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C onsidering the stir 
which The Shaking of 

Adventism has created within Adventist cir
cles, the title of Geoffrey Paxton’s study of 
the Adventist theology of righteousness by 
faith may well be prophetic. The book has 
quickly become the center of controversy. 
Calling himself an “itinerant Babylonian,” 
Paxton has defended his ideas on a whirlwind 
tour of America. The strong recommenda
tion by General Conference officers not to 
allow him to speak in Adventist institutions 
only heightened the controversy. This issue 
of SPECTRUM brings together four re
views of the book from a variety of view
points along with an interview of its author.

The introductory review by Fritz Guy 
notes the lessons the church can learn from 
the book while pointing out some of its 
weaknesses. The other three reviews, all by 
writers who play prominent roles in The 
Shaking of Adventism, take varying positions. 
Herbert Douglass, while agreeing in part 
with some details, notes in the book several 
erroneous historical and theological conclu
sions. Desmond Ford, on the other hand, 
affirms Paxton’s basic thesis and further 
shows how the presentation of righteousness 
by faith is in accordance with Pauline theol
ogy. Hans LaRondelle examines Paxton’s

analysis of reformation theology and finds 
Paxton’s work to be weak, in important re
spects .

The controversy over righteousness by 
faith is essentially a question of unity. Must 
the church, as Paxton seems to argue, hold 
one particular position, or may it allow some 
theological pluralism? Similarly, the discus
sion of black unions is essentially one of uni
ty. Calvin Rock argues that cultural 
pluralism is characteristic of American ethnic 
life in order to support his call for black 
unions, “a practical, dignified way of address
ing serious logistical needs.” In contrast, 
Lorenzo Grant prom otes an alternative 
which would correct the present poor black 
representation in the church while avoiding 
“group exclusivism.”

Also in this issue, Eric Anderson describes 
the historical research of Donald McAdams 
on Ellen White’s sources for the Great Con
troversy . Arguing that McAdams’ discoveries 
will ultim ately become “ the new or
thodoxy,” Anderson traces McAdams’ sys
tematic investigation o f Ellen W hite’s 
sources on the English Reformation and John 
Huss. The article raises important questions 
which our readers will wish to consider.

The Editors



The Call for Black U nions

by Benjamin Reeves

 ̂ £ 1 I ' o God be the Glory” 
A  — these words ex

pressed the emotions filling the hearts of over 
400 black Seventh-day Adventist workers 
and their families as they gathered in the 
Oakwood College church on March 24, 
1978. The occasion was the meeting of all 
regional conference presidents and over 90 
percent of the workers of those conferences. 
In attendance as well were black union and 
General Conference personnel. The central 
concern was the clarification of questions 
concerning regional or black unions in the 
Adventist Church.

As most of those present recognized, the 
issue of black unions has a long history. As 
long ago as April 7-9, 1969, a meeting of the 
Regional Advisory Com m ittee held in 
Miami recommended that the General Con
ference appoint a committee to study the ad
visability of organizing regional unions. On 
October 9,1969, the appointed General Con
ference committee further recommended 
that a commission be appointed to study re
gional unions. On January 13, 1970, the

Benjamin Reeves is chairman of the theology de
partment, Oakwood College.

Commission to Study Regional Unions met 
in the General Conference chapel. After 
spending some fifteen hours together, the 
commission tabled a motion that the Church 
organize two new unions.

Following the meeting, General Confer
ence officers prepared a document setting 
forth alternatives to black unions and pre
sented it to the commission on April 16, 
1970. During that meeting, after a twelve- 
hour discussion, a motion to form regional 
unions was defeated by a vote of 41 to 28. 
Following an appeal for church unity by E. 
E. Cleveland, the alternative “Sixteen-Point 
Program” prepared by the General Confer
ence officers was accepted in lieu of black 
unions. After one year, the commission was 
to be reconvened to further study and evalu
ate the program.

Since the 1970 meeting, no other meetings 
have been called, although the intervening 
time did see blacks placed in union adminis
trative positions. Many observers inter
preted these appointments as hopeful signs 
suggesting that after gaining union experi
ence in executive positions, blacks would be 
eligible to serve in union presidential posi
tions. However, this interpretation was mis
taken. Since the 1970 meeting, three unions 
— Lake, Central, Columbia — have elected



presidents. In every case, qualified blacks 
with extensive conference and union ad
ministrative experience who served as union 
secretaries for extended periods were passed 
over.

Regional unions were again proposed by 
black conference presidents in 1977, when a 
request was presented to PREXAD to estab
lish regional unions. PREXAD, however, 
rejected the proposal and set up another 
commission to study alternative means of 
correcting organizational inequities. A meet
ing of black conference presidents with Gen
eral Conference Regional officers then again 
requested that PREXAD restudy the pro
posed regional unions.

Because PREXAD released a statement in 
the Review and Herald without providing a 
balancing opposition statement, black con
ference presidents decided that it was neces
sary to provide the balancing information 
both to laymen and ministers. Thus they 
chose to discuss the issue at the Oakwood 
meeting and to print a brochure. The Oak- 
wood meeting was chaired by C. D. Joseph, 
president of the Lake Region Conference, 
and the brochure was edited by R. C. 
Brown, secretary of the conference. Prior to 
the meeting, 40,000 copies of the brochure 
were printed.

The Oakwood meeting noted that Ad
ventist church structure has systematically 
excluded blacks from crucial organizational 
positions. This exclusion is tragic because, as 
the opening speaker E. E. Cleveland pointed

out, the natural outgrowth of the Three 
Angel’s Message is an awakening sense of 
self-worth and an increasing desire to serve at 
all levels of church structure. Also during the 
meeting, C. D. Joseph described the relation
ship between church organization and the 
enlargement of God’s work, and C. E. Dud
ley, president of the South Central Confer
ence, described how the black work has been 
strengthened under black administration. 
Isaac Palmer, treasurer of the Lake Region 
Conference, argued that percentages of tithe 
returned to the black conferences should be 
adjusted to compensate for the economic in
equities of American life. C. B. Rock, presi
dent of Oakwood College, concluded the 
meeting by describing the New Testament 
church’s use of Gentile leadership to adminis
ter Gentile churches. Rock noted that the 
resulting diversity in leadership added to the 
unity of the early church.

Since the Oakwood meeting, the regional 
presidents, along with C. B. Rock and E. E. 
Cleveland, were invited to Spring Council to 
discuss black concerns. The question of black 
unions was once again referred to the 
PREXAD-appointed commission, which 
will report to the Annual Council. A matter 
of some discussion was whether the 40,000 
copies of the brochure will be distributed by 
the regional conference presidents to their 
constituencies before the 1978 Annual Coun
cil. Meanwhile, the General Conference is 
considering a brochure to explain its posi
tion.



Cultural Pluralism and 

Black Unions

by Calvin B. Rock

B lack (regional) unions 
in the North Ameri

can Division are necessary structural ac
commodations which will enhance mobility 
among black workers — not just vertically 
but laterally. Contrary to the opinion of 
many, vertical mobility is not as important as 
lateral mobility, the movement within local 
conferences — administrative, departmental 
and pastoral.1 There can be no question but 
that lateral mobility, often desirable but dif
ficult in present circumstances, would be 
greatly facilitated were several black local 
conference presidents and committees in
teracting with each other within union 
boundaries.

Within the North American Division, 
there are 80 local conferences housing 3,673 
individual churches. These local conferences 
are, in turn, housed in nine union conference 
structures. Eight of these 80 local conferences 
are administered by blacks who oversee 
churches which comprise approximately 90 
percent of the black membership within the 
country. These black local conferences are 
scattered among several of the various union 
conference territories of North America 
where each, along with several white- 
administered local conferences, comprise a

Calvin Rock is completing his Ph.D. in Christian 
Ethics at Vanderbilt University. He is president of 
Oakwood College.

particular union conference. The structural 
model which this paper suggests would 
extract all eight black local conferences from 
the unions where they now hold member
ship and arrange them into two black union 
conferences (see map, p. 7). These two black 
unions would relate to the North American 
Division as do all other unions in the terri
tory.

Are black unions a step backwards? Would 
society view them as a sign of the inability of 
white and black Adventists to work to
gether? Would there be a decrease of interac
tion between black and white leaders or with 
white members and black members; and if 
so, would this delay the day of full brother
hood and understanding between the races 
within our church? Would not black unions 
(although open to all races) be an admission 
of defeat of the church’s brotherhood posture 
enumerated in the statements of 1961 and in 
the “Sixteen Points” of interaction and ac
commodation which the church voted in 
1970? Will the ends of black progress justify 
the means? Is this the best possible decision 
for us to make at this time? Or, to put it 
another way, are the results likely to be 
gained conpatible with the gospel ethic? 
These questions must be considered in the 
context of the sociological reality of cultural 
pluralism in American life.

The first part of this paper demonstrates 
that pluralism is by far the most pervasive



assimilation pattern in America, but that 
while for white America it is so because of 
voluntary choices in matters of cultural heri
tage and preferences, for blacks, pluralism is 
also due to forced separation. In other words, 
black America has always operated culturally 
much as a separate wheel, not as a component 
circle rotating, as most other cultural (ethnic) 
groups, within the main circle of American 
culture.

Having done this, the paper takes up the 
task (using the Seventh-day Adventist 
Church as a model) of showing how black 
dignity and progress will result from struc
tural postures which allow for black solidar
ity (a positive view of pluralism) without 
encouraging separation or acquiescing to rac
ism. The paper concludes by showing that 
the New Testament records a remarkable 
parallel which supports the position advo
cated in this paper.

Social scientists gener
ally agree that the 

three major theories or models of assimila
tion in American society have been those of 
Anglo-conformity, the melting pot and cul
tural pluralism.

Anglo-conformity, a term introduced by 
Steward G. and Mildred Wiese Cole in 
Minorities and the American Promise (1954), 
denotes complete renunciation of the ances
tral culture of the immigrants in favor of the 
behavior and values of the Anglo-Saxon core 
group. Anglo-conformity espouses total 
faith in the desirability o f maintaining 
English-oriented patterns as dominant and 
standard in American life and embraces re
lated attitudes o f “ N ordic” and Arian 
superiority. Thomas Jefferson helped lay the 
foundation for this social axis when he wrote 
concerning immigrants:

“ . . . they will bring with them the prin
ciples of the government they leave, im
bibed in their early youth. These princi
ples, with their language they will transmit 
to their children. In proportion to their 
numbers, they will share with us the legis
lation. They will infuse into it their spirit, 
warp and bias its directions and render it a
heterogeneous, incoherent, distracted

” 2mass.

On the other hand, the melting pot 
theorists differ from the Anglo-conformists 
in that they argue for a biological as well as a 
cultural merger. They have envisaged all 
immigrant groups and all minorities as even
tually blending themselves into the indigen
ous Anglo-Saxon American type. Anglo- 
conformity has been the most prevalent 
ideology of assimilation in the American his
torical experience, but the melting pot theory 
has been a com peting strain from  the 
eighteenth century onward. Ralph Waldo 
Emerson gave this theory its clearest expres
sion in an 1845 journal entry:

“Man is the most composite of all crea
tures. . . . well, as in the old burning of the 
Temple of Corinth, by the melting and 
intermixture of silver and gold and other 
metals a new compound more precious 
than any, called Corinthian brass, was 
formed; so in this continent, — asylum of 
all nations, — the energy of Irish, Ger
mans, Swedes, Poles, Cossacks, and all the 
European tribes, — of the Africans and of 
the Polynesians, — will construct a new 
race, a new religion, a new state, a new 
literature, which will be as vigorous as the 
new Europe which came out o f the 
smelting-pot of the Dark Ages. . . .”3 

Also, Frederickjackson Turner, best known 
for his book Frontier Hypothesis, became re
nowned in sociological circles for his bold 
predictions of cross-fertilization and “amal
gamation of all American stock” which he 
hoped would be productive of a new national 
stock and world brotherhood. In 1908, Israel 
Zongwill produced the then popular drama, 
The Melting Pot, in which a young Russian 

Jewish immigrant who falls in love with a 
cultured Gentile girl states:

“Yes, East and West, and North and 
South, the palm and the pine, the pole and 
the equator, the crescent and the cross — 
how the great Alchemist melts and fuses 
them with his purging flame! Here shall all 
unite to build the Republic of Man and the 
Kingdom of God.”4
The romantic idealism of these theories has 

failed insofar as blacks are concerned. That 
the realities of assimilation for blacks in 
America have been neither Anglo- 
conformity nor the melting pot is abundantly



demonstrable. The fact is that neither system 
was designed with blacks in mind. Some 
blacks have approxim ated Anglo- 
conformity culturally and biologically as 
well. However, news of their African ances
try, be it ever so distant, invariably locks 
them perceptually into the black minority no 
matter how near or indistinguishable their 
features are to those of the “melted” majori
ty-

A few theorists (e.g., 
Emerson) did con

sciously include blacks in their design for 
cultural assimilation, but most of the early 
literature shows no concern for inclusion of 
blacks in Anglo-conformity or biological 
melting. As the owners of slaves could 
preach that “God has made of one blood all 
nations” and pray “Our Father, which art in 
Heaven” and never perceive the black man as 
part of the family, so could generations of 
their descendants theorize about a “melted 
America” and take for granted that blacks 
were something separate and apart.

Not that blacks have not tried. Inundated 
by the psychological and material rewards of 
meeting the Anglo-Saxon “ideal type” of fa
cial features, hair texture and fair skin, they 
bleached their bodies, straightened their hair 
and sought, by intermarriage with the lighter 
members of the race, to bring their features 
closer to the Anglo-Saxon model. Further, 
they have sought to infiltrate or integrate 
every segment of society in an effort to share 
the American dream. With the notable ex
ceptions of the Marcus Garveys and Elijah 
M uham m uds, black leadership has ac
quiesced to one or the other of these two 
theories. Like the hopeful suitor, blacks have 
constantly rationalized demeaning compari
sons only to discover that nature prohibits 
physical conformity without literal disap
pearance as a race. Two hundred years of 
slavery, 90 years of Jim Crow and two dec
ades of “white flight” have made it clear that 
the invitation to melt was never really meant 
for them and that, in spite of what the law 
now says about separate but equal, grass 
roots (structural) assimilation is not a likely 
reality for blacks in America.

The third assimilation pattern is that of

cultural pluralism, which is dominant not 
only for blacks and other racial or ethnic 
minorities but also for geographic and reli
gious minorities.

While the constitutional fathers resisted 
ethnic community dejure, it existeddefacto in 
first generation America as a result of group 
settlements built around the various waves of 
immigrants. Cultural pluralism was a fact in 
American society long before it became a 
theory. We had Dagoes, Sheenies, Hunkies, 
etc., before World War I, but it was about 
that time that John Dewey articulated the 
principle before the National Education As-

“Black America has always 
operated culturally much as a 
separate wheel, not as a component 
circle rotating, as most other cul
tural (ethnic) groups, within the 
main circle o f  American culture.”
sociation. Norman Hopgood, a prominent 
author of the day, wrote of America as a 
democracy which tends to encourage differ
ences, not monotony, a place where we 
ought not to think of all people as being 
alike.5 Randolph Bourne, a young essayist, 
also contributed to the movement when he 
spoke of a “transnational” America, a nation 
having threads of living and potent cultures, 
blindly striving to weave themselves into a 
novel international nation, the first the world 
has seen.6

Horace Kallen, a Harvard-educated phi
losopher, championed the cause of cultural 
pluralism in his The Nation articles titled 
“Democracy Versus the Melting Pot.” He 
spoke of cooperative harmonies of European 
civilization, affirmation to be different, crea
tion as a result of diversities, and the Ameri
can way — the way of orchestration. The 
idealism of Kallen’s sophisticated language 
has not been realized, but his general 
prophecy has. Even the core culture of white 
citizenship is largely pluralistic in religion 
and politics. In terms of demography or liv
ing patterns, America still has Polish ville, 
Russian ville, Little Italy, German Pennsyl
vania and Irish Boston, where rudiments of 
the life style of the original immigrants are 
still very evident. Will H erberg, in



Protestant-Catholic-Jew, prefers to call the as
similation process of most immigrant groups 
the “transmuting pot” in which all ingre
dients are shaped like the ideal and differences 
become occasional. But for racial minorities 
(identified by color, i.e., blacks, Indians, 
Mexicans and Orientals), pluralism is not oc
casional; it is the overwhelming reality, and 
the darker the skin the more obvious that 
reality becomes.

This individuality of all minorities identi
fiable by color (especially blacks) is guaran
teed by the boundary-maintaining mecha
nism which the core group imposes upon 
them. In Minorities, B. Eugene Griessman 
classifies boundary-maintaining mechanisms 
by which minorities are excluded from the 
core culture. The main ones include “physi
cal boundaries (zoning and political restric
tions), and social boundaries such as sanc
tions against private clubs and intermar
riage.”7 These sanctions have resulted in 
what is known as structural separation. How
ever, since it is by structural assimilation only 
that Anglo-conformity or the melting pot 
experience can take place, pluralism is pre
dictably here to stay.

I t should be further 
stated that restric

tions upon educational, occupational, geogra
phic and social mobility have forced blacks to 
structure prim ary relationships chiefly 
w ithin their own subsociety, thus 
strengthening and perpetuating their ethni
city. Migrdal, Steiner and Ross (1944) and 
later Bobchuk, Thompson and Orum (1962 
and 1966) describe this tendency as the 
“compensation hypothesis.” They say:

Since Negroes are deprived of the usual 
social and psychological satisfactions of 
everyday life, they are compelled to seek 
such satisfaction collectively through 
other means. Opportunities for associa
tion are restricted by explicit or tacit ob
servance of segregation in public places of 
entertainment. The oppressive atmos
phere of slum dwellings also does not offer 
a congenial environment for social activi
ty. Quite naturally then, clubs and associa
tions become focuses for Negroes’ social 
life.8
It may well be, however, that cultural 

pluralism is not altogether the result of exter
nal forces. Ethnicity may well be an innate

PROJECTED Organization of
Black SDA Union Conferences U.S.A.
(Constituent Black Local Conferences in 
Parenthesis)

MEMBERSHIP V
U nion “ A ” ........................................46,220

(Allegheny E ast..........12,222)
(South Atlantic........... 16,656)
(S outhC entra l........... 10,480)
(Southwest Region ....6,862)

Union “B ” ........................................44,396
(N ortheastern.............19,263)
(Allegheny W e st ..........7,344)
(Central States..............4,652)
(Lake R eg io n .............. 13,137)



characteristic of man. Weber talks about 
man’s consciousness of common origin, 
Geerty speaks of “primordial group attach
ment” and Isaacs writes of “basic member
ship groups,” all hinting that even if a society 
could be totally receptive to all immigrants 
and minorities, there would exist a degree of 
ethnic communality.

For whatever reason, race consciousness 
for blacks is very real. They are more than 
zoologically distinguishable people; they are 
a social and cultural unit, a historic group for 
whom color is an identifying symbol that 
intensifies their sense of solidarity. It should 
be clear that because of both the negative 
push of structural separation and the positive 
pull o f group attachments, blacks have 
developed a distinct compartmentalized sub
nation status in America.

This situation has strengthened the need 
for black churches, where music, preaching 
and programming are beamed for their 
tastes; black families, where socialization of 
children and companionship of parents can 
take place along sociocultural lines of com-

“ Those who think that the 
racial and political patterns 
o f  the church are different 
from those o f  the larger 
society are either naive or 
blithely unaware o f  history’s 
teachings in this regard.”
monly shared values; and black higher educa
tion, where the student can, if he chooses, 
earn his passport to respectability in a famil
iar atmosphere.

I wish to propose that while racism is 
chiefly responsible for the maintaining of this 
social atmosphere, it is neither racist nor 
capitulation to accept the facts of this very 
obvious and overwhelming reality. Neither 
the death knell to separate but equal (1954) 
nor the mercurial rise of black politicians in 
the last decade has changed the facts as out
lined by the Kerner Commission: “This is 
our basic conclusion: Our nation is moving 
toward two societies, one black, one white 
— separate and unequal.”9 Actually, with the 
notable exception of Mayor Thomas Brad

ley’s election in Los Angeles, most black elec
tees only highlight the fact that blacks are 
more and more grouping themselves to
gether in cities from whence whites have 
fled.

T hose who would ig
nore America’s his
toric and present realities and doggedly hold 

to their dreams of cultural oneness in this 
country would do well to consider the words 
of Bonhoeffer who makes the following il
luminating comments on “acting in corre
spondence with reality” :

For the responsible man the given situa
tion is not simply the materials on which 
he is to impress his idea or his programme 
by force, but this situation is itself drawn in 
into the action and shares in giving form to 
the deed. It is not an “absolute good” that is 
to be realized; but on the contrary, it is part 
of the self-direction of the responsible 
agent that he prefers what is relatively bet
ter to what is relatively worse and that he 
perceives that the “absolute good” may 
sometimes be the very worst. The respon
sible man does not have to impose upon 
reality a law which is alien to it, but his 
action is in the true sense in accordance 
with reality.10

Those who think that the racial and political 
patterns of the church are different from 
those of the larger society are either naive or 
blithely unaware of history’s teachings in this 
regard. Those who think structural accom
modations in the Seventh-day Adventist de
nomination are evil must be reminded of the 
fact that we have always had them and that 
they were recognized by the prophetess in 
the early days when she advised, in the wake 
of the reconstruction, to let whites and blacks 
labor within their individual races. Those 
who used to tell us, “Don’t come over for the 
gospel’s sake” (a reasonable stance, by the 
way, in certain places in days gone by), 
should now be able to understand when we 
say we must organize our separation (not 
further separate or discontinue programs of 
brotherhood, but simply organize what al
ready exists) for the same reason — the gos
pel’s sake.

Those who think that the government’s



reenforcements of civil rights during the last 
20 years is the beginning o f Anglo- 
conformity or melting pot experiences for 
blacks in America should reexamine the 
Kerner Commission’s report and should see 
in the battles of Boston’s Irish and Catholic 
communities, Chicago’s suburban wars 
against open housing and the rapidly increas
ing (not declining) density of America’s 
black ghettos ample reason to believe 
pluralism is here to stay and to be accepted 
and accommodated in our programming. 
Those whites and blacks who wish to hold on 
to their dreams are entitled to the privilege, 
but must the work of God suffer while we 
vainly work and wait for the structure of a 
whole society to change? As demonstrated 
by Mr. Carter’s slip of the lip when he said he 
believes cultural subgroups have a right to 
m aintain their ethnic purity , cultural 
pluralism is as American as baseball, Chev
rolet and apple pie; and there is no research 
that I know of which supports anyone’s op
timism that time will change this fact.

M y point is that black 
unions are not mor

ally regressive. They do not indicate lack of 
love or retaliation for past injustices. They 
are not ego trips for power-hungry people. 
They are not attempts to withdraw from the 
mainstream. They are, rather, a practical, 
dignified way of addressing serious logistical 
needs. They admit to cultural pluralism 
within and without the church and propose 
to eliminate all the current measures of forced 
structural assimilation and accommodations, 
however well intentioned. They say that 
Anglo-conformity and the melting pot do 
not exist and that candid realization of the 
facts of cultural pluralism and an authentic 
structuring of the work of a people already 
culturally separated from their brethren by 
living patterns, life style and cultural percep
tions is infinitely better than trying to over
come all the resistance afforded by reality.

Segregation says, “We’re better, ours will 
be an I - it relationship” (racism); ethnocen- 
tricity says, “We’re right, do it our way” 
(Anglo-conformity); romantic idealism says, 
“We’re fragmented, let’s all pattern to the 
ideal construct” (the melting pot); cultural

pluralism, in its positive sense, says simply, 
“We’re different, we will accept and respect 
our cultural variety.”

This position does not deny the obvious 
fact of degrees of sophistication in group or 
societal development as seen in the evolution 
and decay of cultures. This concept does not 
abdicate responsibilities of brotherhood nor 
ignore the many benefits of voluntary and 
structured cultural cross-fertilization. What 
it does deny, however, is thejustice ofhaving 
any group forced to either extreme of the 
continuum of social relations, segregation or 
amalgamation. O f course, cultural pluralism 
fully comprehends that in the course of time, 
contact and common experience (accultura
tion) may produce similarity of perception 
and life style. But it does all this without 
assuming a posture which begrudges persons 
equal access and opportunity as well as the 
right to perpetuate their lawful cultural dis
tinctiveness. Thus, we conclude, without 
launching into any history of insults and 
slights, that because of the cultural realities of 
America both w ithin and w ithout the 
church, black unions have a right to exist.

Black unions would be a type of accom
m odation, but blacks are already experienc
ing many types of accommodation. We are 
accommodated at union elections when, 
after considerable negotiation, we wring out 
an agreement — much to the displeasure of 
many of our white brethren assembled — 
which provides “X ” number of positions for 
blacks only. And to insure this agreement, 
only black names are put on the board (the 
one way, it seems, to guarantee success in 
secret ballots where the majority votes are 
white). We are accommodated at General 
Conference sessions when, for the same rea
son, all black North American Division del
egates are extracted from their individual 
unions to choose delegates for the nomina
ting committee. Thus, blacks operate for all 
practical purposes at the highest level of our 
political process as a quasi-black union, any
way. We are accommodated when, at meet
ings of our union presidents, various black 
brethren are invited to make certain that the 
black view is heard.

All of these and other measures have been 
employed in good faith, and we appreciate



them under the circumstances; but they just 
do not solve the problem. Blacks are still 
unhappy because much of their structuring is 
forced, if not contrived. Many whites are not 
happy because of the tactics blacks must use 
to accomplish the job and because of having 
to go along with what they regard as (in 
many instances) pressure tactics and with 
what they think are fabricated positions. 
Then to add to the problem, blacks who are 
placed in union jobs find themselves either 
ambassadors to the black people in their 
unions, thus falsifying the nature of their ti
tles, or too busy to do the kind of coordinat
ing of black needs mentioned in the earlier 
part of this paper.

One might, of course, argue that what our 
country (and our church) really needs is a 
commitment to alter the basic situation, to 
attack so vigorously the systems which, in 
the words of the Kerner report, have created 
and maintained this separate nation. That 
task, I contend is both improbable (consider
ing the historic pattern of race relations in 
America), unreal (considering the physical 
magnitude of the challenge) and unnecessary 
considering Gordon’s definition of pluralism 
as “a complete and honest respect for culture 
variation. . . Griessman notes the follow
ing:

Relations among groups can be visu
alized as a continuum with separation at 
one end and complete assimilation at the 
other. Pluralism is located between these 
poles. Pluralism implies pride of group, 
but it probably is true of groups, as of 
individuals, that respect for others is im
possible without self-esteem. Admittedly, 
group pride can lead to tribalism; but it 
need not if it can be coupled with toler
ance.12
This positive concept of pluralism applied 

to church organization is clearly explicated in 
the New Testament writings of Paul. The 
group relations issue, so pervasively treated 
in the Pauline epistles, impinged very di
rectly upon the structure of the early church. 
John Yoder is most incisive when, in analyz
ing Paul’s ethical philosophy, he states:

In sum: the fundamental issue was that 
of the social form of the church. Was it to 
be a new inexplicable kind of community

of both Jews and Gentiles or was it going 
to be a confederation of a Jewish Christian 
sect and a Gentile one? Or would all the 
Gentiles have first to become Jews accord
ing to the conditions of pre-messianic 
proselytis m?13

T he model which 
Paul’s writings create 

is clearly focused in his counsel regarding the 
relationships within the church of dialectical 
elements: circumcised and uncircumcised, 
slave and master, bond and free, parent and 
child, male and female, husband and wife, 
Jew and Gentile.

First of all, it is evident that Paul consis
tently recognized the diversity among be
lievers in matters of culture as well as roles 
and functions. This is demonstrated by his 
running polemic with Judaism (and Judaistic 
Christianity in particular) evidenced in Gala
tians and Romans. This counsel makes it 
clear that the universalizing of salvation as 
called for in the Christian church supports 
the fact that there are no national, social, 
racial or other anthropological prerequisites 
imposed by the gospel and that it embraces 
all sorts of men.

Second, Paul’s imagery of temple, house
hold and particularly “body” in addressing 
and describing the church is here most signif
icant. Characteristic of the apostle’s language 
in this respect are his repeated references of 
the “ many” (I Cor. 12:12, Rom. 12:5). 
Rather than general encouragement of dis
solving of social roles and diversities, a task 
logistically inconceivable in light of the cog
nitions and structures of his day (although he 
did encourage slaves to be free if they could, I 
Cor. 7:21), the apostle’s thrust in this regard 
was for a revaluing or reinterpretation of 
existing roles and relationships.

What is remarkable is not that Jews and 
Gentiles experienced meaningful integration 
at the level of primary relationships; this 
simply did not happen. Nor, as this paper 
seeks to demonstrate, is it likely to occur 
meaningfully with strong, contrasting cul
tures today. Furthermore, there is nothing in 
the Pauline epistles which shows this integra
tion to be part of the New Testament gospel 
ethic.



What is most remarkable, however, is that 
in the early church widely differing cultures 
were uniformly affected by the gospel, that 
Jews and Gentiles could be separate and au
tonomous culturally and to a great extent 
structurally while yet maintaining consensus 
and unity in doctrine and brotherhood.

Third, those denominations which today 
house the ten percent of black Christianity 
which do not belong to black-administered 
denominations need not apologize because 
they recognize the right of that minority to

“ Paul consistently recognized 
the diversity among believers 
in matters o f  culture as 
well as roles and functions.”

maintain its culture and the resultant need of 
that minority to exercise self-determination 
on whatever levels of organization native in
telligence is required. The New Testament 
should be a constant reminder of the fact that 
such a posture is not inimical to consensus in 
matters of institutional purpose, doctrinal 
unity and, as in the case of the Good Samari
tan story and the Philemon-Onesimus rela
tionship, full brotherhood when everyday
ness does produce contact. Paul’s writings 
show that New Testament church gover
nance was receptive to organizational lines 
which accommodated its cultural diversity.

Hans Kiing, in The Church, makes a per
suasive case for the existence of two major 
forms of organizational development within 
the New Testam ent church: 1) The 
Jerusalemic-Palestinian conception (seen in 
the book of Acts) which was developed by 
the original disciples and followed a constitu
tion that tended toward presbyterial or epis
copal forms, and 2) the Corinthian-Gentile 
conception which was structured in Pauline 
epistles and tended toward lines of charisma
tic leadership. Kiing states, “It is necessary to 
accentuate the contrasts in the New Testa
ment constitution of the Church, and to 
stress certain features, in order to be able to 
draw important distinctions in our examina
tion of the historical reality.”14

Having drawn the distinctions alluded to 
above, he gives four common features which

he sees as uniting the idea of a ministry exer
cised by special appointment (Jerusalem- 
Palestinian) with that of one inspired by the 
free gift of the spirit (Corinthian-Gentile). 
These common features which allowed di
verse, distinctive operations to coexist 
within the church are: 1) belief in the original 
witness and commission of the apostles; 2) 
faith in the gospel including, particularly, 
receiving of baptism and participation in the 
Lord’s Supper; 3) the spiritual nature of all 
the ministries of the church; 4) the subjection 
of the church’s ministries to the discernment 
of the community of believers.

Kiing concludes, “These are the common 
features which enabled Jerusalem  and 
Corinth, the Jewish and Gentile Christian 
Churches to live together in one Church,” 
and “explain why, when the later Church 
came to decide on the New Testament can
on, it accepted and included non-Pauline as 
well as Pauline writings (or alternatively in
cluded Pauline as well as non-Pauline writ
ings) , as a valid and genuine testimony of its 
own origins.” 15

Fourth , the apostle 
taught that the 

church’s witness of unity in diversity is its 
primary critique of society’s social injustice. 
By use of the word “body,” Paul denotes the 
necessity of a visible manifestation of the 
unity of the church (I Cor. 1:13; 12:1; Rom. 
12:4,5; Eph. 4:15). We are not simply the 
“many,” but the “many-in-one.” “For as the 
body is one, and hath many members, and all 
the members of that one body, being many, 
are one body: so also is Christ” (I Cor. 
12:12). Again, quoting Kiing:

It is not necessary for this diversity and 
variety to breed dissensions, enmity and 
strife. . . .  As long as all have the one God, 
Lord, Spirit and faith and not their own 
private God, Lord, Spirit and faith, all is in 
order. . . .  It is not the differences in them
selves which are harmful, but only exclud
ing and exclusive differences.16 
Thus, the very existence of the church 

wherein Jew and Gentile, who formerly 
walked after the beggarly elements of the 
world, lived together in peace is a proclama
tion of the lordship of Christ. Praising God,



singing psalms and sharing a common hope 
(but not a common culture), each group had 
its life style leavened by the common de
nomination of the gospel of Christ. It was 
this that made the early church a spectacle, 
the visible manifestation of that mystery 
which for ages had remained hidden.

The principle of action which allows the 
diverse parts to live in harmony without dis
crimination or amalgamation is love, a gift 
which converts simple accommodation into 
glorified brotherhood because it involves 
what Yoder calls “radical subordination” of 
each to the other. This peaceful coexistence 
of disparate cultures that enjoyed a spiritual 
unity within the household of faith, was, in 
the absence of alternatives, the most rev
olutionary demonstration available to the 
early believers and the natural result of being 
in Christ. II Cor. 5:17 explains why: “When 
anyone is united to Christ, there is a new 
world. . . a new order has already begun” 
(NEB). Thus slaves and servants rendered 
faithful service but were received as brothers; 
the Christian Jews could not force the con
verted Gentiles to be circumcised and the 
Gentiles would cease eating meat offered to 
idols. All would avoid the appearance of evil. 
Furthermore, the leaders of the various 
ethnic groups could go to Jerusalem for 
counsel and debate and return to their sepa
rate cultural enclaves diverse in folkways and 
mores, but one in faith and belief. Not an 
altogether surprising development in the his
tory of a people whose foundation was laid at 
Pentecost when each heard the gospel “ . . .  in 
his own tongue” (Acts. 2:6).

Given existing social and political struc
tures as well as the church’s eschatological

expectations, we can understand why the 
apostle had no concept of any premillenial 
revolution of the social order:

For this we say unto you by the word of 
the Lord, that we which are alive and re
main unto the coming of the Lord shall not 
prevent them which are asleep. . . . Then 
we which are alive and remain shall be 
caught up together with them in the 
clouds, to meet the Lord in the air. . . (I 
Thess. 4:15,17).

However, the unheard of concessions and 
privileges which he demanded that oppres
sors and the advantaged give to the oppressed 
and the less-advantaged (male to female, 
master to slave, Jew to Gentile) were so radi
cal a departure from existing social patterns 
that he is certainly exonerated from any 
charges of insensitivity toward social injus
tice.

While the church’s alternatives for social 
protest have greatly expanded (we now have 
more latitude for direct action), the fact of 
our philosophical and doctrinal unity while 
maintaining cultural (and where necessary, 
structural) diversity remains our primary 
witness. Thus considered, cultural pluralism 
for the church in general and for blacks in 
particular is seen as something more than 
resigned accommodation to the status quo of 
racism or capitulation to what is in the light 
of apparent difficulties in obtaining what 
ought to be. Rather, it becomes a bold and 
dynamic concept, the actualization of which 
in the contemporary community of faith can 
help make of us, as it did of the early church, 
a witness for all people as well as a flaming 
protest in society against the inequities of the 
present social order.
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Ethical Implications o f 

The Quest for Black Power

by Lorenzo Grant

T oday, among many 
black Seventh-day 

Adventist ministers and laymen, there is a 
growing interest in further refining the 
church organization to pay greater attention 
to the peculiar needs and interests of the black 
mission. At least one level of black leaders, 
the conference presidents, are solidly rec
ommending that this come in the form of 
black or “ regional” unions. The issues, how
ever, are not at all clear and create ambivalent 
feelings on the part of both black and white 
members of the church as well as its leaders.

The purpose of this study is to examine the 
church’s commitment to the unity of the 
worshipping community and to deal with 
the rightness or wrongness of the current 
demand for greater self-determination by 
blacks in the Adventist Church. In doing so, 
it will contain the most recent official actions 
and statements by the church on the question 
of black unions and will recommend a crea
tive, alternative approach to dealing with the 
problems discussed. This alternative is a 
middle ground approach not as yet proposed 
by either side of the current dialogue and will 
necessitate some new organizational struc
tures. This paper’s approach is as follows:

1) Blacks have endured a significant degree
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University. He teaches theology at Southern Mission
ary College.

of racism within the Adventist Church, 
largely because of a confidence in the unique
ness of the church’s calling which rests upon 
the imprimatur of the “Spirit of Prophecy.” 
Therefore, a careful examination of the teach
ings of the Spirit of Prophecy on the matters 
of race and church organization should de
termine the compatability of those teachings 
with the New Testament.

2) The impervious pockets of racism in the 
church claim the same imprimatur which, in 
effect, equates racism with good religion. 
This problem the author credits to a failure 
on the part of the clergy. It should be ascer
tained why and at what stage of training or 
orientation such failure occurs.

3) If, as we suspect, this religious sanction 
reinforces the racism already prominent in 
American society at large and covers it over 
with an apparent piety and dedication to 
things holy, one might inquire what is being 
done to educate the church in Christian prin
ciples of human relations. In fact, significant 
efforts have been made both in administra
tive councils and in institutions of learning. 
However, these have only been small ripples 
in a vast sea of complacency and confusion. 
Dr. C. C. Crider, chairman of the behavior 
science department, Andrews University, 
has developed a very sophisticated series of 
Human Relations Workshops and long- 
range approaches to community building. 
But the Human Relations Workshops have 
only been tested in a few northern cities and



await the invitation of pastors and officials 
throughout the rest of the country. Positive 
statements on human relations have been 
published in the Church Manual and the 
church paper but have largely gone un
heeded, or been accepted as platitudinous 
concessions to blacks and “pushy liberals.” 
Therefore, it will be generations before any 
program of reeducation would have observ
able effect upon the day-to-day operation of 
the churches and their institutions. Besides, 
very little is being attempted in the south 
where attitudes are still quite rigid.

4) Therefore, since no such program of 
reeducation is as yet underway on a large 
scale, and since the demands of the black 
work are increasing in numerous ways, there 
is a growing need for black-white relation
ships to be dealt with promptly and on the 
highest levels.

Segregation on the congregational level is 
generally accepted as “natural” and even 
necessary. H. R. Niebuhr makes some signif
icant observations which apply to the

“Prior to 1969, not a single union 
conference in North America had 
a black officer on its staff.”

Seventh-day Adventist Church as well as to 
other older denominations which faced the 
racial problem much earlier:

Complete fellowship without any racial 
discriminations has been very rare in the 
history of American Christianity. It has 
existed only where the number of Negroes 
belonging to the Church was exception
ally small in proportion to the total mem
bership, where the cultural status of the 
racial groups in the church was essentially 
similar, or where, as among some Quak
ers, racial consciousness was consciously 
overcome.

Niebuhr further observes that an important 
indicant to genuine integration is “equal 
privileges of participation in the government 
of the particular unit [of the church or
ganization].”1

Since, in 1944, Adventists were not dis
posed either to “consciously overcome” ra
cial consciousness or provide “ equal 
privileges of participation in government,” it 
was clearly necessary to opt for organized 
segregation, which in that year came about in 
the form of black (regional) conferences. 
Niebuhr makes a poignant observation in 
this regard: “The segregation of the races 
into distinct churches was not, therefore, 
wholly a retrogressive step, involving the 
decline of a previous fellowship. Sometimes 
it was a forward step from an association 
without equality, through independence, 
toward the ultimately desirable fellowship of 
equals.”2

Whether the idea o f 
black unions came 

originally from black leadership or the white 
leaders is not clear, but Elder H. D . Singleton 
(formerly secretary of the General Confer
ence Regional Department) reports that it 
was discussed as a viable option in the highest 
councils of the church as early as the 1950s. 
The incoming General Conference presi
dent, Elder W. H. Branson, felt it was a good 
idea and suggested its implementation. 
However, it was rejected by black leaders for 
fear it would not only successfully thwart all 
effort toward integration, but would also 
deny even that representation on union con
ference boards and committees which blacks 
were then allowed.

In 1969, the mood in the black community 
had changed from one desiring integration to 
one accepting the church’s seemingly insur
mountable segregationist patterns. Black 
awareness and black identity were the themes 
that could be heard from the bar to the pulpit. 
Thus, early in that year, Elder J. R. Wagner 
wrote Secretary Singleton expressing a con
cern among “the young ministers” about 
vertical mobility for black workers. Wagner 
urged that a meeting of black leaders from 
across the country be convened to discuss 
this and other issues important to the grow
ing black constituency.

The occasion for just such a meeting came 
with the Message magazine rally held on the 
campus of Oakwood College. At that meet
ing, Elder Singleton was severely grilled



about the effectiveness and responsiveness of 
his office to the needs of the black work. It 
was suggested that stronger administrative 
clout needed to be given to black leaders. The 
idea of black unions was presented to the 
large gathering of black ministers and a straw 
vote was taken to determine their support. 
Without any thorough explanation of what it 
would involve and in the heat of the discus
sion, 89 percent present voted for black 
unions. Jacob Justiss reports in his outstand
ing history, Angels in Ebony: “On April 27, 
1969, at a meeting of representatives of all 
eight regional conferences at Oakwood Col
lege, 130 voted in favor, 11 against, and eight 
abstaining in a vote on black unions.”3 

The matter was subsequently placed on the 
agenda for the next North American Re
gional Advisory. This official advisory 
committee was comprised of all black con
ference officials and General Conference per
sonnel, as well as other black leaders and 
laymen of influence. This meeting resulted in 
a recommendation that the General Confer
ence give serious study to black unions. The 
General Conference complied by establish
ing a special “blue ribbon” commission of 
blacks and whites to study the question. 
After some preliminary work, the commis
sion convened in April 1970, in the General 
Conference chapel.

Time after time when the case for black 
unions had been clearly and forcefully stated, 
someone would call for the vote. Skillfully — 
some thought manipulatively — the chair
man refused to entertain the m otion. 
Speeches were long, loud and impassioned, 
but finally the noon hour came. The vote was 
postponed until after lunch. Many saw this as 
a stalling tactic by the chairman, Elder N. C. 
Wilson, usually considered the closest top- 
level friend of the black work.

T he atmosphere be
came such that it ap
peared a calamitous schism was about to oc

cur. It was love for the church and respect for 
his brethren that caused E. E. Cleveland, the 
dean of black preachers, to walk to the front. 
Though he had been decidedly in favor of 
black unions and anxious for the vote, Cleve
land pleaded through bitter tears for unity.

The vote was finally taken and the mo
tion for black unions was defeated. To say 
the least, it was a sharply divided group. 
Nevertheless, as a compromise, it was voted 
to implement a Sixteen-Point Program of 
adjustment and correction of racial inequities 
in the church. This alternative was to be 
given a two-year trial and then evaluated. 
This action at least kept alive the hope of 
those who were convinced of the hopeless
ness of the white man’s capacity for just and 
altruistic relationships with blacks. In two 
years, they would be back, their ranks larger, 
stronger, their argument more refined.

The church acted with all deliberate speed 
to implement the Sixteen-Point Program. 
Prior to 1969, not a single union conference 
in North America had a black officer on its 
staff. Only two unions had black departmen
tal leaders — the Southern Union had an 
associate publishing man and the Atlantic 
Union had a secretary for public relations. 
After the 1970 Spring Council voted the 
“ Sixteen Points,” the first black union officer 
and the first black departmental director 
were elected in North America. From 1970- 
1976, seven black leaders have been elected as 
union conference officers and 14 as union 
departmental directors.

In 1972, sufficient progress had been made 
that brethren of good faith looked forward to 
allow the “Sixteen Points” a longer time to 
work out some of the deeper problems still 
persisting in the church. The issue of black 
unions, however, remained alive and well, 
occasionally fed by embarrassing racial inci
dents. It was taken up by a major committee 
in August 1976, when PREXAD (the Gen
eral Conference President’s Executive Coun
cil on Administration) invited a number of 
black leaders to present papers on the subject. 
Several were prepared for the occasion, but 
all the black leaders present who supported 
black unions agreed that the paper by C. B. 
Rock on “ C ultural P luralism ” had 
adequately and eloquently summarized their 
views. (For a version of this paper, see 
pp. 4-12.) For the purposes of this paper, 
then, Elder Rock’s statement will represent 
the proposal for black unions.

The black demand for organizational ad
justment, whatever form it may ultimately



take, must meet two important criteria if it is 
to be taken seriously:

1) It must be articulated from a context of 
pragmatic intelligence. That is, it must re
flect some awareness of the history and struc
ture of the church, especially relating to the 
black work.

2) It must acknowledge a serious com
mitment to the spiritual goals of a worldwide 
church.

A strictly sociological approach lacks an 
adequate context from which one might 
draw ethical conclusions about an 
ecclesiological situation. Rock, for instance, 
would employ sociological strucures to ar
rive at ecclesiological conclusions. The two 
spheres are functionally not analogous. 
However, sincepolity is what the question of 
black unions is all about, political models and 
axioms are more readily transferable than are 
sociological ones. The sociological model of 
Rock and the political model which I prefer 
agree concerning the depth, effect and tenac
ity of racism in the church. They disagree, 
however, concerning the possibilities, ap
proaches and, therefore, solutions to the 
problems caused by this racism.

Black leaders almost 
unanimously agree 

that the present organizational structure with 
its de facto white supremacy is not ac
complishing the mission of black Advent
ism. In interviews and conversations, black 
conference administrators and scores of black 
pastors cite a number of areas as needing 
change:

1) representation on the committee of 
union conference presidents;

2) a structure providing for discussion of 
problems, exchange of ideas and personnel 
between black conferences (present policy 
prohibits this except under the supervision 
of the next higher echelon, the union);

3) readjustment of financial policy so 
that black conferences can set their own 
priorities and not in effect subsidize pro
grams and projects which are not relevant 
to the black mission;

4) the image and dignity that comes with 
being one’s own “boss.” It appears de
meaning for blacks always to have to go to

whites for permission, counsel or funding 
for their work.
These needs have been born out of a long 

history of institutional racism in and out of 
the church. White leaders now in authority 
may or may not have had anything to do 
with the discrimination and disenfranchise
ment that has created this imbalance of 
power, but the imbalance must surely be ob
vious to them at this point. To the extent that 
they fail to address themselves to it in creative 
terms, they betray a gross insensitivity or an 
ignorance steeped in the stereotypes of black 
incompetency. This passive racism is just as 
lethal as the active type. Until very recently, 
the church had done virtually nothing about

“ Whites find it impossible to 
perceive themselves or their 
structures . . .  as oppressive; 
however, this is exactly the 
way many blacks see it.”

this kind of racism and now, unfortunately, 
it may be too little too late. Benevolent ne
glect seems as entrenched and potently viru
lent as out-and-out racism. This is what has 
created the radical approach by many black 
leaders today.

Alistair Kee observes the following while 
comparing black theology with the develop
ing nations of the Third World:

But as in the development debate, ironi
cally, dependence was finally broken when 
it was demonstrated by the rich countries 
that the gap between the two groups was 
not going to be elim inated or even 
threatened, so the greatest advance among 
Blacks was made when the white commu
nity in America made it very clear that 
Blacks would not be fully accepted.

To pursue the parallel with the devel
opment debate, in which the closing of the 
door to development led to a reappraisal of 
such goals in any case, the denial of equal
ity and integration led to a questioning of 
these objectives. And more importantly, 
the experience of the closed door led to a 
raising o f consciousness in the Third 
World about their real situation.4 

Kee asserts that the one constant, between



blacks and the Third World “emerged as de
pendence — economic, cultural and even to 
some extent, spiritual.” For blacks in North 
America as with many of the nations of the 
Third World, the answer was “ power,” 
Black Power.

Most white leaders do not immediately 
perceive themselves as power figures. The 
term causes some embarrassment, as though 
it were a dirty word. It is usually employed in 
a pejorative sense toward those of unholy 
ambition. They would rather consider them
selves the legitimate stewards of the house
hold of faith, with the sanction of God and 
the “committee.” Therefore, any effort to 
dislodge or counterbalance them is perceived 
as “ disloyalty,” “ rebellion” or “divisive
ness” :

The moral attitudes of dominant and 
privileged groups are characterized by 
universal self-deception and hypocrisy.. . .  
The most common form of hypocrisy 
among the privileged classes is to assume 
that their privileges are the just payments 
with which society rewards specially use
ful or meritorious functions.5
Black leaders are usually viewed as self- 

seeking when they talk about black unions or 
mobility or “positions” for blacks. This is 
the typical attitude of the power party. 
Whites find it impossible to perceive them
selves or their structures with which they 
identify as oppressive; however, this is 
exactly the way many blacks see it. The 
church may yet escape the indictment ofj. P. 
McPherson, however: “The enormity of 
your guilt, the immensity of the wrong does 
not appear in contemplating what you have 
made us, but in the consideration of what 
you have prevented us from being.”6 

James J. Cone explains the basis of Black 
Power: “ Simply stated, freedom is not doing 
what I will but becoming what I should. A 
man is free when he sees clearly the fulfill
ment of his being and is thus capable of mak
ing the envisioned self a reality. This is Black 
Power!”7 A more euphemistic way of put
ting it might be “self-determination,” but it 
is the same animal — freedom! This, of 
course, is wholly compatible with the gos
pel. In fact, as Cone sees it, it is charitable: 
“Christ in liberating the wretched of the

earth also liberated those responsible for the 
wretchedness. The oppressor is also freed of 
his peculiar demons.”8 It is important for the 
white man for his own soul’s sake to begin to 
relate to the black man as a “thou” and not an 
“it.”

If all this sounds racist, it is no wonder. Dr. 
Rosemary Reuther acknowledges the ten
dency:

Is black theology just a new form of 
racial propaganda making Christ in the 
image of black exclusivism, just as whites 
made Christ in the image o f their 
exclusivism? I believe that black theology 
walks a razor’s edge between a racist mes
sage and a message that is validly prophe
tic, and the character of this razor’s edge 
must be analyzed with the greatest care to 
prevent the second from drifting toward 
the first.9

Let me warn here that this solemn responsi
bility is not the domain of the white hierar
chy. The black theologian must in his inmost 
soul be true and honest with God.

O ne of the strongest 
demands o f black 
leaders is an appeal for equality — equitable 

representation, equal treatment from institu
tions such as schools and hospitals, equal op
portunity for employment and service. 
Normally, these appeals are regarded as, in 
the words of one pastor, “ little more than 
impotent whimpers.” The disproportion of 
power sustained, if it did not breed, blatant 
inequality of privilege within the church. 
This, as Reinhold Niebuhr points out, “be
came the basis of class division and class sol
idarity.” 10 The brick and mortar of race and 
class have constituted formidable walls 
isolating the typical white middle-class aspir
ing church member.

The sense of powerlessness on the part of 
blacks in the Seventh-day Adventist Church 
centers largely on economic factors. A major 
concern of black administrators is to be able 
to “slice their own pie.”

Whatever may be the degree of the self- 
consciousness of classes, the social and 
ethical outlook o f members o f given 
classes is invariably colored, if not deter
mined, by the unique economic circum-



stances which each class has as common
possession."

So blacks have felt exploited because of hav
ing to come hat-in-hand asking for their own 
money for their priorities. This is why nearly 
every appeal for black unions or further inte
gration is accompanied with a financial 
statement showing the monetary involve
ment of blacks in the world program of the 
church.

The intensity of the appeal of blacks for 
greater self-determination has been caused 
by the intensity of an unjust resistance. This 
resistance does not necessarily mean that 
those who either in the past or presently op
pose black unions are vicious racists seeking 
to keep blacks in their “ place.” It does 
suggest that the church in times past charac
teristically has been insensitive and unre
sponsive to legitimate appeal. This has re
sulted in the unification of black leadership in 
a posture which threatens the unity (or sup
posed unity) of the church. But there is a 
danger that blacks must beware of. Niebuhr 
suggests that this “simple animal egoism” 
called “self-respect” can be corrupted into 
pride and the will-to-power.

Surveys and interviews with white leaders 
and pastors demonstrate that their overriding 
concern is for the image of the church: “How 
will it make us look to the world?” When it is 
brought to their attention that there are pres
ently, with no embarrassment to the de
nomination, churches where blacks cannot 
attend, there is often an expression of disgust 
but no inclination to deal with the situation. 
As for representation on important boards 
and committees, the most frequent response 
is that “these things are a matter of working 
one’s way up—faithfulness and perseverance 
would surely pay off.” Any radical adjust
ment is perceived as “discrimination in re
verse.”

Nevertheless, m an’s most loathsome 
deeds are often informed by grace. It has been 
this very concern for the church’s image that 
has caused its leaders to respond to the 
“threat” of black unions with creative alter
natives such as the Sixteen Points. While this 
program of integration may not have been 
born of the most altruistic motives, it has in 
fact benefitted the black work. To cite only

one example, in the last seven years, Oak- 
wood College alone has doubled in enroll
ment while maintaining the lowest tuition of 
any of its sister colleges. At the same time, it 
has undertaken an unprecedented program of 
capital improvements due to heavy subsidies 
from the General Conference. Other benefits 
have accrued to the black work and to the 
cause of integration because of the Sixteen 
Points. However, two factors should be 
borne in mind: 1) these actions were literally 
wrung out of the power structure by con
stant cajoling and finally the threats of black 
leadership; and 2) the Sixteen Points still 
leave serious inequitites in the distribution of 
power and responsibility.

Yet, the idea of black 
unions, besides the 

negative effects on the church’s image for 
both blacks and whites, would not solve all 
the problems cited by black leaders without 
exorbitant cost. Alternative proposals are 
often received by leaders and laymen with 
surprise if not enthusiasm. It is obvious to 
this writer that more viable alternatives need 
to be explored by both black and white lead
ership.

The ethical dilemma must lie at the door of 
those who have the oversight of the total 
church. Denominational leaders must ag
gressively seek at least a rough justice for all 
the church’s diverse constituencies, includ
ing blacks, Latins, females and youth. 
Otherwise, these groups must either go ne
glected — and thus their mission suffer — or 
they must beat the drum for attention as 
blacks have done. Church leaders must also 
accept and appreciate the tension between the 
legitimate demands of bona fide black leaders 
and the ideal of a household of faith without 
walls of partition.

This presents two inescapable issues — one 
particularly the concern of General Confer
ence leadership, the other the special purview 
of black leadership. The first issue is the 
church’s willingness to bring sanctions 
against churches, institutions and individuals 
unresponsive to official policies encouraging 
integration. Only through the threat of sanc
tions can the church clearly purge itself of a 
racist image and state clearly to the world its



convictions about brotherhood and the gos
pel. But this of itself would still not guarantee

“ The second issue is whether 
the black clergy w ill fight 
for integration or flee. 
Unfortunately, black leaders 
have already given their 
answer. The black union 
demand is a withdrawal.”
total community. Cultural barriers would 
still persist, and largely along racial lines.

The second issue is whether the black 
clergy will fight for integration or flee. Un
fortunately, black leaders have already given 
their answer. The black union demand is a 
withdrawal. The words of Paul may be ap
propriate for black leaders to ponder here:

Put on all of God’s armor so that you will 
be able to stand safe against all strategies 
and tricks of Satan.

For we are not fighting against people 
made of flesh and blood, but against 
persons without bodies — the evil rulers 
of the unseen world,

Those mighty Satanic beings and great evil 
princes of darkness who rule this world;

And against huge numbers of wicked 
spirits in the spirit world.

So use every piece of God’s armor to resist 
the enemy whenever he attacks,

And when it is all over, you will still be 
standing up.

(Eph. 6:11-13, Living Bible)
The prayer of our Lord in John 17:21 

makes unity the sine qua non of the witnessing 
community. Thus, anything that would de
stroy or inhibit that unity tarnishes Christian 
witness. One can appreciate the black leader
ship’s concern for their peculiar witness to 
the black community. But let them re
member that men only plant and water, God 
gives the increase. Therefore, it is ofprimary 
importance to remain in His will.

If the present structures are dysfunctional, 
let the leaders of the church alter those struc
tures or replace them with the view of 
facilitating the most effective witness by all 
its members. Concerns about the church’s 
image need not be placed over against black

demands. Those demands can be dealt with 
specifically without reference to precon
ceived structures (i.e., black unions) or pub
lic relations. The first responsibility of the 
church’s leaders is to be responsive to the 
Lord. As Hans Kiing states:

The Church cannot face these problems 
and use these opportunities if it is a pris
oner of its own theories and prejudices, its 
own forms and laws, rather than being a 
prisoner of its Lord. . . .

All too easily the church can become a 
prisoner of the image it has made for itself 
at one particular period in history.12 
The church indeed must be functional, 

but its first function is to be a church — a 
house belonging to the Lord. Neither struc
tures, hierarchy or black leadership must be 
allowed to usurp the Lord’s work and pre
rogatives. Adventist brethren, black and 
white, must prayerfully come together and 
inquire of the Lord what He would have 
them do. If this is done and legitimate de
mands are addressed without bias or emo
tion, new forms may begin to emerge out of 
the corporate creative spirit. The following is 
one possible model that could result from 
such an approach.

In its report to the General Conference, a 
subcommittee (Committee No. 3) commis
sioned to study the case for black unions, 
March 8, 1977, listed among others the fol
lowing ten needs which it suggests might be 
met by the establishing of regional unions. In 
each case following the need as expressed by 
Committee #3, I suggest an alternative ap
proach.

Need 1 (I. b. c. d.): to facilitate use of public 
evangelists on a more extended basis; to share 
programs of evangelism on interconference 
level; to supervise, plan and finance 
evangelism at union level. Alternative: since 
black unions would not abrogate conference 
sovereignty nor usurp the local conference 
committee’s rights and responsibilities to 
evangelize its own field and allocate its own 
budgets, and since there is very little 
evangelism coordinated from the union level 
presently — even among white conferences 
— it is not apparent how black unions would 
overcome local conference autonomy in this 
area. The best arrangement would be an In



terconference Evangelism Council which 
would meet periodically to explore and 
develop plans, discuss personnel and budget 
problems, and make year-by-year recom
mendations to be referred back to the local 
conference executive committee. This coun
cil could be comprised of local ministerial 
secretaries and such pastor-evangelists and 
administrators as might be assigned or in
vited. Such a council could be established 
under the present union setup under the 
coordination of the General Conference Of
fice of Regional Affairs (ORA).

Need 2 (III): to provide a natural black pres
ence at Union Presidents’ Councils. Alterna
tive: the Union Presidents’ Council is power
ful and important in its influence. But it is 
essentially an advisory body. Therefore, it 
would involve no great disruption or com
promise to change its shape. In fact, there is 
nothing in the working policy or actions of 
the official body or council of the church 
establishing this group. It is in fact a noncon- 
stituted entity subject to the call of the presi
dent of the North American Division, but 
responsible only to the individual con
stituencies represented. It effect is two di
rectional: it allows the voice of the respective 
unions to be heard in the highest councils of 
the church, and it also allows those constitu- 
ences represented direct access to the re
sources, goods and interests of the world 
church leadership. The key dimension in this 
arrangement is representation. With this un
derstanding, there are those segments of 
black leadership who presently might serve 
on this council quite naturally:

1) Officers of the Office of Regional Af
fairs;

2) Union secretaries who in most cases 
are black;

3) Black conference presidents who, in 
most cases, represent the black constituen
cies encompassed within the Union.

In terms of “ rank,” 
the black president 

would be the least likely to fill this role. But 
the function of the Union Presidents’ Coun
cil has nothing to do with rank; neither do the 
interests expressed by black leadership. The 
key concern is representation. Black presi

dents are the only group mentioned above 
who have a constituency to represent. For 
union secretaries to assume this function 
would compromise their positions as secre
tary to all members of the union. The officers 
of the Office of Regional Affairs should be 
represented, since they bring a breadth of 
perspective that even the presidents do not 
have. But, again, the important concept is 
that of representation. This is most effective 
when it is most direct. It is a matter of advise 
and consent on issues that will affect local 
conferences most directly. There should be 
the constitutional* inclusion of four regional 
presidents on this council as fully bona fide 
voting members on a rotating basis (repre
sented conferences would change every two 
years). A geographical range should be 
sought. This would include Pacific and

“ Black unions . . .  would un
questionably facilitate the 
natural tendency toward group 
exclusivism to an extent 
inconsistent with the gospel.”
North Pacific Union Regional Departments 
as well.

Needs 3 and 4 (IV, II. b.): to provide a 
natural outlet for developing administrative 
leadership; to aid in the accommodation of 
the explosive evangelistic growth; to or
ganize new regional conferences within exist
ing union territories. Alternative: most blacks 
will admit now that they have equalled if not 
surpassed their white brothers in quality of 
church and conference adm inistration. 
Where they seem to lack in expertise is in the 
area of institutional administration, since 
they have so few institutions. But I doubt 
that anyone would advocate multiplying 
black institutions just to provide training 
groups for administrators. Although the or
ganizing of new black conferences is good 
and ought to be done under the present form 
of organization, blacks still face the chal
lenges of infiltrating existing Adventist in-

*1 strongly urge that this group become a constitutional body to 
serve as an advisory to the president of the North American Divi
sion. It is frightening that so powerful a group is so nebulously 
constituted.



stitutions which in most cases they have 
helped to build and support, which serve 
them and their children, and which should 
employ and involve them to a far greater 
degree than they do at present. Greater em
ployment could be implemented with firm 
direct action by the General Conference.

Need 5 (V): to provide machinery for inter
conference exchange of workers. Alternative: 
presently, this exchange is accomplished in a 
limited and awkward way by phone and 
casual encounter or semiofficial communica
tions between presidents who work out 
more-or-less gentlemen’s agreements con
cerning the exchange o f workers. This 
method is frequently followed by white con
ference leaders also, although they do have a 
convenient forum, usually once a quarter 
when they come together for union commit
tee meetings. Black presidents meet together 
only twice a year. However, the Regional 
Advisory brings black leaders from all over 
the country, allowing a wider selection of 
contacts. Black unions may or may not in
crease the frequency of these get-togethers 
which are presently coordinated by the Re
gional Department.

E xchange of adminis
trative personnel is 

more difficult. This has caused some embar
rassing, if not abominable, situations. A def
inite need for some coordinating administra
tive umbrella exists. The most natural vehi
cle would again be the Regional Department. 
In these days of modern travel and com
munication, there is no need for geographic 
proximity if the central elements remain in 
touch and responsive to the field. Black 
unions would have no more administrative 
authority to “place” an ousted administrator, 
or call a desired one to the local conference 
than the Regional Department does now. 
What might be needed is more administra
tive authority for the Regional Department 
to convene black presidents’ councils and 
present accumulated agenda items. In turn, 
the Regional Department must be upgraded 
in the General Conference hierarchy to give it 
greater efficacy and credibility.

Need 6 (VI): to provide white workers the 
opportunity of working under black leader

ship. Alternative: this need can be ac
complished most meaningfully under the 
present structure. What inhibits integration 
most are social, economic and cultural fac
tors. To be a real learning experience, whites 
should begin to work with blacks at the local 
level under black leadership.

Need 7 (VII): to increase meaningful black 
participation on decision-making commit
tees (including finances). Alternative: it is not 
clear how black unions would meet this need 
better or to any greater extent than is possible 
under our present arrangement.

Need 8 (VIII): to provide black leadership 
with a deeper sense of belonging. Alternative: 
again, black unions would not necessarily 
accomplish this faster or more effectively 
than would pressing for fuller participation 
in the present structure. If the present black 
participation in “white” unions continues to 
be as salutory as it has been, it is not far 
fetched to expect that there may soon be a 
black union president, and if one, why not 
two, or four? No one would want to give up 
the democratic principle entirely. Through 
the outstanding evangelism of black pastors, 
the charismatic presence of black leaders, and 
a little political orientation of our members, 
it is not unrealistic to suppose that a black 
minister could be elected president of a 
union.

Need 9 (IX): to provide greater union de
partmental services to the black work. Alter
native: meeting this need depends to a large 
extent on the local departmental man. It is 
doubtful that the departmental man of a 
black union, being spread over so vast a terri
tory, would be any more available than 
would the present union man who in many 
instances is black or has a black associate. In 
those cases where the white departmental 
man lacks the sensitivity or expertise to be of 
any real service to the local field, he is usually 
bypassed for some other union or General 
Conference person who can conduct the 
workshop or speak to the rally as the case 
may be. More detailed projects are rarely 
handled by union persons now and would 
probably not change appreciably under black 
unions.

Need 10 (XII): to reevaluate the financing 
of the regional work to meet the inadequacy



of the black income base (the ratio is 490 to 
the dollar). Alternative: this need, of course, 
does not address black unions per se but it 
does raise a very valid point. Reevaluation is 
indeed in order. New fiscal formulae should 
be worked out through the proper channels 
to the mutual satisfaction of all — if this is 
ever possible.

The primary question the church faces in 
the black union debate is, “Where (or which 
way) are we going?” In regard to the church’s 
very nature and charismatic character, it 
must be asked, “Is she tending toward her 
own highest ideals or away from them in 
impotent acquiescence to the molding influ
ences of the society she would judge?” The 
case for black unions falls on this crucial ques
tion. It would unquestionably facilitate the 
natural tendency toward group exclusivism 
to an extent inconsistent with the gospel.

What this paper sug
gests, is, first, that an 

alternative approach might be more faithful 
to the ideals set forth by C. M. Kinney: 1) the 
action should be pleasing to God (moral); 2) 
should not compromise the church (presum
ably in the eyes of authorities); 3) should be 
for the best good of the cause (not hinder 
evangelism); 4) should be acceptable to black 
people; and 5) should be accompanied by 
ongoing dialogue and education in areas of 
human relations.

Second, what has been presented here is 
essentially a conciliar model. This is compat
ible with the findings of a special General 
Conference committee commissioned in 
1972 to study reorganization of present
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unions. The substance of this committee’s 
findings indicated that there was presently a 
good bit of duplication of effort and material 
which could best be eliminated by what the 
committee called “consolidation of depart
ments and coordination of departmental 
programs.”

Black leaders have proposed two unions. 
The 20 percent of tithe which would go to 
those unions might more advantageously go 
to the Regional Department which could 
then begin to function with the same degree 
of financial autonomy as the Temperance or 
Publishing Departments presently do. This 
would necessitate another person to act as 
treasurer. A second might also be added to 
assist in coordinating departmental councils 
and projects. Other sources of financing the 
peculiar functions of this office might be: an 
annual Regional Evangelism Offering to be 
taken in all regional churches; and an in
creased Regional Capital Reversion Fund. 
Furthermore, the present unions having 
black conferences should remit an appropri
ate percentage of their evangelistic fund to 
the Regional Department or lower their as
sessment of the regional conferences based 
on a recognition of the disparity between the 
economic base of the black and white confer
ences .

The main effect of the increased coordina
tion and consolidation suggested here would 
be a more effective proclamation of the gos
pel, which we, as Adventists, believe will 
hasten the eschaton. We prayerfully recom
mend these observations to improve our de
nominational witness to the consideration of 
all Adventists in North America, black and 
white.
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Ellen White and 

Reform ation Historians

by Eric Anderson

She often copies, 
w ithout credit or 

sign of quotation, whole sentences and even 
paragraphs, almost word for word, from 
other authors,” charged Dudley M. Can- 
right in 1887. Just commencing his melan
choly career as Seventh-day Adventism’s 
great heresiarch, Canright had very specific 
complaints about Ellen G. White’s use of 
historical sources. “Compare ‘Great Con
troversy,’ page 96, with ‘History of the Ref
orm ation,’ by D ’Aubigné, page 41,” he 
urged his readers. “This she does page after 
page. Was D ’Aubigné also inspired?”

Over the years defenders of the faith have 
responded to Canright and other critics by 
assuring church members that Mrs. White’s 
“literary borrowings” were “limited,” and 
that she only used historians to supplement 
and support what she had already seen in 
vision. Francis D. Nichol, author of the 
comprehensive apologetic work Ellen G. 
White and Her Critics, noted that “only 12 
percent” of the 1911 edition of Great Con
troversy was directly quoted material, and the 
bulk of this was simply “the words of some 
notable person in history, such as Luther or

Eric Anderson teaches history at Pacific Union Col
lege. His Ph.D. from the University o f Chicago is in 
American history.

some m arty r.” A rthur L. W hite, the 
prophet’s grandson, explained her use of his
torians in this way:

Just as her study of the Bible helped her 
to locate and describe the many figurative 
representations given to her regarding the 
development of the controversy, so the 
reading of histories of the reformation 
helped her to locate and describe many of 
the events and the movements presented to 
her in vision.
Recent research by historian Donald R. 

M cAdams, president o f Southw estern 
Adventist College, shows the problem to be 
“far more complex” than either critics or 
defenders had recognized. In the light of 
McAdams’ work, the old answers to objec
tions are now totally inadequate.

After extremely thorough investigation, 
McAdams has come to a conclusion which 
may startle some Adventists, though many 
scholars have long held similar views pri
vately. “The historical portions of Great Con
troversy that I have examined are selective 
abridgments and adaptations of historians,” 
writes McAdams in a 250-page document 
entitled, “Ellen G. White and the Protestant 
Historians.” “Ellen White was not just bor
rowing paragraphs here and there that she 
ran across in her reading, but in fact follow
ing the historians page after page, leaving out



much material, but using their sequence, 
some of their ideas and often their words.” 
He adds, in a highly significant sentence, “In 
the samples I have examined I have found no 
historical fact in her text that is not in their 
text.” Mrs. White relied upon her historical 
sources “not only for descriptions of events,” 
but also, in many cases, “for the ordering of 
events and the significance attached to 
them.” In the light of this heavy dependence, 
it is not surprising that Mrs. White repeated 
some of the historical errors of her sources. 
As McAdams cautiously puts it, “ [Mrs. 
White], at times, described events inaccu
rately.”

For all its revisionism, McAdams’ work is 
not an attack on the “spirit of prophecy” or 
denominational leadership. Far from being 
heresy, McAdams’ views are likely to be
come the new orthodoxy. “Ellen G. White 
and the Protestant Historians” is a cautiously 
written document which deliberately avoids 
the icon-busting gusto that some readers saw 
in Ronald L. Numbers’ Prophetess of Health, 
though both works portray an Ellen White 
heavily influenced by her environment. Its 
author has been careful, at every step of his 
research, to cooperate with the Ellen G. 
White Estate trustees and other “brethren of 
experience.”

McAdams’ study of Ellen White’s histori
cal sources began more than six years ago 
when he was a history professor at Andrews 
University. Asked to lead a discussion on a 
book of his choice for a Sabbath-afternoon 
book club, he thought of a volume he had 
recently read, The English Reformation by the 
distinguished modern historian A. G. Dick
ens. “It occurred to me,” says McAdams, 
“ that the students might enjoy reading this 
book along with the chapter in Great Con
troversy on the English R eform ation.” 
McAdams had been struck by the fact that 
“Dickens, like Ellen White, saw the English 
Reformation as essentially a spiritual move
ment” having nothing to do with Henry 
VIII’s concupiscence, and he hoped “that I 
might discover that Ellen White had antici
pated modern historians.” But careful study 
revealed something entirely different — 
Ellen White’s extensive use of nineteenth- 
century historianj. H. Merle d’Aubigné.

Fascinated, yet troubled by this subject, 
McAdams first prepared a short paper, for 
private circulation, entitled “Ellen G. White 
and the English Reformation,” and then re
solved, in order “to strengthen my conclu
sion,” to study another part of Great Con
troversy , as well as to review Ellen White’s 
personal explanations of her historical work.

H e found further 
strong evidence that 
Ellen White employed nineteenth-century 

Protestant historians, rather than visions, to 
fill in a great deal of historical detail. He also 
found a reassuring explanation for Mrs. 
White’s use of the historians in her own 
statements. Particularly important, he felt, 
was the introduction to Great Controversy, 
with its often-overlooked statement of pur
pose: “ It is not so much the object of this 
book to present new truths concerning the 
struggles of former times, as to bring out 
facts and principles which have a bearing on 
coming events.” Ellen White made little ef
fort to hide her reliance on Protestant histo
rians:

The great events which have marked the 
progress of reform in past ages are matters 
of history, well known and universally ac
knowledged by the Protestant world; they 
are facts which none can gainsay. This his
tory I have presented briefly, in accordance 
with the scope of this book. . . .  In some 
cases where a historian has so grouped to
gether events as to afford, in brief, a com
prehensive view of the subject, or has 
summarized details in a convenient man
ner, his words have been quoted; but in 
some instances no specific credit has been 
given, since the quotations are not given 
for the purpose of citing that writer as 
authority, but because his statement af
fords a ready and forcible presentation of 
the subject.
The second section of Great Controversy 

which McAdams examined was a portion of 
chapter six, dealing with the life and martyr
dom of the Bohemian reformer John Huss. 
With infinite patience, McAdams prepared 
73 pages of parallel columns, placing Ellen 
White’s work on one side and on the other 
her source, James A. Wylie’s History of the



Reformation (1874-77), a militantly anti- 
Catholic source. All of the details of the his
torical record — names, events, dates, quota
tions — came from Wylie, and almost always 
in the same sequence. Most of the time, Great 
Controversy did not follow Wylie’s words 
exactly, but simply paraphrased closely. A 
number of historical inaccuracies in Wylie’s 
text found their way into Great Controversy, 
McAdams discovered. Wylie and White at
tribute to the pope an ineffective interdict 
issued by the archbishop of Prague, and they 
describe the interdict as a fearful calamity, 
although, in fact, the king simply forbade its 
observance. Huss’s chapel, rather than the 
University of Prague, is erroneously pre
sented as the center of the reform movement. 
Following Wylie, Mrs. White has Huss 
withdrawing to his native village at a time 
when he was actually in Prague, and, later, 
preaching with zeal and courage when, in 
fact, he was in exile, visiting his parish only 
in secret. The beginning of Huss’s friendship 
with Jerome is misdated by more than a dec
ade. Great Controversy mistakenly assumes

“ For all its revisionism,
McAdams’ work is not an attack 
on the ‘spirit o f  prophecy’ 
or denominational leadership.
Far from being heresy, McAdams’ 
views are likely to become 
the new orthodoxy.”

that Huss disagreed with basic Catholic doc
trines, rather than merely attacking corrupt 
practices in the church.

McAdams described his research in a sec
ond paper — a shorter version, basically, of 
the present manuscript “Ellen G. White and 
the Protestant Historians” — and in February 
1973 mailed copies to about a dozen Advent
ist leaders, including Richard Hammill, Wil
lis Hackett, Arthur White, Mervyn Max
well, and Molleurus Couperus (SPEC
TRUM ’S founding editor) asking for “criti
cisms, suggestions and advice.” “I have cho
sen not to seek publication at this time,” 
McAdams wrote to these men of influence, 
“because I recognize that many people are

not prepared for the evidence I present.” The 
off-the-record reactions he received indi
cated that his evaluation of Ellen White’s his
torical work was a realistic one, acceptable to 
responsible church leaders.

During the next summer, McAdams made 
a remarkable discovery, indeed a providen
tial discovery, as he sees it, which added a 
new dimension to his research. While work
ing on another denominational history proj
ect at the White Estate in Washington, D .C., 
he learned that portions of Ellen White’s 
rough draft for the 1888 edition of Great Con
troversy were still in existence. According to 
McAdams, none of these manuscripts had 
ever been “transcribed into typescript or 
even read except for an isolated page here and 
there.” The most important fragment was 64 
pages long, and it was the draft for the very 
section McAdams had been examining — the 
half-chapter on Huss.

With this new information, McAdams 
was now able to compare Mrs. White’s his
torical sources with both her rough draft and 
the final printed version of Great Controversy. 
The newly discovered fragment provided 
overwhelming evidence (though the point 
was already established) that Mrs. White was 
heavily dependent upon Wylie. If McAdams’ 
research had dealt with any other writer, he 
could have proved his thesis with a few dozen 
pages of comparison, but since it was Ellen 
White’s way of working which was at issue, 
he felt impelled to move very cautiously, 
proving and reproving each of his conten
tions. Using a triple-column format, he in
corporated Mrs. White’s rough draft into his 
previous research, charting the development 
of the Huss narrative across 186 typed pages. 
Most readers will find this mass of material 
tedious going, but few are likely to challenge 
the thoroughness of McAdams’ work.

Mrs. White’s rough draft was written 
under the pressure of a deadline, and it is 
filled with misspellings and poor grammar. 
She speaks of the “Yoak” of Christ, His 
model “charicter,” calling Him the “Captan 
of my Salvation.” Adequate punctuation is 
often missing and singular verbs frequently 
clash with plural nouns. The messiness of 
this manuscript has made the White Estate 
unwilling to allow widespread circulation of



McAdams’ manuscript. The document has 
been available, under careful restrictions, for 
a few months at Adventist college libraries in 
North America, but “the transcript of the 
rough draft may NO T be copied in any 
form,” according to a form letter sent to 
chairmen of religion and history depart
ments. Explains the White Estate’s Ronald 
Graybill, author of the letter: “This material 
was not intended for publication in its 
rough-draft form, and because of the me
chanical imperfections of the document, it 
raises questions about Mrs. White’s style and 
method of writing which ought to be an
swered in the context of all the material on 
that subject.”

M uch more important 
than the good form 
of Mrs. White’s rough draft is the question of 

the changes made by her literary assistants. 
About half the rough draft is entirely Mrs. 
White’s own work, with no debts to James 
Wylie or other historians. These portions of 
the manuscript deal with the cosmic signifi
cance of earthly history, quite literally the 
great controversy between Christ and Satan. 
There is, for example, an extended compari
son of the deaths of Huss and Christ. None of 
this material was included in the final draft of 
Great Controversy. In short, McAdams found 
that “the only completely original part of the 
manuscript was all cut out and in fact has 
never appeared in print anywhere.”

Most of the remainder of the rough draft is 
simply copied from Wylie, in many cases 
word for word. In two instances Mrs. White 
notes the specific page from which she is 
working. “Insert page 148 paragraph on sec
ond column,” she notes parenthetically at 
one point. Mrs. White’s contribution was to 
abridge Wylie’s material, reducing 33 pages 
of Wylie to 14 pages in Great Controversy.

The rough draft was later polished consid
erably, probably by Marion Davis, Mrs. 
White’s literary assistant, so that the final 
version of the Huss story appeared in grace
ful paraphrase of Wylie, rather than simple,

direct borrowing. A few new paragraphs 
from Wylie which had not been used in the 
rough draft appeared in the printed version, 
added apparently by Miss Davis in the late 
stages of editing.

McAdams’ work shows beyond cavil that 
Wylie was the source for the historical details 
in the Huss narrative. It is also reasonable to 
believe, as McAdams does, “that not all of 
the historical events described in Great Con
troversy were first seen in vision by Ellen 
White.” Certainly, nearly all Seventh-day 
Adventist historians are comfortable with 
McAdams’ interpretation. McAdams pre
sented his research to a session of the Associa
tion of Seventh-day Adventist Historians in 
Dallas in December 1977, and his conclu
sions were thoroughly discussed at the 1978 
meeting o f the Association o f Western 
Adventist Historians. Not one of his peers 
criticized McAdams’ thoroughness or chal
lenged his thesis.

McAdams insists that his work will not 
disturb any reader who has a sound under
standing of Mrs. White’s role in the church. 
Far from undermining faith, his examination 
of the sources of The Great Controversy 
should contribute to a mature and secure con
fidence in the prophetic gift. “We must read 
[Great Controversy],” McAdams says, “ac
cording to the purpose for which it was writ
ten and not damage its effectiveness by mak
ing claims for it that can only result in de
stroying the faith o f many who might 
otherwise respond to its message.” For all its 
borrowing, the book far transcends the de
rivative. “With its over-all purpose and its 
powerful concluding chapters to give mean
ing to the history, Great Controversy cries out 
to our spirit like no work of history.”

The McAdams paper raises important 
questions which deserve further investiga
tion, particularly the matter of how Ellen 
White’s manuscripts were edited. No further 
research is necessary, however, to demon
strate that Great Controversy should not be 
taken as an independent or infallible histori
cal source.



CONFESSION

I must repent these convenient, 
Too-ordered ways; pairings of phrase, 
Meter and rhyme entombing time,
Stars, God in grace. I must efface 
This universe, destroy,
Disperse
With primal fire this form-fouled world, 
Until my lyric 
Rips like limbs,
Like roots,
To substance;
Gouging air,
Gorging earth,
And girding space.

Twenty-four lifetimes I have seen 
this minute renaissance: 

Unapologetically here, 
Uncompromisingly now, 

entirely present,
Sublime with the ignorance 

of never having learned,
Wise beyond understanding, 
Swollen with importance 

of being.
Inexorable.

Immensely comforting epiphany 
to recognize the force 

That drives this fragile flower 
to the sun 

And beyond.

- - Russell Stafford

LATRIA

---- Judith L. Miller

fall.

Russell Stafford received his B . A . at Atlantic Union 
College. He will begin graduate work in English this

Judith L. Miller, a graduate o f Walla Walla College, 
has taught English at Walla Walla Valley Academy. 
She begins law school this August.



THE SHAKING 
OF ADVENTISM?

I. A View from the Outside

by Fritz Guy

T he central thesis of 
Geoffrey Paxton’s 
book is that Adventism is facing a major 

crisis over the proper understanding of righ
teousness by faith. The argument this Austra
lian Anglican employs in advancing his thesis 
is clear enough: it comes in seven easy steps.

1) The best way to think about a religious 
movement, church or theology is in terms of 
its central claim, its “heart,” rather than its 
peripheral characteristics (which may be 
more or less attractive or objectionable). 2) 
The “real heart” of Adventism is “its convic
tion that those within it constitute God’s spe
cial last-day propagators of the gospel in such 
a way as to make them the only true heirs of 
the Reformation” (11). 3) The “true heirs of 
the Reformers” are those who do not modify

Fritz Guy, a regular SPECTRUM contributor, re
ceived his doctorate at the University o f Chicago. He 
is professor o f theology at the Seminary. This review 
was presented first as a lecture to the Andrews Uni
versity Forum.

but build directly upon the central affirma
tion of the Reformation—the doctrine of jus
tification by faith alone (purified of any no
tion that salvation in any sense depends upon 
sanctification). 4) Adventism has generally 
had an inadequate doctrine of justification, 
because it has emphasized the importance of 
sanctification, which sometimes led to per
fectionism and which, in any case, is suspici
ously like the Roman Catholic view of salva
tion. 5) Significant progress toward a clearer, 
more truly Reformation view may be seen in 
the message of righteousness by faith at the 
1888 General Conference, in the book Christ 
Our Righteousness, written by A. G. Daniells 
and published in 1926, and, since 1950, in the 
work of such theologians as Edward Hep- 
penstall, Desm ond Ford and Hans K. 
LaRondelle. 6) An opposing view, emphasiz
ing sanctification and perfection, has been 
recently championed by Herbert Douglass of 
the Review and Herald and other denomina
tional leaders in Washington and in Aus



tralia. 7) The resulting polarization of these 
two views — one true to the Reformation 
and the other an essentially Roman Catholic 
view — means that Adventism is headed for a 
“shaking” : “Contemporary Adventism — 
especially in the 1970s — is in conflict over 
the nature of the gospel of Paul and the Re
formers” (147).

What can we learn from Geoffrey Paxton’s 
look at Adventism from the outside? Let’s 
consider some instructive insights which the 
book provides.

First, it underlines the need for clarity of 
thinking and carefulness of formulation re
garding the relation of justification, sanctifi
cation and salvation. It seems clear to me that 
Adventists have said some things about these 
matters that were misleading, even wrong. 
Paxton’s numerous examples show that we 
have often failed to think through the impli
cation of some of our statements; and, in 
some cases, we have been genuinely con
fused. Although, for instance, we have all 
repeated and affirmed Ellen White’s state
ment that justification is “our title to heaven” 
and sanctification is “ our fitness for 
heaven,” 1 we have sometimes talked as if, 
when everything is said and done, in the day 
of final judgment a person’s title to heaven in 
fact depends on his fitness, so that sanctifica
tion is the crucial issue in salvation, after all. 
Such confusion must surely lead us to agree

“What we need to remember is 
that a certain pluralism is healthy, 
and change is essential to life 
(theological as well as biological). 
Thus, diversity is good. . . .**

that we need to think more clearly and talk 
and write with more theological precision.

The book also reminds us of the fact of 
variety in the history of Adventist thought, 
which is nowhere nearly as simple and uni
form as we usually suppose (or as some wish 
they could now make it). On the one hand, 
there is pluralism — a diversity of views, a 
diversity of understanding and formulation 
even on so central a matter as the central issue

in personal salvation. The simple fact is that 
we do not all see things the same, and we do 
not use the same words to express our under
standing. On the other hand, there have been 
change and development. In some cases, this 
has reflected a maturing religious experience 
and theological understanding as the church 
has lived and studied and grown during the 
past 134 years. In other cases, the change has 
resulted from the fact that we are speaking to 
an ever-changing audience in an ever- 
changing world, with new problems, new 
perplexities, new understandings and mis
understandings.

What we need to re
member is that a cer

tain pluralism is healthy, and change is essen
tial to life (theological as well as biological). 
Thus, diversity is good — not because we 
suppose that theological correctness does not 
matter (for, in fact, it matters very much), 
but because we recognize our limitations, 
and because we have so much to learn. “The 
fact that there is no controversy or agitation 
among God’s people,” wrote Ellen White, 
“should not be regarded as conclusive evi
dence that they are holding fast to sound 
doctrine. There is reason to fear that they 
may not be clearly discriminating between 
truth and error. When no new questions are 
started by investigation of the Scriptures, 
when no difference of opinion arises which 
will set men to searching the Bible for them
selves, to make sure that they have the truth, 
there will be many now, as in ancient times, 
who will hold to tradition, and worship they 
know not what.”2

Another insight from the book concerns 
the importance o f continuing dialogue 
among those who reflect on the church’s 
message, the importance, to put it another 
way, of corporate investigation of eternal 
truth. Paxton notes that the unfortunate divi
sion created by the preaching of Waggoner 
and Jones in 1888 and afterward had two 
costly consequences: 1) Those who opposed 
the new emphasis on righteousness by faith 
thereby limited their own experience and 
understanding, and thus reduced the experi
ence and understanding of the whole church.
2) Because the polarization strained relation



ships between those who needed each other’s 
friendship and constructive criticism, “Wag
goner and Jones missed out on a corporate 
investigation into truth — an investigation 
which might have preserved them from 
pantheism” (67). Do I dare make an applica
tion to ourselves? In our present discussions 
of the nature of Jesus, or of the age of the 
earth, it is absolutely imperative that those 
who seriously disagree with each other keep 
on praying for and talking to each other, so 
that they can learn as much as possible from 
each other.

We may turn now to 
some weaknesses 
and limitations of Paxton’s book, bearing in 

mind that these, like the book’s insights, are 
instructive for us. To begin, the peril of over
simplification — a kind of monocular vision 
that is confined to a single idea — afflicts 
Paxton’s work on at least four levels.

1) The book ignores much of the New 
Testament, giving exclusive attention to the 
understanding of Paul. We must remember 
that there is more to Christian truth and 
theology than what the great apostle articu
lated. There is, above all, the primary wit
ness to the words and works of Jesus in the 
four canonical Gospels — and one wonders if 
the Sermon on the Mount, for example, 
would pass Paxton’s doctrinal filter. An un
intentional (and therefore all the more signif
icant) confirmation of Paxton’s limitation 
here is his repeated reference to “the gospel of 
Paul and the Reformers.”

2) The book also ignores much of the Ref
ormation’s theology, which does not limit 
itself to the doctrine of justification as Dr. 
Hans LaRondelle makes clear in his critique 
of Paxton (see below, pp. 45-57). The truth 
of justification by faith may be the heart of 
Reformation belief; but the heart cannot be 
understood apart from its relationship to the 
whole body. In fact, Luther and Calvin spent 
less time talking about the doctrine of jus- 
tificaton than they did talking about Christ, 
repentance and faith.

3) The book ignores much fundamental 
Adventist belief. There is, I believe, only one 
passing reference to the Sabbath; and it is 
hard to imagine a book seriously claiming to

deal with the heart of Adventism that does 
not look carefully at the theology and experi
ence of the Sabbath. And there is no reference 
at all to the doctrine of the great controversy, 
which, although surely not the center of Ad
ventist religion or belief, is just as surely a 
distinctive theological motif, which provides 
a context for our understanding of all other 
doctrines, including justification  and 
sanctification.

4) Finally, the book ignores other issues in 
the church that are currently being discussed 
as vigorously as that of justification. For 
many Adventists, the “burning issue” is not 
“the message of 1888” (81), but rather the 
tension between “preserving the landmarks” 
and the theological development of the 
church. Without minimizing the importance 
of an adequate understanding of justification 
and righteousness by faith, and without 
slighting either the dignity or the theological 
concerns of our brethren in Australia, it is 
hard to escape the conclusion that Paxton’s 
view of “the shaking of Adventism” is pro
foundly influenced by his particular geo
graphical position and by his close personal 
acquaintance with Robert Brinsmead.

From the peril of oversimplification, we 
may turn next to the danger of an “eccentric” 
theological norm — substituting for the Bib
lical revelation some particular understand
ing of it, and thus making something other 
than Scripture the central theological criter
ion. The book picks one point in religious 
history and regards it as normative for the 
whole of history. Now, as a matter of fact, in 
regard to the doctrine of justification, the 
Reformation view is essentially true to the 
New Testament, and Adventism ought to 
have no quarrel with it. But the principle here 
is a methodological one: not whether the 
Reformation view on this or any other doc
trine is correct, but whether it ought to be 
regarded as the criterion by which all other 
views are to be judged.

One of the fundamental convictions of the 
Reformation was expressed in the affirma
tion, “Ecclesia semper reformanda est” — 
“The church is always in need of reforma
tion,” because it is imperfect. This convic
tion applies not only to the piety of the 
church, but also to its theology. And so, to be



true to the Reformation means not to recite 
its formulas and slogans forever and ever 
without change, but to share its fundamental 
commitment to truth. Here we may well 
recall that one of the most important ele
ments in our Adventist heritage is the notion 
of “present truth” — truth that has come 
newly alive and has become newly under
stood and significant because of a new expe
rience, a present situation. What is impor
tant, then, theologically and experientially, is 
not whether our understanding is just like 
that of the Reformers; what is important is 
whether our beliefs are true.

A third weakness is that 
Paxton has yielded, it 

seems to me, to the temptation to read only 
words, without going to the trouble of prob
ing for their deeper, authentic meaning. 
What I am getting at here is that words (and 
theological formulas) may mean different 
things to different people. Yet, Paxton seems 
to overlook this. It is correct that we often 
speak of ourselves as “heirs of the Reforma

tion,” and we cannot complain that Paxton 
has heard us saying it. But, instead of trying 
to discover what we mean by this kind of 
talk, Paxton decides what weought to mean 
and then proceeds to use that assumption as a 
criterion for a theological evaluation. That, I 
am saying, is a questionable procedure.

I am reminded, having made these criti
cisms, of Hugh of St. Victor, who once said 
(in a quite different context, to be sure) that 
one ought not to be ashamed to learn from 
anyone. Geoffrey Paxton has provided us not 
only a “view from the outside,” but also an 
incentive to think about ourselves — our 
theological past and our present beliefs — 
with clearer vision and deeper understand
ing. This is good; this can be very useful; and 
I hope that we make the most of it.
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II. Paxton’s Misunderstanding 
o f Adventism
by Herbert E. Douglass

I t can be argued from 
several viewpoints 

that Geoffrey Paxton’s The Shaking of 
Adventism has done everyone a favor. Al
though the various reasons for this observa
tion may be mutually exclusive, this volume 
is the first to expose publically some of the 
interesting doctrinal developments within 
the Seventh-day Adventist Church during 
the last quarter century.

In less than 156 pages, the author touches 
on many events and people dear to Advent
ists, and although I can commend him for his

Herbert Douglass, a former assistant editor o f the 
Review and Herald, took his Th.D. from Pacific School 
of Religion, Berkeley. He is an associate book editor at 
the Pacific Press.

frequent moments of perception, I must also 
say that his exposure to Adventist history 
does not seem to have been thorough enough 
to support his conclusions. His own presup
positions color the work more, I think, than 
he may realize.

The review will note, first, my apprecia
tion of the author’s perception in analyzing 
historic Adventism’s self-understanding; 
second, my pleasure in identifying with cer
tain basic judgments; third, my commenda
tion for certain historical observations with 
which others may yet disagree with him; 
fourth, my distress with certain conclusions 
he draws from Adventist history and teach
ing; and fifth, some questions I would like to 
ask the author in the interest of further clarifi
cation.

To begin, the author’s awareness of his



toric Adventism’s self-understanding seems 
right in the following respects:

Seventh-day Adventists do see themselves 
as standing in the Reformation stream, 
clarifying, correcting and consummating the 
glorious work to which we are all indebted 
(11, 18, 19,20,21,22,23,24, 52,77,85,91, 
106,108, 115). The concept of the “shaking” 
is a significant event in Adventist eschatol
ogy and the issues involved in “righteousness 
by faith” may be its probable cause (12). 
Seventh-day Adventists understand them
selves to be entrusted with God’s last-day 
message of invitation and warning (23, 24).

M oreover, Adventists believe that 
through the gracious power of the Holy 
Spirit, the Christian will be enabled to live 
Christ-reflecting, loving, holy lives (74); that 
righteousness by faith includes, by God’s 
grace, victory over sin (75); that there is es
chatological urgency in the Biblical doctrine 
of moral perfection (97); and that there is an 
experiential element in the total concept of 
justification (139).

With respect to the followingjudgments, I 
also agree with Paxton:

It is true that the crux of current discussion 
among certain Seventh-day Adventists is the 
relation of justification and sanctification 
(148), and that the sixteenth-century Re
formers were unanimous on the centrality of 
justification by faith (35). (However, Paxton 
does not recognize some of the differences 
among the Reformers regarding the implica
tions of justification, and his understanding

“ Paxton asserts, I think 
rightly, that denominational 
leadership seemed to show  
ambivalence in the 1960s 
on key doctrinal issues.”

of Luther often seems contrary to what this 
reviewer has read in Luther.)

It is also true that the basis and cause for 
justification lie outside the believer (38); that 
the error in the Roman Catholic doctrine of 
justification lies in mingling two types of 
righteousness, in confusing imputed justifi
cation with imparted sanctification (39); that

the righteousness in the believer is not the 
basis, or the cause, for his or her acceptance 
by God (46); and that one of the reasons that 
justification seems to be emphasized espe
cially by certain Protestants is that they be
lieve that God’s law can never be kept at any 
time (49).

The author has also correctly described 
some crucial aspects and developments of 
Adventist history. It is right, for instance, to 
say that the 1888 syndrome has been a con
tinuing influence on Adventist thought (29), 
that “most” rejected the “message” in 1888 
(30), that the 1888 episode appears to be 
inadequately treated by denominational his
torians (30-34) and that there are crucial ques
tions Adventists should have been asking 
themselves since 1888 — questions that were, 
it seems, never raised publicly until the 1973 
Annual Council Appeal (33).

Paxton rightly  ob
serves that there are 

numerous instances when Adventists have 
wrongly (though, in most cases, inadver
tently) referred to justification as “mere” and 
as pertaining to “past” sins only (56, 71). 
Also, some unfortunate expressions regard
ing the relation of justification and sanctifica
tion indeed have been made (77) during the 
past century.

Paxton is accurate, too, I think, in these 
assertions regarding several key figures of 
Adventist history before the 1950s:

Jones and Waggoner, in the 1888 episode, 
did include sanctification in the total doctrine 
of righteousness by faith (66). L. E. Froom 
did teach that major issues, such as the Trin
ity, the full Deity of Christ and the “correct” 
understanding of His humanity were the spe
cial accomplishments of the 1888 emphasis 
(69, 87). W. W. Prescott (69) does seem to be 
(Ellen White aside, one assumes) the most 
creative Adventist thinker in the early twen
tieth century. A. G. Daniells, General Con
ference president (1901-1922), after recogniz
ing that the message of 1888 was not fully 
understood even in 1926, did propose a solu
tion that has been, in some respects, confus
ing (75). And M. L. Andreasen’s general 
theses did represent basic, historical Advent
ist thought prior to the 1950s (76).



Paxton is also, I believe, correct in saying 
that some denominational spokesmen re
pudiated basic, historical Adventist teachings 
in the 1950s (76), and that this repudiation of 
certain basic Adventist doctrines tended to 
polarize the Seventh-day Adventist Church 
(82). Moreover, the Australasian Division’s 
definition of justification in 1959 (91) does 
seem defective, although it seems to the re
viewer that if the authors had expressed their 
meaning more fully there may not have been 
such a stark violation of Biblical intent as the 
truncated definition seems to indicate.

The follow ing claims about various 
theologians from 1950 onward also seem jus
tified:

Branson, Jemison and many others did be
lieve in the possibility of overcoming all sin 
by the enabling grace of God (95). Branson, 
General Conference president (1950-1954), 
did represent, in his many publications, the 
basic and typical Adventist position on moral 
perfection (98).

As for Robert Brinsmead, it is true that in 
the 1960s he was troubled with his own un
derstanding of original sin, leading to several 
theological changes and ambivalences (99- 
101). And Paxton may be right in saying that 
the General Conference Defense Literature 
Com m ittee, in their dialogue with the 
Brinsmead development, did not focus 
enough on Brinsmead’s real theological er
rors (110). In any case, it is true that for 
many, the Brinsmead-Ford alignment did 
seem to be “an almost unbelievable turn of 
events” and a “dangerous threat” (124).

Paxton asserts, I think rightly, that de
nominational leadership seemed to show 
ambivalence in the 1960s on key doctrinal 
issues (119-120, 127). He is also right in say
ing that the editors of the Review and Herald 
have represented the historic Adventist posi
tions on the central doctrines of Christianity 
(124, 126, 127, 133, 142, 144), and that the 
disagreement that Brinsmead-Ford have 
with the Review and Herald positions is not 
merely semantic but represents two different 
theologies (126-127).

Finally, Paxton is accurate in stating that 
Basham in Australia saw clearly the antitheti
cal nature of Brinsmead-Ford doctrine when 
compared w ith traditional Adventist

thought (128-129), and that the Palmdale 
conference appears to have settled nothing 
and revealed Brinsmead’s contribution to 
Ford (132).

H aving set down some 
points of agreement 

with Paxton, I will now consider some sub
stantive disagreements. Again, I feel some 
embarrassment for what will appear to be 
only a fast overview lacking in-depth reasons 
for any disagreements noted. But the most 
that can be done in a few pages is to note 
specifically the disagreements and hope that 
Paxton will sense the fraternal desire to be 
helpful and candid.

It seems to me that Paxton has not person
ally read much of A. T. Jones and E. J. Wag
goner. Forcefully endorsed by Ellen White, 
these two position-makers in 1888, and years 
thereafter, included far more in the phrase, 
“justification by faith,” than Paxton or 
Brinsmead do; they were not “obsessed with 
the doctrine of justification by faith alone” 
(30) unless Paxton concedes that they in
cluded far more in that phrase than he does, 
or than Luther and Calvin did (63).

Strawmen seem to spring out from many a 
page of the book. Seventh-day Adventists do 
not believe that justifying righteousness 
dwells in the believer at any time (41-49), but 
they do believe that, in addition to imputed 
righteousness, the Bible is also teaching an 
imparted righteousness. To emphasize this 
imparted righteousness is not “to lapse back 
into the synthesis of medieval Catholicism” 
(46); nor is the anticipated result of imparted 
righteousness “imperfect” (45) or inadequate 
(47). But in saying this, Adventists do not for 
a moment believe that imparted righteous
ness constitutes our basis for acceptance and 
pardon.

Moral perfection, or mature sanctification, 
or the spontaneous impulse o f love’s 
motivating every thought and act is called for 
and expected in Biblical thought. It is the 
result of the Holy Spirit’s work in coopera
tion with man’s diligent effort (not unaided 
human will power) and thus the actual “ap
propriation” of the virtue, merit and provis
ions of our Lord’s atonement. “Active righ



teousness” is thus not the “work of sinful 
men” alone (45).

Paxton seems to make no effort to differ
entiate between the Biblical doctrine of 
Christian maturity (moral perfection) and 
“perfectionism” (47). The call to Christian 
perfection is not an echo of the Council of 
Trent. Paxton, after further reflection, may 
not wish to be so sweeping when he connects 
John Wesley as well as basic Adventist 
thought with the errors of the Church of 
Rome: “All who insist on perfection in the 
believer in this life, in whatever shape or 
form, reiterate the teaching o f the Re
formers” (46-49).

Without exception, Paxton applies the 
pejorative terms, perfectionistic and perfec
tionism, to anyone in the Adventist church 
who disagrees with him regarding sanctifica
tion or the concept of a prepared people in the 
last generation (142). C. M. Maxwell, Mor
ris Venden, Lawrence Maxwell, J. L. Tuck
er, K. H. Wood, R. H. Pierson, Neal Wilson, 
Hans LaRondelle, this reviewer, and a host of 
other current leaders are not perfectionists. 
But they do believe that by God’s help men 
and women can live without sinning and for 
such people God waits!

A dventist theology be
fore 1888 is not to be 

equated with Tridentine theology (56). Al
though there may be phrases and even emph
ases that could be improved upon, most of 
the Adventist spokesmen Paxton quotes 
knew well enough not to imply that the faith 
of the penitent is infused goodness which 
gives some basis for justification; they knew 
well that faith has no merit in itself, that it is 
the condition for justificaiton and not its 
cause or basis. The fact that these writers 
insisted that there must be growth in grace in 
order to retain a justified experience did not 
make them Tridentine theologians!

Paxton has sometimes quoted Ellen White 
hastily or in snippets. Rarely, it seems, is 
there a quotation that does not misrepresent 
the general tenor of its context. For example: 
Ellen White does agree with her husband and 
most other Adventist leaders when she sets 
forth the Biblical position that God is calling 
for sinless, overcoming Christians, espe

cially in the last generation (60). Moreover, 
Ellen White’s sermons in 1888 are hardly an 
echo of Luther, or Calvin, regarding justifi
cation: “Righteousness of Christ in connec
tion with the law” —a central theme of Wag
goner, Jones and White in 1888 and 
afterwards—stressed a fuller understanding 
of righteousness by faith than Paxton has 
seen (64). It is true that Paxton quotes what 
seems to be an unqualified statement by Ellen 
White regarding Martin Luther (19), but he

“Without exception, Paxton 
applies the pejorative terms, 
perfectionistic and perfec
tionism, to anyone . . .  who 
disagrees with him regard
ing sanctification.. .

closes a sentence where she did not, and fails 
to give the proper thought in context—a con
text that would have canceled out his argu
ment.

Contrary to Paxton, Jones, Waggoner and 
White were Biblically correct when they 
joined justification and sanctification in the 
larger term of “righteousness by faith” (67). 
Imputed and imparted righteousness is all of 
God’s doing, always “by faith,” but never 
without man’s diligent effort. The sovereign 
God imputes and imparts His righteousness 
only when man chooses to cooperate with 
His enabling Holy Spirit.

Unfortunately again, Paxton apparently 
has not had the time to research the Kellogg 
— Living Temple issue or he would never 
have confused Kellogg’s position with the 
Biblical concept of “cleansing of the temple 
of the human heart” (68).

It is interesting to note that Paxton believes 
W. W. Prescott to be the only creative Ad
ventist thinker between 1905-1920s (69). 
This Review and Herald editor, college presi
dent and seminal thinker was one of the 
foremost spokesmen for such historic Ad
ventist positions as the humanity of Jesus, the 
character perfection required in the last gen
eration, the full-orbed concept of righteous
ness by faith that includes justification and



sanctification, and the central need for a cor
rection and proper fulfillment of the good 
work begun in the Protestant Reformation.

M. L. Andreasen’s positions, such as 
righteousness by faith, the humanity of 
Jesus, the character preparation that God will 
wait for in the last generation are truly basic, 
historic Adventist positions—thoroughly in 
harmony with Ellen White and Biblical prin
ciples. Yet Andreasen is always referred to in 
a pejorative sense (72, 76, 88, 95, 109).

Paxton reveals his Calvinistic blinders 
when he accuses Adventists o f semi- 
Pelagian, Tridentine theology from the 
standpoint of his concept of the freedom or 
sovereignty of God (77). Such a presupposi
tion gives no room for the enormous amount 
of freedom that God has given man in the 
plan of salvation; it redefines the Biblical 
meaning of grace and faith and further dis
torts what the Bible expects out of the con
verted person.

Furthermore, it leads Paxton to misun
derstand Adventist positions on faith (the 
human cooperation with the indwelling 
Spirit whereby the sinner “comes to him
self,” accepts pardon, claims the promised 
power and eventually reflects the fruits of the 
Spirit or Christlikeness) and grace (that work 
of the Holy Spirit, among other gracious 
provisions of God, that strengthens the “new 
creation,” not subjugates him).

When Paxton says, “this ontological ap
propriation of the merits of Christ is at the 
expense of the believer’s humanhood,” he 
reveals his philosophical presuppositions and 
a blindness to the New Testament good news 
wrapped up in the doctrine of the Holy Spirit 
(78-79).

Paxton will find a very large group of 
thoughtful Adventists who would not agree 
with his conclusion that there were Chris- 
tological and soteriological gains in the 1950s 
(83), or that Questions on Doctrine represented 
a “distinct superiority” over earlier Advent
ist literature (89-90). Without question, 
Questions on Doctrine has provided the world 
with excellent statements of certain aspects of 
Adventist thought and we are all indebted to 
it, but there are some areas that come short of 
the accolade he gives.

The Review and Herald o f the 1970s is

categorically not an echo of Brinsmead think
ing of the 1960s (127, 153). Although there 
may be similarities, the strange turns and 
resolutions that Brinsmead took because of 
his misunderstanding of the nature of man 
are nowhere reflected in the positions of the 
Review and Herald editors.

T he Review and Herald 
does not downgrade 

justification because it may give, at times, 
more column inches to sanctification than to 
justification—anymore than Paul does when 
he devotes far more verses and chapters to 
sanctification than to justification. The same 
comparison would apply to Ellen White. If 
one is speaking to nonbelievers, obviously 
justification would be given more emphasis. 
When speaking to believers who should be at 
peace with the continuing assurances of jus
tification, the strong exhortation to grow in 
grace is appropriate (138).

Opting for Luther and Calvin almost ex
clusively, rather than including Wesley and 
many others, Paxton rejects the thought that 
sin can be overcome (48-49). Possibly this 
m isunderstanding rests on another 
misunderstanding—his doctrine of the na
ture of man. Because of these two doctrinal 
presuppositions, Paxton quarrels with such 
historic Adventist concepts as the human na
ture of Jesus, sanctification and why the Ad
vent is delayed.

Paxton misreads Hans LaRondelle (135). 
Dr. LaRondelle and this reviewer could not 
be closer in their emphasis on the possibility 
that sin can be overcome, here and now, by 
the grace of God. More than this possibility, 
we have been emphasizing for years that such 
an experience will happen to many the world 
over in the last generation. LaRondelle may 
not always stress everything he believes 
when he writes an article, or delivers his mas
terful sermons, anymore than anyone else 
does. But to suggest that he lies in the 
theological camp o f (the later) Robert 
Brinsmead is inaccurate.

Although from Paxton’s viewpoint and 
presuppositions it may seem so, the present 
situation in contemporary Adventism is not 
analogous to the Protestant Reformation 
versus Roman Catholic antithesis (147-151).



It is more correct to say that it is a conflict of 
whether we should stay with Luther and 
Calvin or follow the progressive clarification 
of New Testament truth as made clearer by 
Wesley and others. If following in the steps 
o f the Reformers means to wade in the 
dammed-up stream of the sixteenth century, 
we would be doing violence to the best in 
Luther and Calvin, never mind to the intent 
of Paul and the purposes of God.

Paxton cannot be blind to the Reforma
tion’s particular place in the stream of restor
ing New Testament truth, to its internal con
flicts, to its inconsistencies, to its strained and 
often unbalanced definitions of key Biblical 
words. He recognizes, for example, that the 
Reformers had little eschatological perspec
tive and urgency (147). But it seems to me 
that if the Reformers had had time (and if 
they had not been fighting a battle on so 
many fronts at once) they would have fol
lowed through as Wesley did, and as Advent
ists have done, and discovered the purpose of 
the gospel seed, what the harvest represents, 
and what part God’s people, who “keep the 
commandments of God and the faith of 
Jesus,” play in the finishing up of the great 
controversy with evil.

In fact, it is unacceptable to say that tradi
tional Adventist thinking does not stand in 
the “Reformation stream” (148). We have 
for over a century emphasized and revered 
the twin principles of the Reformation: the 
sole authority of the Bible and salvation 
through faith in Christ alone. Our theology 
is grounded completely and without embar
rassment on these twin pillars of the Refor
mation.

The “life-and-death struggle” that Paxton 
perceives may be more wishful thinking than 
reality (152). H earty study and self- 
examination are not the worst things that 
could happen to anybody or to a whole 
church, if  heresies arise, hoary issues appear
ing as new light, a healthy church grows 
stronger in restating basic Biblical truths.

I t is sheer fantasy to 
find a correlation be

tween 1888 and today by noting that the 
editor of the Review (1888) fought young

men with clear light on justification by faith 
and the editor of the Review (1970s) also is in 
conflict with younger men who purport to 
have clearer light on justification by faith. 
This is the language of the debater, not that of 
the scholar.

Perhaps this reviewer’s greatest concern is 
that Paxton (155) does not seem to under
stand the relation of Jesus to the Law, why 
Jesus came, the function of the Holy Spirit 
(“in order that thejust requirement of the law 
might be fulfilled in us, who walk not accord
ing to the flesh but according to the 
Spirit” —Rom. 8:4), how the believer can be 
kept from sinning and thus an obedient child 
of God by the same grace that kept Jesus from 
sinning. To be enabled by the Holy Spirit to 
overcome sin is not to fall into the trap of 
legalism or Romanism!

Although the reviewer cannot expect Pax
ton to appreciate Ellen White as he does, 
Paxton should be more accurate when he 
quotes those who consider her to be a special 
messenger for a special purpose in the unfold
ing plans of God. Can Paxton find anywhere 
among Adventist writers, especially among 
those he quotes in his book, any comment 
that would faintly suggest a basis for the 
following statement: “ It is a sad sign of a 
people who take another human being — 
however gifted and used of God—and place 
her above the Bible and herself’ (155)? 
Nowhere, to this reviewer’s knowledge, has 
an Adventist placed Ellen White either above 
the Bible as a higher authority or in conflict 
with the Bible as a wiser authority.

Let me conclude with a few questions on 
which it is to be hoped that further clarifica
tion from Paxton will be forthcoming:

Why does Paxton imply strongly that his
torical Adventism does not regard the basis 
for justification as a finished work, when 
surely it does (42)?

Why does Paxton use the debater’s 
either /or technique? For example: a) anyone 
who believes sins may be overcome by the 
indwelling power of the Holy Spirit is a per
fectionist; b) anyone who believes that Christ 
within, through the Holy Spirit, may cleanse 
the soul from sin tends toward pantheism; c) 
anyone who believes that Jesus, through the 
Holy Spirit, performs a work of righteous



ness in the believer is rooted in Tridentine 
theology?

Does Paxton really believe that Luther and 
Calvin needed no correction in their soteriol- 
ogy, that Wesley, or even Ellen White, have 
nothing to teach us?

Has Paxton really read the Annual Council 
Appeals of 1973 and 1974? If so, would he 
conclude that such clear, dynamic statements 
are hangovers from the adolescent days of

immature Adventism? These Appeals are 
perhaps the clearest presentations regarding 
the Adventist denomination’s present rela
tionship to the 1888 syndrome that have ap
peared anywhere for decades. The two Ap
peals touch so many of the concerns that 
Paxton raises that it seems they should have 
been represented by more than a passing 
comment (33) in a book that covers almost all 
the rest of the waterfront.

ID. The Truth o f Paxton’s Thesis
by Desmond Ford

In The Shaking of Ad
ventism, Anglican 
clergyman Geoffrey J. Paxton sets forth the 

thesis that Seventh-day Adventism’s claim to 
complete the Reformation (by proclamation 
o f its doctrinal heart in an im proved 
framework) falls miserably short of the facts. 
He argues that, apart from Ellen White, 
Adventism had almost nothing to say on the 
gospel of grace prior to 1888 and that from 
1888 until the present “acceptance in the final 
judgment” has been said to be “on the basis 
of the inward grace of sanctification,” that 
justification has been considered as signifi
cant chiefly for the initial pardon of the be
liever, and that “righteousness by faith has 
meant both justification and sanctification, 
but mainly sanctification.” 1 Paxton also ar
gues that, while in the 1960s the perfec
tionism of Robert Brinsmead roused the op
position of many anti-perfectionism writers 
in the Review and Herald and elsewhere, in the 
1970s, when Brinsmead has reversed his 
theological emphasis, a spate of perfectionis- 
tic articles have been appearing, especially in 
the Review.2 Finally, Paxton says that, de
spite their claim to base their doctrines on the 
Bible only, Adventists often form their con
clusions on the basis of the writings of Ellen 
G. White interpreted according to prevailing 
prejudices.3

Desmond Ford, former chairman of the theology 
department, Avondale College, Australia, teaches 
theology at Pacific Union College.

Here is a distinctively new approach by a 
critic of Adventism. There is no contention 
about the scapegoat, the investigative judg
ment, the seventh-day sabbath or the nature 
of man. Instead, our traditional opposition to 
Rome is construed as claiming fidelity to the 
chief doctrinal motif of the Reformation and 
we are examined accordingly. In his debate 
with Cardinal Sadoleto, John Calvin af
firmed that justification alone constituted the 
righteousness of faith, and that it should ever 
be distinguished but never separated from 
sanctification.4 Paxton charges Adventists 
again and again with having lost the Gospel 
as taught by the Reformers and asserts that 
precisely our inclusion o f sanctification 
within the article of righteousness by faith 
demonstrates this loss.

Do we have here the lopsided work of one 
who because he does not dwell among us 
cannot represent us aright? Or is it a case of 
the onlooker seeing most of the game? Let us 
consider some of the objections critics put 
forth against the book.

Probably the chief one is the suspicion that 
it is a thinly disguised apologetic for Robert 
Brinsmead, that troubler of Adventism in the 
sixties; he is certainly the most prominent 
figure of the book. Second, the thought stirs 
that it may not be entirely true that Adventist 
pastors were all perfectionists until the sixties 
(not that Paxton says precisely that, but to 
many readers it is implied). A third question, 
more vital theologically, is whether Paxton is 
promoting justification to the exclusion or



even denigration of sanctification. A fourth 
question has to do with whether Paxton has 
adequately represented Martin Luther’s un
derstanding of justification. Finally, some 
object to his treatment of certain historical 
details — particularly regarding the situation 
in the Australasian division. What shall we 
say regarding these objections?

With regard to Brinsmead’s influence on 
the author, we should keep in mind that it 
was primarily through Brinsmead that he 
became acquainted with Adventism. Both 
men shared an interest in the criticism of 
charismatic revivalists, and this led to fel
lowship between them. We should also keep 
in mind that Paxton’s interest in Adventism 
does not seem to be a merely superficial av
ocation. Indeed, he was principal of an An
glican Bible school in Brisbane, Queensland, 
and lost his job because of his refusal to lay 
aside his interest in the Adventist “cult.”

I have personally witnessed Paxton’s phys
ical metamorphosis — between the two oc
casions when he called at Avondale College 
he appeared to have dropped at least 40 
pounds and ten years — and must confess 
that it seems clear that he has considered very 
seriously at least some aspects of the Advent
ist message, even its door-opener — health 
reform. That this interest is certainly deeper 
still has been shown in closely reasoned dis
cussions on doctrinal matters. His inquiries 
at Avondale College as to Adventism’s un
derstanding of the doctrine of the judgment, 
for example, seemed entirely serious.

But is this book a mere 
apologetic for 
Brinsmead? I confess to being a little troubled 

that the author did not underline the fact that 
for years Robert Brinsmead taught a theol
ogy plainly at odds with that of the Reforma
tion. Some of us remember God’s Eternal 
Purpose, which in the 1950s set forth the ideal 
that the saints should become as perfect in the 
flesh as Christ was, and that they like Him 
should tread underfoot all sinful tendencies 
until they had achieved perfect righteous
ness.5 Such error in Brinsmead’s past should, 
I think, have been clearly indicated. Still, 
most of us would be reluctant to be judged 
largely on the basis of what we have failed to

say. And besides, it should be said that Pax
ton by no means attempts to shield Robert 
Brinsmead from guilt for his part in Advent
ism’s cultic mentality, which has sought 
truth primarily from the writings of the 
pioneers (and particularly Waggoner and 
Jones) and relegated the Bible and the illumi
nation of the Spirit through the centuries to 
the status of poor secondary sources. But the 
truth is that, in any case, we should not 
dodge the force of Paxton’s argument con
cerning righteousness by faith by brushing 
his book aside as Brinsmead propaganda. 
Mr. Paxton, let it be remembered, is not orte 
of Robert Brinsmead’s sabbathkeeping fol
lowers, but an Anglican still.

Another reason we must not dismiss The 
Shaking of Adventism on the grounds of 
Robert Brinsmead’s prominence is the unde
niable fact that he has had, particularly with 
respect to righteousness by faith, consider
able doctrinal influence on the Adventism of 
the past two decades. But for him we may 
never have had some of the best writing of 
Edward Heppenstall and scores of lesser fig
ures influenced by him. No one can deny, 
moreover, that the literary guardian of Ad
ventist orthodoxy, the Review, has had its 
eye on Brinsmead theology for nearly 20 
years; and entire books, such as Redeeming 
Grace by Harry Lowe (the sixties) and Perfec
tion: The Impossible Possibility (the seventies) 
have had Brinsmead theology in focus. One 
might well ask: inasmuch as Paxton’s book 
concerns the relationship between Seventh- 
day Adventists and the crucial doctrine of the 
Reformation, righteousness by faith, how 
could Brinsmead not have been prominent?

The second objection — to the seeming 
implication that all Seventh-day Adventist 
pastors were perfectionists before the sixties 
— requries the statement that many of us 
from experience can answer “N o.” But if the 
question were worded, “Has the official doc
trinal stance of Adventism veered towards 
perfectionism?” the answer is certainly 
“ Yes,” and while Paxton has not been 
exhaustive, I believe he has substantiated his 
case at this point. Fortunately, there have 
always been individual Adventist pastors 
who, like Ellen White herself, have read on 
this topic outside the realms of the Pacific



Press, the Southern Publishing Association 
and the Review and Herald Publishing Asso
ciation, and this has been their salvation and 
likewise for their flocks. All capable of read
ing Ellen White without the prejudices of the 
majority have perceived her dual emphasis 
on the infinite ideal of holiness and man’s 
abysmal depravity, making him ever depen
dent on the forgiving grace of Christ.6

The chief criticism theologically against 
The Shaking of Adventism — we come now to 
the third objection listed earlier — concerns

“We should not dodge the 
force o f  Paxton’s argument 
concerning righteousness by 
faith by brushing his book 
aside as Brinsmead propaganda.”

Paxton’s “silence” on sanctification. I submit 
that he is not actually silent, though sanctifi
cation is not prominent in the book. On page 
45 he writes:

The Reformers acknowledged that faith 
in the righteousness of Christ in heaven is 
never present without regeneration and re
newal, and that good works follow as a 
consequence of faith. But the righteous
ness of faith is not, in whole or in part, that 
renewal which is present with faith. 
Neither is it that renewal which follows 
faith. The righteousness of faith is never to 
be confused with sanctification. It is not 
sanctification, nor does it include sanctifi
cation.

This clear distinction between the righ
teousness of faith and sanctification was the 
massive breakthrough made by Martin 
Luther. The medieval church had mingled 
the two types of righteousness. But when 
this synthesis was rent asunder in the mind 
of Luther, the Protestant Reformation was 
born. Luther called the righteousness of 
faith (i.e., the righteousness of Christ) a 
passive righteousness because we have it 
while we do nothing for it. He called the other 
righteousness (i.e., that which is the result 
of faith) an active righteousness because it is 
the diligent good works of the believer

performed through the operation of the 
Holy Spirit. The passive righteousness is 
perfect, for it is Christ’s righteousness; the 
active righteousness is imperfect, fĉ r it is the 
work of sinful men. The former righ
teousness is by faith alone; the latter righ
teousness is by good works engendered by 
faith. The former is justification; the latter is 
sanctification.
This quotation makes it clear why Paxton 

does not stress sanctification. To him righ
teousness by faith is, by definition, justifica
tion by faith, not sanctification by faith. And 
it should be pointed out here that every 
preacher of the New Testament gospel has 
had to meet the same charge as Geoffrey 
Paxton. It began in the days of Christ and 
Paul. The Master was accused of “receiving 
sinners, and eating with them” — which was 
the glory of His message and the heart of 
justification. Paul likewise was charged with 
saying “ let us sin then that grace may 
abound” and making void the law through 
faith. In truth, we could say that if the charge 
of making void the law and of downgrading 
sanctification does not arise, it is probably 
because the free grace of Christ’s gospel is not 
being faithfully proclaimed.

T hose who contend 
that Paxton is guilty 

of separating justification from sanctification 
and ignoring their organic and dynamic con
nection should be reminded that to make 
distinctions is not to affirm severance. Pax
ton himself says:

As the theology of those who have bro
ken the synthesis makes clear, this does not 
mean a separation o f justification and 
sanctification. Rather, the “ breaking” 
means (1) the clear distinction between jus
tification and sanctification and (2) the pri
macy ofjustification.7 
All are agreed that Christ had two natures, 

divine and human, and that it is impossible to 
separate the two but nevertheless vital to dis
tinguish between them. Similarly, all the or
thodox believe in a distinction between the 
members of the Trinity but not separation; 
the three Persons do not exist alongside each 
other but in and through and unto each other. 
Again, law and gospel in Scripture are dis-



tinet but not separate, as therefore are also 
faith and works.8 So with respect to many 
doctrines, we make logical distinctions 
without affirming separation.

Unless we make the distinction between 
justification and sanctification that Paxton 
makes — a distinction I believe all the Re
formers made — how can we give full glory 
to God, or offer assurance to human beings? 
The plain fact is that Christ’s objective work 
for us on the cross is perfect and complete 
whereas the work of the Spirit to make us 
righteous is neither perfect nor complete — 
not because the Spirit is imperfect but be
cause of the polluted tabernacle wherein He 
operates, and because “sanctification is the 
work of a lifetime.”9

To look to anything within sinful man as a 
condition of acceptance with God detracts 
from the wonder of God’s sheer grace and 
also results in placing the believer under the 
tyranny of law as the method of salvation, 
whereas the New Testament is clear that law 
is to be rejected as a means ofjustification but 
cherished as a standard for sanctification. To 
speak of dynamic union and organic connec
tion between justification and sanctification 
is entirely correct, but unless the distinction 
is as clearly emphasized, the gospel is dis
solved and we land back into the doctrinal 
bosom of Trent. Calvin’s whole contention 
against Osiander was that, by linking justifi
cation with the indwelling Christ, he actually 
destroyed it. I suggest, moreover, that no 
one can read Luther’s sermon on “ The 
Twofold Righteousness” or his 1531 Lectures 
on Galatians, or Calvin’s chapters on justifi
cation in the Institutes without seeing that, 
like Paul, the Reformers did distinguish be
tween justification and sanctification but did 
not separate them. The case is the same with 
Paxton. Neither should it be said that Paxton 
looks upon faith as something originated by 
man and detached from the operation of the 
Spirit. He has cited the dictum of Luther that 
“no one can give himself faith, and no more 
can he take away his own unbelief.” 10

The Roman Catholic argument against 
Luther and Calvin was that they believed 
grace to save man without changing him. 
This, of course, was sheer misunderstanding 
or misrepresentation. When the identical ar

gument is repeated against those who, like 
Paxton, stress the distinctness and primacy of 
justification, it remains as invalid today as in 
the days of the Reformation.

The fourth objection to Paxton’s book 
comes from persons who try to avoid the 
thrust of Paxton’s charges by citing that 
phase of Lutheran scholarship which, in 
harmony with the theology of Trent, affirms 
Luther’s use of “justify” to include a making 
righteous inherently, as well as a declaring 
righteous. These scholars rely chiefly upon 
early statements of Luther. I think recent 
scholarship is more accurate in its support for 
Luther’s own claim to have arrived at the true 
understanding ofjustification around 1519. 
In What Luther Says, Plass declares:

At first the term “to justify” (iustificare) 
appears in Luther’s writings in a broader 
meaning than the Pauline sense of simply 
pronouncing righteous. It includes the mak
ing personally righteous. This is the Au- 
gustinian (and essentially Catholic) view 
ofjustification. If Luther, even after he had 
come to recognize the sola fide, for a while 
occasionally uses the term in such a sense, 
this is not surprising. He then speaks of 
justification as a growth. But later this use 
of the term disappears, and he tells us that 
justification takes place “at once, and does 
not come piecemeal,” and, as J. Neve 
points out, his “propter Christum always 
means the sinner’s justification solely by 
virtue of Christ’s perfect obedience to 
God” (History of Christian Thought I, 
233).
This position explains the great contrast

“ The Reformers did distinguish 
between justification and 
sanctification but did not 
separate them. The case 
is the same with Paxton.”

between Luther’s commentaries on Romans 
(1515) and Galatians (1535). The former 
treats Romans 1:17 with thrift, bestowing 
only 18 lines upon the crucial words, iustitia 
Dei revelatur, and half of these are padded 
with Augustine and Aristotle, authors with



whom Luther dispensed in later times: 
“When the door was opened for me in Paul, 
so that I understood what justification by 
faith is, it was all over with Augustine.” 12

N o one really under
stands the m ature 

Luther’s exegesis of righteousness by faith 
until he has studied the Reformer’s favorite 
work — his commentary on Galatians. Here 
the Protestant position on justification is 
crystal clear:

Christian righteousness, therefore, as I 
have said, is the imputation of God for 
righteousness or unto righteousness, be
cause of our faith in Christ, or for Christ’s 
sake. When the popish schoolmen hear this 
strange and wonderful definition, which is 
unknown to reason, they laugh at it. For 
they imagine that righteousness is a certain 
quality poured into the soul, and after
wards spread into all the parts of man. 
They cannot put away the imaginations of 
reason, which teacheth that a right judg
ment, and a good will, or a good intent is 
true righteousness. This unspeakable gift 
therefore excelleth all reason, that God 
doth account and acknowledge him for 
righteous without any works, which em- 
braceth his Son by faith alone, who was 
sent into the world, was born, suffered, 
and was crucified etc. for us.

This matter, as touching the words, is 
easy (to wit, that righteousness is not es
sentially in us, as the Papists reason out of 
Aristotle, but without us in the grace of 
God only and in his imputation . . . ) .13 
It is true that the later Luther, like Scrip

ture, sometimes uses “make righteous” for 
justification but usually in the sense of grant
ing status, not as the equivalent of regenera
tion or sanctification. For example, almost at 
the close of his comments on Galatians 4:5 he 
speaks of “Christ alone, who first maketh us 
righteous by the knowledge of himself in his 
holy gospel, and afterwards he createth a new 
heart in us. . . .” These comments cohere 
perfectly with the Formula of Concord pre
pared only a few years after Luther’s death, 
and also with the classical statement of jus
tification as found in Melanchthon’s student 
Martin Chemnitz in his Examination of the

Council of Trent. Scholars who document 
Luther’s development in this way include the 
Seventh-day Adventist William Landeen, as 
well as Uuras Saarnivaara, F. Edward Cranz, 
Ernst Bizer, Kurt Aland, John Dillenberger, 
Lowell C. Green.

Now it is a fact, of course, that even some 
Protestants have used the term justification 
(and at times the term regeneration) in a 
comprehensive sense for salvation, and this 
usage explains the wording in some early 
creedal statements of the Reformation which 
appear ambiguous. But what we must re
member is that this comprehensive usage 
was never intended nor understood to deny 
the distinction between righteousness im
puted and righteousness imparted.

In connection with these remarks concern
ing the Reformation, I may insert three re
lated objections that have been made against 
Paxton’s book. One is the denial that 
Adventists claim to be “the heirs of the Re
formation.” The answer to this is that Ellen 
White and prominent leaders of this move
ment could not be numbered among advo
cates of such a denial.14 Still others say we are 
heirs of the Anabaptists rather than the 
magisterial reformers in the sense that we 
believe in separation of church and state, 
noncombatancy in war, etc. This has a 
goodly measure of truth in it as regards what 
it affirms but not in what it denies. When 
Ellen White declares justification by faith to 
be “the third angel’s message in verity,” “the 
foundation of Christianity,” the “one subject 
to swallow up every other,” the “one interest 
to prevail,” it is obvious that she has in mind 
the cardinal tenet of Luther and Calvin rather 
than subsidiary truths such as separation of 
church and state, and matters of practical 
piety such as participation in war, etc. There 
is just no way of dodging the impact of the 
quotations on pages 25ff. of The Shaking of 
Adventism.

Again, some critics ask: “But is not the 
New Testament rather than the creeds of the 
Reformers the test of truth?” And there can 
be only one answer to that. However, Mr. 
Paxton also would say “Yes” with equal em
phasis, for the Reformation motto concern
ing the need for continual Reformation is not 
news to him. But I suspect he would respond



further with the plea that new truth does not 
nullify old truth, and that justification by 
faith is nothing other than that gospel once 
for all time given to the saints (Jude 3) and 
not, therefore, open to change and revision in 
its essence.

The last of the five main objections men
tioned at the beginning involves Paxton’s 
treatment of certain historical details. It 
would be a false reticence here to ignore his 
comments regarding the Fords and the Au
stralasian division. He is wrong in saying 
(128) that Gillian Ford’s little book The 
Soteriological Implications of the Human Nature 
of Christ precipitated the Palmdale confer
ence. It may have looked that way from out
side the chain of events but, in fact, Palmdale 
was contemplated by leaders of the Australa
sian and North American divisions before 
the storm over Gillian Ford’s manuscript.

Paxton is right in indi
cating that the theol

ogy department of Avondale College sup
ported the theology present in Soteriological 
Implications. A statement to that effect ap
pears in the preface of the first edition. But he 
is wrong in implying (as it seems) that the 
present reviewer rather than his wife was 
responsible for Soteriological Implications 
(139). Gillian Ford wrote the manuscript in 
response to questions from a young marrieds 
Sabbath School class at Avondale Memorial 
church.

Also, on p. 128, Paxton affirms that the 
Avondale meeting of church leaders on Feb
ruary 3-4, 1976, to hear charges against me 
by a group of chiefly retired ministers had for 
its focus “ Ford’s understanding of righ
teousness by faith.” It is true that one partici
pant, F. A. Basham, argued that this was the 
central issue, but others such as J. W. Kent, 
leader of the group of retired ministers, dis
agreed. The chief concern of Kent and his 
associates was that I was not saying every
thing in the same way as our earlier books 
and therefore should be viewed as heretical. 
The Biblical Research Institute of the divi
sion rejected these charges, and cleared both 
me and Avondale College.15

Paxton is correct (136) in saying that this 
writer has acknowledged his use in earlier

years of the phrase righteousness by faith 
homiletically rather than exegetically — that 
is, as including both justification and sanctifi
cation. In the classroom, key passages in 
Romans on righteousness by faith had been 
interpreted as applying forensically to justifi
cation, but frequently the typical Adventist 
all-encompassing definition was used in 
preaching. In the book Unlocking God’s Trea
sury written in 1962 (published first in Aus-

“ Paxton’s critics ignore his 
main thesis, which simply stated 
is: Righteousness by faith 
according to Scripture and 
the exegetes o f  the Protestant 
Reformation signifies 
justification only.”

tralia in 1964) I set forth righteousness by 
faith as the “declaring righteous” ofjustifica- 
tion. And throughout the years of con
troversy with Robert Brinsmead, my posi
tion, often expressed verbally as well as in 
printed materials, was that tbe believer has 
acceptance only on the grounds of Christ’s 
imputed righteousness because no human 
sanctification can meet the demands of the 
law.16 In fact, the central emphases of the 
theology of Avondale College have not 
changed since 1961, the years when I have 
been chairman of its theology department; 
Paxton rightly affirms, however, that during 
the recent controversy, some issues have 
been more sharply defined.

Having looked at these numerous objec
tions, let me say that I think the great major
ity of Paxton’s critics ignore his main thesis, 
which simply stated is: Righteousness by 
faith according to Scripture and the exegetes 
of the Protestant Reformation signifies jus
tification only — the gracious conferral of a 
righteous status on the grounds of Christ’s 
merits alone. It does not include sanctifica
tion inasmuch as this work is something 
done within man by the Holy Spirit and 
being in this life always incomplete can never 
fulfill perfectly the requirements of the law. 
To include sanctification within the meaning 
of righteousness by faith is to confuse the



unfinished sanctifying work of the Spirit 
with the finished redeeming work of the Son 
and can only lead to lack of Christian assur
ance and consequent crippling of Christian 
witness.

What, then, should we say about this main 
thesis of The Shaking of Adventism? I suggest 
that we should confess its truth, and in so 
confessing smash the doctrinal and experien
tial barriers that cripple the progress of our 
work. We must remember, to begin, that 
Paul is the theologian of the New Testament. 
Only he sets forth an analysis of the plan of 
salvation, and the phrase under discussion is 
found solely in those books of Scripture 
which bear his name. Only in the book of 
Romans does he systematically present 
righteousness by faith (specifically 3:21- 
5:21), though, obviously, the preceding and 
following chapters are related to this central 
discussion. What I wish to emphasize is that 
it is here we must find the basic nature of 
righteousness by faith. If what we believe is 
not here, we need to think again.

All exegetes I know of, Jewish, Catholic, 
Protestant, agree that the theme of this sec
tion is justification. It is not about that 
gradual growth in holiness theologians call 
sanctification, which is discussed in chapters 
6-8 (presentation) and chapters 12-15 (appli
cation). The theme of the section is clearly 
stated in 3:21-28, where the key sentence de
clares that “a man is justified by faith apart 
from works of law” (v. 28). The faith men
tioned is faith in what Christ has done as our 
atoning sacrifice (v. 24, 25). The result of this 
faith is declared to be for the believer a status 
of righteousness “apart from law” as a result 
of God’s gracious gift. This status automati
cally involves the forgiveness of all our sins 
and becomes ours, though we who believe 
are yet “ungodly” (4:5). We are for Christ’s 
sake acquitted, or “declared righteous.”

It should not be over
looked that this sec

tion is introduced by the words: “Now the 
righteousness of God has been manifested.” 
Moreover, the following verses repeat the 
theme “ . . . the righteousness of God through 
faith . . .  to show God’s righteousness . . .  he 
justifies him who has faith . . .  a man is

justified by faith . . .  he will justify the cir- 
cumcized. . . and the uncircumcized through 
their faith.” There can be no denying that 
Romans 3:21-28 is an exposition of righ
teousness by faith and, furthermore, that it is 
here set forth as justification. Sanctification is 
not included. Thus, Romans 3:21-28 shows 
that righteousness by faith has to do not with 
holy works prompted by the regenerating 
Spirit but with a new standing before God. In
asmuch as only a perfect righteousness can 
give us such a standing, we see the impossi
bility ofintroducing sanctification as a means 
towards our accpetance or, in other words, as 
a part of righteousness by faith. One hundred 
percent righteousness is found only in 
Christ. It has to be His gift, it can never be 
our attainment in this life, for “sanctification 
is the work of a lifetime.”

Romans 3:21-28 should never be divorced 
from its immediate context. Chapter 4 illus
trates exactly what Paul has said so crisply in 
the closing section of chapter 3. The theme in 
chapter 4 is justification. And here again, a 
close inspection will reveal that righteous
ness by faith is seen as justification and justifi
cation only. In chapter 5, Paul discusses not 
character, primarily, but relationships. He 
says that all men are lost because of their 
relationship to the first Adam, but similarly 
all men have been judicially redeemed by the 
last Adam, and a right relationship to him 
confirms “acquittal,” a being constituted, or 
reckoned, as “righteous.” All this is declared 
repeatedly to be the result of grace, in con
trast to any relationship based on law. 
Sanctification is referred to in this chapter 
(vs. 3, 4) and it is a fine opportunity for Paul 
to apply the phrase we are studying to it if it 
truly fit. But instead, we find sanctification 
portrayed as thefruit of the righteousness by 
faith described in the preceding passage of 
3:21-5:2 (see particularly 5:9, 10).

The full impact of Paul’s discussion will 
only be felt as we remember that the term 
“justification” is not linguistically unrelated 
to “righteousness,” but rather synonymous. 
The significance of “justify” is “to declare 
righteous.” Thus, to be “declared righteous” 
by faith is identical in meaning with the ex
pression “righteousness by faith.” 17 Indeed, 
in Romans 3:25f., the words “righteous



ness,” “just” and ‘ justifier o f ’ — noun, ad
jective and participle — all spring from the 
same Greek root.18

Thus, justification by faith and righteous
ness by faith are technically synonymous 
terms in Paul’s writings (which in no wise

detracts, of course, from the necessity for 
sanctification). And there the case could be 
legitimately rested. Paxton’s contention to 
this effect is not novel. It is but a summary of 
the position of Protestant orthodoxy for four 
centuries.19
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IV. Paxton and the Reformers
by Hans LaRondelle

Paxton’s book is the 
first non-Adventist 

attempt to focus seriously on the doctrinal 
heart of Adventism, on our understanding of 
the everlasting gospel. He observes with 
great sympathy what he calls a “shaking” 
within our church that is related to our un-
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formed University o f Amsterdam. He teaches at the 
Seventh-day Adventist Theological Seminary.

derstanding of “righteousness by faith,” and 
even considers this crisis to be a “sign of 
grace.” His analysis is divided into three 
parts, one on Adventism and the Reforma
tion, the second on Adventism before 1950, 
and the third — the book’s main part — on 
Adventism after 1960. It is his purpose to let 
the historical facts speak for themselves (11). 
My remarks here will deal only with Pax
ton’s assessment of Adventism and the Ref
ormation.

Paxton acknowledges frankly: “ Seventh-



day Adventists believe in salvation by grace 
through faith alone as fervently as do most 
evangelicals. They believe in sanctification 
by the indwelling Holy Spirit and in the soon 
return of Jesus Christ in great power and 
glory” (17). Paxton examines what Advent
ists consider to be their real mission on earth, 
and concludes that it is their stupendous 
claim “to carry forward the message of the 
Reformation in such a way as no other Chris
tian or Church body is able to do” (18).

Deeply impressed by his discovery of this 
“astounding” claim and conviction, Paxton 
apologizes on behalf of evangelicalism for the 
“terrible oversight” (24) of having failed in 
the past to see this.

Adventists can only appreciate such sym-

“ The real question is not 
whether the church preaches 
the Reformers’ gospel, but 
whether it preaches the 
apostolic gosp el.. .

pathetic courtesy, while at the same time ask
ing the author, an Anglican, whether he is 
fully correct in concluding that the Adventist 
church feels called to maintain “the gospel of 
the Reformers” (28), or that she has been 
“struggling with her relationship to the gos
pel of the Reformation” (29), or that she 
wants to carry forward “the torch of the 
everlasting gospel of the Reformation” (19).

Within Adventism such statements sound 
strange because they identify completely the 
gospel of God in sacred Scripture with the 
gospel of the sixteenth century reformers (cf. 
also 148,149). Such an absolute identification 
is found neither in Ellen White’s writings nor 
in any of the other Adventist writers Paxton 
quotes in chapter 1. All these authors fall 
back on Holy Scripture as the norm of the 
gospel and not on the Reformers’ under
standing of the gospel. The question arises, 
of course: Why then do Adventist books 
claim that Seventh-day Adventists stand in 
the line of true succession of the Protestant 
Reformation and feel called to complete it? 
(see 22).

Adventists do not make Luther and Calvin 
their norm or the Protestant creeds their 
guideline in finding and establishing Bible 
truth. They do, however, recognize all true 
reformers as instruments of God to lead men 
back to the Bible as the supreme authority 
(Sola Scriptura) and to Christ as our sole Sub
stitute and Surety before God. But this does 
not mean that Adventists accept the refor
mation gospel as the canon for their under
standing of the apostolic gospel. Only the 
original apostles possessed the gospel in its 
fullness and recorded it as the norm “for all 
future ages.” 1

Ellen White wrote concerning the Protes
tant reformers: “We should seek to imitate 
their virtues, but we should not make them 
our criterion.”2 To her, the real Adventist 
mission was to give “evidence of apostolic 
succession” by following both the character 
and the teachings of the apostles.3

The apostolic gospel is the only testing 
truth for Seventh-day Adventists. To meas
ure Adventism by the “Reformation gospel” 
or the reformatory creeds has never been a 
primary concern for the church. Many, in
deed, would regard such an agitation as a 
false “shaking,” appealing to such counsel as 
Ellen White’s remark that “God will have a 
people upon the earth to maintain the Bible, 
and the Bible only, as the standard of all 
doctrines, and the basis of all reforms. . . .”4

The study of the Reformers’ concept of the 
gospel is certainly helpful and important to 
Adventists. But the real question is not 
whether the church preaches the Reformers’ 
gospel, but whether it preaches the apostolic 
gospel, which is the everlasting gospel (Rev. 
14.6).

n chapter 2 (35-49), 
Paxton deals w ith 

“The Heart of the Reformation,” which he 
sees as limited to the doctrine of “justification 
by faith alone.” He summarizes the Reform
ers’ concept of justification as having two 
sides: one negative and the other positive. 
The negative side consists of “the acquittal of 
the believing sinner on the grounds of the 
dying of Jesus Christ,” or simply, forgive
ness (39). The positive side, Paxton explains, 
is the justification by which “God credits



Jesus’ perfect fulfillment of the law to the 
believer” (40), which means ‘‘to be pro
nounced righteous” (38). For Paxton, the 
whole conflict between the Reformation and 
Rome is concentrated on this last aspect. He 
states: “Whereas Rome taught that justifica
tion means to make the believer just by work 
of inner renewal in his heart, the Reformers 
taught that justification is the declaration by 
God that the believer is just on the grounds of 
the righteousness of Christ alone, which is 
outside the believer” (39).

Paxton writes chapter 2 from a clearly 
polemical angle with regard to both Rome 
and Adventism. This has led him, however, 
to deal with justification in isolation from 
sanctification, from fear of confusing the 
two. He writes, “ the righteousness of faith is 
never to be confused with sanctification. It is 
not sanctification, nor does it include 
sanctification. This clear distinction between 
righteousness of faith and sanctification was 
the massive breakthrough made by Martin 
Luther” (45).

He goes so far as to distinguish sharply the 
work of Christ from that of the Holy Spirit, 
the Christ outside us from the Christ inside 
us, and grace from the indwelling Christ, in 
the teachings of Luther and Calvin. He even 
concludes; “To make this shift from the 
God-man to the indwelling Christ is to aban
don the Reformation doctrine of justification 
rather than to honor and perpetuate it” (42). 
Because of this overriding preoccupation 
with the distinctions between justification 
and sanctification, Paxton unfortunately has 
restricted his focus with regard to the Re
formers exclusively to the forensic or purely 
legal aspect of justification.

This restricted focus on the judicial act of 
justification , how ever, was constantly 
avoided by Luther and Calvin in their writ
ings, for good reasons. They did not want to 
give the im pression that they viewed 
sanctification as irrelevant or not organically 
connected with justification.

Paxton, however, is quick to label selected 
statements in Adventist writings or sermons 
which do not clearly pass the screen of his 
concept of forensic justification as “ the 
Roman Catholic approach” (147).

Such a judgment calls for a closer look at

the historic decree on justification at the 
Council of Trent (see below). Possibly the 
most important statement of Paxton’s whole 
book is this: “The crux of the problem in 
modern Adventism lies in understanding the 
relation of justification and sanctification. It was 
their proper relationship which stood at the 
heart of the Reformation” (148). If this is 
true, one may well wonder why Paxton 
permitted himself to exclude completely any 
treatment of the relationship of justification 
and sanctification in the Reformation in 
chapter 2 of his book? How can he fail to deal 
with such a vital relationship which by his 
own admission “stood at the heart of the 
Reformation?” Even more disappointing is 
the fact that the book contains no chapter or 
section on the Biblical relationship of justifi
cation and sanctification. To the infallible 
norm of Sola Scriptura, both the Reformers 
and Adventists have professed to be willing 
to submit themselves and to stand corrected.

If that Biblical relationship is the “crux of the 
problem” both for the Reformers and for 
Adventism, then has not Paxton failed by 
default to place before us the real dilemma?

Paxton sees the whole conflict between 
Rome and Reformation concentrated on a 
radically different interpretation of justifica
tion. Rome would say that justification 
meant to make the believer just in his heart; 
the Reformation saw justification simply as 
declaring him just by imputation only (39). 
Paxton gives the impression by this contrast, 
that the Reformers knew of no working of 
the Holy Spirit in God’s act ofjustification by 
faith alone, and that they rejected in principle 
every kind of making the believer just as a part 
ofjustification.

T he first question is, 
did Rome at the 

Council of Trent actually state that justifica
tion meant only the process of making the 
believer just and did Rome reject the princi
ple of aforensic justification? Such a formula
tion does not explain fully the Roman 
Catholic position on justification.

First of all, Calvin rejected the Roman 
Catholic confusion o f justification  and 
sanctification because Trent took both as if 
they were one and the same. On the other



hand, Calvin maintained that both gifts of 
God’s grace “are constantly conjoined and 
cohere,” just as in the sun the light and the 
heat are always inseparably joined together. 
Calvin’s criticism of Trent’s decree on justifi
cation was carefully balanced:

For example: The light of the sun, 
though never unaccompanied with heat, is 
not to be considered heat. Where is the 
man so undiscerning as not to distinguish 
the one from the other? We acknowledge, 
then, that as soon as any one is justified, 
renewal also necessarily follows: and there 
is no dispute as to whether or not Christ 
sanctifies all whom He justifies. It were to 
rend the gospel, and divide Christ himself, 
to attempt to separate the righteousness 
which we obtain by faith from repen
tance.5
As seen here, Calvin did not want to con

sider justification as a gift by itself but only in 
relationship to sanctification. To consider jus
tification a grace apart from the regeneration 
of the heart meant to Calvin “to rend the 
gospel and divide Christ himself.” In other 
words, for him the Biblical distinction be
tween justification and sanctification never 
became a separation of the two. All those 
Protestant books which deal exclusively with 
justification are not, therefore, in the true line 
of the Reformers. And they certainly are not 
in line with the Apostle Paul’s letters to the 
Romans (5:1-5) and to the Galatians (2:16- 
20).

The distinction between justification and 
sanctification was blurred, however, at Trent 
so that the two became one and the same. By 
this fusion, Trent actually taught only a.par
tial justification. It spoke of a gradual process 
of nonimputation of sins and of infused 
grace, thus denying the total character of di
vine imputation of Christ’s righteousness, of 
acquittal, of grace, of acceptance, and of the 
assurance of salvation (Chapter IX of De
cree).6 The real concern of the Reformation 
was not the idea of the gradual making just of 
the believer but the emphatic denial that 
Christ alone is our righteousness and the con
sequent loss of the certainty of salvation 
through “ the figment of partial justifica
tion.”7

The second reason why Calvin rejected the

Tridentine decree of justification was that it 
stated that justification was dispensed exclu
sively through the instrumental cause of the 
sacraments of baptism and penance (Ch. VII). 
Indeed, Calvin said that “ the whole dispute is 
as to the Cause of Justification.”8

If justification is basically a sacramental 
process, then it is no longer exclusively by 
faith in Christ. In the sacramental infusion of 
grace, the believer is not united with Christ 
and His salvation; instead, only stimulating 
grace-power is poured into the soul, without 
essentially affecting the soul’s neutral 
freewill. The cooperation of the freewill with 
the supernatural, new inclination of his heart 
is then considered meritorious before God and 
will cause God to bestow an increased justifi
cation grace in his heart. The goal of this 
complicated justification process was, ac
cording to Trent: “truly to merit the obtain
ing of eternal life in due time” (Ch. XVI).

“ Faith” was regarded, accordingly, 
merely as the beginning of the justification 
process (Ch. VIII), as the preparatory act 
consisting of an intellectual assent only (Ch. 
VI), as the so-called “unformed faith.” The 
infusion of sacramental grace (or love) would 
then give real substance to faith by the gift of 
an inherent righteousness or love. Thus faith 
would become a “ formed faith.” Calvin ve
hemently rejected this “worse than worthless 
distinction,” because such stages of “faith” 
never resulted in uniting the heart with 
Christ and His salvation.

To summarize, in rejecting the whole

“When Paxton goes so far as 
to conclude that within contem 
porary Adventism there has 
emerged a ‘full-grown, distinct’ 
Roman Catholic theology, he 
certainly draws an 
unwarranted conclusion.”

structure of the justification doctrine of 
Trent, the Reformation was opposing a posi
tion determined by the unbreakable unity of 
the following five constitutive elements:

1) The sacramental character of the whole 
justification process;



2) The insistence on inherent righteousness 
owned by the soul;

3) The meritorious character of man’s natu
ral freewill;

4) The rejection of the total imputation of 
Christ’s righteousness;

5) The denial of the personal certainty of 
salvation.9

These together constitute the spectrum of 
the basic motifs of the Roman Catholic doc
trine of justification which the Reformers 
were opposing.

When Paxton goes so far as to conclude 
that within contemporary Adventism there 
has emerged a “ full-grown, distinct” Roman 
Catholic theology (147), he certainly draws 
an unwarranted conclusion. Such a radical 
judgment ignores the inextricable bond of 
the constitutive elements of the Tridentine 
justification doctrine. It also overlooks the 
basic difference between the inherent righ
teousness of Roman Catholicism and the in
dwelling Christ of Adventism.

Paxton presents the 
teaching of Luther 

and Calvin on justification as a purely extrin
sic, forensic act of God outside of man, ex
clusively as “the declaration by God that the 
believer is just on the grounds of the righ
teousness of Christ alone, which is outside 
the believer” (39). “Justification means to be 
pronounced righteous” (38), nothing more. It 
is, in other words, a purely verbal justification 
in which no regeneration occurs in the be
liever, because the Holy Spirit’s work is a 
different act of God (renewal, or sanctifica
tion) , which occurs logically only after the act 
of justification, not as a part of it. As Paxton 
says, “justifying righteousness is to be found 
only in the one unique God-man . . . .  For the 
reformers, Christ alone meant Jesus Christ 
the God-man, and not Christ’s indwelling the 
believer by the Holy Spirit . . . .  To make this 
shift from the God-man to the indwelling 
Christ is to abandon the Reformation doc
trine of justification rather than to honor and 
perpetuate it” (42, emphasis his).

Paxton’s concept o f justification as a 
purely theoretical imputation, as a merely 
verbal pronouncement or abstract crediting 
of Jesus’ law fulfillment to the account of the

believer, is more akin to the traditional in
terpretation of Luther by later orthodox 
theology and to the Roman Catholic misin
terpretation of Luther than it is to Luther’s 
own exegesis of Biblical justification.

Luther never wrote a systematic treatise on 
justification. So it is perhaps not surprising 
that the eclectic selection of isolated state
ments from the full Luther can lead to differ
ent schools of Luther interpretation. For 
example, over against Theodosius Harnack, 
who interpreted Luther in strictly forensic- 
imputation terms, Karl Holl maintained that 
Luther based justification on man’s spiritual 
renewal and sanctification and that God’s jus
tification was only an anticipatory judgment 
in view of the time when man’s whole life 
and character would actually be just. In the 
final judgment, God would pronounce the 
believer just not by the fiction of an “as if,” 
but by the realistic judgment that man finally 
had become just. In other words, according 
to Holl, Luther’s justification is based on a 
real making righteous of the believer.10 Simi
larly, R. Seeberg argued that for Luther the 
subjective regeneration and sanctification 
experience was the basis for personal cer
tainty of salvation.

In reaction, Paul Althaus has sharply 
criticized both Seeberg and Holl for ignoring 
the decisive aspect of imputation in Luther’s 
doctrine justification (see below). Regin 
Prenter has further criticized Holl and 
Seeberg for their misinterpretation even of 
Luther’s sanctification by identifying the in
dwelling Christ with an inherent righteous
ness in the believer.11

Seeberg and Holl had appealed mainly to 
the writings of the early Luther (until around 
1520), when he did not yet clearly distinguish 
between imputation and impartation of 
Christ’s righteousness and still merged the 
two. For example, in his sermon “Two 
Kinds of Righteousness,” of 1519, Luther 
says that Christ’s “infinite righteousness” 
becomes ours by faith or “rather, he himself 
becomes ours.”

This righteousness is primary; it is the 
basis, the cause, the source of all our own 
actual righteousness. For this is righteous
ness given in place of the original righ
teousness lost in Adam. . . Therefore this



alien righteousness, instilled in us without 
our works by grace alone... is set opposite 
original sin, likewise alien, which we ac
quire without our works by birth alone. 
Christ daily drives out the old Adam more 
and more . . . For alien righteousness is not 
instilled all at once, but it begins, makes 
progress, and is finally perfected at the end 
through death. The second kind of righte
ousness is our proper righteousness, not 
because we alone work it, but because we 
work with that first and alien righteous
ness.12
In 1519, Luther evidently does not yet de

scribe Christ’s alien righteousness as a foren
sic imputation, but rather as a progressive 
impartation, although “instilled in us with
out our works by grace alone.” It should be 
remembered that Luther is not an abstract 
systematizer or logician but a preacher who is 
expressing his own dramatic experience of 
redemption. He immediately compares the 
two kinds of righteousness with the con
summated marriage relation of the bride
groom (Christ) and the bride (the soul) who 
receive each other’s possessions.13 In other 
words, in 1519 Luther blends saving alien 
righteousness with the indwelling Christ, 
and that not before but after his tower experi
ence of saving righteousness by faith alone. 
Paxton is therefore in conflict with this pri
mary source when he states: “To make this 
shift from the God-man to the indwelling 
Christ is to abandon the Reformation doc
trine of justification rather than to honor and 
perpetuate it” (42). In saying this, Paxton 
condemns Luther’s own earlier tower expe
rience! He overlooks here the basic distinc
tion between Trent’s doctrine of an inherent 
righteousness received through the church 
sacraments, and Luther’s experience of the 
indwelling Christ through the Holy Spirit 
received by faith alone.

L uther’s discovery of 
the gospel in his 

tower experience was not the intellectual 
concept of the forensic imputation of Christ’s 
righteousness outside of man. This is the 
fundamental fallacy of Paxton’s whole ar
gument and prepares the ground for his re- 
ductional interpretation of Luther’s later

developed doctrine of forensic imputation.
Remarkably, Paxton appeals to this very 

sermon of Luther to prove that Luther clearly 
distinguished between imputed righteous
ness (as a “passive” righteousness) and the 
believer’s imperfect “active” righteousness; 
that is, between justification and sanctifica
tion (45). The above quotation of Luther’s 
sermon shows, however, that Luther de
scribed the alien, justifying righteousness of 
Christ as a progressively imparted righteous
ness, even after his tower experience.

Paxton’s appeal to Luther’s 1519 sermon 
on “Two Kinds of Righteousness” is all the 
more curious in light of his claim that Luther 
in his “Lectures on Romans” of 1515-16 was 
still a “young evangelical Catholic rather 
than the Protestant Reformer” (37, note 12). 
Paxton places Luther’s “tower experience” 
in the fall of 1518 when he received “his great 
insight into the gospel of justification by faith 
alone.” Many Luther specialists, however, 
reject 1518, and argue for 1514 (W. Pauck, G. 
Rupp, etc.). Yet, even on Paxton’s basis 
(1518), Luther’s sermon of early 1519 can no 
longer be classified as being “evangelical 
Catholic,” but as an expression of Luther’s 
“great insight into the gospel of justification 
by faith alone.” We must honestly face the 
historical fact that Luther as the Protestant 
Reformer in 1519 still preached that Christ’s 
alien and perfect righteousness was the gra
cious indwelling Christ in the believer’s heart. 
Luther evidently did not yet make a clear 
distinction between imputed and imparted 
righteousness in 1519. Yet, Paxton declares 
without any foundation that it was in 1518 
that this synthesis was rent asunder in the 
mind of Luther and that the Protestant Ref
ormation was born (45).

This last statement is moreover in direct 
conflict with Luther’s own account, as given 
in 1545, of his breakthrough to salvation in 
his tower experience.14 Here Luther recounts 
that Romans 1:17 became the open gate to 
heaven and paradise itself, when “I began to 
understand that the righteousness of God is 
that by which the righteous lives by a gift of 
God, namely by faith. And this is the mean
ing: the righteousness of God is revealed by 
the gospel, namely, the passive righteousness 
with which a merciful God justifies us by



faith.” Luther explains there that he had al
ways taken the “righteousness of God” to 
mean God’s attribute ofjustice by “which He 
is righteous and punishes the unrighteous 
sinner. Suddenly, the light of a new concept 
of God’s righteousness took hold of his 
guilt-ridden conscience when he saw from 
the context that God’s righteousness meant 
God’s own saving action, God’s righteous
ness as His gift to us. The rational distinction

“ The fundamental fallacy o f  
Paxton’s whole argum ent. . .  
prepares the ground for his 
reductional interpretation o f  
Luther’s later developed doc
trine o f  forensic imputation.”

between imputation and impartation had ab
solutely nothing to do with the breakthrough 
in Luther’s glorious tower experience. This is 
confirmed by Luther’s further words in his 
account: “ I also found in other terms an anal
ogy, as the work of God, that is, what God 
does in us, the power of God, with which he 
makes us strong, the wisdom of God, with 
which he makes us wise . . . .” 15

Paxton, however, projects Luther’s later 
theological development back into his origi
nal discovery of the gospel. For Luther, the 
saving discovery of the gospel was not a dis
covery of the difference between imputed 
and imparted righteousness, but the concept 
— new to Luther — that God’s righteousness 
revealed in the gospel is not God’s “active” 
punishing righteousness but his “passive” jws- 
tifying righteousness “by which the righteous 
lives by a gift of God.” It was this change of 
concept and not the distinction between two 
gifts of God (as Paxton suggests) that gener
ated Luther’s salvation experience and made 
him in principle the Reformer of the church. 
Luther’s dramatic change can only be fully 
understood against the historical background 
of late medieval theology with its sacramen- 
talism and uncertainty of salvation. Here was 
the real dilemma! After his dramatic dis
covery, Luther read Augustine’s The Spirit 
and the Letter and was surprised, he says, be

cause “ I found that he, too, interpreted God’s 
righteousness in a similar way, as the righ
teousness with which God clothes us when 
he justified us.” 16 Luther gradually realized 
more fully that Augustine did not teach 
clearly the imputed aspect of the righteous
ness of Christ, but this realization was not the 
real point for Luther in his first years as the 
reformer. Above all, Luther was happily 
surprised that Augustine also taught salva
tion by the free grace of God. As Luther says 
about Augustine: “it nevertheless was pleas
ing that God’s righteousness with which we 
are justified was taught.” 17 Exactly how God 
justified us by His own righteousness as a 
gift, Luther did not yet realize or understand 
in his tower experience. He only knew that it 
was God’s gift of making us righteous by His 
righteousness, through faith alone, without 
the sacraments.

Philip Schaff insightfully characterizes 
Luther’s discovery of righteousness by faith 
when he says that “he experienced this truth 
in his heart long before he understood it in all 
its bearings.” 18

Soon after his tower 
experience, Luther 

came to a clearer understanding of what 
“ righteousness by faith” signified in the New 
Testament. It was actually in his famous 
Wartburg writing of 1521, Against Latomus, 
that Luther for the first time, but as clearly as 
anywhere in his later writings, makes, on the 
basis of Romans 5:15, a sharp distinction be
tween “two goods of the gospel,” that is, 
between the grace of God outside us and the 
righteousness of God within us (as the gift in 
grace). These two blessings match the twin 
evils of sin which burden the sinner down: 
the wrath of God and the corruption of 
human nature, or, stated differently, guilt 
and inward evil. Just as the law of God re
veals a twofold evil, one inward and the other 
outward, so “we therefore have two goods 
of the gospel against the two evils of the law: 
the gift on account of sin, and grace on ac
count of wrath.” 19

The grace of God outside us is of a total 
nature just as the wrath of God outside us is 
of a total character. As God’s wrath (and 
condemnation) concerned the whole man, so



God’s grace or favor accepts the whole per
son. Luther then writes:

A righteous and faithful man doubtless 
has both grace and the gift. Grace makes 
him wholly pleasing so that his person is 
wholly accepted, and there is no place for 
wrath in him any more, but the gift heals 
from sin and from all his corruption of 
body and soul. . . . Everything is forgiven 
through grace, but as yet not everything is 
healed through the gift. The gift has been 
infused, the leaven has been added to the 
mixture. It works so as to purge away the 
sin for which a person has already been 
forgiven, and to drive out the evil guest for 
whose expulsion permission has been giv
en.”20
F. E. Cranz makes this important observa

tion about Luther’s new distinction between 
grace and gift: “The separation of 1521 re
flects a new distinction between man’s total 
justification or condemnation on the one 
hand, and on the other, the gradual sanctifi
cation of the Christian.”21

Since his tower experience (between 
1514-18), Luther had basically accepted the 
Augustinian position that the believer who 
received Christ’s righteousness (as a gift) was 
only partly just and partly a sinner. Complete 
justification was therefore only in the future. 
But after 1521, as a result of further Bible 
studies, Luther took the new position that the 
Christian was totally justified in Christ and 
totally a sinner outside of Christ, as far as the 
“ flesh” or inherent sinful nature was con
cerned. It is with respect to sanctification, 
however, that Luther characterizes the Chris
tian as still partly just and partly a sinner. 
This was Luther’s new doctrine of justifica
tion, which he worked out more fully in his 
Kirchenpostille o f 1522.

Luther now starts from the complete justifi
cation of the Christian, already accomplished 
in Christ, and considers sanctification as a 
consequence of the already complete justifi
cation in Christ. He says in his Kirchenpostille 
that Christ is both our gift and our example, 
but only in this order. “The main part and 
foundation of the Gospel is that before you 
take Christ as example, you accept and rec
ognize Him as a gift and present, which is 
given to you by God and which is your

own.”22 Luther calls our taking Christ as our 
model to imitate in our life and works “the 
least part of the Gospel,” because our works 
do not make us Christians. Faith corresponds 
only to Christ as a Gift, while works corre
spond only to Christ as a Model.

When in the 1530s Luther once more 
writes on justification, he only revises his 
conceptions of 1521 into sharper formula
tions and explicit contrasts (of law and gos
pel; political justice and theological justice). 
In Luther’s most controversial formula, he 
calls the redeemed Christian simul iustus et 
peccator (simultaneously just and a sinnef). 
Judged from two different viewpoints, man 
is totally righteous in Christ, by imputation; 
yet totally sinful in himself, that is, in his 
“ flesh” outside of Christ. Cranz summarizes 
it this way: “Luther’s cardinal distinction is

“ Paxton is in direct conflict 
both with modern Luther research 
and with the sources them
selves when he suggests that 
Luther had no indwelling Christ 
in his justification message.”

between our total justification in Christ and 
our partial justification through the Holy 
Spirit in the world.”23

The first Luther calls imputed or reputed 
righteousness, the second formal or purify
ing righteousness. Thus the Christian lives at 
the same time in two realms, but logically 
speaking “total justification in Christ is al
ways prim ary and antecedent; partial 
sanctification in the world is always secon
dary and consequent.”24

Before 1521, Luther had used the terms 
“imputation,” “ reputation” and “reckon
ing” to explain the righteousness of God by 
which He gradually makes us just. Following 
1530, Luther applied the terms “imputa
tion,” “reckoning” and “reputation” to the 
realm of our total acceptance and total justifi
cation because of Christ’s infinite righteous
ness. Cranz then draws the significant con
clusion that neither before nor after 1530 did 
Luther “reduce” imputation or reputation



“to a mere divine decision which has no real 
effect on the Christian himself.”25

Paxton takes as his 
norm  for judging  

Adventism the idea that after 1530 Luther’s 
justification was simply a divine decision or 
pronouncement and no longer included re
generation or the Spirit’s renewal; in other 
words, that justification was no longer an 
effective justification as Luther believed ear
lier. Yet, both Paul Althaus26 and Otto H. 
Pesch27 strongly reject on the basis of the 
sources themselves, this correlation of an ef
fective justification to Luther’s early theol
ogy and a purely verbal justification to 
Luther’s later theology. This dilemma may 
be solved if we see that, for Luther, justifying 
or saving faith was not faith in Christ’s merits 
in the abstract (apart from the Person of 
Christ) or faith in the doctrine of imputed 
righteousness, but was the actual embracing 
of Christ Himself, the living Savior. Luther 
never gets tired of stressing that:

true faith takes hold of Christ in such a 
way that Christ is the object of faith, or 
rather not the object but, so to speak, the 
One who is present in the faith itself . . . 
Therefore faith justifies because it takes 
hold of and possesses this treasure, the 
present Christ. . . Therefore the Christ 
who is grasped by faith and who lives in the 
heart is the true Christian righteousness, on 
account of which God counts us righteous 
and grants us eternal life. . . Faith takes 
hold of Christ and has Him present, en
closing Him as the ring encloses the gem. 
And whoever is found having this faith in 
the Christ who is grasped in the heart, him 
God accounts as righteous.28
Already in 1522, Luther wrote in the in

troduction to his Commentary on Romans that 
true faith is not a human opinion, nor is it an

idea that never reaches the depths of the 
heart, and so nothing comes of it and no 
betterment follows it. Faith, however, is a 
divine work in us. It changes us and makes 
us to be born anew of God (John 1); it kills 
the Old Adam and makes altogether dif
ferent men, in heart and spirit and mind 
and power, and it brings with it the Holy

Ghost. Oh, it is a living, busy, active, 
mighty thing, this faith.29 
This goes back to Luther’s revolutionary 

discovery of the religious nature of faith; it is 
generated by Christ Himself and not by the 
sacraments or by man’s rational will. Paxton 
is in direct conflict both with modern Luther 
research and with the sources themselves 
when he suggests that Luther had no indwell
ing Christ in his justification message. For 
Luther, genuine faith in Christ meant both at 
the same time: faith in the God-man in heaven 
and the reception of the indwelling Christ in 
the heart. Luther believed in one and the 
same Christ, not two Christs, one after the 
other, and not in two gifts, first justification 
and then sanctification. As also Walther von 
Loewenich observes in his insightful book, 
Von Augustin zu Luther: “The Christ extra nos 
[outside of us] is always at the same time the 
Christ in nobis [inside of us]. Luther is not an 
abstract logician, but a realist of the faith 
experience. The relationship of justification 
and sanctification is therefore basically no 
problem.”30

One and the same faith in Christ receives 
both the imputed righteousness and the Holy 
Spirit in the heart. Both are promised on the 
same condition by the apostle Paul. Justifica
tion is by faith without works of law (Rom. 
3:28), and also the Holy Spirit is by faith 
without works of law (Gal. 3:2, 5). In Ro
mans 5:1, 5, Paul indicates that the two gifts 
are inseparably joined together so that the 
one cannot come without the other.

Althaus notices this effective justification 
throughout Luther’s work.31 A few exam
ples of the “mature” Luther may substantiate 
his dynamic view of justification. In his 
Theses Concerning Faith and Law of 1535, 
Luther defended this thesis (No. 65): “Justifi
cation is in reality a kind of rebirth in new
ness, as John says: Who believe in His name 
and were born of God (John 1:12-13; I John 
5:1).”32 This statement of Luther in 1535 
shows clearly that Paxton operates with a 
onesided concept of the mature Luther.

In the Smalcald Articles (1537), Luther in the 
article “How Man Is Justified Before God” 
states:

“I do not know how I can change what I 
have heretofore constantly taught on this



subject, namely, that by faith (as St. Peter 
says, Acts 15:9) we get a new and clean 
heart and that God will and does account 
us altogether righteous and holy for the 
sake of Christ, our mediator . . . Good 
works follow such faith, renewal, and for
giveness.”33
Evidently, the mature Luther is not con

cerned about eliminating the renewal of the 
heart from this article on justification. What 
Luther is concerned about is that the new 
relationship ofthejustified believer with God 
is legally a perfect standing before God not 
because of man’s works or merit but solely 
because of God’s own work, the righteous
ness of Christ, as a free gift. In his Disputation 
Concerning Justification of the year 1536, 
Luther again does not always restrict justifi
cation to a mere verbal legal pronouncement 
nor keep the logical order of imputation and 
renewal. Here are Theses 22 and 35:

22. He [God] sustains and supports them 
on account of the first fruit of his crea
tion in us, and he thereupon decrees 
that they are righteous and sons of the 
kingdom.

35. The start of a new creature accom
panies this faith and the battle against 
the sin of the flesh, which this same 
faith in Christ both pardons and con
quers.34

I therefore agree with 
M artin G reschat’s 

conclusion concerning Luther’s position: 
“Justification and actual renewal constitute a 
unity, in which both — in spite of the strictly 
maintained logical priority of the justifica
tion of the godless — nonetheless influence 
each other mutually.”35 This is an organic 
unity of justification and renewal, because 
the living Christ and His creative word are at 
the center. It is interesting to notice that 
Melanchthon also in his Apology of the Augs
burg Confession of the year 1531, still taught 
the full Biblical justification message that was 
Luther’s:

And “to be justified” means to make 
unrighteous men righteous or to regener
ate them, as well as to be pronounced or 
accounted righteous. For Scripture speaks 
both ways. Therefore we are justified by

faith alone, justification being understood 
as making an unrighteous man righteous 
or effecting his regeneration.36 
Here Melanchthon and the “ m ature” 

Luther appear as perfectly one in teaching an 
effective justification. The modern Luther 
scholars F. Loofs and E. Schlink have dem
onstrated that this dynamic view ofjustifica- 
tion in the Apology is no longer maintained in 
Formula of Concord of 1580 (long after Luther’s 
death in 1546), where finally the Holy 
Spirit’s creative transformation is completely 
eliminated from justification.37 Yet, Paxton 
depends heavily on this post-Lutheran For
mula and theology for his position on Luther’s 
own theology (see 45-46). But the later 
development of Lutheran orthodoxy with its 
com partm entalizing o f justification no 
longer represents the living Luther or even 
the earlier Lutheran Confessions, so that “ to 
the present day large Lutheran bodies refuse 
to acknowledge it [the Formula of Concord] 
as such”38 (Schlink, p. xxvi). It is significant 
that even the greatest Luther scholars today 
admit that “ the living wholeness of Luther’s 
conception” was lost within Lutheran Prot
estantism because of such a compartmen
talizing of justification. The official report of 
the Commission on Theology of the Lu
theran World Federation, published in 1965, 
states:

In later Lutheranism there is an unmis
takable tendency to make the doctrine of 
justification into a special doctrine. With 
the good intention of keeping the doctrine 
of justification pure, only its forensic as
pect is stressed; and the fact is disregarded 
that with justification it is a question of a 
personal and total act. Justification is the 
restoration of that relationship between 
God and man which God wanted in the 
beginning.39
My objection to Paxton’s rationalistic jus

tification dogma is not that it is not true in 
what it affirms or even that it becomes the 
central focus of theology, but rather that jus
tification is reduced to one act of God among 
others. This limited scope is the reason why 
justification is not regarded in its full and 
dynamic power, as Luther himself preached 
it.

Jesus, Himself, gave a beautiful illustration



of the creative reality of justification in His 
parable of the prodigal son’s homecoming. 
The father expresses his forgiveness by per
sonally embracing and kissing his repentant 
son and by restoring him fully to sonship and 
fellowship in the father’s home (Luke 15:20— 
24). This is Jesus’ picture of the dynamic 
reality of forgiveness by the heavenly Father. 
It is not solely a verbal, theoretical declara
tion by the Father. It is the creative word of 
the Creator God. Therefore, in His judicial 
declaration, there occurs the miracle of rec-

“ Paxton creates the false 
dilemma o f  e ith e r  an imputed 
or an imparted righteous
ness . . .  e ith e r  a Christ outside 
us o r  a Christ in us.”

onciliation and restoration of fellowship with 
the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Thus 
righteousness by faith is the power of salva
tion for all who believe in Christ (Rom. 
1:16).

Like others before him, Paxton creates the 
false dilemma of either an imputed or an im
parted righteousness, either God’s forensic 
declaration that we are righteous or God’s 
making us righteous, either a Christ outside 
us or a Christ in us, etc. Luther’s reformation 
gospel, however, held together what his in
terpreters have frequently put asunder.40 To 
represent the authentic Luther and his gospel, 
one must not stress the doctrine of justifica
tion as a legal abstraction, but above all, lift 
up the living Christ and the living Word as 
the power of salvation.

We saw earlier that 
Calvin, in his criti

cism of Trent, stressed how justification and 
sanctification each have their different func
tions within the one gospel. Both Calvin and 
Luther rejected the Roman confusion of mak
ing the two gifts of God’s grace into one, so 
that judicial justification was completely 
swallowed up in the process of sacramental 
“justification.” In view of Paxton’s extreme

interpretation of Calvin, it is necessary to take 
a closer look at the nature of the connection 
of justification and sanctification in Calvin’s 
thought. To Calvin, these were not two com
partmentalized gifts, two separate acts of 
God, the one following in a chronological 
order after the other. Such an idea would 
only be the view of a synthesis which has no 
living principle as a connection.

Calvin’s greatest contribution is com
monly believed to be his doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit. For him, the Holy Spirit is the sole 
effective bond between Christ and the be
liever. It is the “principal work” of the Holy 
Spirit to create in the heart of man faith that 
accepts Christ and unites the soul with Christ 
through regeneration of the heart into a new 
creation.41 By thus partaking of Christ, we 
receive “a double grace” : a gracious Father 
(rather than a Judge) and a sanctified life by 
Christ’s Spirit. Justification and sanctifica
tion together constitute a “twofold cleans
ing,” or a twofold washing.42 In his com
mentary on Gal. 2:20, Calvin even states: 

Christ lives in us in two ways. The one 
life consists in governing us by His Spirit 
and directing all our actions; the other in 
making us partakers of His righteousness, 
so that, while we can do nothing of our
selves, we are accepted in the sight of God. 
The first relates to regeneration, the sec
ond to justification by free grace. 
Although in his polemic against the confu

sion o f Osiander, Calvin sharply differ
entiates between justification and the new 
creation, Calvin’s on-going thrust is that 
both are merely aspects o f one twofold 
grace.43 Just as the light of the sun cannot be 
separated from its heat, so it is impossible to 
compartmentalize justification and sanctifi
cation.

Ronald S. Wallace concludes, therefore, 
correctly:

They are distinct, but they can be sepa
rated the one from the other only in 
thought, but never in experience. They are 
to be seen in their indivisible unity with 
each other in the person of Christ in rela
tion to whom no one could possibly expe
rience one without the other. To try to 
separate the one from the other would be 
like trying to tear Christ in pieces.44



A beautiful example is Calvin’s interpreta
tion of the wedding garment offered by the 
King in Christ’s parable of the wedding feast 
(Matt. 22:11). This garment, said Calvin, 
signified not exclusively the righteousness of 
faith, but also the renewed, sanctified life, 
because faith and works cannot be separated.45

While Luther directed his sola fide doctrine 
mainly against the work righteousness of 
Rome, Calvin’s specific concern is the posi
tion of the Lutheran Quietists who think 
“ that everything is settled with justifica
tion.”46 Calvin, therefore, stresses in particu
lar that the Holy Spirit brings our soul into 
mystical union with Christ, with the total 
Christ (I Cor 1:30). Thus for Calvin, both 
union with Christ and justification refer to 
the same act of God. And this union also

“ For Calvin, both union with  
Christ and justification  
refer to the same act o f  God.
And this union also brings 
our sanctification.”

brings our sanctification. Calvin stresses, 
therefore, the thought that we receive the 
riches ofjustification and not simply through 
Christ but “in” Christ (I Cor. 1:5).47

Tjarko Stadtland, in his perceptive book 
Rechtfertigung und Heiligung bei Calvin (1972), 
draws the conclusion: “ Calvin wants to 
transcend Melanchthon’s juxtaposition [of 
justification and sanctification] by grasping 
both in an organic connection.”48 Stadtland 
maintains that the heart of Calvin’s reforma
tion gospel is not the justification doctrine by 
itself, but the spiritual union of the soul with 
the living Christ through the Holy Spirit. 
From this union flow both gifts of grace: 
justification and sanctification.

We have found that the 
heart of the reforma
tion gospel is a living heart indeed. The au

thentic Luther and Calvin did not restrict the 
gospel to a purely forensic justification doc
trine. Such a restriction came only later, in 
the Lutheran Formula of Concord (1580), long 
after both Reformers had died. It seems to be

construed to stand in an absolute and deliber
ate contrast to the Decree on Justification of 
Trent (1547). The Reformers themselves, 
however, preached a dynamic and effective 
justification message as the power of God for 
salvation (cf. Rom. 1:16). They uplifted the 
living Christ as the assurance of our total 
justification, or reconciliation, or adoption as 
children of God and heirs of salvation. Such a 
faith in Christ as our personal Savior and 
Surety on the basis of this substitutionary 
atoning sacrifice was a gift of Christ Himself.

The immediate effect of such a faith in 
Christ was the indwelling Christ in the heart 
of the repentant believer. Thus, the one 
Christ at the same time cured the sinner from 
his twofold evil: from his guilt and from his 
evil heart. The guilt was covered by Christ’s 
infinite righteousness, and the selfish heart 
was reborn and transformed by the Holy 
Spirit unto willing obedience to all God’s 
revealed will.

In this twofold grace of Christ, the Re
form ers saw the im putation o f G od’s 
righteousness as fundamental to the indwell
ing of Christ in the heart. The relationship 
between the Christ outside us and the Christ 
inside us was so intimate that they conceived 
this not as a synthetic but rather as an organic 
interrelationship.

I wish to close this investigation with the 
brief remark that Ellen G. White is in basic 
agreement with these principles of the Ref
ormation, especially regarding effective jus
tification. Here are two of her pertinent 
statements.

The atonement of Christ is not a mere 
skillful way to have our sins pardoned; it is 
a divine remedy for the cure of transgres
sion and the restoration of spiritual health. 
It is the Heaven-ordained means by which 
the righteousness of Christ may be not 
only upon us but in our hearts and charac
ters.49

But forgiveness has a broader meaning 
than many suppose. When God gives the 
promise that He “will abundantly pardon,” 
He adds, as if the meaning of that promise 
exceeded all that we could comprehend: 
“ My thoughts are not your thoughts, 
neither are your ways My ways, saith the 
Lord. For as the heavens are higher than



the earth, so are My ways higher than your 
ways, and My thoughts than your 
thoughts.” Isaiah 55:7-9. God’s forgive
ness is not merely a judicial act by which 
He sets us free from condemnation. It is 
not only forgivenessfor sin, but reclaiming

from sin. It is the outflow of redeeming 
love that transforms the heart. David had 
the true conception of forgiveness when he 
prayed, “Create in me a clean heart, O 
God; and renew a right spirit within me.” 
Psalm 51:10.50
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V. An Interview with Paxton

Jonathan Butler interviewed Geoffrey 
Paxton at Loma Linda. The interview  
was edited for SPECTRUM by Tom  
Dybdahl.

The Editors.

Spectrum: Tell us a 
little about yourself, 

your background and how you came to write 
this book.

Paxton: Well, I’ m an Anglican clergy
man, as you probably know. I’m married 
and have two boys. I was president of a 
theological seminary in Australia, and I got 
interested in this project by contact with 
Adventists. I was ministered to, you might 
say, by Seventh-day Adventists in terms of 
their hospitality and friendliness and in terms 
of their application of sanctification into the 
area of the body, and it coincided with a time 
when I was looking into sanctification in con
temporary theology.

Another aspect was that by virtue of my 
association with Adventists, I came into 
quite a deal of flak in the evangelical world, 
which eventually resulted in my losing my 
job. And I was very interested to see why 
Adventists were looked upon in such a poor 
way by evangelicals. That’s really how it all 
began.

Spectrum: Were you acquainted with 
Robert Brinsmead?

P axton: Yes, I’d been friends w ith 
Brinsmead ages before I entered onto this 
project, and for the record, it may be as well 
to say that I entered upon it quite indepen
dently of Brinsmead. Some people have 
thought because of my association with 
Brinsmead that he is lurking in the shadows 
somewhere, but it was historically quite in
dependent of Brinsmead. I had certainly 
worked with him and been friends with him 
before I embarked on this project, however.

Spectrum: What has been the Adventist 
reaction to your tour in North America so 
far?

Paxton: “Mixed,” I think is the word. I 
started off with, on the one hand, an oppor
tunity to speak in Washington in Capital 
Memorial Church. But I also had in my pos
session at the time letters from the General 
Conference banning me from Adventist 
churches. I don’t really know why it went 
ahead in Washington, because it was in an 
Adventist church.

And I’m not sure why the letters were sent 
out. It wasn’t that I had said anything that 
was wrong, because I hadn’t said anything up 
to that point, and yet the general leadership 
of the church reacted unfavorably to the 
book.

Spectrum: Did this surprise you, or did 
you anticipate some controversy in connec
tion with the book?

Paxton: I can’t say I anticipated con
troversy. I thought that they would be quite 
active and discuss it and say whether I had 
misrepresented the actual facts of the situa
tion. I expected some discussion, and I ex
pected some disagreement, of course, but I 
certainly didn’t expect anything like an 
ecclesiastical ban, even from the outset. I 
went from Takoma Park to Southern Mis
sionary College and was received, I felt, in 
the spirit in which I wrote the book. There 
was a friendly, Christian sort of atmosphere, 
and I had a wonderful time, and quite an 
overwhelming response from the students 
and a very good response from the faculty.

But by the time I got to Andrews, all sorts 
of strange things started to happen. I was not 
only banned from Adventist churches, but I 
was banned from the institution a day or so 
before the thing was to take place, with no 
explanation given. I also found that some of 
the faculty had apparently been advised not



to attend the lectures, and some of the fac
ulty members advised their students not to 
attend.

Spectrum: Where did you speak, then?

Paxton: I spoke in a 
place adjacent to the 

university, where all the plans had been 
made. I felt it should go ahead, because, in a 
sense, I’m a friendly, open critic to Advent
ists; I don’t pay any dues. I’ve already paid a 
price for this in my own constituency, and I 
didn’t allow them to dictate to me on my 
approach to Adventists, and so I really felt 
that I shouldn’t allow Adventists to dictate to

“The majority o f  response has 
been that a lot o f  Adventists 
have been confused about justi
fication. They’ve felt acutely 
a sort o f  Laodicean state o f  
affairs, and they’ve been very 
much in the dark about why the 
situation really is like it is.”

me. So we went ahead in an adjacent com
plex, and a thousand folk turned up, and we 
had a good time.

I was really quite puzzled as to why the 
General Conference did this, because in ac
tual fact, the way it appears to me, it went 
against them. If they had really wanted to 
crush me a bit, they could have done it best in 
a very tightly structured situation in an in
stitution where I was out of my own waters, 
as it were, and where all the professors were 
in their own waters, and it could have been 
under control. But they threw it open to a 
much freer, much more open, situation.

I must say that in coming to Loma Linda, 
any disappointment that I felt from the An
drews situation was more than compensated 
for. I’ve been approached as a respectable 
Christian gentleman in a respectable Chris
tian spirit. Even folk here that I knew would 
disagree with my theological position have 
met me in a very cordial, Christlike manner.

And so that’s restored my hopes in Advent
ism a little bit, and I’d like that to go on 
record.

Spectrum: In the book, you make some 
comparisons between Adventists on the 
West Coast and those on the East Coast. Do 
you find your impressions confirmed as you 
take the tour, or have you modified them?

Paxton: More or less I find my impres
sions confirmed. They seem to be a lot more 
conservative on the East Coast, and a lot 
more free or open on the West Coast.

I do feel that in the light of the present 
itinerary, I should make an additional com
ment. I have been disappointed with An
drews University. I know that pressure was 
brought very heavily on the men handling 
the situation in Loma Linda, but they stood 
firm because I take it they believe that there is 
a very precious principle involved here: the 
principle of Christian liberty and of the 
priesthood of all believers. I was literally 
shocked by Andrews. I didn’t think they 
would capitulate so readily. Very precious 
principles were surrendered, and I feel very 
disappointed that this center of theological 
learning should capitulate to hierarchical dic
tates.

Spectrum: Do you feel that part of the 
reason for your mostly good reception on 
this tour might be anti-Washington feeling, a 
kind of theological populism among Advent
ists who see you as someone who has taken 
on the powers in Washington?

Paxton: I think there’s always that 
danger. I think that you’ll always get people, 
and even movements, who will want to use 
someone. Controversy and antagonisms 
bring together very strange bedfellows; 
we’ve seen that in the New Testament and 
we’ve seen that in history. I think that’s al
ways a danger. And I dare say that I have 
encountered some folk like that along the 
way. But they’ve not been in the majority by 
any means.

The majority of response has been that a 
lot of Adventists have been confused about 
justification. They’ve felt acutely a sort of 
Laodicean state of affairs, and they’ve been 
very much in the dark about why the situa
tion really is like it is. I’ve had a lot of folk 
come to me, not least of all young folk,



who’ve said things like: “We’ve praised God 
for your book, you know it put everything 
into perspective and said things I’ve sort of 
been coming to myself.” Other folk came 
and said even that they’d been converted 
through reading the book, and I’ve even met 
folk who’ve become Adventists through 
reading the book.

One of the other things that I’ve picked up 
along the way is that I really believe that a lot 
of Adventist folk are fed up with being sort 
of dealt with in a heavy way from the top. 
And I think they don’t see me so much as a 
sort of crusader against general leadership, 
but that they see me as a symbol of some
thing that they feel strongly about.

Then I think there are those who genuinely 
see very precious principles at stake; the 
priesthood of all believers and religious lib
erty. They want to stand by that, and I don’t 
think it would matter whether it was me or 
anybody else, they would still stand by that, 
and I would certainly applaud that, of course.

Spectrum: There is a 
group of Adventists 

in Australia who are very much involved in 
theological discussion, maybe in a way that 
Adventism was in an earlier era. But I’m not 
sure that’s true in America. How much are 
you seeing Adventist history and theology 
through the lens of Australia?

Paxton: Well, I suppose it has to be that 
way to some degree because I’m an Austra
lian and I come from there, and I don’t think 
anyone can shake off his connections. We 
have, for instance, in the whole country of 
Australia perhaps the population of greater 
Los Angeles, for a start, so this obviously 
makes discussion a lot easier. However, 
whether that is true or not, I see it as a side 
issue, because in my research I certainly tried 
to quote a wide range of Adventist thought 
on justification and tried to look at the thing 
very much in a wider context. I think the 
issue should not be where it comes from so 
much as whether it is correct.

Spectrum: You refer to Ellen White as a 
wax nose among Adventists that can be bent 
this way and that. She is quoted on both sides 
of this question of righteousness by faith, 
though you avoid using her in your book.

Can she be quoted accurately on both sides of 
the question?

Paxton: She surely can be quoted on both 
sides of the issue, there’s no question of that. 
She’s not alone there, as Luther scholarship 
will show. Luther is quoted in the same way, 
and so is the Bible itself. Everybody thinks 
the Bible teaches a particular approach to 
things, so in that respect Ellen White can be 
quoted on both sides.

I keep out of the issue, as you say, in the 
book for two reasons: one, I feel that it would 
sort of muddy the waters when I feel that I 
have a clear enough case without it; and sec
ond, even now, I always feel somewhat 
loathe to quote Ellen White because when 
everybody quotes her on different positions, 
it helps eventually to minimize her authority.

Spectrum: What is your prognosis over
all for Seventh-day Adventism? Do you see it 
as evangelicalizing and moving into the main 
stream a little more, or do you see it as kind of 
ghettoizing and entrenching itself in sectarian 
terms?

Paxton: That question almost exceeds my 
competence. But what I feel strongly is that 
Adventism is standing at a crucial point in 
human history. I am not a skeptic. I could 
argue a goodprimafacie case for Adventism if 
I wanted to, but that’s not for me as a 
Babylonian to do an Adventist’s work for 
him, you know. Another way of putting it is 
that Adventism stands face to face with the 
sieve. And I honestly believe that God is now 
sieving this movement after 133 or so years 
of existence so that the chaff will be put on 
one side and the true remnant movement will 
remain.

In my role, I don’t make any pretentious 
claims. God once used an ass, and I say that 
gives me good precedents, and He may be 
using an ass today to sort of shake a little.

There are lots of things we’ve talked 
about, how that there are needs for more 
openness; scholars and leadership need to get 
together. People who are where they are be
cause of sanctificational prowess and because 
of academic skill need to get together, lest 
sanctificational prowess and academic in
sight war against each other. And the leader
ship needs to make more vital, meaningful 
contact with the grass roots of the church.



Responses from  Readers

On Adventist Publishing

T o the Editors: I un
derstand that pub
lishing department criticism and suggestions 

for improvements or changes (Vol. 8, No. 4) 
are mainly related to the U.S.A. situation, 
three publishing houses serving one publish
ing market. We do hope that some efficient 
solution will be found affecting the English- 
reading population outside the U.S.A. as 
well.

There are two remarks I would like to 
make which I feel have failed to be mentioned 
in this issue of SPECTRUM. As Adventists, 
we believe in the blueprint given in Scripture 
and the Spirit of Prophecy, but none of the 
writers have given any positive statements 
regarding how matters should be arranged to 
match the blueprint, either changing without 
hurting the blueprint and stating this with 
actual quotations, or returning to the blue
print if a departure from it has taken place. 
This, in my opinion, would be very benefi
cial.

If we suggest a change we must make sure 
we are not changing contrary to God’s in
spired counsel for the proclamation of the 
Advent Message through the means of the 
press. If we feel that times have changed and 
previously given counsel is not relevant 
anymore, such an opinion must be supported 
by an in-depth study of that previous counsel 
to see whether it was timely counsel or was to 
last until the end of probation. If some of 
your writers would take the time to make 
such an in-depth study this would be very 
helpful.

My next remark is against a very unfortu

nate statement on page 9 of said issue of 
SPECTRUM. First of all, the latest report, 
April 1978, covering the year’s totals for 1977 
issued by the General Conference Publishing 
Department, state that the world field re
ported 14,661 full-time and part-time litera
ture evangelists, who for that year 1977 were 
responsible for at least 16,639 baptisms. Al
most each division, including N orth  
America, showed an increase in the number 
of literature evangelists.

I think the writer could have quoted the 
latest figure for literature evangelists and not 
a previous figure of 6,000. If that figure of 
6,000 represents only full-time literature 
evangelists, then the latest figure is still bet
ter, which is 9,040, or about a 30 percent 
increase.

To state in the same column of page 9 that 
our distribution methods through literature 
evangelists is outdated, at least in some envi
ronments, is very, very unfortunate, to put it 
kindly. From a highly intellectual journal 
with an Adventist background, I would have 
expected something better. This statement is 
fully contrary to Spirit of Prophecy writing 
regarding this matter.

Literature evangelism will never be out
dated. If in some environments the activities 
are not what they should be, this is because of 
complacency among our believers lacking 
the missionary and right soul-winning spirit, 
which not only has an adverse effect upon the 
publishing department in some areas of the 
world field, but upon other departments as 
well. I realise we have problems, but not to 
the extent that we can say the method is 
outdated.

I trust that you will accept this letter in the



spirit in which it is written, love for the cause 
of God, and great confidence in the publish
ing programme of the Adventist Church, in 
spite of the fact that I still believe we have 
room for improvement and expansion. In 
my mind the statement stands firm, “that in 
large degree through our publishing houses 
the work will be accomplished of that other 
angel” (Testimonies, Vol. 7, p. 140).

More, much more should be done to make 
sure that this statement meets its full fullfill- 
ment and not in the least through the faithful 
missionary endeavour o f our literature 
evangelists around the world.

J. T. Knopper 
Publishing Director 

Australasian Division

To the Editors: A copy 
of Pastor J. T. Knop
pers’ letter, dated May 10, 1978, has reached 

my desk. In this letter, he refers to Vol. 8, 
No. 4, of SPECTRUM. Some time ago, I 
read the material referred to here and must 
confess that I was also surprised at the lack of 
facts relating to the General Conference Pub
lishing Department and its program. It re
minded me a bit of someone’s making a trip 
through a foreign country, first time abroad, 
and then writing a book on the problems of 
that country.

My hope would be that in the future any 
time there is a desire to write on the publish
ing interests of the church, that this office be 
contacted for the latest figures and facts. 
This, in my opinion, would strengthen the 
voice of SPECTRUM rather than weaken it.

Bruce M. Wickwire 
Director, Publishing Department 

General Conference

On Homosexuals

T o the editors: The ar
ticle, “ The Chris
tian, Homosexuals and the Law” (Vol. 9, 

No. 2), by Jack W. Provonsha, follows an 
interesting progression from an exception
ally tolerant explanation of homosexuality to 
an implicit endorsement of California’s up

coming anti-homosexual teachers initiative. 
From “ the Christian knows, if he is in
formed, that a homosexual may not have 
chosen to be a homosexual,” the logic pro
ceeds to “if they . . . promote a lifestyle that 
undermines society’s valued institutions (in 
this case, the family), society has not only the 
right but also the duty to restrain them — for 
example, to deny them access to youth 
role-modeling positions.” However, if the 
informed Christian holds the view that cer
tain people will be homosexual whether or 
not they want to be, then he should encour
age access of homosexuals to role-modeling 
positions.

Provonsha fails to identify exactly what 
aspect of homosexuality he sees a threat to 
the institution of the family. The only inher
ent difference in such unions is the impossi
bility of progeny. If this is the point that 
makes them dangerous, are singles or mem
bers of couples who cannot or choose not to 
have children also to be denied access to 
role-modeling positions?

Because Provonsha fails to be specific, I 
will choose a point often held against 
homosexuals. On the average, they are 
likelier not to form marriage-type unions as 
often as heterosexuals, but there is no proof 
that this tendency is inherent and not 
sociologically determined. America does not 
legally recognize homosexual marriages. So
ciety’s general non-acceptance leads to a lack 
of support from the families of homosexuals 
for committed relationships. Discrimination 
against homosexuals in jobs and housing, in 
fact, encourages a lifestyle of covert sexual 
activity rather than of stable commitments.

If we are to accept the premise that some 
are born homosexuals, what is really the 
threat to a society built on families? Is it 
openness and acceptance of homosexuality 
and encouragement of stable couples that 
would give young homosexuals good exam
ples to pattern their own lives after? Or is it 
silence and an absence of role models that 
would leave young homosexuals the confus
ing options o f disastrous hom osexual- 
heterosexual marriages or the vicious cycle of 
society-threatening promiscuity?

The rising amount of marriages in gay 
churches and the great numbers of gays that



form committed relationships despite total 
lack of support from families, religions, gov
ernment and society in general should indi
cate that it is the bigotry and not the 
homosexual struggle for validity that is the 
threat to society. One can’t both allow the 
legitimacy of homosexuality and deny it a 
voice to help it find a place in society that 
would strengthen and not threaten the struc
ture.

Nancy Mann 
San Francisco

On Pacific Press Case

T o the Editors: Since 
publication of the last 

issue of SPECTRUM, the U.S. Equal Em
ployment Opportunity Commission v. Pacific 
Press case has proceeded to trial. The agree
ment described by Robert Nixon on page 5 
of SPECTRUM (Vol. 9, No. 2) was never 
signed.

Although the parties agreed orally to the 
terms of the settlement, an insurmountable 
problem arose over putting those terms in 
writing in a mutually binding legal agree
ment. The Press also declined to settle the 
monies withheld from all women employees 
between 1970 and 1973, and so the Govern
ment has now filed a complaint alleging dis
crimination practiced by Pacific Press in 
wage and benefit payments to all employees, 
based on gender.

The basic facts and figures concerning 
wage and benefit discrimination against 
women employees are admitted by Pacific 
Press to July 1, 1973, and stipulated to by 
both the Press and the Government. The 
issue before the court is whether the Press 
must comply with laws against such dis
crimination.

The Press continues to insist it is not under 
the law. As part of its defense, counsel for 
Press reintroduced unchanged the “ first 
minister,” “spiritual Leader” and “hierarchi
cal tribunal” affidavits of R. H. Pierson and 
N. C. Wilson. Their brief again argues 
broadly that “the attempt by government to 
regulate the conduct of Pacific Press is un
constitutional.” (Pacific Press Opening

Post-Trial Memorandum, June 2,1978, page 
13.)

To this the government replied, “The 
[First] Amendment . . . hardly vests any 
religiously-affiliated institution with an un- 
reviewable [constitutional] right to deter
mine the legality of its own employment 
practices or to sit as a judge on its own con
duct — matters clearly affecting another’s 
rights . . . .  No case has extended First 
Amendment protection to conduct which in
jured the rights of others.” (EEOC Post- 
Trial Reply Brief, June 16, 1978, page 5.)

Concluding arguments will be heard by 
the Federal District Court in San Francisco 
on June 29, 1978.

Lorna Tobler 
Sunnyvale, California

On Adventist Creed

T o the Editors: I have 
greatly enjoyed read
ing the series of articles appearing under the 

topic “An Adventist Creed?” (Vol. 8, No. 
4). I was particularly impressed with the arti
cle by William Wright, which presented the 
argument against creeds most persuasively 
from a historic standpoint. I find, however, 
the historical argument, impressive as it is, 
less than convincing.

Leaving out W. J. Hackett’s original article 
in the May 26,1977 Review and Herald which 
gave rise to the whole controversy, I would 
like to point out for your consideration a few 
aspects of the problem which I feel the ex
pressed opposing views failed to take into 
account.

1) Just because churches that adopted 
“creeds” later used them to set up inquisi
tions and quash dissent, it does not follow 
that a causality is thereby established be
tween their behavior and the “creeds.” Other 
factors about those church bodies might be 
responsible — either with or to the exclusion 
of the “creeds.” Some church bodies did (and 
unfortunately some still do) use the Bible in 
the same way. There is, therefore, little com
fort in the retreat to the position that “ the 
Bible is our only creed,” as if that automati
cally served to protect us from intolerance 
and bigotry.



2) While I agree that “a doctrinal or posi
tion statement” and a “creed” may differ 
only in name, there is no question but that the 
Seventh-day Adventist Church as a body 
holds a number of characteristic beliefs, or 
doctrines, naturally on Bible grounds, to the 
exclusion of, or even in contradiction to, 
those of other religious bodies also claiming 
Biblical authority.

3) If it is all right for me as a Seventh-day 
Adventist talking to another Christian, say a 
Baptist or a Catholic, to call attention to 
those characteristic doctrines which set me 
apart from him/her and are shared collec
tively by the brethren in my church, why 
does it become suddenly wrong to call the 
attention of a fellow SDA to the same set of 
views when he/she appears to be deviating 
(pardon the word) to a position more in keep
ing with that of, say, a Baptist or a Catholic?

4) Whether or not anyone wishes to argue 
that we have no right to declare any basic 
Adventist beliefs as “nonnegotiable,” one 
has to admit that if we ever “negotiate” some 
of those beliefs we will no longer be the same 
— save perhaps in name. The question is thus 
not whether one has the right to hold indi
vidual beliefs that may differ from those of 
the brethren within the church, but to what 
extent one may differ and still remain an 
SDA. There, is, therefore, a range of varia
tion beyond which identity within a class 
may be lost.

I am, of course, aware that there are many 
areas about which neither the Bible nor the 
Spirit of Prophecy seem to shed enough light 
— at least in the context of our present 
spiritual experience and, perhaps, ability to 
understand. I have been around long enough 
to have heard and read statements made from 
the pulpit and printed in official periodicals 
which I am sure the authors must have 
wished they had never uttered publicly — in 
light of subsequent events. I also know 
enough about human nature not to hold any 
illusions concerning our ability to repress for
ever our tendency to engage in speculations. 
But the day some of those speculations start 
being taught as more than speculations (or I 
should say become established) in our institu
tions of learning in the name of academic 
freedom — in lieu of our traditional views 
and without the benefit of proof or further 
prophetic light — we might as well disband 
and send our children to public schools.

The real issue then seems to be not whether 
we should adopt a “creed” or “statement of 
beliefs” considered basic to the retention of 
our identity as Seventh-day Adventists, but 
how we arrive at such a statement and what 
use we shall make of it. We can go the way of 
Babylon with or without a “creed,” and we 
can even do so while clinging to our Bibles.

Albert P. Wellington 
Interlaken, New York






