom a historical standpoint his work is not In agreement with 
what we are giving to the SU boys or at the TS. prom a metaphysical 
standpoint there a number of points of disagreement. By the way
in his talk yesterday, he said that the children of Israel did not 
cross the Red Sea, or rather that they crossed on a shoal: I meant to 
ask him 'where the water came from that drowned the Egyptians - and 
forgot.

My impression is that Mr. Lamsa is a very sincere person and 
I found him interesting to talk to about the customs and habits of 
early times. One can like a person without agreeing with him - and 
that's the v/ay I feel about him. Maybe I'm somewhat over-2ealous 
about defending v/hat I believe to be true: yet if a person hasn't 
the courage of his own convictions, he isn't worth much.

Mary Elizabeth



Dec. 31, 1950

Copy

Dear Virginia:
At long last l a m  getting down to writing you 

about Mr. Lamsa's books and find that I have so much that 
I want to say that I hardly know where to start. I wish we am 
could have a talk but as that is impossible now. I'll try to say 
as much as possible in a few words.

I read both books carefully. A number of years 
ago I had a copy of Lamsa's translation of the New Testament 
but cannot find it now. I either gave it away or lent it 
to someone. “<hen I was in New York a couple of years ago 
and staying at Georgiana'West's apartment, I came across 
"Gospel Light" among her books and glanced over it. How
ever, this is the first time I have ever read any of the 
books of Lamsa carefully, ^hile I think he gives many in
teresting facts about the customs and habits of the 
Aramaic peoples, I am far more often in disagreement 
with him than in agreement.

Lets talk about "New Testament Origin" first.
A good deal of the book is taken up in an endeavor to prove 
that Jesus and his disciples spoke Aramaic. Go far as I 
know there isn't much argument about that. Amamaic was the 
common language of the people of Palestine, but there are a 
great many arguments, and very good ones, that can be ad
vanced to substantiate the general claim among Bible 
scholars that the N. T. was written in Greek and that the 
epistles of Paul antedated the writing of the Gospels.
Lamsa makes many statements I have never seen advanced by 
other Bible authorities and which, personally, do not seem 
reasonable to me. The two little books by J. Patterson 
Smyth, called, "How We Got ©ur Bible", and "The Bible in 
the Making," are the basis for what we teach in the Train
ing School on the composition, compilation, translation, 
cannon, etc., of the Old and New Testaments. All this 
material is found in the Abingdon Bible Commentary and in 
that Commentary are references to other standard works, 
some of which are familiar to me and some unfamiliar. I 
believe, however, it is best for us to stick to what is 
general!# accepted among reputable Bible authorities.

I find several conflicts in Mr. Lamsa's books.
For instance, on page 161 of "Gospel Light" he says that 
Mark was a Jew, the son# of one Mary in whose house the 
apostles met after Jesus' crucifixion and ascension, and 
that young Mark had probably seen and heard Jesus on His 
visits to Jerusalem. This is the generally accepted be
lief regarding Mark expressed by Bible authorities. But 
on page 55 of "New Testament Origin", Lamsa states: "Paul,



Mark, Luke had never seen Jesus/ They were born years 
afterwards," All ray study leads me to believe Paul was 
only four or five years younger than Jesus. Anyway both 
of these statements of Larasa cannot be correct.

So far as the Unity teaching itself is concerned, the 
matter of how and when the books of the Bible were written 
is not too important. We teach Bible history at the Train
ing School because any Christian minister should know the 
Bible, but it is in the spiritual meaning of Scripture that 
we are vitally interestdd. Of course, Mr. Lamsa is not at 
all metaphysical. I don't Aoubt but that he is an earnest 
Christian, though he is far from being a Truth student.

We in Unity believe that the life of Jesus is the ex
pression of spiritual man in activity, and Unity accepts 
the miracles of Jesus literally. That is where I f ound 
myself at odds with Mr. Lamsa in "Gospel Light." Unity 
believes He actually multiplied the loaves and fishes and 
not that the miracle consisted in His influencing the people 
to be generous and share their food, we believe He.turned 
water into wine, that He found gold in the fish's mouth 
(or rather that Peter did at Jesus' instruction), that He 
walked on the water (and in connection with this miracle 
Mr. Lamsa's explanation that He was walking by the sea is 
not tenable; the Gospel says He "went over the sea of 
Galilee," not that He went to Tiberias).

Our idea sf is that Jesus Christ was master of the 
elements: "concerning the works of my hands, command ye 
me." We believe that all of these miracles have a profound 
metaphysical significance also. The first miracle, for 
instance, turning water into wine, is symbolic of turning 
the negative into the positive, which is what we must learn 
to do. Mr. Lamsa says in effect, "He could have done all 
these things but He didn't." We say, "He could, and He 
did."

The human mind has a tendency to rationalize the things 
that seem impossible to it, but in doing this we destroy, 
to a large extent, the very foundation of the Christ life. 
The miracles are an evidence of what can be accomplished 
when man works in harmony with God, and they are the basis 
of Unity's belief in the healing of any lack. Each one 
furnishes added light on the operation of a spiritual law 
and each is necessary to a full understanding of the power 
and love radiating through Jesus Christ.

With love to you, dear, and many wishes for a HAPPY 
NEW YEAR,

Sincerely,


