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CURRENTS NEEDS
PEOPLE INFORMATION CONTRIBUTIONS

Adventist Currents needs people in a
variety of geographical locations who
will report to the magazine local matters
that are of interestto the general reader-
ship.

Particularly needed are individuals in
or around church administrative offices
who can help Currents to better under-
stand the minds and actions of confer-
ence, union, and General Conference
officers.

Also needed are reporters from
Seventh-day Adventist college
campuses — continuing sources of in-
formation and news.

Friends of Currents who can assist in
its distribution and/or the acquiring of
mailing lists are essential.

Adventist Currents welcomes carefully
written articles about Adventism’s past,
present, and future — articles about is-
sues, events or individuals {maximum
length, 5,500 words).

Currents needs brief, specific, and
documented news items that provide
information that is generally not avail-
able through the “General Organ of the
Seventh-day Adventist Church” (maxi-
mum length, 1,800 words).

Guest editorials are welcome, so long
as they do not address the characters of
individuals or employ language that is
untoward (maximum length, 1,200).

Letters to the editor are encouraged.
Those that are not published will be
polied.

Adventist Currents needs contributions
to promote the growth in size, quality,
and readership of the magazine.

Currents needs friends with stamina
who will send tax-free contributions on a
regular basis — what is elsewhere term-
ed “systematic benevolence.”

Adventist Currents’ publisher, Mars
Hill Publications, Inc., intends to publish
books that address various issues of
interest to Currents’ subscribers. Sug-
gestions for topics and potential authors
are welcome.
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DIRECT CURRENTS

The Cross of Christ is too heavy

Before a major earthquake there are often
swarms of minor tremors,

Such a period was experienced by the
Seventh-day Adventist church throughout
the 1970s. Arriving with the ““Age of Aquar-
ius,” Spectrum magazine alarmed readers
by revealing errors in Ellen White’s favorite
book, The Great Controversy.

Here and there in the early seventies,
windows were rattled and nerves were

by Douglas Hackleman

Daniel and John’s Apocalypse).

Far more damaging to the integrity of the
Adventist movement, however, was the fact
that none of the disconcerting, adjustment
requiring revelations came from official
Adventist publications. Otherwise trusting
people come to wonder just when they are
being told the truth, once they discover that
there have been coverups—be they cynical
calculations or spontaneous fingers in the

Is it necessary for those lacking in courage
to gossip about the spirituality of those who
dare to sail beyond the horizon or count the

number of teeth in a horse’s mouth?

jangled by pirated copies of Don McAdams’
painstaking, 244-page study that demon-
strated Mrs. White’s total dependence on
19th-century historian James A. Wylie for
her treatment of the life of John Huss.

A more widely felt temblor followed the
1976 publication of Ron Numbers’ Prophet-
ess of Health, which deprived Adventists of
their certainty that, in matters of health,
Ellen White was a hundred years ahead of
her time.

But these portentous rumblings hardly
prepared the church for the heavy quakes
that arrived with the egregious eighties in the
persons of Desmond Ford and Walter Rea.
Fresh fault lines appeared on the Adventist
landscape; some churches collapsed.

These frightening dislocations were
caused by shifts in Adventist self-under-
standings that brought with them a loss of
certainty—a loss of certainty that all Ad-
ventist teachings were entirely consistent
with Scripture; a loss of certainty that God
was speaking directly through the writings
published over Ellen White's byline; a loss
of certainty that Adventist leaders could be
trusted, or that they were necessarily
“called” to the positions they had come to
occupy.

These losses of certainty, combined with
viable alternatives, raised unwanted but
unavoidable questions regarding the long-
held belief that the Seventh-day Adventist
church was elected “before the foundation of
the world™ (as evidenced by certain verses
selected and combined from the book of
Douglas Hackleman is a freelance writer in
Southern California.
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dike. Coverups rarely stay in place; and once
they are blown, trust is difficult to retrieve.
(There is a practical basis to the ethic that
recommends honesty and candor in all
things.)

For those who have had the courage to
face the enlightenment of the past decade,
and to assimilate its meaning, there has been
added a cruel and unnecessary burden—
revilement by their Adventist leaders and
fellow members. Intellectually honest indi-
viduals who attempt to grapple with the loss
of dearly held but inadequate preconcep-
tions often must bear a simultaneous loss of
community.

This is an iniquitous state of affairs. Is it
necessary for those lacking in courage to
gossip about the spirituality of those who
dare to sail beyond the horizon or count the
number of teeth in a horse’s mouth? And no
wonder doubt about one aspect or another of
our faith often marks the beginning of “the
downward march to perdition.” Doubters
are often either shunned or hounded out of
fellowship.

The findings of the past decade have not
raised doubts about anything so crucial to
Christianity as the resurrection of Christ.
Yet Jesus’ response to Thomas is the re-
sponse that Adventist Thomases desire.
Christ offered evidence. And if it is neces-
sary to believe certain teachings in a partic-
ular way to maintain membership in the de-
nomination, church leaders, to show Christ-
like integrity, should provide compelling evi-
dence for those mandatory beliefs.

It is the Fall that leaves us a world in
which the church fathers (and mother) do not
hand us pristine truth. It is the Fall that

leaves us “this treasure in earthen vessels.”
It is also the Fall that causes all of us to see
“this treasure” “through a glass darkly.”
And it is the Fall as well that causes some to
rage dogmatically about the “men walking as
trees” that other men must also view out of
focus to be fellowshipped.

The purpose of Adventist Currents is not
to pull down the pillars—it is neither as
strong as Samson nor as blind. The purpose
is to know reality as it is, realizing, as one
weary traveler put it, that “truth is a suf-
fering that may not be had for less;” a fact
which brings Christians to the very heart of
truth and suffering—the cross, a rough and
splintered burden that even our Lord, on His
final journey, could not manage alone.

The cross of Christ is too heavy. But He
never asked us to lift it by ourselves. He said,
“Bear ye one another’s burdens.”

The present ““cross™ of Adventists is the
burden of courageously facing information
that is superficially damaging to faith and to
self-esteem. It is a burden that we, as Christ-
ians, must not allow a few brave souls to bear
unassisted. And that admonition of Christ’s
is one reason for the existence of Adventist
Currents.

About the Cover:

This model of the Trinity Lutheran Church
of Santa Ana, California was photo-
graphed on a sand bar in the Santa Ana
River.



The Ramik Report: A Different Verdict

by James L. Wagner

Six months after the General Conference legal department contracted a Washington, D.C.-based lawyer to respond to Walter Rea’s
public charge that Ellen White was a plagiarist, the Adventist Review splashed attorney Vincent Ramik’s opinion across seven full pages,

claiming “there simply is no case.”

Ramik based much of his opinion on quotes and citations from an 1845 landmark copyright infringement case decision written by the
much-respected Supreme Court and Massachusetts Circuit Court Justice Joseph Story. The case was Emerson vs Davies.

When Adventist Currents asked Ramik about his quoting Emerson vs Davies without any hint of how Justice Story ruled in the case,
Ramik said he hadn’t mentioned the outcome of any of the cases he cited.

Ramik was then asked whether readers who knew the nature and outcome of Emerson vs Davies wouldn’t have good reason to believe
that if Ellen White had been brought before Justice Story with the relevant documentation, she would have been found guilty of infringe-
ment. His response was: “That’s the wonderful thing about the courts. Anybody can go to court and win anything.”

The tip that enabled Currents to ask Ramik those questions came from James J. Wagner, a young, Seventh-day Adventist attorney who
is intimately acquainted with Ellen White’s use of sources. The following is Wagner’s evaluation of the Ramik report and its use in

Adventist publications.

—FEd.

When a reporter asks a minister about
plagiarism, he is not asking for a legal
opinion.

Neal Wilson clearly echoed a criticism of
Walter Rea that he and other leaders have
made both privately and publicly when he
stated: “While it seems clear from the
counsel we have that courts and attorneys
are needed in our world, they were never
ordained to settle matters arising within the
church,””

The irony of the church’s turning to a legal
opinion to counter the charge that Mrs.
White was a plagiarist should not be missed.

It should surprise no one that an attorney
who has represented Walter Rea would
argue for different conclusions than an at-
torney retained by the church. But the key
exceptions taken herein are made against the
use of Mr. Vincent Ramik’s (the church’s
attorney) opinion by church apologists. The
church’s objective should be to move the
debate concerning Ellen White’s borrowing
from the arena of secular law to a spiritual
discussion of the nature of inspiration, revel-
ation and authority. One way of helping the
church in this direction is to demonstrate the
invalidity—and thereby the impracticality—
of a legal defense.

ADIFFERENT LEGAL CONCLUSION

Said then Review editor Kenneth Wood:

Even those who are laymen, so far as the
legal profession is concerned, by comparing
legal standards with the way Ellen White
used sources are virtually certain to arrive
at identical conclusions with those of At-
tomey Ramik.’

Lost in the rhetoric over whether she was
or was not legally a plagiarist is the fact that
plagiarism is not a legal concept. Nonlaw-
yers do not focus enough on the limitations of
law. Law, at best, is merely a subpart of
ethics. It is that part of morality for which
society can provide a “remedy.”

The fact that ethics, art and the law take

Jim rWagner practices law in C);;;ress,
California.
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divergent views of borrowing has done
much to confuse appraisals of plagiarism.

Ethics asks: Has the borrower acted
Jairly and honorably in taking and using
the material involved?

Art asks: What has been done with it?
Has he debased it? Or has he refashioned
and improved it?

The law asks: Has he copied an essential
or substantial portion of copyrighted and
copyrightable matter?’”

Law asks a narrower question than ethics.

Plagiarism and infringement are not the
same thing, though they overlap. Plagiarism
covers a wider field; infringement involves
more serious consequences . .. The essence
of the wrong in either case is the appropri-
ation of the fruits of another person’s mental
labor and skill.””

The facts of the cases
cited in his summary are
conspicuously absent.

And the essence of the wrong in Mrs.
White’s time was exactly that of today. Note
the language of an 1845 case generally
accepted to be a leading precedent:

. the true test of piracy or not is to
ascertain whether the defendant has, in fact,
used the plan, arrangements, and illustra-
tions of the plaintiff, as the model of his own
book, with colorable alterations and varia-
tions only to disguise the use thereof’ or
whether his work is the result of his own
labor, skill, and use of common materials
and common sources of knowledge, open to
all men, and the resemblances are either
accidental or arising from the nature of the
subject. In other words, whether the de-
Sfendant’s book is, quoad hoc, a servile or
evasive imitation of the plaintiff’s work, ora
bona fide original compilation from other
common or independant sources.’

Then and now, to constitute infringement
(and plagiarism), there must be copying,

willful or unintentional, made possible by
access.

Then and now, the law would provide a
remedy only for actual damage. That which
is borrowed must be substantial or material.
One has to do with quantity, the other with
quality. It is infringement to copy the major
portion of a copyrighted work. It is also in-
fringement to extract the essence of it, even
though the essence, when measured quan-
ritatively, does not bulk large.® Damages
are found where the value of that copied is
sensibly diminished by fair use. But if the use
is not fair then an author is due a remedy.
Only those who obtain a formal copyright are
granted the right to a remedy. The copyright
puts subsequent readers on notice that the
author claims a monopoly on the use of his
work.

As a summary of legally significant con-
cepts, Mr. Ramik’s seventeen-page opinion
is comprehensive. But his statement in an
Adventist Review interview, “There simply
is no case,” is merely the advocate’s position
within the adversary system. The facts of the
cases cited in his summary are conspicu-
ously absent.

It is the facts which reveal the similar
understanding, then and now, of fair use,
fruit of mental skill and labor, substantial or
material similarity, and sensibly diminished
value. And applying these legal concepts to
the evidence of Mrs. White’s borrowing very
probably directs the conclusion that she
appropriated the fruits of other persons’
mental labor and skill. Her use, both in
quantity and quality, transcended fair use.
She breached a well established standard of
conduct. She can responsibly be called a
plagiarist.

EMERSON vs DAVIES

Perhaps Elder Wood would not have
quoted from the case of Emerson vs Davies
so extensively if he had known its outcome.
The church’s attorney gave a very disin-
genuous summation:

In the middle of the nineteenth century—
Jjust when Ellen White was beginning to
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write for print, 1845—in the legal case of
Emerson v. Davies, Massachusetts Circuit
Justice Story in effect exonerates a writer
who has used other men’s words and ideas
and woven them into his own composition.”

The fact of the matter is that defendant,
Davies, was found guilty of infringement.
And the facts are very instructive.

But another irony from the church’s sally
into the legal community should be noted. By
proudly announcing that the legal opinion
obtained was based on 300 hours research-
ing 1,000 cases, the argument that “nine-
teenth-century writers simply drew the line
between plagiarism and legitimate borrow-
ing at a different point than many would
today” is debunked.® but the assertion is still
blithely propogated by those oblivious to its
invalidity. This obliviousness was not for
want of notice. Evidence that Mrs. White
and those around her were cognizant of the
social standards her “borrowing” affronted

was given to the 18-member select commit-
tee appointed to review Walter Rea’s re-
search in January, 1980 at Glendale,
California.’

The judge in Emerson vs Davies was
called by the church’s attorney the most
influential judge of his time in the area of
copyright.'” And he characterized that 1845
case as best reflecting the test of copyright
infringement. '

Emerson was the author of a first-level,
elementary arithmetic lessons book which
was copyrighted. Davies and others pub-
lished a book that similarly contained first-
level lessons in addition and subtraction.

Justice Story applies the legally signifi-
cant concepts. Was the subject matter copy-
rightable? Davies contended that the ar-
rangement of tables and the arranging of
combinations involved were in common use.
(To be copyrightable is a distinct concept
from formal copyright. To be copyrightable,

WAS RAMIK A HIRED GUN?

Questions regarding attorney Vincent Ramik were raised by invitees to the four-day Inter-
national Prophetic Guidance Workship hosted by the Ellen G. White Estate April 11-15,
1982. General Conference attorney Warren L. Johns fielded inquiries about Ramik’s
objectivity, whether he wasn’t a ““hired gun,” and what he was paid for his services.

Johns’ answers actually tend to call Ramik’s objectivity into question:

He is completely objective. He has a close feeling about the Christian faith; he grewupin
a Roman Catholic brotherhood. And he knew a lot about our church because of the work
that he had done for us in the past.

The General Conference attorney’s response to the “hired gun™ query was indirect and
again left doubt about Ramik’s objectivity, since he was, according to Johns, “duty bound
ethically” to believe in the cause of his client (in this case, Ellen White’s innocence):

In a civil matter a lawyer is duty bound ethically not to remotely represent a client unless
he believes in the cause of that client. . . In this particular case, every conceivable protection
was made—written and oral instructions to whatever you do, Mr. Ramik, just tell us what
the law is. And any lawyer that did not tell what the law is, and he goes on writing, his whole
profession is in jeopardy.

Johns on Ramik’s fee: As to what he was paid, he only charged us a fraction of what his
actual time was. He put in hundreds of hours of research, partly because of his personal
interest in what was happening.

Johns had ducked the question, and White Estate associate secretary Ron Graybill said,
“You didn’t answer the cost question.”

JOHNS: I can’t answer that because that’s personal to Mr. Ramik. It’s a confidential
thing. [1] is between his office and my office. And if he wants to answer, you're welcome to
write and ask him; I'm sure he'd tell you. But I can’t tell you ethically . . . I hope you
understand why I can’t quote you the figure.

It is hard to understand why Johns felt he couldn’t quote the figure, because the ethics of
confidentiality and the law regarding attorney-client privilege exist for the protection of the
client, not the attorney. When Currents, quoting Johns, asked Ramik about his fee, he also
cited attorney-client privilege but said it did not matter to him if the figure was known—
adding, “‘the ball is in his [Johns’] court.”

Unwittingly, Graybill asked Johns a portentous question:

Have there been any lawyers who have challenged any portions of Ramik’s decision or
his opinion? Or objected to, questioned, any portion of it?

. Johns: I would be surprised if somewhere down the line some la wyer doesn’t come back
and try to give another viewpoint. But in order to match what Vince Ramik did, he ‘s gonna
have a big job because he’s gonna have to review about a thousand legal cases; he’s gonna
have to look up the statutory law going back to 1794 of the federal government on copyright.
And it’s going to take that person many hundreds of hours, and he probably won’t have that
objectivity that Mr. Ramik has . . .

What he [Ramik] was really saying [was] that, first of all, that she did not violate the
laws of copyright during the time she lived. That was very absolutely clear.

Until now.
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a work must contain definable fruit from the
mental labor and skill of a plaintiff, which
could be appropriated.) Since the essence of
infringement and plagiarism are the same
(appropriation of another’s published ef-
forts), plagiarism is proved if the material
borrowed was copyrightable.

Math books are like books that text other
areas of knowledge. The writer is con-
fronted with the obstacle of saying anything
new in a format other than the obvious.
Justice Story analyzed Emerson, fully em-
phasizing the fact that arithmetic books
aimed at the same age level would have to be
similar. Atissue was not whether Davies had
wholly copied Emerson. At issue was prin-
cipally the addition section of the book.
Justice Story cited language that clearly
shows that to copy an important aspect of
another’s work is to transcend fair use:

As to the hard consequences which would
Jollow from granting an injunction, when a
very large proportion of the work is un-
questionably original, I can only say, that,
if the parts which have been copied cannot
be separated from those which are original,
without destroying the use and value of the
original matter, he who had made an im-
proper use of that which did not belong to
him, must suffer the consequences of so
doing."?

The church’s attorney cites Emerson
about half a dozen times. But he doesn’t
discuss the facts. And, most importantly, he
doesn’t tell the reader that Emerson won.
The test Emerson had to meet to prove that
his arithmetic book was plagiarized by
Davies has easily been met by available
research on Ellen White’s “borrowings.”

The proofs are classic. Her strings of Bible
citations exactly follow her source, even
when the verses chosen are for homiletic pur-
poses and therefore not predictable. Where
her source erred, she erred. The evidence
laid out in The White Lie is basically that
which was presented at Glendale to the 18-
member select committee in January 1980.
Mrs. White’s language and message were
often borrowed from various sources. For
instance, Edersheim became the organiza-
tional structure for most of Patriarchs and
Prophets and Desire of Ages. The actual
language used is often merely chunks from
her abridgements of other authors cut and
pasted into the appropriate chapter. The
message of a chapter is that of her source
unless the material covers a peculiarly
Adventist subject—then she splices in an
Adventist source. After seeing such evi-
dence, a committee of ministers in 1889
from the town of Healdsburg, California,
concluded:

Now we ask. Would not any literate critic
Judging from the quotations adduced and a
comparison of the passages indicated, con-
clude that Mrs. White in writing her “Great
Controversy” Vol. IV had before her the
open books and from them took both ideas
and words. We ask the candid reader if we
have sustained our position. Does she not



stand convicted of “introducing passages
from another man’s writings and putting
them off as her own.” If so, we have proved
the point in issue, and, according to Web-
ster, Mrs. White is a plagiarist, a literary
thief"

Of course this group of ministers have had
their work casually passed over by Adventist
apologists because they “were hardly un-
biased judges.” But it is a verdict from a jury
of her time, a verdict substantiated by the
work of Donald McAdams and Ronald
Graybill in the 1970s.

Emerson vs Davies is an example of how
the law weighed the issues. And with the
even more substantial evidence of her copi-
ous dependence on sources for structure,
language, and theme, it is a clear overstate-
ment to claim no case can be made against
her. And statements such as, “It is fairly
easy to demonstrate that Mrs. White’s bor-
rowing was within the bounds of acceptable
practice of her time,” are made by leader-
ship in bad faith. First, because it cannot be
demonstrated and secondly, and more im-
portantly, because it is a strawman.'* The
real difficulty is that her use of sources con-
flicts with teachings about her experience
and the nature of inspiration and revelation.

The thesis of Walter Rea’s The White Lie
is that leadership, past and present, bought
the Adventist message wholesale but insists
upon selling retail. Their supersalesmen
“puff” makes claims their product cannot
meet.

It is an appropriate criticism. Factual ad-
missions are only now being made. And even
s0, the significance of these facts is euphem-
ized. Those who try to discuss the real issues
are confronted by attacks on their motiva-
tions, intelligence, and integrity. An analysis
of the use being made of the Ramik opinion
by Ministry magazine associate editor
Warren Johns reveals question-begging and
spurious thinking:

From my own analysis of the 27 page
report, I find that the legal definition of
plagiarism or literary piracy is composed of

five essentials:

1. Motive: Was there any intent to
decetve?

2. Extent or scope: Did the author rely
heavily upon a single source?

3. Style: Did the author make only
“colorable alterations”?

4. Content: Has the theme, framework or
structure of a prior work been taken over?

5. Infringement: Have the profits result-
ing from the sale of the older book been
diminished by the sale of the new?"

First note an insignificant but symptoma-
tic example of puffery. Throughout the
Adventist press, the seventeen-page attorn-
ey’s opinion is described as a twenty-seven
page report by people claiming personal
analysis of its contents. None of them have
looked carefully enough to notice this ten-
page departure from reality.

More importantly, the analysis doesn’t
muster. It is at best poor legal exegesis exa-

Her use . . .

transcended fair use.
She can responsibly
be called a plagiarist.

cerbated by ignorance of the facts.

This is particularly apparent in the dis-
cussion of motive or intent. Deceit is not an
issue in law. Attorney Ramik’s opinion so
stated: “However the intention of the appro-
priator is of no moment relative to the legal
issue of piracy/infringement.”'®

One cannot concede appropriation on
the one hand, and then quibble about
intent to appropriate. Once appropriation
is conceded, the issue is whether the appro-
priation was within fair use or illicit.

Again, Ramik presented legal concepts
without discussing the facts which provide
the context in the case of Farmer vs
Elstner.

In Farmer vs Elstner a Detroit advertiser
had “made numerous, but not very
lengthy, excerpts from plaintiff's book.”"
But the work “was not intended as a com-
peting work in any sense of the term; it is
doubtful in my mind whether its circulation
would prevent the sale of a single copy of
plaintiff’s book.”'*

The defendant’s work was a pamphlet that
intended to advertise the industries of
Detroit. It was 274 pages, beginning with 70
pages entitled, “Detroit’s Early History”
and followed by 200 pages of advertis-
ements. It sold for 40¢ and was basically
sold to other advertisers for gratuitous cir-
culation.

The plaintiff’'s work—an exhaustive his-
tory of Detroit—exceeded 1,000 pages and
sold for $10.00 a copy.

The court made a distinction between fair
use (such as legitimate cuttings for criticism)
and the presentation of the product of an-
other’s mind as one's own.

The court acknowledged that the adver-
tiser made no pretense of authorship and that
economic impact was unproveable and
doubtful. But the plaintiff had a copyright on
copyrightable information. His labor was the
sole source of information that appeared in
the defendant’s pamphlet. The defendant
was prohibited from publishing. “Had [de-
fendant| extended to this book the common
courtesy of an acknowledgement, we should
have looked upon his appropriation with
much more favor than we are disposed to at
present. As the case stands, the animus
furandi [intent to steal] is entirely clear.”"’

One other thing is entirely clear, as well.
The editors of the Adventist Review have
done their readers a double disservice by
spending nearly one third of an issue of the
church paper promoting a legal opinion re-
garding Mrs. White’s use of sources.

It was bad enough that readers were mis-
led by an attorney’s opinion of Mrs.
White’s 19th century legal standing.
Worse, however, is the fact that the Review,

(Concluded on Page 28)

GRAYBILL LEAKS RAMIK REPORT

Three months before it appeared in the
Adventist Review, Ron Graybill, without
knowing better, leaked to an amused Chata-
nooga First Seventh-day Adventist Church
audience the fact that the General Con-
ference had ‘‘retained a non-Adventist
attorney to look into this plagiarism busi-
ness.” Graybill was at the lecturn; and his
boss, Robert Olson, sat helplessly in the
audience.

GRAYBILL: I discovered to my surprise just
last week . . . that—Did you know this, Bob,
that the General Conference has retained a
non-Adventist attorney downtown to look
into this plagiarism business? Did you know
it? You did know it? You didn’t tell me about
it.

OLSON (from the audience): There . . . there
are . . . I don’t know how you found out.
GRAYBILL: Well, he came to me.

OLSON: Oh. Okay. Well, uh . . .
GRAYBILL: Ar i not supposed to be telling?
OLSON: It was supposed to be quite confi-
dential.

GRAYBILL: Oh, well I won’t tell. [laughter] I
won’t tell then. Nobody warned me, see.
The, the attorney came to me. I thought,
well, isn’t this interesting.

OLSON: Well, as long as you . . . [laughter]
GRAYBILL: As long as I've spilled the
beans . . .

OLSON (reaches a mike): Is this working? As
long as Ron has brought it up, I'll tell you
how this thing developed. One of the at-
torneys from the General Conference—
Warren Johns, actually—came over to see
me the other day, and we shut all of our
doors. I have not talked to a soul about it—
not even my wife. [he laughs]

GRAYBILL: See, we couldn’t keep a secret at
the White Estate if we had to.

OLSON: And. . . T have been waiting to get
some kind of an opinion—that was about six,
eight weeks ago; and apparently he’s still
working on it from what I hear you say
tonight.

GRAYBILL: Well, uh, I, all I, uh [laughter]
. . . Nobody told me about it, and I didn’t
know it was supposed to be a secret. So, uh,
all I can say is that . . .

OLSON: Ron, I don’t keep many things from
you.

GRAYBILL: Yeah, I know. [laughter] I'll have
to visit you more often. I will tell you one
thing he said. He said, “You know, when I
was approached with this, I thought it would
be simple.” And he said, “The deeper I get
into it the more I wonder.” His son, who is a
law student, has gotten interested in it, too.
So I gave him what I had, you know. Well,
we’ll wait and see; but if word begins to
circulate, we’ll know who spread it, right?
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OF CURRENT INTEREST

AFFIDAVIT CLAIMS:

Bradford breaks
agreement with
Mich. Attorney
General

A cease and desist order filed in the
summer of 1981 by Michigan Attorney
General Frank Kelley against the General
Conference of Seventh-day Adventists and
several of its publishing associations for
violations of the Michigan Trusts, Monopo-
lies and Combinations Act was settled on 24
August 1982 out of court.

The church agreed among other things
not to:

... Reduce, suspend, terminate or threar-
en to reduce, suspend or terminate sales or
shipment of trade and subscription books
and/or printed material to any independent
reseller, or penalize or threaten to penalize
in any other way, any such reseller . . .

The integrity of that agreement is called
into question by the following affidavit given
in Chicago on 10 April 1983:

My name is Skip Baker and I live at 300
Rolling Oaks Drive, Thousand Oaks, Cali-
Jomnia. I am a free lance photographer. On
April 7, 1983, at or about 5:00 p.m. I was in
the office of Charles Bradford, President of
the North American Division of the General
Conference of Seventh-day Adventists and
Vice President of the General Conference at
6840 Eastern Avenue N.W., Washington,
D.C., for the purpose of photographing
Charles Bradford for the First Annual
Report of the Adventist Health Systems
U.S. After I had set up electronic lights and
entered Bradford’s office while I was taking
light meter readings, Annette Stephens,
Charles Bradford’s secretary, entered
Bradford’s office and stated that Clyde
Kinder was on the telephone line. Charles
Bradford picked up the telephone and greet-
ed Clyde Kinder by name. During the
telephone conversation with Clyde Kinder,
Bradford stated that “Proctor is taking the
Jood out of the mouths of our LEs [Litera-
ture Evangelists]”. He then told Kinder to
do what he could to interrupt Proctor’s
supply and sales of denominational books.
He further stated that Kinder should get on
an airplane and go somewhere to carry out
these instructions with regard to Proctor.
During this same conversation Charles
Bradford further stated that if Kinder met
any resistance he should inform those who
might question his actions that he had “‘full
authority” from Charles Bradford. At this
point I began taking pictures of Charles
Bradford while he was still on the telephone.
He then interrupted his telephone conversa-
tion and said to me, “You're not going to
take my picture now, are you?”. I replied
that I was just going to finish the roll in the

ADVENTIST CURRENTS, July 1983

camera so that I could use a new roll on his
portrait. He then continued his conversa-
tion with Clyde Kinder while I was reload-
ing the camera with a new roll of film.
During the course of the Bradford-Kinder
telephone conversation I was taking light
readings with a flash meter held approxi-
mately 2 inches from Charles Bradford’s
Jace. I have read the above statement and it
is true and correct.
[Signed, Skip Baker]
Look for an expanded story on this case in
Currents’ next issue.

“A prophet” at
Loma Linda

When Seventh-day Adventists enumerate
their accomplishments in such categories as
education, publishing, and medicine, they
often recall the phrase, “By their fruits ye
shall know them.”

When other denominations achieve suc-
cesses—such as the Mormon’s laudable
divorce statistics and longevity rates equiva-
lent to those of Adventists—their “fruits”
are often labeled “counterfeits.”

Resistance by conservative Adventists to
an invitation given teievision evangelist Oral
Roberts to address the Loma Linda Univer-
sity School of Medicine Alumni Postgradu-
ate Convention (8 March 1983) in the Uni-
versity Church sanctuary was, for better or
worse, predictable. Objectors handed out
flyers quoting passages from Scripture and
Ellen White. Manuscript 30 (1902) was
especially clear:

The world is full of men and women who
cherish deceptive theories, and it is danger-
ous to listen to them.

The Great Controversy page 588 seemed
tailored just to fit the faith healer who
recently had a vision of a 900-foot Christ:

Through the agency of spiritualism, mir-

Oral Roberts

acles will be wrought, the sick will be
healed, and many undeniable wonders will
be performed. And as the spirits profess
Jaith in the Bible and manifest respect for
the institutions of the church, their work will
be accepted as a manifestation of divine
power.

The demonstrators’ fears came closest to
realization when Loma Linda School of
Medicine’s former dean, David Hinshaw—
now dean of Oral Roberts University’s med-
ical school—introduced the faith healer to
the Loma Linda audience, with a not so
subtle analogy between Roberts and Ellen
White:

I just wanted to point out a couple of
parallels between the institution there and
the one here, that I recognize immediately
[and] that all of you would.

This institution—the College of Medical
Evangelists, Loma Linda University
School of Medicine, whichever title you
choose—was born in vision, as you all
know—those of you who know the old
history. It came to being in the mind’s eye of
Ellen G. White, who envisioned this partic-
ular place, and indicated that—propheti-
cally, I believe—there would be a great
medical center here. Now I think that'’s
happened.

Now, something similar has happened in
Tulsa, Oklahoma. There is already a great
medical center there. It has certain ma-
turing things to do yet, but these are rapidly
being accomplished. The only way one can
view what's happened there is, indeed, that

it likewise was a produce of vision seen in
the mind’s eye of a prophet, if you please.

With less than a dozen protesters handing
out their leaflets in front of the University
Church, the media themselves were the news
as a Los Angeles ABC Channel 7 mini-cam
crew waited for something interesting to
shoot.

Roberts’ speech was anticlimactic. It
amounted to an autobiographical sketch that
he concluded by describing his strenuous
efforts to wed the prayer of faith with the
faithful practice of scientific medicine.

Audio-cassettes of the Oral Roberts
address may be obtained by sending $5.00
to: School of Medicine Alumni Association,
Loma Linda University, Loma Linda, CA
92350.

Davenport no
easy chair

General Conference President Neal Wil-
son and his associates have been receiving
frank but respectful, informed, and thought-
ful letters from well-educated Seventh-day
Adventist lay-members, questioning the way
in which the General Conference has han-
dled the Davenport debacle.

Many of the letters offer concrete alterna-
tives to the vascillating methodology pres-
ently in operation. Here is a digest of what
some Adventist members are saying to the



men on Eastern Avenue:

This attorney and Wilson have worked
closely together on the boards of major
church institutions, and there could be no
misunderstanding the lawyer’s closing plea:

In closing, on behalf of hundreds, and 1
suspect thousands, of laymen, I urge you to
act to restore our confidence in the church.
Neal, you simply can’t have it both ways. It
simply cannot be true, as we have said so
repeatedly in public forums, that the church
is governed hierarchically and that the Gen-
eral Conference has no power. We all know
that if the General Conference leadership
steps forward to state that certain individu-
als should not serve, the chances of their
being reelected by their constituency once
the facts are told are extremely remote.
Even if that reelection were to occur, you at
least then could lay the responsibility at the
feet of the laity, whereas now the respon-
sibility for the sickness in our structure lies
with the leadership, for the laity can’t help
without the facts.

An Adventist systems analyst wrote
Wilson in response to his March 24 report in
the Adventist Review.

You used the analogy of a ‘grand jury’ to
describe the role of the commission. I am
comyfortable with that comparison. But the
findings of a grand jury are generally made
public in the form of an indictment. Will
you make the four-page report of the com-
mission available to church members?

Donald Davenport in better days.

What usually follows is a trial, held in
public, where all available and applicable
evidence is presented; where there is strong
and articulate advocacy of all points of
view, and where an independent authority
(judge orjury) decides guilt or innocence. In
contrast to such a public hearing, it appears
your hearings are conducted in secret.

Another widely-held concern, the fear of
coverup, was expressed to Wilson by the
same correspondent:

You suggest that the approach you are

insurance coverage:

round diamonds weighing 9.25 cts.

weighing 14.47 cts.
Diamond ring

weight 1.20 cts.

weight 1.80 cts.

DESCRIPTION

One lady’s ring, 18 kt. yellow gold and 6-row diamond, containing:
156 round diamonds, estimated weight 7.35 cts.

One pair lady’s earclips, 18 kt. yellow gold, diamond, and cabochon
sapphire, containing: 14 sapphire beads weighing 21.00 cts., 278

One pair lady’s earclips, 18 kt. yellow gold, platinum, and diamond,
containing: 114 round diamonds weighing 4.13 cts.

One bracelet, yellow gold and pave diamond hinged bangle, con-
taining: 288 round diamonds, estimated weight 20.00 cts.

One necklace, 18 kt. yellow gold and diamond, 674 round diamonds

One necklace, 18 kt. yellow gold and white gold, peridot, and
diamond in a rope twist design, containing: 1 emerald cut peridot
measuring 20 x 18.8 x 12.6 mm.; 40 round diamonds, estimated

One necklace, 18 kt. yellow gold link with octagonal pendant plaque
in yellow gold, diamond, blue and yellow sapphires, containing: 4
oval blue sapphires, estimated weight 4.00 cts.; 4 oval yellow
sapphires, estimated weight 4.00 cts.; 60 round diamonds, estimated

KEEPING UP WITH THE DAVENPORTS

Keeping up with the Joneses is one thing, but keeping pace with the Davenports—even in
bankruptcy—is no mean feat. Lists of at least some of the jewelry owned by the Davenports at
the time of bankruptcy were assembled by the bankruptcy trustee from correspondence with
an insurance firm. Here are a few of the nicer pieces from the collection, priced according to

INSURED
VALUE

$13,000.00

$15.500.00

$8,000.00
$37,500.00
$34,000.00

$185.,000.00
$17.000.00

$11,500.00

The insured value of the remaining twenty-eight jewelry items brings the total insured value
of the collection to $424,050. According to the bankruptcy trustee, no physical inventory of
the jewelry had been made because its location was unknown.

taking “will place names of people to be dis-
ciplined in an arena where they will be
openly discussed by an official body and
thus become a matter of public record.” I
fail to see how the deliberations of a union
executive committee contributes to the
“public record.” Are they not generally kept
secret? Did such secrecy not contribute to
this problem in the first place?

An Adventist physician asked Wilson if
the Gibson, Dunn and Crutcher report of the
involvement of denominational individuals
and entities with Davenport was “privately
funded.” If not, he felt entitled—as one
Seventh-day Adventist who had helped to
pay for its 624 pages—to the privilege of
reading it.

Another letter addressed to Wilson by an
attorney contained just two pithy para-
graphs, both in response to Wilson’s March
24 Review report:

I thought the editors of the Review pro-
vided a subtle editorial on your report of the
handling of the Davenport matter by their
placing Eric B. Hare's story “The Elephant
That Cried” immediately following your
report. Many of us are crying tears every bit
as large as those cried by the elephants, for
your chart on page 8 tells us how confused
we have become. Once again we have con-
fused the admonition about refraining from
Judging. That admonition speaks to our in-
ability to judge the fitness of someone for the
kingdom because we do not know to what
extent Christ’s character has been sub-
stituted for that of the one in question. We
do have the responsibility, however, for
judging fitess for continued leadership,
and that responsibility seems to have been
abandoned.

Perhaps it is that our church is not hier-
archical at all, but merely a collection of
feudal barons who combine to keep a weak
king in office. We are appalled and sad-
dened to discover that personal profiteering,
self-aggrandizement, and major conflicts of
interest causing the loss of millions of
dollars of tithe funds result in no signifi-
cant changes. Power does corrupt doesn’t
i?

The most radical letters that have come to
hand promise the General Conference lead-
ers a cessation of tithe and offering giving
until the “chaise lounge” affair is conclu-
sively laid to rest.

Daniel Committee
doesn’t dare

Following the contested outcome of the
Glacier View doctrinal discussions in
August 1980, the General Conference kept
its promise that the church would continue to
study issues in the book of Daniel. To this
purpose, a Daniel and Revelation Commit-
tee (DARCOM) was established in January
1981.

At first meeting in May 1981, approxi-
mately 30 topical paper writing assignments
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DANIEL AND
REVELATION COMMITTEE

W.R. Lesher, Chairman
Frank Holbrook, Secretary
Niels-Erik Andreasen
Dalton Baldwin

Ivan T. Blazen

Raoul F. Dederen
W. Duncan Eva
Madelyn Haldeman
Gerhard F. Hasel
William G. Johnsson
Hans K. LaRondelle
C. Mervyn Maxwell
James Melancon
Beatrice Neall

Enoch Oliviera
Robert W. Olson

Jan Paulsen

Elbio Pereyra

W. Larry Richards
William Shea
Kenneth A. Strand
Edward E. Zinke

dealing with Daniel, Revelation, Leviticus,
and Hebrews were distributed among the 21
DARCOM participants.

Four months later (September 28-29,
1981), DARCOM reviewed approximately
50 manuscripts produced by the nine-man
Committee on Problems in the Book of
Daniel (1962-1966), authorized by R.R.
Figuhr 20 years ago.

Two more meetings of DARCOM took
place in April (21-25) and October (24-27)
of 1982, during which time the committee
reviewed the topical papers initially assign-
ed. Following the October session in Wash-
ington, D.C., DARCOM secretary Frank
B. Holbrook authorized a yet unpublished
“interim report’ stating that “agreement was
expressed by those present on the following
points.” The four points, so disingenuously
formulated, are reproduced below, followed,
in each case, by brief, editorial commentary:

1) The year-day principle may be estab-
lished through reasonable interpretations of
the Scriptures.

It may be. But does the Bible—as its own
expositor—demand the application of a
year-day principle in Daniel 8:14? It was
agreed in the Glacier View Consensus State-
ment that “The year-day relationship can be
Biblically supported, although it is not ex-
plicitly identified as a principle of prophetic
interpretation.”

2) The biblical evidence rules out Anti-
ochus IV as the fulfillment of the little horn
of Daniel 8.

Evidence may rule out “Antiochus IV as
the fulfillment of the little horn of Daniel 8,
but does it exclude Antiochus as a fulfill-
ment or even the contextually primary ful-
fillment? Antiochus must have been ruled
out on the assumption that Daniel was not
writing about 2300 literal evenings-morn-
ings, because the Consensus Statement de-
scribes the “little horn™ as “‘this wicked
power |which]| casts down the place of the
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sanctuary (Dan. 8:11) and thus occasions
the need for its restoration or purification.”
That is a rather good description of the
person and work of Antiochus IV.

3) The biblical evidence supports the
view that the judgment/sanctuary scene in
Daniel 7-8 involves (among other things)
an examination of the professed people of
God.

The logic of this subtly worded statement
implies that biblical evidence supports the
view that the little horn power of Daniel 8
includes (among other things) the professed
people of God. The subtlety is in the word
“professed.” Roman Catholics have long
professed themselves to be God’s church.
And Seventh-day Adventists, professing the
same thing, believe the Papacy to be the little
horn. Do Adventists come under judgment
as part of the little horn?

4) The biblical evidence supports the
view that the 2300 evenings-mornings rep-
resent 2300 symbolic days rather than 1150

literal days.

It seems astonishing that point ““‘4”* argues
for something so vague as 2300 “symbolic”
days, when it is questions regarding the
precise, intended length of the 2300 eve-
nings-mornings period—not to mention their
exact starting point—that has aroused so
much indignation.

Unfortunately, the composition of a com-
mittee and its political dynamics say a lot
about what it can be expected to produce
(see box). Perhaps six or seven of the
scholars on this 22-member committee—in
safer times—might have dared to clearly
express their reservations about the pre-
suppositions, exegesis, and interpretative
methods being used to support a sanctuary
doctrine that is quite different from the doc-
trine of the sanctuary taught by Ellen White
and the Adventist pioneers so long ago. It is
hard, however, to imagine safer times—
given human sociology and the recurring
popularity of fiery furnaces.

Outlook charged

According to Limboline (16 October
1982):

This photograph and announcement
appearing in the Mid-America Union pub-
lication Outlook, turned out to be outright
deception. Suspicious church members who
contacted and quizzed Union officers_ found
that they reluctantly but candidly admitted
that the $265,000 had nothing to do with a
Davenport settlement of outstanding loans.

Adventist Currents’ attempts to establish
the relative accuracy of the pictorialized
Outlook announcement and the charge of
deception by Limboline have been reveal-
ing. The facts collected on the case raise
intriguing questions that Qutlook editor

with deception

Halle Crowson seems unwilling to face. He
responded (22 February 1983) with some
pique to a polite query asking how a Daven-
port loan could be settled while the phy-
sician-developer’s assets were confiscated
under Chapter 11 bankruptcy status:

First of all, I don’t see how the caption
can be misleading. It is written in very clear
language, and the fact that the “rag”
[Limboline| claims that the statement is
patently false, doesn’t bother me one little
bit. Nor is it of any concern to my
organization.

You ask that I send a statement “for the
record” that explains what the caption
should have said, and “how the erroneous

FIRST SETTLEMENT RECEIVED ON DAVENPORT LOANS

Pictured left to right are Mid-America Union Treasurer, Lee Allen, Mid-America

Union President, E. S. Reile and Darrel J. Huenergardt of Kimball, Nebraska. Allen is
shown receiving a check in the amount of $265,000 from Huenergardt, Mid-America
Union Attorney. The check represents the first settiement from the Davenport loans.
The check was received for the total settlement from a loan on one property. The
transaction took place at the Union Executive Committee meetingin Lincoln on June

28, 1982.



claim about the check came to be made.”
Well, you don’t tell me for whose record this
is intended, which I think is unfortunate.
And I don’t know that we have any desire to
make any change in what the caption said,
because it said what we wanted it to say in
the first place. There was no erroneous
claim made about the check, we just stated
the facts. I don’t see how the claim can be
erroneous whether Davenport was in or out
of chapter 11 at the time of the June
transaction.

This organization received $265,000
which was the first settlement from the
Davenport loans on a particular property.
This is the truth of the matter.

The parts of the Qutlook picture caption
relating to the $265,000 check that seem to
be most misleading are the following two
sentences: “The check represents the first
settlement from the Davenport loans. The
check was received for the total settlement
from a loan on one property.”

The impression readers have gotten is that
Davenport’s assets have been attached, his
estate is being liquidated, and some of the
proceeds have “trickled down” to the Mid-
America Union as payoff for an outstanding
Davenport debt. The caption—however it
was intended—misleads readers, by either
subtle or careless wording, in the same way
that readers not knowing better could be
expected to infer that an individual was an
attorney if that person were to say, ‘I am not
an Adventist lawyer.”

Another way that the Outlook picture
caption leads to misimpression is by the
ambiguous phrase “the total settlement from
a loan on one property.” Many readers mis-
understood this to mean that the loan being
“settled” was paid back totally.

Mid-America Union attorney Darrel
Huenergardt responded (15 February 1983)
to the same query in a different manner:

The Central Union, now merged with the
Northern Union to form the Mid-America
Union, loaned a sum of money to Daven-
port, secured by a first morigage on certain
real estate. That real estate was later sold by
Davenport. Some time after the sale, in
order to remove the lien from the title, a
settlement on the Davenport loan was
made. The Union received the sum of
$265,000 in return for releasing its first
mortgage. Since the first morigage was
security for a loan made to Davenport and
the payment was on that loan, in my
opinion the check represents the first settle-
ment from the Davenport loans received by
the Mid-America Union.

If you disagree with this assessment, 1
would be glad to hear from you. If you do
not disagree, I would certainly appreciate
your assisting me in setting the record
straight.

Recently, a friend anonymously sent Cur-
rents the 6 May 1982 General Conference
Auditing Service letter from Wayne R. Vail,
one of their auditors, along with “Notes to
the Financial Statement” Vail had address-
ed to the Mid-America Union for the period
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MID-AMERICA UNION CONFERENCE OF S.D.A.
Notes to the Financial Statement — Continued
December 31, 1981

Note 5 — Notes Receivable — D.J. Davenport — Continued:

at time of contruction.

2. Seaside, Oregon — Pacific Northwest Bell facility. This note is collateralized.
The original principal loaned was $350,000.00, interest is at 10%. The
original principal was approximately 195% of appraised value,

Principal Interest Principal Interest
Due Due* Due Due
12-31-81 12-31-81 12-31-80 12-31-80
Kansas-Nebraska Conference 98,333 27,880 98,333 22,376
of Seventh-day Adventists—
Specific Purposes Fund
Seventh-day Adventist 198,334 56,228 198,334 45127
Association of Colorado—
Pooled Investment Fund
Mid-America Union Conference 33,333 9,449 33,333 7,583
Association of Seventh-day
Adventists (Formerly Central
Union Conference Association
of Seventh-day Adventists)
Current Fund
TOTAL 330,000 93,557 330,000 75,086

Subsequent to December 31, 1981, the Mid-America Union Conference of Seventh-
day Adventists, on behalf of the other organizations indicated above, accepted
$265,000.00 as a complete out-of-court settlement of this balance due. The settle-
ment was received from the Lawyers Title Insurance Company which failed to dis-
close the secured mortgage which had been recorded on this property.

*Because of the bankruptcy petition notall of the interest due at December 31,1981 has actually
been accrued to the records while awaiting the distribution of assets in bankruptcy.

ending 31 December 1981. Although they
raise additional questions, the following
comment and notes from the General Con-
ference auditor may begin to help the Mid-
America Union, its Outlook, and counsel,
“in setting the record straight.”

Auditor Vail elaborated on the informa-
tion contained in Note 5 from the financial
statement:

As discussed in Note 5, an individual
from whom the Mid-America Union Con-
Sference of Seventh-day Adventists has notes
receivable in the amount of $1,053,251,
principal only, for each of the years ended
December 31, 1981 and 1980, filed a
petition for reorganization in bankruptcy
under Chapter 11 of the Federal Bank-
ruptcy Act. Management and legal counsel
are unable ro estimate what amounts, If
any, of the notes receivable will ultimately
be collected. The above notes receivable are
not in harmony with investment policies of
the Seventh-day Adventist denomination.

More complete information regarding the
$265,000 check reported in the Qutlook
picture story can be deduced from the Gen-
eral Conference auditor’'s Mid-America
Financial Statement, Note 5, item 2 (see
box):

1) The Central Union (later to join the
Northern Union as the Mid-America
Union) loaned Davenport $350,000—

probably in 1978.

2) The note was in some sense colla-
teralized by a Pacific Northwest Bell prop-
erty in Seaside, Oregon.

3) The original loan was approximately
195% of the Seaside property’s appraised
value—Dbefore construction.

4) The loan did not conform to the invest-
ment policies of the General Conference.

5) Interest was at 10%.

6) Collateral was in question.

7) The approximate amount Davenport
owed Mid-America on this note as of 31
December 1981 was $440,000 (principal
and interest).

8) The $265,000 check was the result of
an out-of-court settlement between the Mid-
America Union and a title insurance com-
pany that had failed to properly disclose the
security recorded on the Seaside, Oregon,
property.

9) The Mid-America Union will prob-
ably never collect approximately $175,000
still owed on this particular loan.

Given the facts that are known, the Out-
look would have reported more accurately
had it said that the Mid-America Union
managed to salvage $265,000 of approxi-
mately $440,000 that Davenport owed the
union on just one of his unpaid loans, by
selling its position on property once owned
by the bankrupt investor.
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Georgia-Cumberland
shows G.C. how

The Georgia-Cumberland Conference
Executive Committee and the Georgia Con-
ference Association Board have shown the
General Conference and the North Ameri-
can Division how maturely and forthrightly
the Davenport scandal could have been re-
solved and might yet be concluded.

Throughout 1982, a Davenport Bank-
ruptcy Study Commission established by the
joint action of the Conference Executive
Committee and Association Board investi-
gated the Georgia-Cumberland trust funds
invested with Davenport, beginning in 1963,
and the simultaneous involvement of Geor-
gia-Cumberland officials with the Southern
California developer.

The findings of this local Conference
Commission were consistent—where they
overlapped—with the findings of Neal Wil-
son’s President’s Review Commission. The
significant difference between the two re-
ports, however, is that the Georgia-Cum-
berland Conference made the results of its
inquiry public on 5 April 1983, by distrib-
uting a three-page summary to all of its
members.

Headlined as a ““Special Report,” it lists
names, describes involvement, and specifies
the action taken on each name. Here is an
abridgement of that report:

—It was requested by Elder Wilson that
the release of the report of the Georgia-Cum-
berland Conference study be held until the
General Conference made its report in the
Adventist Review dated March 24, 1983,

DESMOND CUMMINGS, SR.: Pres-
ident and chairman of the Georgia-Cumber-
land Conference Committee and the Georgia
Conference Association Board from June
1964 to July 1980.

—It was found that Cummings received a
higher rate of interest on some of his invest-
ments with Davenport than that which the
conference was receiving, and that he was in
partnership with Davenport on some busi-
ness transactions.

—It was found that Cummings received
finder’s fees on monies loaned to Davenport
by various entities . . . for the years of 1976
and 1977 in the amount of $103,809,32. In
addition . . . finder’s fees for 1978, 1979 and
1980 of $149,273.88.

—PFurther, the Georgia Conference Asso-
ciation advanced $600,000.00 for the con-
struction of a Southwestern Bell Telephone
Company building in Temple, Texas for
which the Deed of Trust was never received.
After construction was completed Cum-
mings purchased the building from Daven-
port and received a clear title for the
property.

—The Conference Executive Committee
voted that the Georgia-Cumberland Con-
ference constituency be informed of this
problem; that Desmond Cummings, Sr.,
should not be eligible for employment by any
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unit of the Seventh-day Adventist Church;
that he not function as a Seventh-day Ad-
ventist minister; that he should possibly
receive additional church discipline; that the
association pursue any and all sources of
remedy available and to do whatever is
necessary torecover the losses sustained as a
result of the Davenport bankruptcy.

JACK PRICE: Board member of the
Georgia Conference Association from June
1966 to May 1981. During this time period
he also served at various intervals on the
Georgia-Cumberland Conference Execu-
tive Committee.

—Jack Price apparently received finder’s
fees from Davenport in 1977 of $10,968.22.
There is also correspondence from Price to
Davenport which indicates that Price re-
ceived a 50 percent rate of interest on an
investment of $25,000.00.

—Jack Price may have had a conflict of
interest . . . in that he apparently sought to
secure financial opportunities for himself . . .
The committee . . . voted that he not be
eligible for employment of any unit of the
Seventh-day Adventist Church.

FRED MINNER: Secretary and trea-
surer of the Georgia Conference Associa-
tion from May 1963 to December 1975.
Assistant secretary and treasurer of the
Georgia Conference Association from De-
cember 1975 to present.

His integrity is not questioned . . . how-
ever . . . because he did not fully execute his
fiduciary responsibility, it is requested that
the conference administration arrange for a
change in his service to the church and bring
in a new association treasurer.

E.E. CUMBO: Conference secretary
and board member of the Georgia Confer-
ence Association and the Georgia-Cumber-
land Conference Executive Committee from
March 1969 to June 1978.

It appears that there was involvement of
his personal funds with Davenport. It was
voted that any information concerning the
involvement of E.E. Cumbo be passed on to
the General Conference Study Commission.

RICHARD CENTER: Vice president
of Georgia Conference Association and
treasurer of the Georgia-Cumberland Con-
ference from April 1977 to present.

—The commission does not recommend
disciplinary actions.

HOYT HENDERSHOT: Field represen-
tative and board member of the Georgia Con -
ference Association from June 1964 to
January 1980. Secretary of Georgia Con-
ference Association Board, December 1975
to January 1980.

—The committee accepted the report of
the commission clearing Hoyt Hendershot
of any misdealing.

DON AALBORG: Secretary of Geor-
gia-Cumberland Conference, board mem-
ber of the Georgia Conference Association
and the Georgia-Cumberland Conference
Executive Committee from August 1978 to
present.

No disciplinary action was recom-

mended.
JERRY WIGGLE: General Confer-
ence auditor.

—As auditor for the General Conference,
in the 1978 audit of the Georgia Conference
Association, Jerry Wiggle presented his
official auditor’s opinion letter to the con-

(Concluded on Page 27)

Delegates frown
atGeneral Conference

The 650 combined regular delegates and
delegates-at-large of the Southeastern Cali-
fornia Conference in Triennial Session (17
April 1983) voted on the following reso-
lution:

That the Southeastern California Con-
Jerence in Triennial Session expresses deep
concern with the handling of the Davenport
Jinancial affair by the General Conference,
and that in order to reestablish confidence
in administration and the credibility of
those involved, the President’s Commission
on Davenport be reconvened for the purpose
of completing a full investigation of this
matter, and that they be given all of the
information available to the General Con-
Serence officers, and that they be allowed to
conduct personal interviews of any individ-
uals necessary to prepare a complete report
and make final recommendations, and that
their final report be made available to the
appropriate administrative units and others
who may desire it. In addition, this should
be sent by Southeastern California Con-
Jerence to the executive officers of each con-
Jference of the North American Division and
the General Conference.

Following a twenty-minute floor discus-
sion, question was called and the motion
passed easily. But the resolution was subse-
quently referred to the Conference Execu-
tive Committee for evaluation of its wording,
particularly the phrase “and others who may
desire it.”” Some delegates feared the church
would be ““‘opening up its books” to enemies.

A thorough reading indicates that the
resolution relates only to the President’s
Review Commission report on the Daven-
port affair. And insiders say the disposition
of the Executive Committee will be to ratify
the resolution as it reads.

One other significant resolution voted by
the delegates had two parts:

Be it resolved for study:

a. That the Union structure in the
North American Division, as a regional
administrative device, outlived its usefulness
for the relatively homogeneous North Amer-
ican Division.

b. That the Union structure in the
North American Division should be re-
moved, the local conferences and the North
American Division reorganized, and their
functions redefined.

It remains to be seen what will be the
impact of the successful resolution regarding
the President’s Review Commission. The
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Southeastern California Conference, with
40,000 members, is the largest in the North
American Division. With an almost imper-
ceptible increase in tithe for 1982 (the con-
ference usually shows an increase of about
6% per year), many speculate that a very
clear signal demanding candor and account-
ability has been sent to the General
Conference.

Sabbath School
quarterly kindled

The title alone of the first adult Sabbath
School quarterly for 1983, “Christ's All-
atoning Sacrifice,” elicited the doctrinal
pyromania within Adventism.

Neal Wilson told a gathering of the Loma
Linda University Division of Religion fac-
ulty on January 16 that there had been a
public burning of the quarterly while he was
in North Carolina to participate in the dedi-
cation of a new church. Currents conversa-
tions with church workers in the area
revealed that the burning had only been
threatened. However, Currents did confirm
that some members of the North Fork,
California, church congregation did ignite
their quarterlies.

Mike Baugher, pastor of the Bonners
Ferry and Clark Fork, Idaho, churches
collected the quarterlies from his members
and returned them to the General Con-
ference Sabbath School Department with a
note requesting either a refund or a credit.
Baugher said that the letter he received in
reply, disallowing refunds or credits, did
not acknowledge receipt of the returned
quarterlies. For his action, Baugher says,
he was “called very smartly onto the carpet
at the local conference.”

Although the first lesson in Southern
College religion professor Norman Gul-
ley’s quarterly was for December 26, 1982,
by January 5, 1983, North American Divi-
sion president C.E. Bradford and Thomas
M. Ashlock, Sabbath School executive for
North America;had cosigned a letter ad-
dressed to **Sabbath School Directors, North
American Division.” The letter was a plea
for “Christian maturity,” with “‘regret that
unnecessary controversy should arise over a
subject so central to the Christian faith.”

According to Bradford and Ashlock, they
were writing because “"misleading and divi-
sive charges and rumors are being made re-
garding the denominationally published
Sabbath School quarterly study, ‘Christ’s
All-atoning Sacrifice” (1st quarter, 1983)
and its accompanying book, Christ Our
Substitute . . .”

At least three publications reacted with
alarm by pointing out approaches to the
atonement, the nature of Christ, and the use
of Ellen White’s quotations in Gulley’s
quarterly that troubled them.

The fear of many that the quarterly title,
*“Christ’s All-atoning Sacrifice,” implied
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that the atonement might have been com-
pleted at the cross, was only the beginning of
sorrows. Vance Ferrell reacted with horror
in a “special emergency issue” (Dec. 1,
1982) of Pilgrims’ Waymarks. Ferrell re-
minded readers that the same heresies had
appeared in Questions on Doctrine (see
“Was Questions on Doctrine a Theological
Sting?™), and concluded his four-page com-
plaint with a warning:

The error of a Christ that did not become
like us, linked with the error of an Atone-
ment totally finished 2,000 years ago—Is
the heart of modern apostate Protestant
theology. It is now being brought into our
beloved Seventh-day Adventist Church.

In the January 1983 issue of Layworker,
publisher-editor George Harvey Rue won-
dered “why did the General Conference
Sabbath School Department okay this
Quarterly for publication . . . ?” Rue ex-
pressed dismay that so much “error” and
“new theology” could circumnavigate the
red pencils of editors Gordon Hyde and Leo
Van Dolson, saying, “We have had confi-
dence in both of these men.” Referring to
Gulley's quarterly companion book, Christ
Our Substitute, Rue added that “*publication
of a book with so much ‘new theology’ error
implicates the Review and Herald Publish-
ing Association.”

IChfisfss sacrit

* 4 All-atonin

William Grotheer complained in his
“Watchman, What of the Night?” that
Gulley’s quarterly presented “a very serious
problem” because “different references are
cited from the writings of Ellen G. White,
thus suggesting contradiction.”

Rue, Ferrell, and Grotheer were all deeply
troubled because in Lesson 3 of “Christ’s All-
atoning Sacrifice,” the major thrust of Her-
bert Douglass’ highly controversial, 1977
“Jesus the Model Man™ quarterly is re-
jected. Douglass, with 223 Ellen White quo-
tations, drove home his contention that since
Christ took human nature with generations

of moral and physical degeneration, His
sinless life proved that human beings today
can attain sinless living; and that the accumu-
lation of a sizeable group of these achievers
(in one generation) would compel the return
of our Lord.

Gulley’s quarterly argues, instead, that
Christ—as the second Adam—proved “that
the first Adam need not have sinned” (p. 21).
He then goes on to demonstrate what con-
cerned Grotheer most: That it is possible to
find Ellen White quotations supporting both
views, using these examples:

FALLEN CHILD OF ADAM

It was in the order of God that Christ
should take upon himself the form and
nature of fallen man.— Spirit of Prophecy,
vol. 2, p. 39.

Jesus accepted humanity when the race
had been weakened by four thousand years
of sin. Like every child of Adam He ac-
cepted the results of the working of the great
law of heredity.—The Desire of Ages, p. 49.
ADAM BEFORE HIS FALL

Not possessing the passions of our
human, fallen nature, but compassed with
like infirmities, tempted in all points even as
we are.—Testimonies, vol. 2, p. 509.

Be careful, exceedingly careful, as to how
you dwell upon the human nature of Christ.
Do not set Him before the people as a man
with the propensities of sin. He is the second
Adam.—Ellen G. White Comments, S.D.A.
Bible Commentary, vol. 5, p. 1128.

This last quote suggests that Ellen White
had been reading Henry Melvill’s sermon
“The Humiliation of the Man Christ Jesus”:

Examine, with all care, expressions
which refer to the humanity of the Saviour
... He took humanity with all those inno-
cent infirmities, but without any of those
sinful propensities, which the fall entailed.
—Sermons, vol. 1, pp. 101, 114.

But it was the contradiction, not source
usage, that wds at issue; and Gulley was
gracious enough to ignore an even more
obvious example. Two pages earlier (p. 20},
in his introduction to Lesson 3, “The Incar-
nation,” Gulley quoted from Mrs. White’s
February 13, 1893, Signs of the Times
article, explaining when the plan of salva-
tion was conceived:

From eternal ages the convenant of grace
(unmerited favor) existed in the mind of
God. It is called the everlasting covenant,
for the plan of salvation was not conceived
after the fall of man . . .

Four years earlier Mrs. White wrote in
The Great Controversy, page 347:

The Kingdom of grace was instituted
immediately after the fall of man, when a
plan was devised for the redemption of the
guilty race.

One happy note: Thanks to the vicissi-
tudes of human history, it is the Sabbath
School quarterly rather than its author,
Norman Gulley, that was so recently thrown
on the pyre.
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WALLOWING IN THE GULLEY
OF INDECISION

Christ’s All-atoning Sacrifice versus Jesus the Model Man: An Analysis

For some faithful Adventists, the first
quarter of 1983 was a time for weeping,
gnashing of teeth, and even burning Sabbath
School quarterlies. In order to feel this way,
a member would have to have received a
great blessing from Herbert Douglass’ 1977
quarterly, Jesus the Model Man; studied
Norman Gulley’s 1983 quarterly, Christ’s
All-atoning Sacrifice; and have a memory
that goes back at least six years. Fortu-
nately for the church, relatively few mem-
bers qualify on either account—Ilet alone all
three.

Both quarterlies deal extensively with a
theological issue dear to the heart of tra-
ditional Adventism: perfectionism. Both
quarterlies make extensive use of quotes
from Ellen White (223 times in Jesus the
Model Man, 131 times in Christ’s All-
atoning Sacrifice); but alas, they come to
incompatible conclusions.

Historically, the belief that the sinner can
have Christ’s character perfectly repro-
duced in his own life is as Adventist as the
great controversy motif; as Adventist even
as the belief that Ellen White was a latter-
day prophet. The Advent movement was
founded on the notion that Jesus had ceased
to forgive the sins of ““sinners™ after October
22, 1844, and would shortly thereafter
cease interceding for the saints (those who
accepted and maintained the belief that
Jesus had “come” in some mysterious way
in 1844) as soon as they were “sealed.”
When it became evident that this was erron-
eous, Adventists reasoned that, although
they were wrong about the timing of the
“closing of probation,” they were right
about the nature of the event; therefore, they
projected it into the future.

Thus, a traditional Adventist believes
that there will be a “closing of probation”
before the second coming of Christ. “In that
fearful time the righteous must live in the
sight of a holy God without an intercessor”
(Ellen White, Great Controversy,p. 614). It
follows logically that those who will be saved
must stop sinning completely prior to the
time when Christ’s intercession ends. The
struggle to attain this degree of righteous-
ness before the close of probation has long
been a driving force within Adventism.

The achievement of sinlessness by the
saints in earth’s final generation is believed
to have great cosmic significance, quite apart
from the fact that it ensures the translation of
the saints. It finally settles ““the great contro-
Dennis Hokama is a Los Angeles area
entrepeneur.
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versy between Christ and Satan” —namely,
whether or not God’s law can be kept per-
fectly by fallen man. With the justice of God
thus established by the saints, earth’s history
is then rapidly concluded. This is Advent-
ism’s “harvest theology.” It is expressed
most clearly in Ellen White's Christ Object
Lessons, p. 69:

Christ is waiting with longing desire for
the manifestation of Himself in His church.
When the character of Christ shall be per-

Jectly reproduced in His people, then He will

come to claim them as His own. (Quoted by
Douglass onp. 107 of Jesus the Model Man,
in the lesson entitled, “The Model Waiting
to Be Reproduced.™)

Norman Gulley’s cavalier
quarterly caveat to
perfectionists comes as
quite a shock.

In the quest for perfection of character, it
is obvious that only Jesus could serve as the
“model man.” In order for Jesus’ character
to be an attainable goal (on this view), Jesus
Christ must have no “commandment keep-
ing” advantage over modern man. Thus the
nature of Christ is an issue tightly inter-
woven with that of Christian perfectibility.

Douglass’ 77 quarterly affirmed the clas-
sic Adventist understanding of “victory
life.” It was not without its critics, however.
Some called it hagiocentric (believer-cen-
tered) rather than Christo-centric. Some
called it blasphemous because of its con-
tention that man literally could become
*“Christ-like.”” Douglass offered no apologies
or qualifications:

Adventists . . . believe that God will bring
an end to the sin problem at the second
coming of Jesus, and that this momentous
event has been delayed not because God has
changed His plan but because His followers
have not yet fulfilled His plan . . .

The evidence that vindicates God will not
be a matter of mere reason. It rests in the
living demonstration of men and women
who prove that God’s way is best . . .

For this demonstration God waits. The
world has been in a holding pattern, a sus-
pended countdown, for a century . . . The
primary concern of Seventh-day Adventists
is that men and women everywhere become
aware of the urgency of the time, that God is
ready to complete His plan for man’s
redemption in ourday . . . (Jesus the Model
Man, p. 105)

With that as a background, Norman
Gulley’s cavalier quarterly caveat to per-
fectionists comes as quite a shock. Perhaps
the first clue that he is taking a different tack
can be found in his use of the term “Jesus, the
Godman” (page 35, teachers’ edition). This
phrase implies a superiority in Jesus’ nature,
and is a favorite term of antiperfectionist
theologians within the church, such as
Edward Heppenstall. The first clear depart-
ure from Jesus the Model Man theology is
found in Lesson 3, “The Incarnation.”

On page 39 (teacher’s edition), the author
discusses the question “Did Christ come in
the nature of Adam before the Fall or after
the Fall?” Douglass made it clear that all
Adventists had no choice but to opt for the
latter. The point is that unless a post-Fall
spiritual nature is attributed to Christ, He
would have had a nature inherently superior
to modern man, and thus could not truly be
our Example. Gulley, however, informs
readers that it is a debatable question and
that there is merit in both answers. Teachers
are then cautioned against attempts to re-
solve the issue or to debate it in Sabbath
School class.

Thereafter, Gulley is careful to create
breathing room for antiperfectionists by pro-
viding Spirit of Prophecy statements that can
be interpreted in a way that will tolerate their
existence. Perhaps one of the best state-
ments he marshals is the one he refers to and
paraphrases on page 79 (teacher’s edition) of
Lesson 5, “Tempted As We Are.” Quoting
here:

No one, looking upon the childlike coun-
lenance, shining with animation, could say
that Christ was just like other children. He
was God in human flesh. When urged by
His companions to do wrong, divinity

Sflashed through humanity, and He refused
decidedly. (“E.W. Comments,” S.D.A.
Commentary, vol. 5, p. 1117)

This is a clear statement that Douglass
would probably have little use for, since it
appears that Jesus had help from his divinity
in resisting temptation.

Another quote that undoubtedly raised a
few eyebrows was an Ellen White state-
ment from The Review and Herald, Feb. 5,
1895: “We can never equal the pattern.”
The majority of Gulley’s quotations dealing
with the issue, however, are ambiguous.
Altogether, he does manage to produce 13
quotes which are reasonably antiperfection-
ist. Twelve are perfectionistic, and 34 are
ambiguous enough to allow for interpreta-
tion. Douglass, by contrast, quoted 54 per-
fectionistic statements (some of the best
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were quoted repeatedly), 35 ambiguous
statements, and no (zero) antiperfectionis-
tic statements.

The latter figure may be seen either as an
indication of how hard Gulley had to look to
find his 13 statements or as the degree of
intensity with which Douglass holds to his
perfectionism; probably some of both. The
quantity of statements counts less than the
quality, of course. In this respect, it is hardly
a contest. Douglass produces at least 14
statements that are so thematically clear
that, taken at face value, they discourage
argument. Gulley’s 13 statements, while
superficially antiperfectionistic, are gener-
ally not very convincing when read in
context.

Perhaps Gulley’s greatest coup on behalf
of antiperfectionism lies in his rewording of
the issue behind the “‘great controversy”.
Douglass’ understanding of the issues be-
hind the “great controversy’’ can be found on
page 16, Lesson 2, “God With Us,” and
represents most Adventists’ understanding:

Why? |referring to the necessity of
Christ’s becoming fully human|] The answer
to that question uncovers the great issues in
the cosmic controversy between God and
Satan. He came to prove Satan wrong—
God was not asking too much of men and
women, when He asked for their obedience;
He proved also that God does not ask more
from men and women than He will do for
them.

Gulley, on the other hand, matter of factly
states:

Satan’s charge against God’s law was
that it was unjust and could not be obeyed.
As far as the human family is concerned,
Satan argued that Adam could not keep the
law. Christ came in the same nature as
Adam to expose this falsehood and demon-
strate that the first Adam need not have
sinned (page 45, Lesson 3, “The Incar-
nation”).

In Lesson 11, p. 172, “It Is Finished”,
Gulley again restates without qualification
his understanding of the “‘great controversy™:

Christ’s victory had several facets: 1. It
answered the great controversy issue. It was
the end of a perfect law-keeping life which
exposed the utter falsehood of Satan’s
charge that, as God created them, humans
could not keep the law. (emphasis mine)

It appears that sometime between 1977
and 1983, Satan, perhaps mellowing with
age, modified his accusations against God’s
law. Whereas previously he demanded proof
that men and women in general could keep
God’s law, he will now settle for proof that a
perfect Adam in the perfect Garden of Eden
could have kept God’s law.

These two examples make it clear that
Gulley is not merely tolerant of antiper-
fectionists within the camp, as he often
appears to be: in reality. he sides with those
who would contend that “we can never equal
the pattern.”

It is difficult to deny that Ellen White
made statements supporting both sides of the
nature of Christ and perfectibility question.
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In fact this would only seem logical since she
appropriated material from authors who held
varying views. Henry Melvill, an English
cleric whose works Ellen White often appro-
priated, believed that Christ’s nature was
neither that of the pre-Fall nor post-Fall
Adam. He believed Christ’s nature to be a
unique God-man synthesis:

[{Christ’s nature] was not the Adamic,
because it had the innocent infirmities of the
Jallen. It was not the fallen, because it had
never descended into moral impurity. It
was, therefore, most literally our humanity,
but without sin. (Henry Melvill, Sermons
vol. 1, p. 116)

between 1977 and 1983,
Satan . . . modified his

accusations against
God’s law.

Does it follow, then, that Ellen White did
not really have a consistent viewpoint con-
cerning the nature of Christ and the issue of
perfection? Probably not, because her entire
theology was perfection oriented. The Sab-
bath and health reform, two of her great
concerns, have their rationale in perfec-
tionism in preparation for translation. Final
generation perfectionism is the logical out-
growth of shut-door theology projected into
the future. As such, it is quintessentially
Adventist. Using some of Ellen White’s
statements to prove that perfection is un-
attainable would seem as futile as using
some of her statements to establish that she
repudiated the significance of 1844. (Such
Ellen White statements can be found, but
they are numerically and theologically
anachronistic.)

Another quarrel between the Douglass
and Gulley quarterlies is in the very notion of
Christ’s all-atoning sacrifice. Final-gener-
ation overcomers insist that the plan of sal-
vation was less than complete at the cross.
There is something more to be proved and
accomplished, by man as well as Christ
before the end can come. The atonement is
not a finished act, but an ongoing process:

The intercession of Christ in man’s behalf
in the sancuary above is as essential to the
plan of salvation as was His death upon the
cross. By His death He began that work
which after His resurrection He ascended to
complete in heaven . . .

We are now living in the great day of
atonement. (The Great Controversy p. 489
empbhasis mine)

In Lesson 11, Gulley addresses the con-
troversy over whether SDA’s believe in a
completed atonement. He dismisses it as a
semantic problem in which Adventists use
the term “‘atonement” more inclusively than
most Christians. Christ’s work subsequent to
the cross, says Gulley, cannot and does not
add anything to the value of Calvary, but
applies the benefits of Calvary in an ongoing
process for the salvation of humanity. Given
Gulley’s position on perfection, this would

be true.

Given Douglass’ position, however, man
is in the position of having to provide the
universe with “evidence that vindicates
God”. Man does this by replicating Christ’s
perfection of character to prove that His
humanity was not a sham.

Summary and Conclusion

There is considerable theological tension
between Herbert Douglass’ 1977, second
quarter, Jesus the Model Man quarterly,
and the just-completed first quarter, 1983
quarterly entitled Christ’s A/l-atoning Sac-
rifice, by Norman Gulley. Whereas Doug-
lass represented the Adventist church as
being totally committed to the doctrine of
final generation perfectionism, Gulley
teaches that we may be for it or against it,
depending on whether we wish to emphasize
the exemplary or substitutionary aspects of
Christ’s work; provided that we do not
debate it in Sabbath School class.

Whereas Douglass made it clear that
Jesus took on the nature of fallen man,
Gulley shows a clear preference for the view
that Christ took on Adam’s unfallen moral
and spiritual nature. By acknowledging this
crucial difference between Christ’s nature
and our fallen natures, he is in effect con-
ceding that perfection (final generation or
otherwise) is impossible. He summons sel-
dom-used Ellen White quotes to demon-
strate that there are indications that Jesus
had some advantages that we cannot have,
and that we are not expected to do what He
did.

Whereas Douglass phrased the great con-
troversy issue in terms of whether fallen man
could keep God’s law, Gulley rephrases it
such that the issue is whether unfallen Adam
could have kept the law. By restating the
great controversy issue in this manner, Gul-
ley makes Jesus the final answer, whereas
Douglass’ view requires that the saints in the
final generation be the final answer and vin-
dication of God’s law.

The Douglass view of final generation per-
fection is more consistent with traditional
Adventism. Itis, in effect, shut-door doctrine
logically projected into the future. To repu-
diate it would be to repudiate the very nature
of Adventism. The emphasis on the Seventh-
day Sabbath and health reform are largely
explained by Adventism’s quest toward final
generation perfection.

Whether Gulley’s departure from tradi-
tion represents a deliberate shift or is merely
a trial (or lead) balloon remains to be seen.
Historically, the church has always made its
theological changes unannounced (witness
Questions on Doctrine), preferring to main-
tain many years after the fact that it had
always taught what by then is the “new”
view. This is a time-proven practice which
accomplishes change with limited oppo-
sition and minimal debate in Sabbath School
classes. In the meantime, we are evidently
free to wallow in the *“gulley” of indecision
regarding perfectionism. To be or not to be
perfect, which is our quest?
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currents INTerview: WALTER MARTIN

Christianity’s cult-watcher discusses Adventism in trouble — including

his fear that SDA leaders “are on

In the mid 1950s, a theologian and cult-
watcher named Walter L. Martin began an
investigation into Seventh-day Adventism
which led the church fo publish the book
QUESTIONS ON DOCTRINE and which led
Martin to write  THE TRUTH ABOUT
SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTISM. In his book and
the articles that preceded it, Martin holds
that Adventists are not a cult, subscribing to
extrabiblical authority, but are in fact bibli-
cal—and thus genuine Christian brethren,
worthy of respect and unreserved fellow-
ship. During an interview in February
1983, Martin told CURRENTS his Seelings
regarding the fate of QUESTIONS ON DOC-
TRINE and gave his evaluation of SDA
theological developments subsequent to
1955,

Because nearly three decades have
passed since Martin spent hundreds of
hours in dialogue with General Conference
officers, we expected to interview an un-
steady octogenarian. But Martin is barely
into his fifties.

He was a mere boy when he confronted

FREDA, an acronym given by some on
Eastern Avenue to Froom, Read, and An-
derson. L.E. Froom, whom Martin had
asked to meet, was Adventism’s reigning
historian-apologist. W.E. Read, General
Conference field-secretary, entered the dis-
cussions at Froom’s suggestion. And Roy
Allan Anderson, also included at Froom’s
request, was Ministerial Association secre-
tary and MINISTRY Magazine editor.
Martin was already a contributing editor
Jor ETERNITY Magazine and had published
a book exposing the cults (his life’s cyno-
sure) when he persuaded his mentor-boss,
ETERNITY editor Donald Grey Barnhouse,
to join him in conversation with his new
Jriends from the General Conference.
General Conference president R.R.
Figuhr gave his blessing to the meetings in
the summer of 1955 and more than once
afier his retirement rold R.A. Anderson that
the book SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTISTS ANS-
WER QUESTIONS ON DOCTRINE, which re-
sulted directly from the discussions with
Martin and Barnhouse, was the most

Masada and they don’t know it.”’

meaningful accomplishment of his admin-
istration. Not everyone agreed, however;
and evidence of the sound and Sury that
Jollowed publication of QUESTIONS ON
DOCTRINE Is illustrated in a box on page 22.

Dr. Martin was interviewed at his Chris-
tian Research Institute offices in El Toro,
California, where he employs an engaging
staff of research assistants

Martin has invested much of himself in
Seventh-day Adventism, and his reputa-
tion with the evangelical Christian com-
munity is on the line as he maintains that
Adventists are Christian brethren rather
than a cult. Consequently, he remains in-
tensely interested in the status of our
internal doctrinal debates.

When discussing his interaction with
Seventh-day Adventist leaders past and
present, Martin becomes very much in-
volved. Interview becomes monologue.
And, given the continuing vicissitudes in
Adventist doctrine and policy, Adventists
can expect to hear more from this self
appointed monitor of cults.

CURRENTS: I understand that you have re-
cently solicited from the General Confer-
ence President, Neal Wilson, a statement
affirming the validity of Adventist doctrine
as presented in the 1957 publication, Sev-

“They were to take my book and get it into all the
Adventist bookstores and publishing houses . . . .
They reneged on that. The General Conference
reneged on that, and [R.A.] Anderson was very
upset.”
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enth-day Adventists Answer Questions on
Doctrine. Could you tell us why you are
looking for such a statement at this time from
the General Conference president? Have
you received any response?

“I believe Ellen White had an extremely complex
personality, and I think she plagiarized ma-
terials because she believed that the Lord had
shown her that what the sources said was the
truth . . ..”

MARTIN: The request has been sent to Mr.
Wilson. The reason for it is because increas-
ingly, over the last few years, I have met
Adventist pastors, teachers, and evangelists
around the country who felt that the de-

-
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“They are on Masada and they don't know it. If
Ellen White is an infallible interpreter of Scrip-
ture, then what thev've railed against all these
years has finally come to pass . . .. They have a

pope.”
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nomination had taken such a powerful stand
in Questions on Doctrine, with such good
scholarship behind them—amassing some of
the best brains they had at the time—and
really trying to come to grips with the issues
which were facing their denomination and
separating them from fellowship with other
evangelicals. And they could not under-
stand why there was a muffling of the book,
why it was taken out of circulation; many felt
that I was being misled. The men who dealt
with me dealt with me in integrity and in
honor, and I believe that. But afterwards, a
“Pharaoh arose who knew not Joseph.”” And
as a result of that, the “old guard”—some of
whom followed the school of Uriah Smith on
Christology, M.L. Andreason on sanctuary
doctrine, and some of Mrs. White’s earlier
unfortunate statements (which need not be
defended as infallible) —were in a position

/

T.E. UNRUH

to influence the publication of the book and
the continued dialogue with evangelicals on
which it was based. After 150,000 copies,
Questions on Doctrine was permitted to go
out of print. That was a bad mistake. [t was a
very popular book.
CURRENTS: ‘‘Permitted”
here?

MARTIN: I am being kind. I believe it was
deliberately removed by people who felt that
it was a thom in their theological flesh.
CURRENTS: Maybe we ought to flash back
about 30 years to the time when, as a young
graduate student studying the history of
American religions at New York University,
you first initiated contact with the General
Conference brethren. T.E. Unruh, one of the
men you met, said, ““This first meeting can
be described as a confrontation.” You had
already written about Adventists, perhaps
negatively, in a book called The Rise of the
Cults. What occasion did you have to con-
tact the Adventist leadership, and how do
you remember the initial confrontation?
MARTIN: Well, I received literature critical
of the position I had taken in The Rise of the
Cults, where 1 listed Adventism as a cult.

as euphemism

T.E. Unruh contacted me in Reading, Penn-
sylvania, where I believe he was a Con-
ference president or had some official posi-
tion there. He was a very winsome and
loving man. But he was quite upset by the
fact that I had taken this very strong position,
that so many people read my material, and
that Adventism would suffer as a result—un-
justly, he felt. We had a confrontation, which
was the best thing. I said to him that I had a
considerable amount of evidence from Ad-
ventist publications which are heretical. 1
said, “*It does not have anything to do with
like or dislike of Adventists as people, or
their accomplishments, or their zeal—the
cults are very accomplished; they are very
zealous. I can introduce you to marvelous
Mormons and Jehovah’s Witnesses who are
moral, ethical, tithe-giving people who imi-
tate Christian ethics and Christian morality.
The fact that you do these things doesn’t
make you a Christian. What makes you a
Christian is whether or not you really are in
accord with biblical theology and whether
you know Jesus Christ as your Saviour.”

“Well, I do,” said Unruh.

Then I said, “'I am not challenging you,
but your literature is a hodge-podge of con-
tradictions. I am alogician. I am a student of
comparative religions, and I intend to make
it my life work. I collect data. I am a docu-
mentary research man.”

“Well,” Unruh said, "I propose we have
some dialogue in this matter and talk about
this.”

And I said, ““All right. I will talk with Dr.
Barnhouse of Eternity Magazine (1 was
contributing editor at the time); and if he is
interested, we could make this a joint project
with the General Conference and the Evan-
gelical Foundation. We will discuss, we will
go into dialogue, and I'll be happy to repre-
sent the Foundation. And if my position is in
error, I'll be happy to correct it. If it is not in
error, then you will sustain that what I have
said is true.”
CURRENTS: Were you under contract by
Zondervan at that time to write another
book?
MARTIN: No. In fact, the General Confer-
ence was not really too warm to the entire
project initially. Anderson, Froom, Read
and Unruh paid some of the expenses from
their own pockets. And we, out of our own
pockets, did the same thing, because I came
to the realization that there was a real area of
conflict that had to be resolved. After all, if
Seventh-day Adventists were in essence
Christians, then to classify them as a cult
would be a great sin. If they were really
cultists, and didn’t even know that they were,
then we could do them a great service by
pointing it out to them. And if we could deal
with all of the issues that had been raised
from the Adventists’ controversies of Can-
right, all the way through to that particular
day, then perhaps we could set the record
straight once and for all. Just exactly what
did they believe?

You have to understand that 30 years ago

there was great confusion. As a matter of
fact, today there still is in many areas of

R.R. FIGUHR

Adventism. They had strains of Arian
Christology; there were men in positions of
authority who denied the deity of Christ and
the Trinity. For all I know, some of them
may still be there today. There were people
who were absolute legalists, who believed
that any person who kept Sunday—even in
good conscience before God—right at that
moment had the mark of the beast. And they
were printing and distributing it under offi-
cial Adventist logos.

CURRENTS: Can you put a handle on the
copiousness of that discussion and how long
it went on?

MARTIN: What you really have to under-
stand is that when we first decided we would
explore this, Barnhouse wouldn’t buy it. He
and the General Conference had a complete
agreement: they were anathema. Barn-
house, you see, had come out against Adven-
tism so strongly in the past and had such a
vast ministry of influence that it was un-
thinkable for him to even consider these
people from Mountain View, California,
who had stamped him with the mark of the
beast. He ran into some of the Adventist
“lunatic fringe.” And, of course, that turned
him off, as it would turn off any normal
person. So, Barnhouse said, “"No. We won'’t
go into it.”

The General Conference would say (I
learned later), “This Martin, how can we
really trust him? Look what he has done to
the Jehovah’s Witnesses and to the Mor-
mons. He’ll come after us. If we let him in, if
we open anything up to him, who knows
what he will say?”

So, Roy Anderson said to them and the
others, ““He is a man of integrity, and we
believe he will tell the truth. If we tell him the
truth, and we don’t hold anything back, he
will tell the truth. We will break down the
walls that separate fellowship between evan-
gelicals and Adventists all over the world.
We will begin something that will go on and
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on in the denomination, that will help people
understand that we are brothers and sisters in
Christ. We can perform such a great service
if we are willing to take the risk.”

To his eternal credit, Reuben Figuhr said,

““We will take the risk.” So they financed the
conferences in Washington, and Barnhouse
financed our part of whatever we had to do in
Philadelphia or wherever we went.
CURRENTS: You are talking about hun-
dreds of hours of contact.
MARTIN: Ha! You are talking thousands of
hours of research. What I did was, I went
and collected every bit of information from
Adventist publishing houses in the basic
areas of doctrine covered in the book, Quest-
tons on Doctrine. Do you have any idea how
much time that took? Do you have any idea
how much time it took to read the material? I
didn’t have a research staff (I have 20 people
now). It was George Cannon and 1, with
some of the other people 1 could trust, who
had good theological orientation to check out
the material.

After I started doing the research, I saw
definite division in Adventist theology.
There were the people who really were
believers and held to the foundations of the
Gospel. Then there were those who were
downright legalists—worshippers of Ellen
White—who had exalted her beyond the role
that she ever claimed for herself, and, in
effect, were the loud voice that the evangeli-
cal world was always hearing. They were
hardly ever hearing the conservative Ad-
ventists. They were hearing these people
who were stamping |them| with the mark of
the beast and telling them that the atonement
wasn't finished and all kinds of other things.

So I distilled all this information over a
period of months. I mean months and
months and months of just checking it. I had
carte blanche to go ahead as soon as Barn-
house was convinced. And I convinced
Barnhouse by sitting down with him and
saying, ""You taught me that the unity of the
body of Christ was the primary task of
Christians and that we were to maintain that
unity.”

He said, “Correct.”

I said, “Now, if these people are members
of the body of Christ and we treat them as
enemies, God can’t bless us.”

And he said, “That’s true.”

And T said, “Let’s find out (let me find
out). Do you trust me?”

“Absolutely,” he said. I said, “Then let
me find out.” He said, “Do it.”

Well that was Barnhouse and Figuhr.
They had both agreed, having never met.

So, we started. I collected all the material
and I noticed the division in Adventist
theology. A lot of what Canright said was
right. He had it absolutely accurate in the
early days. A lot of other people—Herbert,
Bird—had some good criticisms, which
came out after my material. Then there were
others down the line, E.B. Jones and others,
who had made observations from their own
experiences within Adventism—a lot of
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which were valid. But times had changed in
certain areas, and they had not caught up
with this. So I met with E.B. Jones, and he
told me the Adventists would deceive me
and I shouldn’t listen to them—that they
were experts at manipulation. Then, any-
body I talked to who was an ex-Adventist of
the Jones type—you see, they were very
sincere—was apparently badly burned by
some experiences in Adventism. It wasn’t all
their fault, but they were really hostile.

So I ran into this hostility and I decided
what I had to do was evaluate the primary
sources. I couldn’t become involved in what
ex-Adventists thought about Adventism. I
had to get into what the primary sources
said, unless what the ex-Adventists said
was backed by primary sources. That’s a
different thing. Sol proceeded to collect the
material.

We met in Washington and it was a
confrontation. Froom thought he was an
apologist—though he was a great church
historian, he was not an apologist. And
Froom was convinced that he wasn’t going
to give me one inch. Obviously, I was a
young man and he was a great historian—
and he was. I would controvert him in
specific dialogue, he would shout at me, and
we would really get going. I would shout
back, too. We had a couple of sessions there
that were really something. Poor Roy An-
derson sat there and would say, “Now
brethren, we must be calm here.” He is a

W.E. READ

dear, dear soul. He was editor of Ministry
then. And he’d calm Froom down.

W.E. Read, great old servant of God, said,
“We’ve got to get back to the basic issue
here, Froom. Never mind the differences.
We can argue about ‘soul sleep’ forever.
This has nothing to do with the basic issue.
That’s not going to separate our fellowship.
We've got to get back to these basic things.
These are real concerns.” And, we would get
back.

Unruh didn’t quite know what to make of
either Cannon or myself. I brought Cannon

along because he was working on his doc-
torate in Greek. He is brilliant, as history has
now shown us; he is one of the best Greek
scholars the Church has. And he was con-
vinced, as 1 was in the beginning, that
Adventism was a cult because we had
materials which were just flagrantly disobe-
dient to exegesis, to Scripture; and we knew
it was wrong, and we could point it out very
simply. I mean, a first-year Greek student
could point it out. So we thought, “‘Hey, you
know, we really ought to put our heads
together on this.” George was a Christian
Missionary Alliance professor and I was a
teacher. “OK, let’s go at it; you take the
Greek and I'll take the apologetics. We'll put
them together and see what we can come up
with.” So, that is how we approached it.

Back to the meeting in Washington.
George and I started pointing out that there
were differences in Adventist publications.
Well, the men who were there were largely
unaware of how really bad the publications
had become. Froom was vigorously denying
some of the things I was quoting. I had
brought a large suitcase, and I opened it on
the conference table and spread out the
papers before them. T'll never forget this!
“Read it,” I said; and they read it and were
appalled!

Anderson said, “I've never believed that!”’

Froom said, “I certainly never have.”

Unruh said, “Never.”

And Read said, “Certainly not!”

SoIsaid, “Fine. Here are four Adventists,

the best brains around, in this committee—
the editor of the Ministry Magazine, the
head of your Hebrew Research Department,
your best historian, and one of the most
prominent conference presidents—and you
are sitting here with how many total years in
Adventism? And you didn’t know?”
CURRENTS: I don’t know how Froom could
not have been aware of all that?
MARTIN: Well, you have to understand
Froom’s mind. He was selective in his work.
He was really a great historian. He spent
imost of his time in history archives digging
out material. He would seldom ever get
involved in basic theological issues. Read
was aware of some of it because of some of
the material that crossed his desk. Anderson
was too busy running the ministers and
ministerial associations throughout the
world; he had work for ten men. He didn’t
have time to go through what I did. And then,
men underneath him apparently were never
assigned any projects of that nature.

I think perhaps what I was able to do was
focus their attention for the first time on the
fact: “Hey! You guys are talking out of both
sides of your mouth and you don’t even know
it.”” That is when I think they woke up. They
weren't just denying it to impress me; they
honestly were in shock! Then they started
reading the mark of the beast material, the
incompleted atonement with ali kinds of stuff
in there, and some of the early things in Mrs.
White. I said, ““We just simply have to getto
the place where we recognize that Ellen
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LEROY E. FROOM

White may very well have exercised the gift
of prophecy, as in 1 Corinthians 12 and 14.
She may very well have had words of
wisdom and knowledge from the Lord. This
has been going on down through the cen-
turies; it’s nothing new. But you have to be
extremely careful when you talk about these
things that you do not place them in the area
of canonicity; and secondly, you have to be
careful that you don't end up with a female
pope who is going to tell you what the text
says, when that’s the work of the Holy
Spirit.™

“You are right,” they said.

And I said, “Well, what we have to do is
try to get to the real Ellen White and what
she thought of herself. Then, even if she
made mistakes in judgment about herself,
let’s assume it’s on the side of the angels.
That she wasn’t a ravenous wolf or false
prophet who set out to deceive the church and
that she was not manipulating the people
around her and that she did not have phony
visions. Let’s assume that she had a genuine
manifestation of spiritual gifts. With that also
goes fallibility. With that goes the fact that one
can misinterpret, that one can make mis-
takes.” Well, that was the first major break-
through we got.

At that juncture, I ran into F.D. Nichol.
Nichol was an absolute worshipper of Ellen
White. If he were here now (F.D. was a
friend of mine), I would say it to his face.
And we got to that place in our dialogues
(just a couple I had with Nichol, indepen-
dent of these men). I met with Nichol over in
Illinois when we were covering a conference
and we spent a day together.

It was before 1960, of historical value.
Nichol said that he was very glad he did not
have to defend the writers of the Scripture
but only Mrs. White. And I said, “Brother
Nichol, have you lost your reason? I wasn’t
as tactful as I am today. ““Have you lost your
reason?”” Do you realize what you have just
said? Do you realize you have elevated Mrs.
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White over Scripture without even thinking
about it? You said you are glad you only have
to defend her and not the Scriptures, as if the
Scriptures were more fallible than Ellen
White.

He just paused and looked at me.

I told him, ““You can’t say that. You say
something like that publicly and Adventism
is a cult.” They have exalted the leaders’
interpretation capabilities and gifts over
those of the Church, the Holy Spirit, the
ministry of the Word. You can’t do that.”
Well, the General Conference wisely sep-
arated Nichol and myself. He was prohibited
from making contact with me.

CURRENTS: He had already written Ellen
G. White and Her Critics.

MARTIN: Answers to Objections and Ellen
G. White and Her Critics, which I read.
CURRENTS: So he had to know its
difficuities.

MARTIN: Well, T went through his argu-
ments. I didn’t just ignore F.D. Nichol. He
had a good mind. He made a lot of points in
favor of Mrs. White in areas that were, let’s
say, questionable. OK, I could see his
position. But there were areas where there
just wasn’t any way any human mind,
rationally operating, was going to be able to
get out. ““God showed me, ‘Build the Health
Institute’.”” James White comes home, tears
it down! I don’t care who you are and what
kind of machinations you go through, Papa
[James White] made the decision, not God.
And I said to the guys at the table, “There is
no way out of this.”

“Well, let’s not really get into it,” they
said.

“All right, let’s not really get into it,” I
replied. “But you understand from an evan-
gelistic perspective, there’s no way out of
this.”

CURRENTS: Nichol would have been better
off if he had said it was a sexist generation
and let it go at that.

MARTIN: He would have been better off to
have just ignored the thing or said, “There
are areas in which, perhaps, we cannot
understand why Mrs. White did this . . .” or
whatever, but to defend it!

CURRENTS: You may not be aware how
much Arthur White helped him with that
book.

MARTIN: All right. Now, we had a problem
there. I met Arthur White, who was very gra-
cious but extremely determined not to give
me any information other than what he ab-
solutely had to give. I said to the committee,
“I do not want to do business with Arthur
White or the White Estate. Are you going to
represent the Adventist denomination to me
or is Mr. White going to?”

They replied, “The General Conference
represents the denomination.”

“Good,” I'said. “You are the representa-
tives, a committee appointed by the presi-
dent of the General Conference.”

“Yes.”

“Then,” I replied, “we are going to do the
Lord’s business together, not Mr. White.

You just get me the information I want from
Mr. White because I am not going back
again.” And they gave me whatever I asked
for. I asked for a lot of material—they were
fair; they gave it to me. As we progressed
they came to trust me.

Cannon and I came to have great respect
for their integrity and great trust in them.

To this day I don’t think I have met four
finer men of Christian integrity than R.A.
Anderson, T.E. Unruh, L.E. Froom and
W.E. Read or, for that matter, Ted Hep-
penstall—men of God who really worked
earnestly trying to find answers. They real-
ized that separation between members of
the body of Christ on peripheral theology is
sin and this sin had to be cleared away. The
debris had to be cleaned up. And, if there
was a real basis then, there should be fellow-
ship.

So, I went back to Barnhouse and pre-
sented the evidence I had. He said, ““Are you
absolutely certain?”

“Yes,” I said, “I am absolutely certain.
Now the question is the denomination itself.
It is a mixed bag of people. If the General
Conference takes a strong stand with the
book, Questions on Doctrine, and really
puts it in all their publishing houses, and if
the General Conference puts my book,
which I am now going to write, into the
publishing houses so that they get both
aspects of our discussion, then we have a
fighting chance to influence the denomina-
tion towards evangelical fellowship; we can
have rapport and there is a chance that we
can start binding up some of the wounds in
the body of Christ.”

CURRENTS: Now Questions on Doctrine
was the written answers to the questions you
and Barnhouse submitted

MARTIN: I submitted them and I worked with
Froom on some of them too because Froom
wanted them placed in such a way that
Adventists would understand exactly what
we were saying.

R. ALLAN ANDERSON
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CURRENTS: And the manuscript of that
book went to 250 Adventist leaders around
the world and had apparently unanimous
support before publication.
MARTIN: Almost complete.

1 wrote my book in 1960, three years after
Questions and Answers. 1had already done
the articles for Eternity Magazine. They
read the articles. We went over them to-
gether. Not that they were going to censure
what I had said (they wouldn’t even suggest
that). They wanted to be certain what I said
was such that Adventists who read Eternity,
and read the reprints of the articles, would
understand where we were coming from
because we had two different vocabularies.
And—this was a terribly important point
historically—we were actually at that junc-
ture synchronizing vocabulary structure be-
tween Adventism and evangelical Christian-
ity, which had never been done before. That
was a major semantic breakthrough. You
have no idea how much time went into
making sure we used terms that were mu-
tually understandable.

CURRENTS: Give one or two examples just
for fun, of terms that both sides could use but
use differently.

MARTIN: Well, in early Adventist theology
“Remnant Church” meant that the Seventh-
day Adventist denomination—the General
Conference when in session—was the high-
est governing body on earth, that they were a
special people called out by God with the
Third Angel's Message, and that the seal of
this was the fact that they kept the seventh
day Sabbath. And that set them apart as the
“Remnant Church.”

Alright, now. That view gradually had
been altered and expanded through the years
in the thinking of moderate Adventists so
that they did not come out and say it in publi-
cations; it was sort of a tacit agreement. They
weren’t back in the 1870s and '80s anymore
with, ““We are the only church.” They were
recognizing other members of the body of
Christ, even though they worshipped on
Sunday rather than on Saturday. For the first
time we got out in the open this new
tolerance. I asked, “What do you mean by
‘Remnant Church?” To our people it means
that you are the only Christians. To some of
your people that is what it means, too. And
to other members of your church it means,
well, we are special people—God marked us
out but we are not the only Christians. Now,
how do we get these strings tied together?”
So, we tried to deal with it in Questions on
Doctrine, where we spelled out that there
were other members of the body of Christ.
The Adventists considered themselves
unique because of what they believed were
revelations from Mrs. White to the church. I
didn’t buy the basic argument, but we printed
the argument, perhaps for the first time.
where Adventists and non-Adventists could
at least see where each of them was coming
from.

CURRENTS: You were willing to learn that
we were unique although you weren’t sure
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we were right?

MARTIN: Sure. I thought some of Mrs.
White’s material was prophetic. I felt some
of her insights were extremely helpful and I
regarded her as a sister in the Lord. I wasn’t
out to attack Ellen White’s character. Ittook
me a long time to get F.D. Nichol and others
to believe that. I was out as a Christian
brother and scholar to evaluate Mrs. White,
as I thought she ought to be evaluated. And I
thought she really believed what could have
very well be religious reveries (we see it in
charismatic circles today all the time)—
“The Lord has shown me this.” And it
doesn’t happen; now what are you going to
do? Say that this person is a false prophet, an
enemy of the gospel; somebody who is going
to be pilloried and never listened to again, the
way biblical false prophets were supposed to
be treated? Or are you dealing with a
Christian with spiritual gifts who misuses a
gift or mistakes a gift? That’s completely
different from calling a person a false pro-
phet. And some of Mrs. White’s statements
in the early days, as I pointed out to the
General Conference representatives, were
theologically off the wall. They just wouldn’t
stand up. These men were very tactful. They
were true to their convictions, but they were
not intransigent. They were willing to look at
biblical evidence, exegesis, and facts. The
resulting book, Questions on Doctrine, was
a landmark because it said what so many
Adventists had believed for so long but had
never had in print as a reference.
CURRENTS: So two books came out of these
discussions: one from the Adventists and
one that you wrote in 1960?

MARTIN: Right. At this juncture something
unique happened. Roy Anderson can con-
firm this for you; he knows the inner working
of it. Somehow, when my book came out,
they got an advance copy.

CURRENTS: Was there a prior agreement as
to what would happen to your book when it
came out”?

MARTIN: Oh, yes. We would distribute their
book and promote it through Christian book-
stores, through Eternity Magazine, and
anyplace else we could.

CURRENTS: Even though you had been
doing that for a few years?

MARTIN: I have faithfully done that. And
they were to take my book and get it into all
the Adventist bookstores and publishing
houses so that the Adventists could see the
work 1 had done. They reneged on that. The
General Conference reneged on that, and
Anderson was very upset.

CURRENTS: Do you know who to define as
General Conference in that case?

MARTIN: I don’t, and | wouldn’t make an
accusation. But they did not keep their word.
As a result, only Questions on Doctrine
came out in Seventh-day Adventist book-
stores. The Truth About Seventh-day Ad-
ventism did not. In addition to that, they
wrote a book to answer my book without
giving my book a hearing. That was wrong.
The book is called Seventh-day Adventists

Answer Questions on Doctrine, 1 don’t
object to their answering my arguments in
The Truth About Seventh-day Adventism;
that’s only fair. But at least let the people
read [for themselves] what I said!

What they did was censure the Adventist
people.

That's what they did.

CURRENTS: What explanation was given
you for not meeting the agreement?
MARTIN: Hung heads and deep apologies
from the four men I worked with, who felt
that they, themselves, had not been treated
fairly in that respect. I cannot say enough for
the integrity of these men. They never
backed down on their positions.

About my book, The Truth About
Seventh-day Adventism—when 1 got ready
to print, I went to Zondervan who said,
“This is explosive stuff. Do you realize what
you are saying?”

1 said, “Yes. It’s true; we should print it. I
am an expert on cults; you printed my other
books, right? T am the director of the divi-
sion of cult apologetics for the largest
Christian publishing company. Are you
going to believe me or not?”

DONALD G. BARNHOUSE

The Zondervan brothers said, “We be-
lieve you.”

“Fine,” 1 said, “print it.”

Well, about two months after that I re-
ceived a call. “Walter, will you fly to Grand
Rapids? We are having some problems.”

I previously had problems with Louis
Talbert, at the Theological Seminary. I met
with Talbert and presented the evidence I
had uncovered. He was very impressed by it
and said he would wait and see what the
outcome of the final research was before he
said anything. Well, when we published the
Eternity Magazine articles he blew his cork
and attacked Barnhouse.

CURRENTS: You lost about 11,000 sub-
scribers, right?

MARTIN: Yes, that's correct. But God gave
us all those subscribers back again and more.
CURRENTS: What fraction was the 11,000
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of the total?
MARTIN: We only had 33,000.
CURRENTS: Almost a third of your sub-
scribers were lost?
MARTIN: I believe that was the figure. But to
Barnhouse’s credit, when we were faced with
this, he said: “It doesn’t make any difference
how many we lose. If it’s the truth, God will
see us through.” That’s courage—more
courage than the General Conference ever
had. They didn’t even have the backbone to
face their own constituency.

Back to the problems at Zondervan. M.R.
DeHaan, a popular Zondervan author, was

biblically.

Unfortunately, what you just said intro-
duces the problem of ethical and moral integ-
rity in her publications. Now, all of us, I have
done it myself, quote sections of books.
Usually I'll try to footnote them unless I
paraphrase something and I am not even
aware that I've paraphrased it; in which case,
if it was brought to my attention, I'd change
it. I can understand how it is possible. But
not pages and pages and pages!

So, I feel that there is a compromise,
revenue-wise. I think the General Confer-
ence leaders are compromising with the

The Father was not gleaning the ancient
writings of religion in order to instruct
His Son. This is absolute nonsense.

objecting to my book. I flew to Grand Rapids
and met with him. De Haan chewed me out
for 45 minutes as only De Haan could. He
said I was betraying the church. I had been
taken in by the Adventists and he didn’t want
me to get hurt. He didn’t want to see my
reputation hurt. Finally he said to Pat and
Bernie Zondervan, “If you print this book,
I'll take all my books out of here and I'll
never give you another book.”

He was their biggest seller. This was
1957. Pat and Bernie Zondervan said,
“Well, M.R., we don’t want to lose you; we
love you and that means a great deal to us.
But if Walter is telling the truth, this is a
landmark issue. We want to get out there and
tell the truth about it. It is really a break-
through and we're going to print it.” And
they did. I think the book sold between
25,000 and 50,000 copies which, in those
days, was a very good sale.

But if the General Conference had kept its
promise, which it didn’t, the book would
have gone to all Adventist groups. Then a lot
of the seeding that has taken place through
the years would have been an instantaneous
type of event, and Adventist laity would
have seen that there were other legitimate
doctrinal perspectives. But they didn’t get
that chance. The “old guard,” apparently—
whoever they are—have enough power,
probably dominated largely by the interest of
the White Estate. And I feel that the White
Estate and the denomination itself have got
themselves into a spiritually compromising
position they’re going to have to face. It’s
revenue versus repentance. And Mrs. White
cannot be defended against the charges of
plagiarism. She cannot be defended against
certain specific theological errors. She can
be retained, however, as a pastoral voice in
manifesting spiritual gifts of value to the
denomination in the past, of value now, and
of value in the future.

CURRENTS: A moral influence?
MARTIN: We are talking moral in the sense
that she very carefully hewed the line,
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White Estate. I think they are trying to
preserve the entire fabric and structure of the
denomination historically. It can’t be done.
There are too many holes in everybody’s
denominational history and structure to try
to preserve it in its entirety. Everybody has
made mistakes. And they have got to come
to a genuine repentance because they are
trying to cover up facts. They are trying to
cover up truth. If they will stand with
Questions on Doctrine, and if they will
answer my questions—and I have only
asked three questions—directly and truth-
fully, then I am going to defend them as my
brothers in Christ and try to work with them
and pray with them towards a position that
really will reflect the truth.

CURRENTS: What are the three questions?
Will you articulate them?

MARTIN: I prefer not to articulate them now
because I think the General Conference has
a right to see them first and respond to them
before I talk about them publicly. But the
questions are very pointed and direct. There
is no possibility of mistaking what I am
saying. I am not trying to be an inquisitor. I
did not come to the Adventists as an inqui-
sitor 30 years ago. [ am a brother. But if men
will suppress truth and hold down the truth in
unrighteousness, then the Scripture says,
“The wrath of God is revealed from heaven
against this.” In other words, you cannot sur-
vive this. You will not receive the blessing of
God.

CURRENTS: One of your research consul-
tants recently wrote a letter [in the summer of
1982] to an Adventist, and I quote: “We do
expect Professor Martin will be making
some form of public statement concerning
his findings and recent dialogue with the
SDA leadership in the very near future.”
Have you made that statement somewhere
or would you care to say something about it
now for the readers of the Adventist
Currents?

MARTIN: I am going to be printing, as I told
Brother Wilson, a booklet discussing some

of the things we are talking about now, plus
more. A large amount of what I have to say is
going to be conditioned by the response I get
from the General Conference, and the ans-
wer to the important question, “Why did you
let the most singularly influential book of the
last 30 years in your denomination go out of
print? Who was responsible for it going out
of print? Why? Does the Adventist denomi-
nation, in fact, really hold to what it origi-
nally said, or is the Adventist denomination
playing games with us? Have they changed
their position or were they always playing
games with us?” I believe these are fair
questions.

CURRENTS: Can you expect a truthful ans-
wer after what happened 30 years ago?
MARTIN: I have ways of making sure that the
answer is truthful . . . You see, 30 years ago I
didn’t have near the audience I have now.
My tapes on the cults have reached a
circulation of 15 million. Those are not my
figures but the figures of the people who
distribute them.

Secondly, The Kingdom of the Cults is in
print as a standard textbook and is used all
over the world. It is now in its 37th printing,
coming up for revision and expansion; and in
there is the chapter on Adventism, which I
putin deliberately. The book will be a classic
for years. The chapter has got to be in there
spelling out that Adventists are not a cult,
because they are already classified that way.
What better place to deal with it than in a
classic book? Anthony Hoekoma came after
me with hammer and tongs: he is a friend of
mine. And M.R. De Haan came after me,
among other people, because of the position
I took. I haven’t recanted my position, but if
the Seventh-day Adventist denomination
will not back up its answers with actions and
put Questions on Doctrine back in print—
and, in effect, take a strong stand against
people in your denomination who are a very
vocal and powerful group and who very well
can bring the judgment of God on up—then
they’re in real trouble that I can’t help them
out of; and nobody else can either.

E. Schuyler English, I should tell you, was
the first to print, along with Eternity, the
material on Seventh-day Adventism. He
agreed with me that it was something we
should do, regardless of whatever flack we
got. Others picked up the same thing. We
pretty much split the evangelical world. But
through the years, I can say this without
hesitation, the position Barnhouse took and I
took—and Questions on Doctrine took—
prevailed in the evangelical world, so that a
whole new climate exists. The General
Conference is now jeopardizing that whole
new climate. They will throw themselves
back a half century if they do not clarify these
issues.

CURRENTS: You wrote a review of The
White Lie, Walter Rea’s book about Ellen
White. Init you stated, ** . . . another defense
put forth by the SDA hierarchy is that
Ellen’s writings were compiled in the same
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manner as that of the biblical writers. Rea
presents a concise, thorough refutation of
this premise.” There is a whole lot behind
that. I am not confident Rea did a good job of
parsing the difference between the problems
of source usage in Ellen White and the
problems of source usage in Scripture.
MARTIN: I didn’t write this review.
CURRENTS: Oh! I'm sorry.

MARTIN: This was done by Lynne Scheffer,
a researcher I put on the project for five
months, to sift all the materials. T have car-
tons of materials. The article was published
in Forward. Walter Rea I know personally. I
knew him in Washington. He was down
there when I first went down to the Confer-
ence to meet with the brethren. He was
working with the Conference at the time and
I'met him later on in northern California. He
did a thorough, Herculean job of compiling
data. The thing I told him at the time,
lovingly, was that I thought if I were writing
it, I would not become emotionally involved
to the place where people might get turned
off by my emotion and by my frustration and
anger at what had gone on and what I had
discovered, rather than listening to what [
was saying. [ think that Rea’s position in
terms of documentation is irrefutable, large-
ly. I think the material I have compiled and
others, independently of Rea, is very strong
material and will stand up. But I think the
denomination has to come to grips with the
fact that if they don’t face it, it will not go
away; it will not be swept under the rug or
die. It is going to keep generating more and
more problems and foment difficulties.
CURRENTS: Walter feels that you some-
times need a two by four to get a donkey’s
attention, and he hasn’t been able to be per-
suaded away from that.

MARTIN: I know. We talked about this in
great detail. He drove over to see me and
showed me the original manuscript of The
White Lie before they ever published it. T got
in touch immediately with Roy Allen Ander-
son and with a committee {Kenneth Vine,
Robert Olson, Robert Spangler, Bert Beach,
and R.A. Anderson] that met at Loma Linda
in January of 1982, I asked the questions T
am asking the General Conference and 1
specifically made clear-cut statements to
them about the dangers involved. There was
a consensus of opinion among the brethren
that something very definite had to be done
of a positive nature to offset a lot of the
statements that were coming out. And I left it
there until my recent letter, since I am getting
ready to publish. I sent my letter to Wilson.
This is not my review, but I am substantially
in agreement with him. I would go one step
further. As I told F.D. Nichol, “You are
trying to defend Mrs. White at the expense of
Scripture. You can’t do that.”

CURRENTS: If you are going to use source
criticism on one though, it’s legitimate to use
source criticism on the other.

MARTIN: Sure, if you are going to assume
that you can use a source criticism, fine.
Writers of the Bible drew upon pagan
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sources. Paul quoted from uninspired au-
thors in Acts 17. Revelation has quotations
from secular sources. Nobody is denying
that, but that’s not plagiarism.
CURRENTS: The phenomenon is different in
that culture or in that context, perhaps, than
it was in the 19th century. Plus the readers
knew that the writer knew that the readers
knew.
MARTIN: But, there is a circular reasoning
involved in defending Mrs. White. You have
probably already detected it—"The writers
of the Bible did the same thing as Mrs.
White. Mrs. White is permitted to do it
also.” That holds if one assumes, circularly,
that Mrs. White is to be considered as one of
the writers of the Bible. And then you are
right back to square one.

Let me read you something that’s really of
a cultic mentality and dangerous, that you
may not be aware of. I'm quoting an Advent-
ist official:

This is a statement I like very much.
Speaking of Christ, the originator of all
truth. This is found in Manuscript 25 that
Ellen White wrote:

“In His discourse Christ did nor bring
many things before them at once lest He
might confuse their minds. He made every
point clear and distinct. He did not disdain
a repetition of old and familiar truths and
prophecies if they would serve His purpose
to inculcate ideas. Christ was the originator
of all the ancient gems of truth.” Now I
believe there are ancient gems of truth in
Hindu writings, in Buddha's writings, and
ancient gems of truth in Mohammed’s
writings, in the Islam world. I don’t doubt
this at all. Through the work of the enemy,
these truths have been displaced; they have
been disconnected from the true position,
placed in the framework of error. Christ’s
work was to readjust and establish the
precious gems in the framework of truth.
The principles of truth which have been
given by Himself to bless the world, had
through Satan’s agency been buried and
had apparently become extinct.”

commanded them to shine as precious
Jewels and stand fast forever.”

I am convinced that if someone took the
time, you could find every single parable in
some ancient writing that Jesus used.

This is absolute nonsense. I am a profes-
sor of comparative religions; 1 find this
absolute, utter nonsense.

CURRENTS: Who is the Adventist official
who said that?

MARTIN: Let's keep going. T'll tell you.
[Martin forgets to say he is quoting from
Ministry Magazine editor and General
Conference Ministerial Association secre-
tary Robert Spangler]|

He [Christ| gave it to begin with, He took
it, changed it around and adapted it to what
He wanted to teach the people. He was the
originator of it to begin with, maybe a
thousand years before. Who knows? First it
shook me, like I told you before, but it no
longer bothers me to understand that Ellen
White borrowed passages, words, senten-
ces, paragraphs from other writings, but she
put it into a different framework than the
original author who used it. Never forget
that. And therefore, I am convinced that
God is speaking to us through the Spirit of
Prophecy. He speaks to us through the
Word of God, and no matter where they
may have gotten the words from or of some
other language, the beautiful words, what-
ever, that does not bother me as long as 1
know it is the truth . . .

Walter Martin who is a good friend of
R.A. Anderson metus in Loma Linda in the
month of January and we spent about two
and a half hours together discussing the
relationship of Ellen White to the Script-
ures in our church. He had gotten hold of
some materials; he felt that we ought to
come out with some kind of a statement.
That’s in brief what this whole meeting was
all about. So I went back to the General
Conference along with Brother Robert Ol-
son, and also Bert Beach, who was on this
committee along with Kenneth Vine who is

the head of the theology department from

The White Estate and the denomination
itself have got themselves into a
spiritually compromising position . . .
It'’s revenue versus repentance.

Now you're really in trouble. You've got
Christ drawing upon pagan religious sources
as a means of restating truth—this is directly
contradicted by Scripture. Actually, Jesus
said “The words that I speak unto you my
Father gave me, what [ should say, what I
should speak.” The Father was not gleaning
the ancient writings of religion in order to
instruct His Son.

“Christ rescued them from the rubbish of
error, gave them a new vital force and

Loma Linda, four of us, and R.A. Ander-
son. We met with Martin for two and a half
hours and he was concerned over all this
talk about Ellen White being put above the
Scriptures and so forth. So, as a result of
that, I brought with me a tentative state-
ment; the trouble is it’s going to take some
time to go through all this but let me give it
to you quickly.

And he gives a statement which T think
avoids it. But the gentleman [Spangler] said
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he had seen so much good, in Seventh-day
Adventism, come out of the movement, he
didn’t think there was anything that could be
shown to him that would shake his faith in
the inspiration of Mrs. White! Now. this is
the perfect cultic mentality—circular, self-
authenticating, experiential, no basis in ob-
Jective fact. Ifthat's going to be the party line,
my brothers, kiss it goodbye with the evan-
gelical world. They will descend on this.
CURRENTS: Dr. Martin, doesn’t their be-
havior—in regard to your book and their own
book, Questions on Doctrine, basically su-
press it and make sure they distance them-
selves from it—prove it was not really
representative of the church as they led you
to believe?

MARTIN: [ think, as I said before, that the
men who spoke to me [in the 1950s] repre-
sented a conservative Adventism which
wanted fellowship with the body of Christ.
The acceptance of Questions on Doctrine,
when it was published, by so many of the
leadership of the church and by people all
around the world who were Adventist, hail-
ing it as a major landmark—a bridge to
fellowship and so forth—indicates that a
great body of Adventists, this amorphous
body, are eager for fellowship with other
members of the body of Christ and welcome
something like this as a means of communi-
cation. I think there is now a group of
powerful individuals in positions of authority
in the denomination who, because the de-
nomination is very authoritarian, are able to
control large segments of the populace,
simply by being their voice. And I don't think
the average Seventh-day Adventist would
deny Questions on Doctrine, if they went
through it point by point. And I don’t think
they would be hostile to it. But I think people
would who are conditioned by the mentality
we are now seeing come out in leadership.
Yes, definitely. But to say the whole denom-
ination was misrepresented by Anderson
and Froom and everyone else—I don’t think
the evidence would support that. Reuben
Figuhr was about as conservative a president
as the Adventists ever had. He has been
questioned in this area, and is adamant that
Questions on Doctrine had the major sup-
port of leadership in the denomination. After
all, they sent the book out all over the world
to their top people, prior to publication, and
they only received minor flack.
CURRENTS: But perhaps the near unanimity
with which it was hailed was the result of that
authoritarian administration saying, “We
want to publish this. . . . It is going to be good
for us.”

MARTIN: What you are saying is maybe the
people didn’t buy it.

CURRENTS: But they felt obligated to be-
cause of the authoritarian structure that
came from the highest levels, Have you
considered that possibility?

MARTIN: It's always a possibility. Who
knows the minds of men and how they
reason and what their methodology is? But I
am not going to extrapolate from the General
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Conference backing out on my book and
make it a personal issue.

I am not saying we are categorizing Ellen

White in the biblical context of a false
prophet. I'm saying that’s an ideal way to
protect yourself. Joseph Smith said the same
thing: ““The time will come when they will
challenge what I said; that only proves that I
am telling the truth.” That’s logical madness.
CURRENTS: But really, do you think Ad-
ventists care if they are classified as a cult?
Wouldn’t they look at this as a good sign?
MARTIN: If the mentality has degenerated to
the place where they are willing to say, “For
our convictions we will be called a cult,”
without ever really considering the possibil-
ity that their convictions are erroneous, then
what you are saying could happen.
CURRENTS: Cast out for Christ.
MARTIN: The mentality would dictate that
kind of behavior pattern. Now, I don’t know
the mind of the General Conference. I don’t
know the mind of Neal Wilson. I haven’t
talked with him. I have received correspon-
dence. Some of the material I have—there
are boxes full of it here—I'm not supposed to
have. It doesn’t inspire much confidence in
me regarding how they deal with their peo-
ple. And when a minister asks for a hearing,
and a committee comes together, the guy
blows them away; then the committee walks
away from that and blows him away. I have
to believe things are not the way they ought
to be biblically. What I think is happening in
the echelons of leadership right now is that
they have gotten to the place where they
have elevated Ellen White to be the infallible
interpreter of Scripture. By so doing they
have painted themselves into a theological
corner. They are on Masada and they don’t
know it. If Ellen White is an infallible
interpreter of Scripture, then what they’ve
preached against all these years has finally
come to pass—the self-fulfilled prophecy;
they have a pope. And if what she says
infallibly interprets the Scriptures, might [
ask the next logical question? How is it that
we test her infallibility?

I never met D.M. Canright, but he was a
personal friend of Mrs. White’s. A lot of his
personal reminiscences are very revealing
about her personality. She was an ill-edu-
cated person; she was a person given to
religious reveries, some of which her own
husband didn’t buy. She was a person who
believed absolutely that she had received
some messages from God; and in some
instances I think maybe she did. That
doesn’t guarantee you are going to be an
infallible prophet. and that whatever you say
about Scripture and interpreting Scripture is
going to guarantee it for other people.
CURRENTS: Have you read the material on
the injury to her head and the hypothesis that
she was just suffering from partial complex
seizures?

MARTIN: I read the medical material on the
possible diagnosis of her in this area. Al-
though T have not read anyone's rebuttal of
that. But I'll say something; it’s very difficult

to diagnose certain mental or emotional
disturbances with the patient in the room and
the machines hooked up and all the sophisti-
cation of modern medicine. I am, therefore, a
little bit suspicious of the smell of roses, the
color purple, and these things being connect-
ed with specific mental disorders and to fix
them to her, or any person, historically. It

Questions on

Loud and bitter reaction to Questions on
Doctrine came from those who felt that in it
“the truth” had been sold for a mess of
pottage—favor with the evangelicals. Mil-
ian Lauritz Andreasen (1876-1962), long
retired seminary professor, published his
anguished “Letters to the Churches™ and
lost his credentials. According to R.A.
Anderson, Andreasen phoned Donald
Barnhouse long-distance for 58 minutes to
tell him the General Conference had apos-
tatized and that he, Andreasen, would have
Figuhr impeached.

Although we cannot reproduce any of
that conversation, the transcript of another
long-distance call suffered by Barnhouse
indicates that other Adventists shared An-
dreasen’s sense of betrayal. The call from
AlHudson of Baker, Oregon, reached Barn-
house at his Eternity Magazine office in
Philadelphia on the morning of May 16,
1958. Here are excerpts from their conver-
sation, involving the nature of Christ and
Ellen White’s stature, that did not put
Hudson at case about Questions on
Doctrine:

Hudson: They [G.C. brethren involved in
discussion with Barnhouse and Martin] are
taking the position, are they not, that Christ
has the nature of Adam before he sinned?
Isn’t that true?

Barnhouse: I hope not!

Hudson: What is their position as you
understand it?

Barnhouse: That Christ had, that He was
the God-man. Adam was a created being
subject to fall. Jesus Christ was the God-
man, not subject to fall.

Hudson: And that’s your understanding of
the position of our leaders?

Barnhouse: Of course. They have taken it
so strongly, and it is in their book [Ques-
tions on Doctrine]. We hold, they say, with
the church of all the centuries that Jesus
Christ was the eternal sinless Son of God,
etc., etc.

... If youdonot believe that Jesus Christ
is the eternal, sinless Son of God, that He
could not have sinned—and goodness, we
have eighteen quotations from Mrs. White
saying the same thing—eighteen quota-
tions from Ellen G. White stating exactly
this position, and denying what you are
telling me . . .

Hudson: On the other hand I have quota-
tions that state just the opposite.
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might make a good case to chase down in a
great detective story, but if you are talking
about hard evidence, forget it.

I believe Ellen White had an extremely
complex personality, and I think she pla-
giarized materials because she believed the
Lord had shown her what the sources said
was the truth. She simply appropriated

material and gave it out. I think she wanted
the credit for it and that’s why she didn’t foot-
note. She was mortal; she was a sinner like
anyone else.

CURRENTS: So she was a commandment
breaker—which to her was one of the worst
sins. If you were a commandment breaker,
how terrible. Where does that leave us?

Doctrine: a Theological “Sting?”

Barnhouse: One quotation.

Hudson: We have more than that.
Barnhouse: No.

Hudson: You don't have them all.
Barnhouse: Oh yes we do. Look, Froom
and the rest of them say that Walter Martin
knows more about Seventh-day Adventists
than any [seminary| professor in Takoma
Park, Washington . . . He’sread it all . . .
Hudson: You know she wrote about 25
million words. That’s quite a lot for a man
to read.

Barnhouse: That’s too much, you know.
She was running off at the mouth, and the
Holy Spirit certainly was not doing it.
Hudson: Do you think that Anderson and
Froom agree with you on that position?
Barnhouse: Look, I know that these men
are intelligent enough to know that she was
a fallible human being, and that she said so
herself . . . Do you believe that she was in
error ever?

Hudson: As a human being?

Barnhouse: In her writing. Do you believe
that in some of her writing that you have to
point to certain sentences and say, ‘““Boy,
she sure pulled a booper [sic]! That’s for
the birds! It is not true!”

Hudson: I haven’t encountered any of
those quotations, no.

Barnhouse: You haven’t?

Hudson: No.

Barnhouse: Oh, brother, are you a dupe.
You are not as honest as the people at

Takoma Park, or Richards. Richards
doesn’t hold with you.
Hudson: You mean of the Voice of

Prophecy?

Barnhouse: Yes.

Hudson: He feels, then, that she has written
error?

Barnhouse: Of course he does. Everyone
of these men have said this to me. Every
man. Every man. They believe that she
was raised up of God to be a great blessing,
and that the Spirit of Prophecy was upon
her, but they all agree that she wrote error
in some places.

Hudson: You gather from your associa-
tion with those men that they believe that
she was a prophet though.

Barnhouse: They believe that God came
upon her in a special way and for a
message to His people at a special time.

Hudson: Would you gather the impression
in your talking with them that they feel that

she was a prophet in the same sense that

Isaiah and Jeremiah were?
Barnhouse: Of course not. Certainly not.

They're intelligent men, and they are
Christians . . . She was just a good woman
who was greatly blessed and greatly
mistaken, very frequently.

Hudson: And you don’t think Elder[s|
Froom and Richards and the others take my
position that she was a true prophet?
Barnhouse: Of course they don’t.
Hudson: I see.

Barnhouse: None of them do.

Hudson: Well, I appreciate your time.

Two decades later these same issues
continue to imperil the unity of our fellow-
ship. Dissent over Christ’s All-atoning
Sacrifice, the Sabbath School lesson
quarterly for the first quarter of 1983,
indicates that Adventists remain especially
divided over the nature of Christ. (See
news item this issue.)

The eruption of SDA doctrinal vol-
canoes fueled by Walter Rea and Des-
mond Ford and the inadequate responses
of official Adventist publications to those
challenges have not been lost on Walter
Martin. Martin closed a presentation as-
sessing the Adventist situation to a gather-
ing of evangelicals in Napa, California, on
February 22, 1983, sympathetically but
emphatically:

“This is the conclusion of the whole
matter. We dare not accept any authority
—any authority—that in its role becomes
the supreme interpreter and arbiter of
Scripture. We dare not. If Adventism em-
braces this, they are no longer Protestant.
They have accepted historic Catholic the-
ology, and Mrs. White becomes the infal-
lible female pope . . .

“What Christ calls us to is healing—not
healing by ignoring the truth, but healing by
acknowledging the truth . . . healing in the
lives of regenerate Adventists. If this is
done then I believe God will give them
blessings they have never had in their entire
history . . .

“Our role as non-Adventists is to be
empathetic, prayerful, and insistent that
Scripture and Scripture alone be the basis
of our fellowship as well as our salvation
... God give us the grace as Christians to
care enough to labor for it and the Advent-
ists who see it to know that because of
Jesus Christ, we care.”
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MARTIN: When 1 was once seated with a
group of Seventh-day Adventist theologians
and we got on the subject of commandment
breaking, I said, “I am going to sound
heretical to you, but we do know each other
pretty well and therefore I am speaking as
your brother.”” And they all laughed. I con-
tinued, “"None of us in this room is a com-
mandment keeper. Because the Scripture
says, 'If we say we have not sinned, we
deceive ourselves and the truth is not in us.
Sin is the transgression of the law, and all
unrighteousness is sin.” Please tell me if
anyone in this room considers himself, for a
24-hour period, totally righteous?”

No one said, “Boo.” “We are all com-
mandment breakers,” 1 said.

Now, we don’t begin our day saying,
“Today I am going to make the effort to keep
the Ten Commandments.”” We begin our
day saying, “‘Lord Jesus, give me the grace
that I may walk with you.”” Because if I am
going to walk with Christ, I'll be obeying the
will of God and the law of God. Now, I'm
not going to make it all day. Maybe I might
one day, but I miss the hours of 2, 4, 6 and 8
on Thursday, and 2, 5, 7 and 9 on Wednes-
day, whatever it may be. That’s what the
Pharisees were into—the idea of how they
were going to keep the law perfectly. They
missed the whole point of the law.
CURRENTS: But that’s her point. She would
make that point in a very stern way and then
turn around and break the same command-
ment.

MARTIN: [ know. D.M. Canright said she
was whipped up in a lather about the slaugh-
ter house techniques and how the meat was
bad to eat, etc. Of course this is a well-known
fact of the time and she picked it up from
Kellogg and others, not through divine revel-
ation. It was a fact in the newspapers, but
Mrs. White turns around and has a pork
sandwich in Canright’s presence. Canright
almost choked. I believe Canright. I believe
she ate a pork sandwich in his presence when
she got through telling people they shouldn’t
eat pork, because she was a sinner.
CURRENTS: I can’t corroborate the pork
story but I can provide you with a letter in
which she writes to her daughter-in-law, in
the eighties, and orders some fresh snails.
MARTIN: And it’s forbidden under Mosaic
law. But anyway, we don’t want to get into
straining at the gnat and swallowing the
camel. I am not an enemy of Adventism. I
am a friend of Adventist people and a lover
of truth. 1 did my level best at great risk—in
1956 and from then on—to take a strong
position on the basis of Questions on Doc-
trine. If they are going to repudiate the book
and turn back the pages, I have no other
alternative but to rewrite the chapter in The
Kingdom of the Cults. And I'll have no other
alternative but to come out and do another
tape or series of tapes. I mean, just lay the
whole thing out. I don’t want to do that. P’'d
much rather see them come around to a solid
position.

CURRENTS: Haven't they repudiated it al-
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ready in the Review during the last couple of
years? Haven't they condemned Questions
on Doctrine as a terrible heresy?
MARTIN: Well, now . . . this is an important
point. Is that the General Conference’s
position or is that an editor of the Review?
Are we talking about a person? People high
in Adventism have told me that Wood was
an unfortunate choice for the position and
they are very happy he is not there. It is
possible that Wood got away in the auth-
oritarian structure with saying lots of things
because no one could get to him or get at him.
Well, the next editor of the Review might
come along and do a complete about-face.
I'm waiting to see what they're going to do.
You see. one magazine knocking a book
doesn’t bother me. One prominent Adventist
knocking it, or a group of them, doesn't
bother me. What bothers me is the possi-
bility that the governing body of the denom-
ination has really taken it out of print be-
cause they don’t want to believe it. Well, if
they no longer want to believe, I want them
to answer more questions.
CURRENTS: Is there any documentation
from any General Conference leadership in
the 1960s when they officially stopped pub-
lication of Questions on Doctrine?
MARTIN: I was told by a high authority it was
scheduled for republication. They wanted to
make a few minor changes, nothing really to
do with answers; and I was to see it before
they did it. He was enthusiastic about it
going ahead.
CURRENTS: The 1960s?
MARTIN: When it was going out of print. I
don’t know what the date was, but he knows.
He said he okayed it and it was going to be
done. Then the powers that be, dominating
the publication committee, whoever they
were at that time, decided just to simply let it
go out of print because there was pressure
being placed on them from other sources. I
suspect the White Estate and other people,
zealous of preserving the image of an Ellen
White they had created, did not like Ques-
tions on Doctrine, because it was honest.
I don’t know the inner workings of it. And
I am not too impressed with the integrity of
how they deal in-house with a lot of their
problems. I have enough correspondence
here from people—a lot of the palaver that
goes out: “Now, Brothers, we've got to

Christ and trying, as a brother, to say,
“Look, there are a lot of evangelicals out
there with good will towards you. Do you
want to throw everything overboard for a
position that simply will not stand up?” I said
that at the meeting in Loma Linda—which is
detailed in the letter to Wilson. And I have
yet to receive a response.

I have yet to receive a response to ques-
tions that went back to the General Confer-
ence—two representatives [Robert Olson
and Robert Spangler] took them back. I have
yet to receive a response.

CURRENTS: You have talked about what
you perceive to be several of Ellen White's
documentable shortcomings or sins, if you
want to call them that, and plagiarism or
what not. However, you have not brought up
the perjury issue. I am not sure how much
you are aware of the recent information
coming out concerning her involvement with
the Shut Door idea, which was subsequently
obscured by her statements essentially deny-
ing any involvement with the spreading of
that heresy, if you will.

MARTIN: | think she believed it.
CURRENTS: The White Estate has admitted
she misunderstood her early visions which
seemed to teach it.

MARTIN: We knew that a long time ago but
they wouldn’t admit it.

CURRENTS: But it involves her, essentially,
perjuring herself in order to save her
credibility.

I read your account of Jehovah’s Wit-
nesses in the Kingdom of the Cults and the
part where you are detailing the perjury com-
mitted by Russell, which totally destroys his
credibility and his worthiness as a Christian
leader. How would you apply that same
reasoning or argument to Ellen White?
MARTIN: I think she made a mistake. I think
she committed a sin. I think she panicked
and tried to cover it up. I think those around
her aided and abetted her in this. Also, 1
think the White Estate had it in conspiracy
for years. About that, I don’t think there is
any doubt at all.

The difference between her and the Jeho-
vah’s Witnesses is not the crime itself. That
was wrong. Whether Russell did it or whe-
ther Mrs. White did it is irrelevant. It’s the
nature of the person we are talking about.
Was Charles Russell a Christian? Did

This is the perfect cultic mentality —
circular, self-authenticating, experiential,
no basis in objective fact.

resolve this issue,” and **Brothers, we’ve got
to sit down and talk.” After the brothers sit
down and talk and the Scripture speaks on
the subject, they go right ahead and dis-
fellowship him. I mean, this is not scriptural.
So.Tamnot criticizing the denomination as a
Baptist. I am criticizing the things that ought
to be criticized as a member of the body of

24

Charles Russell hold to the foundations of
the gospel? Did Charles Russell promulgate
the things of Christianity and stand in their
defense? No. Did Ellen White? Yes. There-
fore, though she committed the same crime
he did, I cannot judge her on the same basis I
am going to judge Charles Russell. She is a
Christian who committed a sin. That should

be brought out and spelled out clearly so it
will show that Christians do these things.
You have to be very careful about what they
say, and even more careful in the light of
something like that. That doesn't mean
everything Mrs. White ever said, or wrote, or
did, automatically loses its credibility.

If you go back into Church history and
look at some of the people who wrote—and
some of the things that were done—you get
the distinct feeling they were sinners saved
by grace. And yet, you do not throw out
some of the great minds of the Church—and
people in Church history—and say they
have no credibility because they committed
a sin or made a mistake.

CURRENTS: Should a distinction be made
between what are just sins and those acts
committed under the guise of inspiration and
absolute authority? Such as saying, “The
angel has shown me . . .” or saying, “In the
name of God, I swear, I never had those kind
of visions,” and publish that under the name
of God? Is there a difference between that
and, say, committing adultery in private”
MARTIN: Sin is transgression of the law.
There are sins that are greater in magnitude
and there are greater punishments for them.
Christ taught that there were degrees of sin
and there were degrees of punishment, It is
an even greater sin when someone in a
position of authority, who is looked to and
respected, deliberately does something with
full knowledge, and covers it up or perjures
himself. Yes. Or plagiarizes or something
like that. Yes. That is a great sin, and we
cannot ignore that sin. But I've got to make a
distinction here that may not make some
people happy. I have been pressed and
pressed by people to get me to say Ellen
White is a false prophet.

The logic used is, “But she said God told
her something and it didn’t come to pass or it
wasn’t true, and, she claimed to be speaking
prophetically; that makes her a false
prophet.”

Let me make an important distinction at
this juncture. A biblical false prophet—
that’s what they are really getting at—was
not a believer. A biblical false prophet was a
servant of the devil attempting to lead people
away from the truth. You will find that in
Exodus and Deuteronomy: “He hath spo-
ken for the purpose of turning you away from
the Lord your God.” It’s a prime char-
acteristic of a biblical false prophet in the
Scripture. You don’t have a believer on your
hands, you've got an unbeliever. And this
person is deceiving the church.

Mrs. White, in my opinion, made false
statements. She misused what she claimed
was the prophetic gift she had. I believe this,
in certain instances. But if you’re going to try
to say that makes Ellen White the same as
the false prophecy prohibited in Exodus and
Deuteronomy, then you have to demonstrate
that Ellen White was an unbeliever and that
it was a deliberate and willful perversion of
truth regarding salvation and revelation.

That’s a very fine line.
(Concluded on Page 28)
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Edson’s Cornfield “Vision:”
Frisson or Figment?

Two recent works have cast some doubt
on the reliability of Hiram Edson’s autobio-
graphical manuscript relating his experience
of October 23, the morrow of the final
(1844) Millerite disappointment.' The doc-
ument was written decades after the disap-
pointment and shortly before Edson’s death
in 1882 at 75 years of age.’ It did not surface
until long after its composition.” The manu-
script is casually handwritten on the half
leaves of a lined yellow notebook, and is
neither dated nor signed. Only five pages of
the document are extant. The text is par-
tially quoted in print for the first time in a
1921 Review and Herald article,* 75 years
after the supposed experience it related;
however, correspondence about it was ex-
changed with A.W. Spalding in 1907.° Al-
though J.N. Loughborough alludes to Ed-
son’s cornfield experience in his two books®
and in a manuscript accompanying the
second volume,” he does not quote the
Edson manuscript; and his version of the
event differs substantially from Edson’s.?

Historians tend to frown on the argu-
mentum ad silentio—an historical deduc-
tion based on the absence of available evi-
dence—and for legitimate reasons. Yet, in
this case the ubiquitous silence of early pub-
lications of this alleged vision is deafening. It
acquires particular weight if one takes into
account the attitudes that were prevalent
before and after the disappointment among
the left-wing’ Millerites who later became
Seventh-day Adventists. The abundance of
supernatural experiences in that period, and
the authority attributed to them for the legit-
imation of specific theological interpreta-
tions of contemporary events, has already
been adequately documented.’”’ If Edson
had really experienced what he later de-
scribed, we would find evidence of it some-
where in contemporary or subsequent pub-
lications, at least among those for whom it
had authenticating value. One needs only
observe the use that has been made of it
recently in SDA apologetics to realize that
the early Sabbatarian Adventists would not
have ignored it had they known of the
experience. Edson’s associates in western
New York, O.R.L. Crosier and Dr. F.B.
Hahn—whose joint efforts resulted in the
publishing of the Day Dawn, their indi-
vidual articles in the Day Star (directly
related to the subject of the “vision”), and in
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cal Languages Program, Indiana Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania.
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many other papers of the period" never
alluded to Edson’s cornfield revelation. Nor
did the major figures of Sabbatarian Adven-
tism, including Edson himself, ever refer to
his experience in letters, articles, pamphlets
or books published before 1892.

Professor P. Gerard Damsteegt, whose
approach to writing history (Foundations of
the Seventh-day Adventist Message and
Mission) clearly betrays his loyalties, finds
comfort in using Edson’s late-life memory
statement as a source because it “‘does not
contradict 1845 source material.”'? Let us
not forget that it benefits from nearly 50
years of hindsight. But a more careful study
shows that Edson’s lack of historical per-
spective led him to inconsistencies. Any
evaluation of Damsteegt’s work as a whole
must keep in mind the method generally used
in writing denominational history, in which
retrospective statements are given equal
weight with primary sources.”* And al-
though this historical research is outstand-
ing in its exhaustive analysis of all pertinent
sources, it is marred by a definite apologetic

In writing denominational history

. retrospective statements are
given equal weight with primary
sources.

bent. We noted at the beginning of this article
that the Edson manuscript reflects later in-
fluences, and Damsteegt candidly concedes
that possibility."

The same historian cites only a few
sources immediately following the disap-
pointment as confirmations that Edson may
have been the original contributor to the
emerging ‘“‘sanctuary” doctrine and other
contemporary ideas, but an examination of
these sources shows dependence on ante-
cedent thinking stemming from other writers
in 1845. Edson’s letter to S.S. Snow (dated
May 3, 1845, and published in the Jubilee
Standard) is such a source. In this docu-
ment, Edson portrays that time as ““the dis-
pensation of the fullness of times™ and as the
time of the “blotting out of sins.” This item
would be significant were it not for the fact
that his remark followed by at least two
weeks the first major article by his close
friend and neighbor, O.R.L. Crosier, which
related the conclusions of his recent study of
atonement typology.'’ Crozier attributed his
new ideas to recent thinking; and he sent 1t to
Brother Pearson, co-editor of the Hope of
Israel, whom he credited with stimulating
his mind to a new chain of evidence. He

nowhere suggested that Edson give him a
lead. We can be fairly certain that Crosier’s
insights were developed between March 8
and April 4, since his article “Prophetic Day
and Hour” (Voice of Truth and Glad Tid-
ings, March 8, 1845)'% contained nothing
but strange speculations on various
“watches of the night” connected with the
parable of the virgins; and was in no way
oriented toward the study of seasonal types,
or sacrificial symbolism, as subsequent ar-
ticles overwhelmingly tended to be.

Moreover, there is no absolute certainty
that at that time Edson understood the “‘blot-
ting out of sins™ in terms of sacrificial atone-
ment, as did later Seventh-day Adventists.
He merely may have been quoting the phrase
from the book of Acts (3:19-20) where it is
linked with the expected return of Christ. We
have no way of assuming that Edson’s
understanding of the “dispensation of the
fullness of times” differed in any form from
that of J.D. Pickands on February 12,
1845;"7 or from the editorial, “The Types,”
of October 11, 1844."® The same expression
was used by early Adventists to designate
the period following the disappointment; but
it was Crosier who identified it for the first
time with the antitypical Day of Atonement
in his article of February 1846 in the Day
Star Extra. And he presented the discourse
of Peter on Pentecost as a proof text for this
association. "’

There is no need to postulate Edson’s
*“‘vision” as a necessary prelude to his letter
to Snow. Its roots are perfectly identifiable in
the writing of his immediate contemporaries.
So are the roots of Crosier’s thinking. It is not
unlikely that he found the impetus for his
revised conception of the atonement in
William Miller’s letter to Holmes (dated
November 22, 1844), as was suggested by
Merwin R. Thurber in a 1976 Review and
Herald article.” But the immediate stimulus
for this typology was already present in the
Advent Mirror, the H01pe of Israel and the
Hope Within the Veil.*' Crosier’s only orig-
inality consisted in his systematization of
seasonal types, in his extension of the length
of the antitypical Day of Atonement to more
than one day or one year, in his highly con-
troversial interpretation of the goat for
Azazel, and finally in his veiled substantia-
tion of the shut door doctrine through this
typology. Nowhere does Crosier credit Ed-
son for these ideas. When Crosier gave up
his doctrine of the sanctuary, he easily could
have made Edson his scapegoat had it been
inspired by him. He did not.?? He did not

25



even mention Edson in his major autobio-
graphical article written in 1913, although he
entered into some detail about the disap-
pointment era.”*

The admitted contradictions between
Edson’s manuscript and Loughborough’s re-
counting of the experience clearly show that
Edson, late in life, wrote much into the
original experience. This is typical of the
growth of all pious records. Apocryphal ela-
borations are often added after the facts and
may stem from very noble intentions. In
Loughborough’s report, Edson’s experi-
ence is merely described as “an impres-
sion,””* and its content is limited to the
notion that ““the Sanctuary is in Heaven.”
But what need would there be for such a
revelation to a generation of predisappoint-
ment Millerites who already assumed the
existence of such a sanctuary in heaven,
from which their heavenly high priest would
emerge on the fateful day of October 22,
18447 The very choice of that date shows
their prediction was tied to the completion of
the atonement.”” In the manuscript that
accompanies Loughborough’s book, the im-
Dpression became the semblance of a “dis-
tinctly spoken audible voice;” and the added
feature of “cleansing” the heavenly sanc-
tuary was recorded.”” Loughborough’s letter
to Spalding, 13 years later, combined that
impression with the almost distinct audible
voice, and recorded the cleansing to be done
by Jesus’ going into the sanctuary.

In Edson’s own manuscript it had evolved
into a full-fledged vision incorporating all
previous human discovery as part of the total
experience:

“Heaven seemed open to my view, and I
saw distinctly and clearly that instead of our
High Priest coming out of the Most Holy of
the heavenly sanctuary to come to this earth
on the tenth day of the seventh month, at the
end of the 2300 days, He for the first time
entered on that day the second apartment of
that sanctuary; and that He had a work to
perform in the most holy before coming to
this earth. That He came o the marriage at
that time; in other words, fo the Ancient of
days to receive a kingdom, dominion and
glory; and we must wait for His return from
the wedding; and my mind was directed to
the tenth chapter of Revelation where I
could see the vision had spoken and did not
lie; the seventh angel had begun to sound:
we had eaten the little book; it had been
sweet in our mouth, and it had now become
bitter in our belly, embittering our whole
being. That we must prophesy again, etc.,
and that when the seventh angel began to
sound, the temple of God was opened in
heaven, and there was seen in his temple the
ark of his testament, etc.” (emphasis ours)?’

The abundance of conjunctions of coordi-
nation and subordination which have been
underlined, together with elaborate interpre-
tations of things seen, render this description
of the “vision™ highly suspect. It has all the
earmarks of reasoned theology and the de-
tails of accumulated discussion. It reflects
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retrospective elaborations of the ideas ad-
vanced. The early believers in the ““Bride-
groom come-Atonement made” theory did
not forsee an extension of the heavenly Yom
Kippur beyond one day, but extended it to
one year when new time-settings failed. Not
until April 1845 did anyone prolong the
work of Atonement beyond a year.”® It is

As long as Adventists maintained
the prophetic character of this
parable, they were perfectly
consistent in advocating a shut
door.

therefore unlikely that Edson propounded
this idea as early as the 23rd of October
1844 without affecting contemporary think-
ing. The “Bridegroom theme,” as it was
developed by Hale and Turner, was an his-
toricization of the parable of the ten virgins,
somehow linked with the reception of the
Kingdom portrayed in the judicial proceed-
ings of Daniel 7. But these authors nowhere
credit Edson with this bizarre theology.
Edson wrote all this into his “vision without
much discrimination. The most unlikely
element to be found in the vision of October
23 is that which enjoins the disappointed
Millerites to “prophesy again before nations
and kings and peoples.” The application of
Rev. 10:8-10 to the bitter experience of
disappointment may well be original with
Edson, but the branch of Adventists he
associated with could not, at that time,
possibly have considered a vision that im-
plied an open door of salvation to the whole
world as divinely inspired! There is a flagrant
contradiction between the parable and an
open door; and as long as Adventists main-
tained the prophetic character of this par-
able, they were perfectly consistent in advo-
cating a shut door. If Miller’s message was
indeed the Midnight Cry, the door was
irreversibly shut.

The content of Edson’s autograph, far
from being in harmony with the printed
sources of the time, presents serious prob-
lems because it lacks a sense of historical
development. It telescopes into one super-
natural experience a succession of ideas
which arose at various times and were some-
times the result of predicaments caused by
earlier beliefs.

There is no doubt about Edson’s tendency
toward supernatural experiences. He had
such before and after the disappointment.*’
Indeed, his reputation in this sphere was so
well known by his contemporaries that slan-
derous reports by his enemies attributed to
him contem[Ptible forms of behavior incited
by visions.” He is known to have carefully
preserved in writing the very words of some
early visions of E.G. White." He seriously
took his dream experiences to be divine
revelations.”> The embellishments he may
have brought to his own supernatural experi-
ences can well be understood as a form of
piety redounding to the divine glory. More-

over, being the chosen instrument of heaven
has always been something to be coveted, no
matter what form of suffering may cling to
that election.

Mrs. White herself has made some
comments about a manuscript of Edson’s
which is not clearly identified. She did not
seem to have a high regard for his literary
efforts:

You know how it was with Bro. Edson.
He wrote much, and he thought that what he
wrote should be published. Then the Lord
wrought upon his mind, and he gave up the
idea, and burned up his manuscript. But he
could not let it be, he reproduced his
theories, and upon his death, he left money,
and charged his wife that she should have
his manuscript published. She did not think
it essential that the matter should be pub-
lished as he did, and after she had given the
manuscript into the hands of the proper
persons for publication, she withdrew it and
gave up all the burden of its publication.

Bro. Edson’s production was never print-
ed. He was a good man, beloved of all who
knew him; but the matter which he had
brought together was not the subject that
should appear, not meat in due season for
the flock of God. It was of a character that
would start into life erroneous theories, that
would be nourished by human agents, and
would bear fruit in dissension and
discord. ¥’

In conclusion, it is evident that the “ Vision
in the Cornfield” is not in evidence in con-
temporary sources and affected no one at the
time. This is not to say that Edson did not
receive some sort of illumination on that day,
but Edson’s memory failed him in relating
exactly what happened. In fact, he may have
read into that experience ideas that were to
arise much later. It would therefore be wise
to approach Edson’s manuscript with much
circumspection. The best that can be said
about it is that it has no more than midrashic
value in explaining the links between Miller-
ism and the origins of Seventh-day Ad-
ventism. It has no bearing on the accuracy of
any theological conclusion, ancient or
modern; and should be relegated to the level
of apocryphal literature to which, without
doubt, it belongs.
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in Story of Late Owen R L. Crozier,” The Daily Messenger.
Vol. 126. No 276, pp. 17-24, Canandaigua, N.Y. Thursday,
November 22. 1923.

J.N. Loughborough. Rise and Progress of S.D.A., and The
Great Second Advent Movement loc. cir..~ The Spirit of God
came upon him in such a powerful manner that he was almost
smitten to the earth, and with it came an impression. *The
sanctuary to be be cleansed is in Heaven.” ™ (emphasis ours)
Samuel S. Snow. The True Midnight Cry. August 22, 1844, p.
4. Col. 2: “Now the important point in this type is the
completion of the reconciliation at the coming of the high priest
out of the holy place. The high priest was a type of Jesus our
High Priest: the most holy place a type of heaven itself; and the
coming out of the high priest a type of the coming of Jesus the
second time to bless his waiting people.” (emphasis his); Cf
Advent Herald Oct. 2, 1844_p. 71, Col. 3,and Midnight Cry.
Oct. 10, 1844, all written by S.S. Snow. Surprisingly, Appolos
Hale had once ventured the question. “Why did not Christ
enter the holy place on that day”” but only to dismiss it. “it is
settled that he must come out on that day. or the type as to time
must be forever unfulfilled.” Advent Herald. Oct. 16. 1844
2nd ed. p. 83 Col. 1: and Midnight Cry. Oct. 19. 1844, pp.
130-1.

J.N. Loughborough, Some Individual Experiences, op. cit.
pp. 1-2. This manuscript amplifies the setting of the experience
by revealing that it occurred after a 3rd prayer session in the
cornfield. ltthen relates a practice akin to bibliolatry that led to
understanding the distinctly audible voice. Edson dropped a
pocket Bible on its back, which miraculously opened between
the 8th and 9th chapter of the Epistie to the Hebrews. thus
shedding light on the nature of the cleansing of the Sanctuary.
The letter of Loughborough to A.W. Spalding. from Sanitar-
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ium, Calif. August 2. 1921 largely confirms the above manu-
script. being written approximately | 3 years later: “When they
were thus kneeling the third time. and Brother Edson was
praying, he said, "A mighty wave of the power of God came
upon me. and with an impression, almost as distinct as
though spoken in an audible voice, “The sanctuary is in
heaven. and Jesus has gone in to cleanse it.”” (¢cmphasis ours).
The same episode of biblical magic follows. A photostat of this
letter is available in the Advent Source Collection. and a
portion is reproduced in L.E. Froom's manual “History of
Prophetic Interpretation.” section xviii—Decade following
the Disappointment p. 274.

27 Hiram Edson. Fragmeni of a Ms. on his Life and Experience,
pp. 9-10.

28 See references in note 21. Cf. "To the Brethren Scattered
Abroad,” fromthe Hope of Israel. quoted inthe Day Star. Vol.
5. No. 6. March 25, 1845, pp. 21-24.

29 For Edson’'s supernatural exeriences before the disappoint-
ment sce his Fragment of a Ms. pp. 5-7.

30  Scc Editorials. “Greatly Mistaken™. The Voice of Truth and
Glad Tidings. Febr. 1847 pp. 70. Cols. 2 & 3. where Edson is
accused of brutality toward his son. He would have received a
revelation from God to punish him. He is alleged to have
whipped him so unmercifully that he was arrested. tried and
fined $15.00 for his barbarity. But this information is said to
come from “a gentleman just from the place.” Although this
piece of gossip may only be based on hearsay. it reflects
knowledge of Edson’s “revelations.”

31 See Manuscripts of the Sutron and Dorchester visions copied
by Edson, Advent Source Collection 1607, 1850/W58.,
General Conference of SDA, Washington D.C.

32 Letter to Hiram Edson. " Beloved Brethren. scattered abroad,”
The Present Truth December 1849, Vol. 1. No 5 pp. 34-36.
This letter relates several “impressions™, one vision of Mrs.
White. 3 dreams. in addition 1o two charismatic mani-
festations of glossolalia with subsequent interpretations.
James White, editor of that paper, concerned that the reader
“may start back at the dreams and vision. ctc.” attempts to give
a theological justification for these experiences. /bid. p. 40.

33 Mrs. E.G. White. Letter to Elder Litilejohn, August 3. 1894:
1-49-1894, Document File 588. E.G. White Estate. In his
letter to Elder L.E. Froom of April 8. 1937 from Elmshaven.
St Helena, Cal.. Arthur L. White assumes that ™ Sister White™,
his grandmother. alludes to the very manuscript here discussed.

Georgia-Cumberland
Continued from Page 11

stituency meeting of the conference on
March 25, 1979. The report was negligent in
that it gave assurance of first mortgages on
the basis of third party information which
actually only indicated that title policies had
been ordered . . . The commission recom-
mends that the General Conference Audit-
ing Department investigate Jerry Wiggle’s
audit of the Georgia Conference Associa-
tion as pertains to the Davenport loans for
possible disciplinary action.

—Committee Members: Executive Com-
mittee and Association Board members
from January 1965 to July 1981.

—The commission found that Executive
Committee members and Association Board
members must share a part of the responsi-
bility for the Davenport loss in that they, as
members of these boards, had a duty as fidu-
ciaries for the constituency to be seekers of
the facts in order to insist that proper
business procedures be fulfilled in the finan-
cial affairs of the church. Their purpose as
board members is to make certain that work
is carried on in a proper and diligent business
like manner. The Conference Executive
Committee voted to accept these findings.

It should be noted that the Executive
Committee voted a reprimand of its own
failure as a corporate fiduciary.
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Another verdict . . .

Continued from Page 6

by focusing on a narrow, legal definition of
plagiarism, led readers to believe that a
problem had been solved when the issues
that do matter — ethics, inspiration-revel-
ation, authority — have not even been
seriously addressed.

L. Review 2-4-82, p. 3. “Adventists and Litigation,” Neal
Wilson.,

- Review 9-17-81, p. 13, “This work is of God or it is not™:
Page 7 of a reprint of articles from this issue of the Review.
Reprint titled, “Was Ellen G. White a Plagiarist”"

- Alexander Lindey. Plagiarism and Originality (Westport,

Connecticut: Greenwood Press. 1974 reprint of New York:

Harper & Brother, 1952), p. 232.

Lindey. p. 2 (emphasis supplied).

Emerson vs Davies el al. (1845) 8 Fed. Case 615. 624.

Lindey. p. 7.

- Review 9-17-81, pp. 5-6: reprint. pp. 4-5 (emphasis supplied).

- “The Truth About The White Lie,” Ministry insert, August
1982, p. 2. The document was prepared by the White Estate
staff in cooperation with the Biblical Rescarch Institute and
the Ministerial Association of the Gencral Conference. Here-
inafter, Ministry insert.

9. See Douglas Hackleman, *G.C. Committee Studies Ellen
White's Sources,” Spectrum vol. 10, no. 4 (March 1980) p.9.

10. Vincent L, Ramik, “Memorandum of Law, Literary Property
Rights 1790-1915," August 14. 1981, p. 3.

11. Ramik. p. 7.

12. Emerson, p. 625.

13. Healdsburg Enterprise, March 20, 1889, “'Is Mrs. White a
Plagiarist”” p. 1.

14. Ron Graybill, “E.G. White's Literary Work: An Update,” an
edited and annotated transcript of presentations made Novem-
ber 15-19, 1981, at the morning worship services of the Gener-
al Conference, p. 5. Available through the White Estate.

15. Warren H. Johns, “Ellen White: Prophet or Plagiarist?™
Ministry, June 1982, p. 13.

16. Ramik, p. 5.

17. Farmer vs Elstner (1888) 33F. 494, 496.

[8. Farmer, p. 497.

19. Farmer, p. 497.
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Martin Interview
Continued from Page 24

Of course, technically, I would have to say
that the person who prophesies in the name
of God and turns out to be wrong, has
prophesied falsely. You have to say that. But
they want to go further than that. They want
to make Mrs. White a biblical false prophet
which means she is not a Christian. I cannot
endorse that.
CURRENTS: I don’t think anyone familiar
with the history would deny she felt she was
right and felt she had some kind of mission to
fulfill. In that sense I don’t think anyone
would attempt to say she was a false prophet,

who has fallen into a sin and is a believer, or
is it aperson who is a total unbeliever? That’s
your biblical part—deliberately attempting
to lead people away from God.
CURRENTS: I find among disenchanted Ad-
ventists more of the charge that she was a
fraud than that she was a false prophet.
MARTIN: Well, considering that 90% of her
writings allegedly have been tainted by
secular or religious sources, even if it was
good material, one does get quite suspicious
of her ethics and of her genuine commitment
to truth.

CURRENTS: What about Mrs. White’s view
of the atonement—that it wasn’t completed
until 1844? Doesn’t that fall under the cate-
gory you are talking about?

MARTIN: The doctrine of the incomplete
atonement is heretical. It was later changed
into a modified Armenian device with the
investigative judgment and was nothing
more than a poor face-saving technique—as
Dr. Barnhouse pointed out to Dr. Froom, to
his great chagrin. It was just a way out of a
nasty situation. She really bought the idea
that this was the proper interpretation of
Hebrews. She believed it. She was wrong.
The people around her were wrong. She
thought God had shown this to her because, 1
think, she tried to imbue a lot of her state-
ments and doctrines with the divine seal of
authority to get people to pay attention to
her. Yes, I think she did that and I think that
was sinful. However, I don’t believe the
intent of Mrs. White, in anything she taught,
was to dishonor Christ or to turn against the
gospel as she understood it.

CURRENTS: It would seem that the Christian
has a lot of leeway in what he believes: and if
there are some mistakes in his viewpoint, in
some things he does. . . .

MARTIN: That doesn’t make him a non-
Christian. Tt makes him a Christian—unin-
formed, ignorant, or sinful; but still a re-
deemed person. Paul says, “Mark has for-
saken me; Demetrius has loved this world.”
Does he send them off to hell? The man in I
Corinthians 5, did he send him to hell? No. I
therefore think Christians are capable of
terribly stupid acts and statements, even
dishonest and sinful acts. But they are also

If what she says infallibly interprets the
Scriptures . . . How is it that we test

her infallibility?

in the sense you just described.

MARTIN: I am just talking about people who
have left the denomination and people who
are hostile to Adventism generally. They are
picking this line up and I am getting flack on
the subject of false prophets. So I have to be
very careful when I talk about a false
prophet. We do admit that anyone who says
something in the name of God, and it doesn’t
come to pass, is prophesying falsely. But
there is a deeper level to this. Is it a person
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capable of repenting. That’s what the Gen-
eral Conference should be doing right now,
repenting. Repenting of these things and
saying, “We just cannot sustain this any
longer. The church is built on Christ, not on
Mrs. White or her prophetic gift, or the
revenue generated from her resources.”
CURRENTS: Three Seventh-day Adventists
will have to repent for keeping you from your
lunch if we don’t thank you right now and get
out of your hair.

PRINTED MATTER

Book Review
The White Truth by John J. Robertson.
Pacific Press Publishing Association
Mountain View, Calif., 1982,

The only commendatory description of
John Robertson’s The White Truth known
to Currents was written by Pacific Press
representative W. Paul Turpel in a promo-
tional letter addressed to North American
local conference presidents and Adventist
Book Center managers, about a month and a
half before the book’s publication:

In answer to many prayers, the adminis-
tration of Southeastern felt so keenly about
preparing a book documenting truth which
even the greatest skeptic could not refute,
they relieved John |Robertson] of his re-
sponsibilities until the book could be re-
searched further and written.

The manuscript arrived this past week.
My brethren, it is a masterpiece . .. In 27
years of reading manuscripts I did some-
thing never done before. I read it word for
word twice. (19 October 1981)

Is it any wonder that the Pacific Press is
$8 million in debt?

Probably the best thing about The White
Truth is its brevity. It is an unabashed
exhibit of apologetic boilerplate in which the
desired conclusion is presupposed from the
outset. Union College Division of Human-
ities chairman H. Ward Hill contemplated
the negative potential of such tail-chasing
logic:

Robertson’s approach will hardly be con-
vincing to those who are not already firm
believers in Mrs. White's prophetic gift . . .
And should they drift into a somewhat
cynical mood, they would most likely feel
that a more suitable title for The White
Truth would simply be The White Wash!

Two examples of Robertson’s special
pleading and question begging defense in-
volve the questions whether Ellen White
ever admitted source dependence, and
whether she might have been guilty of copy-
right infringement under 19th century law.

Robertson spends several pages attempt-
ing to convince readers that the preface to
The Great Controversy contains an open,
honest admission of all occasions of Mrs.
White’s unacknowledged source utilization.
A year later Robertson was still convinced:
“Yes, the introduction to The Great Con-
troversy covers that in rather general terms,
but it does cover it.”

That is the kind of “White Truth” stretch-
ing by Robertson that destroys the integrity
of his defense. The Great Controversy pref-
ace does admit that ““in some cases . . .
historian[’s] . . . words have been quoted”
(emphasis supplied). But there is no refer-
ence whatever to paraphrasing, which makes
up almost the entire book. Also, The Great
Controversy preface allows that *“similar use

ADVENTIST CURRENTS, July 1983



has occasionally been made” of the Ad-
ventist pioneers’ published works (emphasis
supplied). Only The Great Controversy is
referred to in The Great Controversy’s pref-
ace; the existence of source quotations is
minimized (“in some cases,” ‘‘occasion-
ally’’); and paraphrasing goes unmentioned.

Robertson stretches credulity to the snap-
ping point when he insists that The Great
Controversy preface is an open, candid ad-
mission by Mrs. White of her source requi-
sitions used in testimonies, articles, books,
sermons, and visions from 1845 to 1915.
Besides, the weight of evidence suggests that
Ellen White did not write the introduction to
The Great Controversy.

Battle Creek Church head Elder George
Amadon, claimed intimate friendship with
James and Ellen White ‘‘since the summer
of 1853, “having been prominently con-

A more suitable title
Jor The White Truth
would simply be The
White Wash!

nected with the Review and Herald from
1853 to the time of its destruction by fire.”
He wrote to the Battle Creek Daily Journal
in 1907, defending Mrs. White on a related
point:

Mrs. White does not write the prefaces to
her books, she is not a proof reader, and
much of the work on her numerous volumes
is done by literary helpers.

Robertson could have saved the church
the several tens of thousands of dollars it
spent on a Catholic copyright attorney’s
opinion that “there simply is no case” for
believing that Mrs. White might have been
guilty of plagiarism (copyright infringement)
under 19th century legal canons. His next
door neighbor, he tells readers, is “a re-
spected judge of our city” who just hap-
pened to be interested in 19th century pla-
giarism law himself and provided Robertson
with a “not guilty” verdict—for free.

How reduced would have been the impact
of Robertson’s conversation with the judge
regarding Ellen White’s plagiarism guilt if he
had told readers his neighbor was Seventh-
day Adventist Riverside Municiple Court
Judge Robert Macomber?

Note Patriarchs and Prophets page 309:

All intentional overstatement, every hint
or insinuation calculated to convey an
erroneous or exaggerated impression, even
the statement of facts in such a manner as to
mislead, is falsehood . . . Even the inten-
tional suppression of truth . . . is a violation
of the ninth commandment.

That pointed statement pronounces a
judgment on the methods of defending Mrs.
White employed by the author of The White
Truth, which, by the way, it is not.
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Ellen G. White a plagiarist?
Is her credibility
in question?
Whatever you've heard or read about the matter,

you'll not know the full story until you read this
remarkable new book.

The White Truth

By John J. Robertson

A book that will quicken your faith and erase doubts, regardless
of how you see Ellen G. White. Unmasks the story behind the
headlines and reveals some facts about the prophetic gift, both
past and present, that may surprise you.
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THE

White Lie

by Walter T. Rea
Sociologist and Lecturer.

Guest on national radio and TV
talk shows.

An intense and gripping
analysis of the
anatomy of a major
cult

New York Times, page 1, Nov. 6, 1982: Walter Rea has in-
flamed the issues confronting the cult with incontroverti-
ble evidence he provides in The White Lie.

Time Magazine, Aug. 2, 1982: The White Lie is a bomb
shell which has shocked the church.

Walter Martin, editor, author, and leading authority on
the cults: A thorough and factual analysis. Devastating.

Hardback retails for $15.95 ISBN: 0-9607424-0-9
Softback retails for $12.95 ISBN: 0-9607424-1-7

Will ship next day and bill direct.
30% discount on 1-5 books ® 40% discount on 6 books or more.

M & R Publications, Box 2056, Turlock, CA 95381
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ON TAPE

Ford, Rea on
Ankerberg Show

Inthe fall of 1982, Dr. Desmond Ford and
Pastor Walter Rea appeared together on the
John Ankerberg TV show—a weekly, 30-
minute program focusing on controversial
Christian issues. This nondenominational,
viewer-supported program utilizes an in-
formal discussion format and often presents
Christians and non-Christians together in
exchanges of viewpoint.

Aired over the satellite CBN (Christian
Broadcasting Network) and PTL (Praise
The Lord) networks and nine other stations
in the United States, the potential audience
is large. Host John Ankerberg is a young but
experienced evangelist who earned the B.A.,
M.A., and M.Div. degrees, and is currently
finishing requirements for his doctorate.

An Adventist layman who knows Anker-
berg heard that a gospel congress was going
to be held by Good News Unlimited in the
Chattanooga, Tennessee, area in August
1982. Since this is where the Ankerberg
show originates, the layman saw an oppor-
tunity for Ankerberg to interview GNU
minister Desmond Ford. When Ankerberg
and his assistant Bob Gerow were ap-
proached, they were interested because
some Adventist controversies are similar to
problems now surfacing in other denomina-
tions. Arrangements were also made to
include decredentialed Adventist minister
Walter Rea.

Beyond his own research, Ankerberg met
with Chattanooga area Adventists familiar
with the issues. Ankerberg also read official
and unofficial Adventist publications, in-
cluding Questions on Doctrine, The Great
Controversy, Omega, The White Lie, and
Ford’s Glacier View document.

In early July, Ankerberg phoned and
wrote the following Adventist leaders, in-
viting them to represent the church on the
program with Ford and Rea: Neal Wilson,
Robert Olson, Victor Cooper, Warren Johns
and William Johnsson. All declined for
various reasons; but the impression received
was that they did not wish to participate in a

You said you were not a
Seventh-day Adventist
—I accept that apology.

public airing of theological differences that,
they felt, should be handled privately, within
the church.

The program was taped on 2 August 1982
and edited into four separate 30-minute
segments. The first segment focused on
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Ford’s discussion of the 1844 movement
and the traditional Adventist belief in an
investigative judgment. Ford started the
conversation by addressing Ankerberg:

If I may just give a moment of back-
ground—you said you were not a Seventh-
day Adventist—I accept that apology.
[laughter] 7 am one, and I love the church;
but I want to see it come into full harmony
with Scripture. Adventists have long claim-
ed to be the heirs of the Reformation, based
on the primacy and the adequacy and the
sufficiency of Holy Writ. It was based on the
priesthood of all believers and justification
by faith. I want to see my church come into
Jull harmony [with Scripture] in these areas.
1 believe the church has made a great con-
tribution to Christendom, . . . but the sanc-
tuary as usually presented by Seventh-day
Adventists . .. has taken assurance from the
vast membership of the church.

In the second segment, Rea described the
events which led him to write The White
Lie. He outlined his discovery of Mrs.
White’s ubiquitous source dependence. He
explained how he shared his findings with
the White Estate, and how he met with a
committee of 18 scholars and administra-
tors in 1980 to demonstrate to them his find-
ings. The committee agreed that the borrow-
ing was more extensive than they had be-
lieved and voted that it should be brought to
the attention of the church. They also recom-
mended that Rea be given scholarly help to
bring his research into presentable form. But
within two months Rea received a letter from
the General Conference that essentially
said, according to Rea, “We’ll take it from
here.”

Rea and Ford discussed their varying view
of Mrs. White’s inspiration and her impact
on Adventist theology. Then Ankerberg
summed up the program with a brief recount-
ing of the conversations between Walter

sie

Martin and the General Conference in the
mid-fifties that led to the “‘infamous™ Ques-
tions on Doctrine, and a waming of sorts:

In 1980, the denomination appears to
have elevated Ellen G. White's interpreta-
tion of Scripture to a position equal in
authority with Scripture itself. Now, it
seems, she is the only authoritative inter-
preter of Scripture for Adventists. This
crucial decision by the leadership of Ad-
ventism has forced evangelical leaders to
reevaluate. It’s the concensus of those with
whom I have talked that if in belief and
practice the Adventist leaders abide by this
decision, they will have turned their great
church down the road to being a cult by
denying the basic tenents of the Christian
Sfaith.

The third and concluding program was
primarily a question and answer period with
audience participation. The fourth program,
on the Davenport issue, was never com-
pletely edited for production. Ankerberg pre-
ferred to focus on issues that directly involve
the gospel. The Davenport discussion is,
however, included on the unedited audio
cassettes and printed transcripts. The three
programs aired on CBN in late September
and early October, and in mid October and
early November on the PTL network. It is
not known when the programs will be
repeated.

Response to the programs, as with any
controversial topics, has been mixed. Many
Adventist pastors have written Ankerberg to
express their agreement with Ford or Rea,
stating that they no longer consider Ellen
White’s inspiration to be of canonical
authority.

The four segments are available on audio
cassettes for a $15 contribution or as written
transcripts for a gift of $5 to: The John
Ankerberg TV Show, P.O. Box 8977, Chat-
tanooga, TN 37411.
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Our Sense of Shock

by Gordon W. Thompson

Reacting to a Newsweek cover painting
of a topless female, then Adventist Review
editor Kenneth Wood, in a July 1982 edi-
torial, elaborated on “The Sense of Shock.”

Wood asked how many Adventists are
shocked by television’s “double entendres,”
by the visits of state leaders to the Vatican,
by divorced church members who remarry
“without Biblical grounds,” by those who
“attack the writings of Ellen G. White or
take issue with the historic beliefs of the
church?”

An Adventist physician wrote to Wood,
noting realities that he found far more
shocking. —Ed.

After reading your editorial (“The Sense
of Shock™) in the 8 July 82 Adventist
Review, my wife Elaine and I felt somewhat
remiss for not having let you know more
about our feelings of shock and outrage.
However, surely you must know that such
confessions from the laity have been dis-
couraged by years of dependence on the
“Good Old Review,” where seldomis seen a
discouraging, controversial, or critical word
—let alone expressions of shock and
outrage.

Newsweek, even Ministry, print frank,
self-critical letters, but not the Review. And
unfortunately, no Meg Greenfield haunts the
hallowed halls of the Review and Herald
Publishing Association, ready to address the
passing Adventist scene. What the laity
misses for lack of a syndicated columnist it
supplants with rife cynicism.

So what’s happening in the “Hill Coun-
try?” You’d better believe we are shocked
and outraged. What a tragedy that some
have apostacized—at least from our church.
Others have just given in to hopeless apathy.
They will stay in the church because it’s their
subculture; and, after all, they’ve grown used
to being disenfranchised and treated with
condescension. For the rest of us—a thou-
sand days of weeping.

There is a large segment within the church
who have been cloned to believe that church
leaders can do no wrong, that it is unchris-
tian to criticize, that God will work His in-
scrutable way through trying circumstance,
and that faithful stewards don’t complain.
I've heard statements from church leaders
that imply a cynical dependence upon the
laity’s spiritual naivete. Whether that is a
widespread, conscious modus operandi or
simply a subconscious habit, I don’t know
—but we are shocked and outraged at
leadership.

Shocked and outraged—not because of
half-naked nymphs on the cover of News-
week, but because our leaders have too often
appeared wretchedly political, morally piti-
ful, poorly trained, blindly indifferent to their
obligations and responsibilities, and, in a

ADVENTIST CURRENTS, July 1983

ALTERNATING CURRENTS

sense, very naked. The sin is not in the
viewing but in the being. The eye salve is to
permit us to see the nakedness.

We would like to believe that the majority
of our leaders and administrators are men of
principle (sadly there are not more women to
leaven the whole); but why can they not,
without equivocating, call sin by its right
name and administratively rid the church of
those within its ranks who are guilty of arro-
gance, dishonesty, greed, double dealing,
and/or just plain old fashioned calcified in-
competence? Christ’s righteousness is not
intended as a modest fig leaf for sin but as a
replacement for the filthy rags of wicked-
ness and hypocricy.

Our gold has been taken by an array of
Aarons—by some to build altars (the edifice
complex), but by most to assure themselves
a “comfortable” retirement. They have ran-
sacked the church. They have stolen our
trust in their integrity as well. When Achan
confessed, his cache was uncovered and he
was stoned. But our leaders don’t confess,
and the data detailing their dishonesty,
greed, and incompetence is seldom avail-
able. To the shame and damage of our
church we continue them in office. Forgive
them, certainly. Love them, assuredly. Keep
them in office—incredibly!

Leaders who abrogate their responsibil-
ities, bury their horde, and cover up their
guilt need to be removed from office. It is not
our desire to see them humiliated. Treat
them with Christian care (not charity;
they’ve had enough of that already).

We don’t need a Moses to ask “who is on
the Lord’s side?”” Often the guilty are so de-
bauched in cynical hypocrisy that they
would have no trouble rationalizing their
position as “on the Lord’s side.”

Some of our leaders are great at the
“rebuking sin”’ ploy—anyone’s sin but their
own. When it gets close to home, they shift
into the excuse mode: “Forgive us, for we
know not what we do”—precisely and
obviously enough. But this church desper-
ately needs people who have been trained to
know what they are doing, not just ordained
to it.

We are more shocked and outraged by the
double dealing of our leaders and the double
standard of “justice™ than by all the double
entendres on TV sitcoms. We don’t have to
live with television. It is our leaders who turn
us off.

The Seventh-day Adventist Church needs
a reformation. Forget The Reformation; it is
irrelevant until we’ve had our own. When
there is unpunished impropriety among our
leaders and administrators, what can the
laity say about divorce and remarriage?
Which is the worse adultery? When the
leaders of the church withhold the facts

about Ellen White for 100 years, what can
the members have to say about truth?

Church leaders need to get their priorities
straight. We need to understand the Eli mes-
sage in all its obvious significance (“In those
days the word of the Lord was rare; there
were not many visions” and “the guilt of
Eli’s house will never be atoned by sacrifice
or offering”) before we tackle the Elijah
message.

Instead of Moses, we’re getting Eli and
Sons. Whenever there is a grievance or com-
plaint, our leaders are quick to see insubor-
dination, rebellion, and apostasy, rather than
addressing the real issues. What can be
expected from members when the hierarchy
tolerates such abuses within its ranks—
shocking, scandalous, outrageous abuses?
Well, it is our (His) church, not the G.C.
Committee’s church; and we want it to have
a faithful and true witness. Those whom He
loves He rebukes and disciplines, and we
love our Lord and His church and cherish its
Good News. We love our leaders. We want
to be able to trust and follow their leader-
ship. But, if they are untrustworthy and dis-
honor the Lord, they should be disdained (I
Samuel 2:30).

Where are the Peters in church office
today who are ready to denounce the reverse
sorcery of making God’s money disappear,
to denounce those leaders who certainly
have lied to us as well as to the Holy Spirit?
The few Peters around can’t get a hearing. It
remains for a few “crack-pots” with their
crude newspapers, broadsides, and tapes to
spell out the sorry mess. It is embarrassing
that there is so much truth in what they have
reported and so little of the facts presented in
the Review.

We have “know nothings” who write our
local newspaper criticizing them for reveal-
ing what the Review won’t publish. (The San
Bernardino Sun series was excellent, even-
handed reporting). Believe me, we poor
deluded peasants are shocked and outraged.
We are outraged by “Hophni” and *“Phine-
has” and their “three-pronged fork™ game.
We are outraged by “Eli”’ failing to restrain.
We are outraged because they have treated
“the Lord’s offering (and His people) with
contempt.”

We not only want sin called by its right
name, we want a single standard of ethics
and justice applied fairly and forthrightly.
Instead, when the going gets tough, the
culpable scurry back into the cracks of the
hierarchical edifice.

We are shocked and outraged. Now what?

Gordon Thompson practices and teaches
pulmonary medicine at Loma Linda
University.
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