


























































































































40

Elder Pierson diligently became knowl-
edgeable about these aspects of the church.
He appointed M. V. Campbell, one of his
general vice presidents, to serve as the
chairperson of the Geoscience Institute, but
he himself faithfully attended the board
meetings.

Despite constant demand for his time and
attention, Elder Pierson attended the second
major geology field conference during the
summer of 1968. Noticeable tension and
polarised views, existing both within the
Geoscience Institute staff and between some
Adventist scientists and church administra-
tors, dominated this field tour. In the earliest
years of the Institute, the staff had had to
concentrate on helping the church under-
stand some fairly simple concepts about
geology. There were still quite a few
teachers and church members who denied
that dinosaurs had ever existed, or that
glacial ice sheets had at several successive
times covered large parts of North America
and Europe. As a holdover from the teach-
ings of Professor Price, many Adventists still
believed that the concept of a geologic
column of sedimentary rocks was a figment
of the geologists’ imaginations. The Insti-
tute staff addressed itself to such issues in
their early days. Articles in our periodicals,
and books such as Dr. Ritland’s Search for
Meaning in Nature (1966) and Dr. Coffin’s

‘With the vast explosion of knowledge
in recent centuries, reasonable men
must acknowledge certain historical
dates as proven, no matter what

philosophical or religious beliefs they
hold.

Creation—Accident or Design (1969), were
very helpful to the church on these matters.

But by the time of the geology field tour
of 1968, questions not so easily answered
were being discussed. How much of the
geologic column was a result of the Flood?
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How much time is necessary to account for
the successively layered fossil forests of the
Absaroka area in Montana and Wyoming,
and in Nova Scotia? How much time tran-
spired in the development of the many
successive basalt layers of the Columbia
River basin, and of the evidence of extensive
glaciation above them? What is the validity
of the various geochronometers? How long
did it take for the coral reefs to form or for
the superimposed drainage basins of the
Tertiary and Quaternary to develop?

The Geoscience Research Institute staff
had prepared excellent background material
and sent it to the delegates ahead of time.

Due to his heavy program, Elder Pierson, as

well as some of the other denominational
leaders on the tour, had not read many of the
articles and there was no time to do so on the
trip. Moreover, Elder Pierson’s extensive
mail was waiting for him at the end of most
days, and sometimes he had tomissimportant
lectures to read and answer it. This made it
difficult to get the facts lying back of the
ideas being discussed on the trip. One
lecture, by a physical chemist about the
length of time indicated by certain geo-
chronometers, was particularly upsetting.

he influence of this

tour on Elder Pier-
son was significant. Although he wanted to
support scientific investigation, his strong
conservatism and his implicit faith in the
inerrancy of Ellen White’s statements on
biblical chronology led him to reject the
view of many that Ellen White’s under-
standing of early biblical dates was based on
Bishop Ussher’s dates, which were printed
in the margins of the Bibles of her time. He
instinctively reacted against research data
which looked like it might prove more than
6,000 years of earth history. Several years
after Elder Pierson became president of the
General Conference, questions about my

beliefs were again raised when several
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heavy criticism. Again, I tried to make clear
to Robert Pierson, W. J. Hackett, and the
other leaders my views of the 6,000-year
chronological interpretation of biblical
data. Their reaction was not quite the same
as that of Reuben Figuhr,, although they did
not regard my views as outside the borders
of acceptable Adventist beliefs. They
expressed confidence in me and continued to
support me in my work at Andrews.

At the Annual Council following the 1968
field tour, W. J. Hackett was elected as
a general vice president of the General

Conference, and as soon as he arrived at

world headquarters he was assigned to serve
as chairperson of the Geoscience Research
Institute board of directors (January 9,
1969), replacing M. V. Campbell. Elder
Hackett had attended the 1968 field tour,
and he had reacted the way Elder Pierson
had. Under his conservative leadership,
important changes took place in the Geo-
science Research Institute. The Consultant
Committee on Geoscience Research was
terminated and a new emphasis was insti-
tuted for staff activities. Research tended to
concentrate on selected areas where the data
were most supportive of the 6,000-year
biblical chronology of Bishop Ussher. Be-
fore long, the tacit policy arrived at in the
1950s during the General Conference presi-
dency of W. H. Branson (to the effect that
the 6,000-year chronology need not be
emphasized in Seventh-day Adventists
publications) was abandoned. Moreover,
the new plan called for the Institute staff
to devote more of its time to holding
creationism conferences on college cam-
puses and to participating in public hearings
relative to the teaching of evolution in
public schools, plus similar activities. This
was not congenial to Dr. Ritland, the
director of the Institute, who was most
interested in pure research. He resigned in
1971 and was replaced a little over a year
later by Robert H. Brown, who was willing
to support the new emphasis. In the next few
years two other staff mcmbers lcft These
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were comfortable with the new orientation
of the Institute.

n the spring of 1976,
Elder Pierson invited
me to become a general vice president of the
General Conference and to work with him
on two special projects: reorganizing the

There were still quite a few teachers
and church members who denied that
dinosaurs had ever existed. . . .

division structure in Africa and establishing
four or five full-fledged theological semi-
naries in key places around the world. At
that time I had served as president of
Andrews University during 13 years of rapid
development of the facilities, the curricula,
and of a faculty oriented to university level
teaching and research. I was worn out from
the heavy work load and the tensions of
helping our leaders and people understand
what a university really is and the role it
would fill in the church. High inflation was
making it increasingly burdensome to oper-
ate Andrews University on sound financial
and academic bases. I was ready for a
change, and I think quite a few others were
also.

In the following four years during whichI
served as a general vice president, I tried to
present a viewpoint not often expressed on
that level of church administration. I em-
phasized basic research on the part of all
members of the Geoscience Research Insti-
tute staff. I urged that we not impede free
inquiry, and that those sometimes labeled as
liberals should be encouraged to state their
Views.

During this period of my participation in
General Conference leadership, something
occurred that has resulted in a number of
inquiries, namely, the development of a
more or less official statement of consensus
about b1bhcal teachlng on the subject of the
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initiated by W. J. Hackett. The first draft
was made by an ad hoc group drawn from the
participants in a geology field trip con-
ducted by the Institute during the summer of
1976. Intended as the starting point for
discussion of current Adventist beliefs about
creationism, the document underwent many
revisions. I was not closely associated with
developing the document, although I was
present when it was discussed by the General
Conference officers and presidents of our
world divisions in October, 1977, and at a
lengthy discussion at the Nosoca Pines Con-
ference in February of 1978. I also partici-
pated with Elders Hackett and Eva when
that document and the companion statement
on inspiration and revelation were discussed
with the religion and science faculties in
several of our colleges.3

The statement was eventually published
in the Adventist Review (June 17, 1980). The
clause that caused the most debate reads:
“Accepting the Bible time-frame, which
clearly indicates a short history for life and
. the humanraceupon theearth. . .”’ Quitea
few people wanted the statement to assert
that the extent of earth history was em-
braced within 6,000 years, and at some
stages in the development of the document,
a clause to that effect was embodied in it. In
all these discussions, the staff of the Geo-
science Research Institute consistently fa-
vored including only a reference to a “short
chronology for earth history.”

Robert H. Pierson resigned his post as
president of the Seventh-day Adventist
church in October of 1978, to alleviate
physical problems caused by long years of
heavy work and stress. The Annual Council
delegates did not take long to decide upon
Neal C. Wilson as his successor.

Maintaining the Defense:
1978-1984

lder Wilson had
spent hlS youth W1th

history.”
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where he had taken his elementary and
secondary education before attending and
graduating from Pacific Union College.
After studying at the seminary, Elder Wilson
was appointed to mission service in Egypt,
where he subsequently spent more than a
decade. After returning to the United States,

“he served successively in several posts on the

local conference level, then as president of
the Columbia Union Conference, and
finally for eight years in close association
with Elder Pierson as vice president of the
North American Division of the General
Conference. He served as chairperson of
both the Board of Higher Education for
North America and the Board of Trustees of
Loma Linda University. Thus he was well-
acquainted with the theological and aca-
demic stresses within the church in North
America.

Recently, another ““Statement of Affir-
mation’’ relative to creation and the
chronology of earth history was published
jointly by the Adventist Review (December
8, 1983) and Ministry (December, 1983).
The document ascribes its source as “‘the
participants of the 1983 Geoscience Field
Conference,” and the names are given at the
end. Participating in the trip were most of
the presidents of our world divisions, most
of the key officers of the General Confer-
ence, and several editors of our church
papers. The affirmation on time reads:

“That the biblical record requires a short
chronology of approximately 6,000 years in
contrast to tens of thousands or millions of
years.” Although the Geoscience Research
Institute staff planned and directed the field
trip, none of the staff are included at the end
of the document. [ have been told on reliable
authority that the Institute staff were not in
favor of including a reference to 6,000 years,
although they certainly do not advocate
“tens of thousands or millions of years.” In
such statements about time, the staff have
consistently argued for letting the matter
stand as “‘a short chronology of earth
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North American Division, Elder Wilson
showed considerable interest in the work of
the Geoscience Research Institute. As a
member of its board of directors, he attended
meetings faithfully and had been on one of
its earlier field tours. He heartily supported
the concept of a geology field tour for North
American Division administrators; when it
was arranged for the summer of 1977, he put
considerable pressure on the union presidents
to be present. On the tour, he attended all
the meetings and was an interested par-
ticipant, asking questions and making
observations. Elder Wilson seemed to be
better informed than most church leaders on
the problems of a short chronology for earth
history. During his many years of service in
Egypt, he had become acquainted with the
long span of ancient Egyptian dynasties, and
did not seem to be unduly disturbed by the
fact that they did not fit with the con-
servative Adventistinterpretation of a6,000-
year maximum for earth’s history. As farasI
candiscover, Elder Wilson has not published
any views on the problems of geoscience,
but he has encouraged research and publica-
tion by others. During his administration,
funds have been provided from the general
church treasury for Seventh-day Adventist
scientists to research geological problems
related to biblical creationism. (One would
wish that more Adventist scientists would
participate.)

During Elder Wilson’s administration as
vice president of the North American Divi-
sion and as chairperson of the Loma Linda
University board of trustees, approval was
given for Loma Linda University to offer
bachelor’s and master’s programs in geol-
ogy: a giant step forward for Seventh-day
Adventist geologists. The General Confer-
ence provided a $125,000 annual grant to
support these and the graduate program in
biology. this was gratifying for those of us
who for decades had wanted geology taught
in the Adventist educational system. To give
greater breadth and depth of faculty for this

43

moved from Berrien Springs, Mich., to
Loma Linda University in Calif.

Examining the Evidence

n our effort to un-
derstand what the
Book of Inspiration has to say about origins
and earth history, too little attention is
being given to analyzing the Bible with

Neal Wilson had become acquainted
with the long span of Egyptian
dynasties and did not seem to be
unduly disturbed by the fact that they
did not fit with a conservative
Adventist chronology.

carefully thought-out and rigorously ap-
plied interpretive methods comparable to
the methods scientists use to study the Book
of Nature. Correctly understanding biblical
cosmology requires carefully evaluating the
assumptions, literary devices, and technical
terms which the biblical writer brought to
his effort to set forth God’s message.

This neglect is understandable, in a way,
for most people who study what the Bible
has to say about origins assume that the
Bible writers had the same knowledge about
the universe and the solar system which we
have today. Moreover, most Adventists,
including ministers, give preference to Ellen

- White’s writing on cosmology because she
g gy

wrote in our language and time, whereas
they are unable to read the Bible in the
languages in which it was written. They
know that in reading the Bible in translation
they are coming to it through another
person or people. They do not have the skills
to dig into the full implication of words or
the shades of meaning in the syntax, tenses,
and modes of the ancient languages. But
those who don’t understand the biblical
languages ought to give more weight than

new curriculum in 1980, the headquarters of

they do to the counsel of thosc who are able
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originally written. (I am thankful that the
number of Adventists with such training is
considerable, and is being augmented year
by year.)

No doubt those who neglect the study of
the Bible in preference for Ellen White’s
accounts of early history are unaware of
what they are doing and would, in fact,
warmly deny it, but my close acquaintance
with many ministers and leaders indicates
this is indeed so. I appreciate the difficult
theological and administrative problems our
leaders face, and I concur in their desires
to preserve the unity and fellowship of
the Adventist church. At this stage in our
denomination’s history, I prefer that we
have conservative leaders, for conservatism
is in line with the central consensus of our
members. Our leaders, in the face of the
many problems now present in the church,
must steer a course that will enable the
church to live, to grow, and to solve its
problems as the providence of God shall
indicate. In the meantime, they should
support those who keep the Bible in a
predominant place while discussing doc-
trinal problems. This is the sine qua non of the
church’s continued existence. One of the
major responsibilities of the leaders of our
church is to provide an atmosphere in which
Adventist scholars can conduct their re-
search scientifically and responsibly without
suspicion coming upon them.

dventists should al-

low no theory to
stand in the way of the search for truth, for
truth is a part of ultimate reality, and our
commitment to it must be absolute. If we
cannot accept concepts that seem to
numerous believers to be fully supported by
incontrovertible biblical and scientific data
because to do so would change past
teachings, then we will be in a critical
condition spiritually. God is the embodi-
ment of truth, and in our search we must
keep close to His revelation of truth. The
church is God’s church, and responsible

_inadvertently minimizing the in
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distinction between research and advocacy.
They will not create divisiveness by the
premature’ or sole dissemination of un-
settling concepts. Scholars and church
leaders must have confidence in one
another and work together, realizing that it
is best to move very slowly when there isno
clear consensus on belief and action.

At the same time, all Adventists need to
be aware of certain human tendencies as
expressed by Lester C. Thurow in another
connection: “Facts are difficult to deal with
when they conflict with theory. And before
changing theories most human beings will
spend long periods of time pretending that
the facts do not exist, hoping that the facts
will magically go away, or denying that the

facts are important. Only if the facts are

very painful and very persistent will they
deal with the fundamental inconsistencies in
their world views.”’* As a church, we are
encountering some very persistent and
painful facts which require calm, thorough,
and honest investigation. Among these are
geochronometers, and early man and his
place in the geologic column. We look to the
staff of the Geoscience Research Institute to
help us all in these particular investigations.

As originally conceived, the General
Conference’s purpose for preparing key
individuals with expertise in geology was,
first, that they might help our science and
Bible teachers find solutions to the problems
being raised for creationists by the evolu-
tionary geologists; and second, to help our
ministers and interested laypeople become
acquainted with scientific support for
creationist views. The Institute has suc-
ceeded quite well in achieving these goals
through its publications, geology field trips,
and creationist classes and seminars con-
ducted on the campuses of our colleges and
universities.

In recent years, a few in the Adventist
scholarly community have asserted that the
Geoscience Research Institute staff give so
much emphasis to what the staff terms
“creationist apologetics,” that they may be
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geology as a valuable discipline in itself. If
this were to happen, it would be a reversion
to approximately the same view of geo-
logical studies held by Professor Price, who
conceived of himself mainly as a defender of
creationism and the 6,000-year life span for
earth, rather than as a scientist using
geology as a means for finding out what the
rocks and strata of the earth might teach us
about their own history. The policy of
appointing to its staff only arch-conser-
vatives has isolated the Geoscience Research
Institute from many in the community of
Adventist scholars, and reduced its ability to
help them.

eology is an aca-

demic discipline in
which careful study and research can help us
to learn more than we now know about the
early history of the earth. Itis God who gave
us inquiring minds and logical ability. As
Christian scholars we must examine care-
fully all geological data thatisavailable, and
exercise great care against ignoring or
passing lightly over data that does not mesh
with models of early earth history estab-
lished by religious faith. Such models are
extremely important to Christians, but in
scientific inquiry all available data must be
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taken into account as we try to understand
the twin books of revelation and of nature.

I am extremely-grateful that God in His
providence led me to the Seventh-day Ad-
ventist church. Its interpretation of God’s
Word is closer to the true intent of that
word than that of any other religious group.
Life within the Adventist church has been
infinitely richer and more satisfying than
any other I could have chosen. I am also
grateful for the contribution Adventist ge-
ologists and scientists have made to my life.
George McCready Price, Frank Marsh,
Richard Ritland, P.E. Hare, Harold Coffin,
Robert Brown, Ariel Roth, and Ed Lugen-
beal have all helped open my eyes to the
wonders of the universe and in the earth to
which I had been blind before my associa-
tion with them. One of the greatest blessings
in life is to understand what has gone on in
the earth before you came along, and what is
happening to you and others as you live out
your days. The Adventist church and the
Adventist geologists and scholars in many
fields have all helped me to achieve such an
understanding, indeed, to achieve an inner
serenity. But my curiosity has not dulled one
iota. I remain committed to the search for
truth and to understanding about all that is
and is coming to be in every area of human
activity and thought.

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Other members of the committee were
W.G.C. Murdoch, Ariel Roth and E. R. Thiele, all
from Andrews University, and H. W. Lowe, Gen-
eral Conference field secretary, who was serving as
chairman of the Daniel Committee and of the
Defense Literature Committee. I considered all of
them to be conservative Adventists.

2. Selected Messages, Vol. 1, pp. 19-21.

3. At the request of Elder Pierson, I wrote the
first draft of the statement on inspiration and
revelation in the fall of 1976. It was then sent out to
various Bible teachers, editors, and church ad-
ministrators around the world, soliciting their sug-
gestions; in the light of their written comments the

American Division colleges, it was drastically re-
vised at the Nosoca Pines Conference in February of
1978. Two sections of the document were excised:
one of these dealt with the human element in
revelation and the resulting problems of contradic-
tions or differences where there are multiple ac-
counts in the Bible of certain events; the other
excised section dealt with the role of reason in
secking to understand inspired writings. I was not
included as a member of the subcommittee which
excised these sections and further revised the docu-
ment, no doubt because I had just made known my
views about that in a paper on inspiration which I
had presented earlier in the conference.
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___document ‘wasrevised. Before the document was 4. Newsweek,. August 8, 1983, p.-66.. .

““sent to thé Bible and science igachers in our North




1984 Natlonal Forum Conference
Renews Adventlst Herltage

by Bonnie DWyer

~each provided perspectives on Adventism,

but each slanted its new perspectives in dif-

ferent directions. The first. conference (held in
Washmgton D.C.,in 1982) featured theologicaldis-
cussions of, among other subjects, the sanctuary,

Two Forum conferences have come and gone;

Ellen White, and divorce and remarriage. The

second conference, entitled, “The Search fora Usable
Future,”
Linda, Calif., in March 1984, and provided a socio-
logical look at the church today and in the future.
This issue of Forum recounts some of the activities.
of the second conference, and future issues of
Spectrum will include many of the papers presented
there.

Discussions at the second conference covered
everythmg from the general principles and patterns

of current Seventh-day Adventist church growth

through options fori 1mprovmg church structure to
some personal experiences of Adventists today.
There were also presentations on social issues and
on institutions within the church.

In addition to providing more and varied per—
spectives on  Adventism, = the conference  gave
insights into the Association of Adventist Forums,
because those who.attended represented the ‘visible

Forum.’ The picture which emerged is of a middle- -

aged, Caucasian people. Both conferences drew
about the same number of attendants, 300, who
came from small as well as large towns in the United
States and Canada. Although both conferences
were held in “Adventist ghettos,” a large portion of

the. attendants were not local Very few. students -

took place in Grand Terrace and Loma

According to the questionnaires which atten-
dants filled out after the conference, people cameto . -
discuss issues, to share: frustrations, consider the
future of the church, and simply to brainstorm.
They came to see old friends and to talk ‘about
Adventist identity and tradition. When asked what
they saw.as the main goal of the conference, practi-
cally everyone described a different one; but all said
his or her own goal had been met. .

-Ron Lawson, who responded to the session on
patterns in church growth, noteéd the graying of
Forum, which he said has been mostly unsuccessful
in attracting the generations younger than that of its
founders, the graduate students of' the late 1960s.

Lawson discussed the effect of doctrinal diversity

in the church and said that while parents may be
fascinated with the theologrcal changes afoot in the
denomination, their children apparently are not.
Some people there noted the lack of academics at-
tending the second conference, given that it was
held on the front step of Loma Linda University—
a question parallel to why so few individuals from
the General Conference . attended the. first con~
ference. even though it was located close-to the
General Conference. =~

Both conferences seemed to renew enthusiasm
about Adventism. “I'went to both conferences . with
quesnons running through my head about the
church,” wrote one: participant. “The conferences
did not answer all my questions, but they helped me
understand the importance of asking questions and
reinterpreting Adventism for myself. I came away

'frorn ‘both. meetmgs proud of my Adventist herr—
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tions.) Seets in the process of development almost
inevitably relinquish their sectarian characteristics
and become denominations with the second genera-
tion. Wilson affirmed this general tendency: “De-
nominationalization—the loosening rigor; the loss
of the sense of dissent and protest; the reduction of
distance:from other Christians; and the muting of
claims that the sect’s distinctive teachings are neces-
sary for salvation—is a current that exerts some
pressure on all contemporary movements.” But he
also affirmed that “every sect has its own dlstmctlve
stance and orientation;.and not all sects . . . be-
come denominationalized” (p. 5). He then dichssed
factors that hinder and factors that promote de-
‘nominationalization. The major categories under
which he pursued his argument are particularly
appropriate to a discussion of the Adventist Church
—charismatic leadership, organizational struc-
tures, denominational distinctiveness, and the
growth and effects of secularization.

Professor Ronald Lawson (professor of Socio-

logy in the Urban Studies Department, Queens
College, City University of New York) responded
with an interesting paper on “The Future of

Seventh-day Adventism.” In part, this paper
meshed with. Wilson’s- analysis and complemented
it—Wilson’s analysis was broad, and conducted ata
comfortable level of generalization and abstraction,
whereas Lawson’s was specific, although not with-
out. sociological . sophistication.  Unfortunately,
Lawson did:not use Wilson’s categories, nor inter-
act directly with Wilson’s arguments. Perhaps this
indicates the greatest ‘failure of the conference.
While'it certainly did not lack interest, it failed to
sustain continuity. The bedazzled conference mem-
bers were constantly jolted from one experience,
and from one universe of thouglit and discourse, to
anotheér. Strangely, although several currents of
thought in subsequent sessions moved directly into
the orbit of concerns systematically analyzed by
‘Wilson—1i.e., in conference sessions having to do
with church organization and in a session which
explored the tension between Adventist beliefs and
values on the one hand, and academic respectability
and rationality on the other—no attempt was made
to relate these discussions to Wilson’s:earlier pre-
sentation which laid down a platform fac1l1tatmg
precisely such discussions.

Of course, a conference organized around a
broad central presentation might not be as enter-
taining as a kaleidoscope of events by renowned
performers, - but surely it would -be more sohdly
rewarding.

‘Russell Staples is the chazrperson of the D

,spondtng fronta pastorn’sme

Respondents to AAF
Report Clash Over

Elections, Structure -

by Bonnie Dwyer

eviews of the AAF Task Force Model

Constitution were mixed during the ofﬁmal

presentation at the recent national con-
ference. Of the four people who responded to the
documents, two gave high marks, and the other’
two faulted the suggestions: contained in' the
proposals. Al Kwiram and Charles Sandefur, Jr.,
liked the constitution. Thomas Mostert did not,
and Earl Amundson disagreed with the sugges— »
tion that unions be eliminated. : '

‘Kwiram, who chairs the chemlstry department at .
the University of Washington, responded asalay-
person. He said he had no major dtsagreements
with the Task Force proposal, but felt a broader
look at the organization was also needed. Takinga
quotation from an earlier talk by Bryan Wilson,
Kwiram said his theme was, “An organization is
always in danger of manipulation, which tends to
force the good of the greater ends to become
subservient to the lesser means.” Then he compared
the plight of the church to that of America’s
smokestack industries in competition with: the
Japanese. He noted how American industry’s
overemphasis on the bottom line and on short term
gains has been identified as one of the most serious
and damaging factors to its- ‘competitiveness.
Japanese industry forced American industry ‘to
move to the next level of focus—management—
and to ask how the organization should be
structured to accomplish its purpose.

The church has also focused on the bottom line,
he said, by overemphasizing statistics (baptlsms and
tithe dollars) while blissfully ignoring the impover-
ished character of the enterprise. Recent contro-
versies such as Davenport and Ford have forced the
church to re-examine its approach to administra-
tion. The Task Force has not addressed church
management. But the church cannot stop at this
level of evaluation, he suggested, just as:industry
cannot look just at management. The third level on
which we must focus is that of value. This is the
conceptual level of an organization and is the level
on which we address the question “why?” It is
concerned with societal values for neighbors and for
-individuals. ‘Asking why, he suggested; will lead us
to the individual and the local church, because that
is where value is created.

- Corona Church pastor Charles Sandefur Jr re-
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within Adventism, saying that unless this happens,
the result will be the apathy and cynicism that arises
from helplessness. His personal anecdotes illus-

trated the tensions between those who beheve mthe

benefits of hlgher education and those who view it
with suspicion, as something Wthh weakens faith in
traditional beliefs.

Referring to the identity crisis currcntly afflicting
Adventism, he said, “I find an increasing number of
people in the church who have no clear vision of
what Adventism stands for. They end up advocat-
ing what Robert Jewett calls “a faithless tolerance,”

an apathetic approach to religion which lacks con- -

viction or commitment. On the other-end of the

spectrum, we find those who react against this
‘mentality by proclaiming an identity for Adventism
- that is based on an understanding that majors in

exclusivity and’ triumphalism. Instead of faithless

tolerance, this approach produces ‘an. intolerant -

faith which says, “Define Adventism asI'do or leave
the church.”

Lorna Tobler, having grown upina “beheversb '

priesthood honestly professed if not perfectly prac-

ticed,” found herself questioning; redefining, and

re-evaluating “the church” during her 10 years of
litigation with Pacific Press. Having sued Pacific
Press for sex discrimination, she and  ‘Merikay
Silver were told that clerical authority ‘was more
important than justice, “not that sex discrimination
was good, but that ‘it 'was. more ‘important to
support the authority of those who practiced it than
to question its justice.”

Tobler has been asked repeatedly how her lawsuit
affected her relationship with the church. In this
presentation, she answered that she was changed
more by the sex discrimination itself, and by its
defense on grounds of clerical authority, than by the
actual confrontation in court. Tobler defined her
relationship to the church as depending on which
definition of church you choose. Calling the church
a body of believers, Tobler declared she was left
with a warm reaffirmation by the strong support
she received from her fellow church members.
However, her response to the “church” as defined
by the General Conference—"“people who wield
power over fellow members”—has been-much dif-
ferent.

After quoting several statements made by various
General Conference representatives both in and out
of court (the “church is free to ignore, even to flout,

measures which bind all others,” “the authority ofa

church over its members is more important than
justice,” and “individual judgment must be sur-
rendered to ecclesiastical leaders™) Tobler turned to
the Gospels for a model for her changed relanon—
ship to the church.

She asked some new questions: How did Jesus
relate to the powerless and the powerful? How did

they respond to him? What is the purpose of our
relationship to each other and to the church?
Emphasxzmg that love that foregoes power and the
will to rule is the locus of all relationships, Tobler

~declared that we must not vest the organization,

which is merely an instrument with which we
accomplish tasks, with spiritual authority. She
takes as her model “to:do justice, love mercy, and

~walk humbly with God,” and asked those presentto
f rerhembe; that Jesus bid: us not to be servants, but

friends.
Jonathan Butler opened with a Larry Zif quote:

" “The essence of America is democracy and plumb-
~ing,” noting that the history of Adventism and
~Adventist education might be characterized the

same way. Plumbing, the enervatlng proliferation

‘of policies and power structures, “can get rusty and
‘drain off the soul of an institution.” He cited Loma

Linda University policy that * anythmg we write has

- to be submitted to our chairman, in turn should be
‘submitted within a 10-day period to the vice presi-

dent for academic affairs, and all this must be
reviewed before it’s sent intoan academic journalto ;

~be reviewed by the scholarly community. You

cannot really write if someone’s looking over your
shoulder.” Also in this vein, he spoke of the i 1rony1n
church institutions of academlcs who-are so cym-
cal about their tradition that they do not engage in
transforming it or creatively advancing it. They
receive no criticism because they have done nothing

~wrong. But ‘those who do take their tradition

senously and try to come to terms with it, with some
passion and interest, they come under criticism.”
Butler extends his loyalty -to-the fundamentally

“egalitarian peer relationships which exist among
‘fellow academics, rather than to institutions and

plumbing.

We must not vest the organization,

~which is merely an instrument, with

spiritual authority.

Respondent Gregory  Schneider portrayed the
Adventist experience as “a lonely quest for salvation
which issues in an individualistic and competitive
pursuit of prestige within the circumscribed arena
of the Adventist community.” Seldom taking
seriously the biblical metaphor to be interdepen-
dent organs of the body of Christ, Adventists
instead get attention within the reassuring frame-
work of the local church and the school system on
the basis of four Ps: piety, probity, professionalism,
and patriarchy. The system stirs Adventists up to
good works, if not to love, and provides them with a
relatively stable claim for prestige, no small feat in
the midst of America’s 1mpersonal and unstable
somal and rehglous validation.







OId T estament Scholar R aises
Sabbath / Sunday Issues

by Donna Carlson Reeves

6 ‘ The Day of the Lord and the Lord’s Day”

was the title of Dr. Samuel Terrien’s’ :

controversial presentation of Sabbath

: mornmg, March 17. Dr. Terrien, a warm, pas- -
sionate speaker is Davenport Professor  of
 Hebrew and Cognate Languages at Union Theo-.
loglcal Sernlnary in New York.. In his presen-
~ tation, his purpose was to examine “the blbllcal v

S; origin of the seventh-day Sabbath and its

' 'rehglous functron in Old and New Testament"

> trmes ,
 Terrien first traced the uses of the phrase “The
Day of the Lord,” which appeared he says, about
1275 B.C. at the time of the Exodus: The Jews were
ﬂeelng the Egyptians and the miracle, or “provi-
“dential coincidence,” of the Red Sea tidal patterns
“saved the former slaves from their pursuers. Thus
: “Yom Yahweh,” The Day of the Lord, was shown
to be a day of triumph over one’s enemies; _
Following their years of nomadic wandering, the
Israelites settled in Canaan. After defeating a series
of tribal enemies including Amalekites, Canaanites,
and Moabites, The Day of the Lord continued to be
: 1dent1ﬁed with mrhtary victory. In turn, Nebuchad-

nezzar’s armies in 587 B.C. dealt the Jews a major

defeat and carried away the 3,000 survivors of the
sack of Jerusalem. The prisoners  were eventually
settled in the marshy farmlands of lower Meso-

potamia where they worked in the oppressive heat
- for their Babyloman overloads. 1t was here, Terrien :

' : proposed that the “true rnlracle of the B1ble

~ occurred.. Captrves from many conquered city states -
were sent to the same hell, and all simply dis-

appeared from history. Only the Jews retained their

_ faith, and thus their identity, and were able to

. transmit this faith to therr chlldren and eventually to
the world. ' :

“This miracle of survrval occurred through the
transformation of sacred space, which the Jews had

lost when they lost Jerusalem and the temple, into |

sacred time. They kept the religious. days Sabbaths,
feasts, even creating new ones, like Rosh Hashanah,
the autumn New Year, and offering hymns and
laments instead of sacrifices. No longer just a
- reminder of past victories, The Day of the Lord was

now in the future—evidence that despite his refusal -
to intervene in Israel’s current history, God wasstill

_ m control Someday, they belreved he would

_ Terrien proposed that it was also during the exile

that Sabbath first became a sacrament celebrating

creation, and was then identified with the seventh

“day of the Babylonian week, or “haptomed.” Before
~the exile, it was most hkely a monthly event
celebrating the full moon. Its actual origins are
jobscure and remaln a subject of scientific in-
- quiry. . What we can say is that originally a

seven-day week and the Sabbath were separated »

‘he insisted. :
“The Sabbath commandments as reproduced in

Exodus 20 and Deuteronomy 5, Terrien argued,

_were elaborated or amended forms of the original

commandment which was expressed in .a .more

pithy form like “thou shalt not murder.” He

supported the “lapidary skeleton ‘tradition, which
says srmply that all the ongmal 10 commandments

~were in this short form ‘Further, the command-
- ments were originally given to nomadic people who
must care for their flocks on all days. For them

an injunction to rest would have had no meaning.

: ‘Therefore, Terrien felt the Sabbath commandment

in its present forms was designed for a later,
agricultural society as Israel was during and after
the exile. In this agrarian culture, the Sabbath was

‘an expression of a humane ethic were even animals

were allowed to rest one day a week.

After provrdmg this ‘extensive - Old- Testament
‘background, during the last few minutes of his

presentation, Dr. Terrien moved into the New

“Testament and more spe01ﬁc Chnstlan practices.
Jesus, he said, dehberately violated the Sabbath on
'several occasions to illustrate the priority of com-

passion for fellow ‘humans over legal institutions.
All such legal systems, Jesus showed, are in-

”trrnsrcally relative, thus he “de-absolutized” the

Sabbath, and delivered men from its tyranny.

Terrien also pointed out the great significance for :
the drscrples of the resurrection of Jesus on the first

day of the week. The Sabbath of that weekend wasa
dark day, a day of death and despair. Sunday wasa
day of light, of new life and hope. “We cannot

“uignore the 1mportance of Sunday for the early

Christians,” Terrien .insisted, quoting Acts 20:7,
which tells of Paul and the disciples meeting on the
first day of .the week. He went on to interpret

Colossxans 2: 16 mn whrch Paul advrses the church

e nmmuadmpﬂgr LL)-




, d'managmg voters with multi-

; ver51ty, was, the" second guest 1nterv1ewed by
Spectrum e ed1tor Roy Branson. Dr. Douglas, shared
both h1s pnde and the Vaned reactions of church

“duced by Fazth 1 for Today. Davenport spoke bneﬂ S
about the: challenge facmg the Adventist film makerli?;f e
who continually forges an uneasy. alliance betweena =

secular, commercial market and an orthodox, often -

‘ambivalent denomlnatlon Davenport then intro-

- duced the feature of the evemng, the premtere ofhis =
~ first film, a made-for-TV movie, A Lesson in

ng the 1ntegr1ty of ballot boxes in

leadershlp to the honor of his being nommated to -

“the post of Grenadas ambassador ‘to the Unltedt

States

" The final interview of the ¢évening, conducted by < oL
Carol Rlchardson Loma Linda librarian, waswith o

award-winnis g “Westbrook Hospital” series

Loving, stamng TLee Merrlwether and R1chard7~ '
Hatch. : -

The film, based on a true story,: recounts through .
a series of flashbacks a couple’s struggle to adopt a-
child with cystic fibrosis, after having reared two
children of ‘their own, each with the cr1pphng
resp1ratory dtsease S

Carol Richardson is a reference lzbrarlan at the
Loma Lmda University library. :

Prie Time Bilm
Premters at Conference

'by CaroI chhardson '

onald Davenports A Lesson in lovmg,
which premiered at the second conference
of the Association of ‘Adventist Forums
Saturday evening, March 15, is such an important
work on so many levels that to carp at 1ts cinematic
flaws seems downright mean-spirited. To begin
with, for an- Adventist writer to be taken seriouslyin
the cutthroat world of prime-time television is not
only a credit to Davenport’s considerable talent, but
represents a radical shift in Adventism’s approach
to the medium as well. Faith for Today’s willingness
to commit the funds necessary to compete in the
sophlstlcated prime-time market indicates that per-
: haps the “talking heads” of pre-dawn cornmumty

.-service teley teleVleon -have: too limited an aj g 153

tendmg the boundanes w1ll mean -venturing into -
costly territory.

‘However, A Lesson in Lovmg might Just do the
trick. Free of the deadly impulse to ‘sermoriize; -
Lesson tells the story of a young couple s losing one

'daughter to cystic fibrosis -and p0551bly losing'a =

second, yet reconciling themselves tothese'tragedies -
enough to seek to adopt a third Chlld with thlS

~ incurable malady.

Lee Merriwether plays a placernent agent whose
job it is to screen prospective adoptive parents. Still
smarting from a placement gone bad for which she
feels reponsible, Metriwether is especially wary of
these two fresh faces. She will not be duped by -
sentimental ‘do-gooders: why should an apparently .
healthy, happy couple seek out a child ‘with this
debilitating disease?

Through a series of flashbacks, we learn of John
and: Mary as childhood sweethearts, college stu-
dents, newlyweds, and too-soon parents suddenly
burdened with studies, debts, and asick baby.
After extensive testing, baby Angela is at last

L Bx-_ . diagn osed4o~have evstxwﬁbmsm a thmc pul=




Catholic Bishop and
SDA Diplomat Debate
Central America

by George Colvin

alk of liberation theology and the U.S. pre-
sence in Central America filled the confer-
ence session on the Third World. The
principal participants were Don Sergio Mendez
Arceo, retired Roman Catholic bishop of Cuerna-
vaca, Mexico; John Kelley, an Adventist who
directed the El Salvador election project for the
United States Agency for International Develop-
ment (AID); and Walter Douglas, professor of
theology at Andrews University.

Speaking in Spanish with John Kelley translat-
ing, Don Sergio indicated the principles important
to him: that God is understood through history, and
that history itself is relative; the recent emphasis in
Catholic theology on understanding Christ pri-
marily as man, rather than primarily as God; and
the liberation theology that stresses God’s working
in the world. These principles had led Don Sergio to
stress Bible reading in the worship at Cuernavaca
cathedral, and to become involved in advocating
social change in Central -America through libera-
tion theology and socialism. He denounced mili-
taristic “North American imperialism,” the U.S.
exploitation of other countries, and the U.S. “anti-

communist crusade,” which he thought ignored the
fact that misery and poverty—not communism—
are the roots of the problems there. While he urged
the United States to impose limits on itself, he
praised socialistically inclined groups like the
World Council of Churches.

Though Don Sergio suggested that socialism was
the “only way” for Christians to follow and that
capitalism (because it pitted man against man) was
“anti-Christian,” he defined the socialism he sup-
ported as “democratic, participatory socialism”
rather than historic socialism. In this “true social-
ism,” capitalism is stripped of its political power and
economic equality is established. This would en-
hance liberty and promote political and economic
equality, he said.

In his comments, Kelley downplayed the rele-
vance of theory and “isms” to events in Central
America. He saw the peasants, in particular, func-
tioning as both socialists, by working in commonto
produce products, and as capitalists, by selling them
for the highest price. In Kelley’s view, the work of
earning day-to-day subsistence excluded “the lux-
ury of ideology.” In the same way, he said Chris-
tianity’s eternal destiny transcended both capitalism
and socialism.

Kelley hastened to distance himself from U.S.
policy in Nicaragua and Honduras, which he said
was “totally wrong,” and confined himself to El
Salvador. Tracing recent developments in El Salva-
dor, Kelley said U.S. efforts had broken the
“monopoly capitalism” that previously existed and
supported the extensive land redistribution that

monary disease that results in early death. Feeling
cheated of a “normal” firstborn, John and Mary
gamble with Mendelian odds. A second daughter is
born with the disease, and the parents face for the
second time their child’s ceaseless cries, choking
bouts, life in and out of hospitals, and inevitable
death.

They face, too, the knowledge that they choose to
gamble, and while dealing with the resultant guilt
and rage, John and Mary search for divine ex-
planations for their daughters’ short cruel lives.
They do not find them, but do find an unexpected
well of love for children afflicted with cystic fibrosis,
which leads them to try to adopt another child with
the disease after their own eldest daughter dies.

Where Lesson falters is not in the somewhat
sentimental story, but in its telling. Flashbacks,
though not unusual, can still be innovative (as, for
example, in the backward flow of time in. Harold
Pinter’s Betrayal, or in the three perceptions of a
single event in Alan Ayckbourns Norman Con-

-..quests)..But.the flashbacks. in Lesson are so uni-
form, so linear, so literal, that the evocative power

of reminiscence, with all its possibility for distortion
and character revelation, is lost. Here it is mere
reportage: two people tell the same story to a mostly
distressed Lee Merriwether. (Never mind that the
flashbacks were used to salvage old footage. Tele-
vision does not necessarily reward thrift.)

Nevertheless, Lessorn is certainly no worse than
other TV movies of the death-and-dying ilk, and is
better than most, sparing us maudlin Love Story
death scenes or the manipulative mock heroics of
Terms of Endearment and Brian’s Song.

A Lesson in Loving is admittedly an experiment,
but one that will be watched closely by those who
hold the purse strings of the television ministry. A
stronger commitment to prime-time will mean
upping the ante—more money, less preaching—to
reach that 94 percent of viewers for whom George
Vandeman is indistinguishable from the test pattern
Indian. The boundaries might prove to be well
worth extending.

_Carol Richardson is a reference lzbrarzan a the
Loma Llnaa dnzver"”‘ubmry o EICHIC U | UERENAILAF Y S




ed after 1979. For thlS effort the hves of U.S.
rs were placed in danger from both left—wmg
las and right-wing “death squads” seeking to
yre previous conditions. Kelley also emphasized
the Catholic hierarchy in El Salvador agreed

“with U.S. efforts at social justice, though it dis-

agreed with U.S. mlhtary assistance to the El
‘Salvador government in its struggle agamst Marxist
- guerillas. While recognizing the dangers in escalat-

’-'fmg violence, Kelley defended the military assistance

had led him to believe that the Un1ted States: was
acting in Central America in a way that Christians
, ou_ld support.

o : Responding to Don Serglo and Kelley, Douglas
. said that theology must be related to social realities..
*»~Chr1st1an1ty could not be limited to personal salva-

ion. He said liberation theology was rooted in

liberation theology from the charge that it was

: l; fsome ‘social theories” from Marxism, as theology
n’ ‘general . commonly borrows from the social

* structures alone determine society. By contrast, lib-

‘eration theology values the poor, is concerned with

_salvation of the whole person, emphasizes eco-
»_a.nom1c and spiritual realities, and believes that
‘spirituality is a vital social force. Liberation theol-

~.ogy also challenges the prevalent conformity of the
- church to its culture by presenting the idea of :

v 'Chrlstlanlty as a minority position.

-As in most discussions, the speakers left at leastas

i ‘many loose ends hangmg as they tied. Both Don

: ~Sergio and Douglas lauded socialism and hberat1on .
’_theology, but neither troubled to define them, orto
‘examine their outcomes. Neither Don Sergio or

“"Douglas discussed whether democratic capitalism
. might serve the liberty and equality of human rights
better than soc1ahsm does Douglas, in stressing
“that there was “no option between prayer and
politics, between transformation of individuals and
. transformation of social conditions,” left some
apprehensive that his position risked unification of
church and state—a pers1stent tendency in Cathohc
lcountrles i
‘ Although Douglas dlstmgu1shed historic Marx-
L lsm from-liberation theology, he did not compare

fort and attacked the guerillas as being interested -
i ar1ly in. obtammg power and excludmg the =
nited States from Central Amerlca rather thanin
al justice: Kelley concluded that his experiences -

God’s liberating activity in Scripture, and defended'

o entlcal with Marxism. In Douglas’ view, the only"g.
,'s1rmlar1ty was that liberation theology borrows

.- sciences. Classical Marxism emphas12es the urban
~.workers, is concerned only with “economic salva-
.. tion,™ opposes religion, and asserts that economic

liberation theology with Marxism as it presently -
functlons The positions. taken by Don Sergio, a

the sumlanty in social goals between hberatloni
theology and Marxism. :

=~ Kelley, too, seemed to leave some questlons o

open In deprecating the 1mportance of theory for
;everyday living, Kelley left some listeners wonder-
ing whether he . had rated theory too lightly—
-especially in view of the mobilizing power histori- -
cally shown by such theories as Christianity, Marx-'
ism, Zionism, and Nazism. In the context of the
meeting, too, this approach left substantially un-
Chalenged the theoretical assertions made by
‘Douglas and Don Sergio.
-~ Because the meeting occurred three days before,
_the El Salvador election, the speakers’ comments -
- ::,'attracted‘ the local press. A report of the meeting

: ~»appeared on the front page of the San Bernardino kk k

L Sun the next day

George Colvin is a doctoral candzdate in govern-
ment at Claremont Graduate School and secretary
i of the Association of Adventist Forums’ Task Force “
on. Church Structure s

Adventlst Women
‘Meet To Discuss
*._Equahty and
Liberation Theology

. by Ellzabeth Wear

B ore than usual excitment prevailed at the
%/ B breakfast-lecture, March 18, hosted by

. V A the Inland Empire chapter of the As-
’soc1at10n of Adventlst Women. The audience of
approx1mate1y 150 was made up of physwlans
: conference and union ofﬁcrals as well as pastors,

~women. The ~meeting took a non~aggresswe mid-

dle-ground ‘look at the role of women in the

- Adventist Church. The featured speaker Steve

'Dally, chaplam of the La Sierra campus of Loma

- Linda University, examined five theologlcal themes

_in Adventist “thought ‘that have had Important

‘implications in how the church deals with sexual

inequality. The themes were presented in the con-

 text of liberation theology and limited to those
‘motifs most prominent in Adventist thought

. Daily asked first that Adventists re-examine their

understanding of the gift of prophecy. ‘He said that

Ellen White was a gifted woman who used the

- talents she was given to God’s glory, and that other

| women in the church may also g1ve their talents to :

;laypeople-—wuh a falrly equal balance of men and . -

ﬁgure in hberauon theology, alsosugge
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Daily’s second theme was that Adventist theo-
logy has failed to live up to the wholistic theology
that it espouses. It has failed to develop the notion
of social justice. Instead, it has adopted a hierar-
chical church structure which conflicts with its own
theology.  He saw the potential for change in this
area as encouraging.

A third consideration Daily examined was
eschatology. While Adventist eschatology has
traditionally been linked with “other-worldliness,
1solationism, and -a suspicion: of socio-political
movements, the church at the same time operates
tremendous worldwide medical, educational, and
institutional  services. Daily’s position was that
the church has generally avoided and discouraged
socio-political involvement even when issues of
social justice have been at stake. This has beén
particularly true in the field of women’s rights.

In regards to the matter of inspiration, Daily said
that the church has never really outgrown its 19th
century antipathy ‘towards the feminist movement.
With broader understanding of the nature of in-
spiration joined with higher education, and the
application of the historical critical method to both
Scripture and to the writings of Ellen White, the
church is now better able to address the issue of
sexual equality and to formulate a hermeneutic
which will be sensitive to the concerns of liberation
theology.

Lastly, there is a glaring contradiction between
the strong Protestant emphasis, in Adventist theo-
logy, on the “priesthood of all believers,” and the
church’s hierarchical subordination of women and
laypeople in general. The church must be willing to
consider new models and creative options in the
1980s.

Following the presentation, Alyce Pudewell,
Pacific Union director for the Association of Ad-
ventist Women and chairperson for the morning
session, opened the floor for questions. The
audience expressed considerable concern over the
lack of official response to women’s issues. How-
ever, there was a sprinkling of encouraging com-
ments on the fact that at least two churches have
allowed women to baptize and that more churches
are moving in that direction.

The  Association of Adventist Women was
started ‘under the aegis of the Association of
Adventist Forums. Membership information for
the association, as well as a more detailed copy of
Steve Daily’s presentation, may be obtained by
writing the Association of Adventist Women, Box
3884, Langley Park, MD 20787.

Elizabeth Wear is chairperson of the department of
education at Columbza Umon College and edztor of

Terrien on the Sabbath, continued from page 7

members to ignore criticisms regarding “new moons
and Sabbaths,” as evidence that Paul saw these
celebrations as temporary, as shadows of reality.
Reality for the Christians, was the fact that Jesus
was alive.

In closing, Dr. Terrien maintained he was not
suggesting a substitution of Sunday for Sabbath,
but he did seem to chide his listeners for ignoring the
great meaning Sunday should have for all Chris-
tians. ‘Sabbath, he said, is a celebration of creation,
a looking back. Sunday is -a celebration of re-
creation; it points forward to the hope of the
resurrection and eternal life.

Although there was no time for formal audience
response to Dr. Terrien’s presentation, many ques-

Dr. Terrien maintained he was not
suggesting a substitution of Sunday for
Sabbath.

tions were later raised by individuals who had heard
him. Some felt he had virtually ignored Genesis 1
and a seven-day creation week as the real basis for

- Sabbath observance. Biblical scholars who heard

him, question the 1275 B.C. date for the Exodus
and also challenge the idea that the calendar
provided the basis for Israel’s initiation of a weekly
Sabbath. In opposition to Dr. Terrien’s assertion
that the Sabbath commandment was given late,toa
purely agrarian people, results of recent research
have indicated that as early as patriarchal times the
Hebrew economy was a mixed agrarian-nomadic
system.

Some pointed out that Jesus’ violation of rules of
Sabbath observance can be interpreted as his
teaching the true meaning of the Sabbath, not an
attempt to free mankind from the day’s “tyranny.”
Further, despite the fact that the Sabbath of
Passover weekend was doubtless a dark day for the
disciples, some members of the audience suggested
that Dr. Terrien failed to give clear New Testament
evidence showing early Christian substitution of a
hopeful Sunday for a somber Sabbath. Finally,
some objected to his definition of Sabbath as simply
a celebration of creation. It also points forward to
re-creation; as Rabbi Heschel has said, Sabbath is,
in fact, a “taste of eternity.”

Donna Carlson Reeves is a physzczan practzczng in

1 HC Auvcnubl W 0111a11
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o *S‘ bath Worshlp contmued ﬁom page 6

d‘s of orphans resume therr educatrons in
mie other part of the world. Dr. Nguyet Mehlert, a

' i""duate of Loma Linda University’s School of
v ine; has provided counsellmg ‘and access to
'~ab rtions for rape victims. since 1981. Robert. :

Bamum of Washlngton D.C., has organized the
Coalition for the Protection of Vietnamese Boat
People to combat governmental indifference to the

- plight of the refugees. This group lobbies for such
L measures as hnkmg U.Ss: ﬁnancral assrstance to

st _}_ggle between the remnant and
. ast takes place anew m each
,‘generatlon. .

' Thalland w1th demands for the arrest: and prosecu— 1

- tion of the prrates Branson concluded by urging the
“audience to take the part of the responsive remnant

. ’by lobbyrng pubhc ofﬁmals to act on behalf of the
boat people. -

Alex Kucharski recounted the sacrrﬁce of Maxi-

f,camp ‘Kucharski, who was arrested by the
Do in: 1940 became friends with Father Kolbe,
R 1er missionary to Japan as they hauled rocks
together for the camp’s roads. Then, in July of 1941,
"a¢prlsoner escaped from Auschwitz and, as was the
el n, the. guards randomly selected 10 other
. prisoners to die in retribution. As one of the 10
. stepped forward he exclaimed “My wife and
~children—I wont see them again.” Father Kolbe
o 1mrned1ately requested to take his place, explaining

v' ‘to the 'S.S. commander that he had no family.

: ?'i,Surprrsrngly, the guards accepted Kolbe’s offer and
-locked him in a sohtary cell to die slowly from
S hunger After the nine other pnsoners had died,
e another prrsoner was able to give Father Kolbe an
- ection of poison to end his suffering. For his part,
R ‘-Kucharskr was transferred to Buchenwald in 1943
~-and survived the war. Today he continues to bear
- witness to the horrors of the Nazi regime.

~ - Viadimir Shelkov, the former head of the All Union
: Church of True and Free Adventists in the Soviet
Union: These Adventists believe the beast of the
20th century is their oppressive, athiestic govern-
ment, and that to register with this government, to
bear arms on its behalf, or to send children to its
schools on: Sabbath is to accept the mark of the

; beast ‘Shelkov provided a strong leadersh1p for this

fgroup through his 1ndommtable spmt and his ﬁesty

| Kolbe within the conﬁnes of Auschwitz

”.,,»’Jonathan ‘Butler presented a_ life sketch of

years for relentlessly argurng that Chnstlans have

the right and moral responsibility to oppose both
state rehgrons and athiestic governments. Shelkov
~died in prison in 1980 at the age of 84, his opposition
to the beast undiminished to the end. S
~ Nancy Bailey described the efforts of Amnesty -

- International to obtain the release of “prisoners of
. conscience” throughout the world. Thistermapplies ~
- to anybody who has been arrested: for his or her -
“beliefs, rehglon sex, language ‘or race, and who has -
neither advocated nor participated in" violence. =
Barley presented a brief, bleak glimpse of 1 prisoners =

~who have recently been on Amnesty’s files: a young

- woman in Paraguay who was beaten burntand
' drugged by local authorities, but never charged with =~
any crime; a university professor in El Salvador =

‘who was abducted and tortured by the police, and

then forced to sign a phoney confessron toprevent .

‘his keepers from chopping off the éars of his 18-
month-old son; a Catholic bishop in China who was

sentenced to 10 years in prison for maintaining
-“subversive” ties with the Vatican; a former Justice -
Minister of Malawaiand his wrfe who have received

the death sentence for expressing pohtrcal ideas in L

opposition to the government. Amnesty Interna- :
tional assists these prisoners of conscience by pub-

- The All Union Church of True and Free
Adventists in the Soviet Umon believe
the beast of the 20th century is thelr
oppressrve, atherstlc govemment

. hcrzrng the abuses of their crvﬂ rrghts and in rallyrng o
public support for their release. : ,
~ Charles Teel, Jr., concluded the service by chal—‘

lengmg the sprrrtual descendants of the Adventist

pioneers to continue to recogmze the “Babylonran

powers at work in this world, to respond as‘a

faithful remnant community, and to cherish the
“hope for the day when the desert shall blossom asa
rose. S

Karen Bottomley, who is completlng her doctorate o

“in European History at the University of Toronto, is
an execuzzve ‘with-.a_seismic explo ’atzon f irm in
rea,. Canada,;‘v '




Odyssey of an
Adventist Creationist

by Roy Benton

Dr. P.E. Hare, one of
the two original sci-
entists in the Geoscience Research Institute was
interviewed by Roy Benton, consulting editor for

Spectrum and chairperson of the Mathematical
Sciences Department at Columbia Union College.

Benton: Please tell us about your back-
ground. Have you always been a Seventh-
day Adventist?

Hare: I am a third generation Adventist.
My grandfather, Robert Hare, was a poet,
‘teacher, evangelist, and editor. He immi-
grated to New Zealand from Ireland in the
1860s, and was a boat builder in his 20s when
Stephen Haskell came through as a mission-
ary. Robert Hare was one of the first
Adventist converts. He went to Healdsburg
College in California, married my Ameri-
can grandmother Henrietta Johnson, and
returned to New Zealand and Australia for
the rest of their careers. They even served
for a time on Pitcairn Island.
~ My mother’s parents—].E. Fulton and
Susie Newlon—were also students at
Healdsburg College and went to Fiji as
pioneer missionaries. In fact, the college in
Fiji is known as Fulton College still. My
mother and father met at Avondale College
and went to Burma as missionaries for
20 years.

Benton: Your father is Eric B. Hare who

—tells the stories that-we all grew up with?

Hare: That’s right: “the man with the
eyebrows.” I was the youngest of four
children, all born in Burma. However, my
earliest memories were of California where
Dad was in conference work. After moving
to Takoma Park, I finished grade school at
Sligo Elementary School and attended
Takoma Academy. I finished college at
Pacific Union College, with a chemistry
major in 1954, and went to Berkeley for a
master’s degree, then taught at Pacific
Union College in the chemistry department
for three years before going .on to the
California Institute of Technology (Cal
Tech) for my doctorate in geochemistry,
which I finished in 1962. I stayed on one year
as a postdoctoral fellow and then joined the
Geophysical Laboratory at the Carnegie
Institution of Washington, where I have
been since 1963.

Benton: In what ways are you active as a
church member?

Hare: I enjoy working in the church. For
several years | helped outin Sabbath Schools
for college age and earliteen youngsters. At
Sligo Church I am at present an associate
head elder, as well as one of the Sabbath
School superintendents.

Benton: Can you tell us what attracted
you to your career in geoscience?

Hare: My interest in science goes back to
my Takoma Academy teachers; one was
Robert Hatt, who I believe is still teaching
there. 1 took -physics and- general science
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from him. I can’t think of a more
outstanding teacher that I had, and that
includes some Nobel Prize winners at
Berkeley and Cal Tech. Lester Harris, then
a Columbia Union College biology teacher,
was another motivating force. He took time
to take us on camping trips and introduced
me to the world of rocks and fossils. In
college I took a chemistry major as well as
several physics and math courses. I recall
discussions on the age of the earth in atomic
physics class when we covered radio-
activity. I think that these topics interested
me in the geological problems that the
_church faced.

Benton: How did those come up?

Hare: It was quite clear to me in some of
the conversations during my college days
that people like Harold Clark, Frank Marsh,
Ernest Booth, and other stalwart Advent-
ists, had gone into science and religion issues
from the biological side. While I was in
college, new developments such as the
radiocarbon dating method had become the
center of conversation; it seemed to me that
in order to provide answers, a physical
rather than a biological scientist was
needed. I felt that my commitment to the
church, my background, and my interest in
science would help me make some
significant contributions to the church.

The radiocarbon method was showing
ages far in excess of 6,000 years for organic
material and this, of course, was causing
great consternation. It figured prominently
at the 1952 Seventh-day Adventist college
teachers’ convention. Among the papers
given at this meeting were several on the
process for dating ancient objects with
Carbon 14. R. E. Hoen, a long-time
chemistry teacher at Pacific Union College,
acted as a moderator at a roundtable
discussion on the subject. The Adventist
science teachers recognized that the Carbon
.14 method gave dates that were almost
always in harmony with the historical dates
determined by counting tree rings, etc.
Slnce it was qulte clcar that i in many cases
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we Adventists wondered, ‘“Why wasn’t it
valid when it gave ages greater than 6,000
years?”’

An interesting paper Hoen gave discussed
scientific errors in denominational publica-
tions, including the Seventh-day Adventist
Bible Commentary, which came out the
next year, 1953. Fears were expressed that
scientific accuracy might suffer because of
the pressure of deadlines and lack of review
time. Interestingly, it was considered un-
fortunate that only one person’s philosophy

I was answering questions that people
hadn’t even thought of asking as yet,
and so I decided to lie low, keep
studying, and do more research.

(that of George McCready Price, the
pioneer Seventh-day Adventist geologist
who was the most prominent creationist of
his time but who never encountered Carbon
14) would appear in the Commentary when
some of the science teachers, for instance
Clark, who had been studying Genesis for
years, were completely ignored. So the 1952
conference recommended that all Com-
mentary manuscripts be critically previewed
by qualified scientists.

At the 1956 Quadrennial Session of
Adventist science teachers, the biology
subgroup recommended to the college
administrators that the General Conference
approve the idea, and in 1958 Frank Marsh,
a biology teacher at Emmanuel Missionary
College, and I were selected to begin what
later became the Geoscience Research Insti-
tute. Within about a year Richard Ritland
joined us. Marsh and Ritland were both at
Berrien Springs, Mich., while I continued
my doctoral program at Cal Tech.

Benton: At first, did you have any inkling
that the church’s traditional positions were
in any danger?

Hare: Not really. In fact, I felt that if we
could interpret the scientific evidence from
a dlfferent pomt of view, we would find

Blfoded




, _method raised additional problems, because
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church’s traditional views. I felt some of the
views might need to be modified somewhat,
but not completely replaced.

Benton: [s it fair to say that the areas
which you pursued as a graduate student and
researcher were in many ways governed by
the Adventist agenda on the question of
science and religion?

Hare: No question about it. In 1956, while
I was still teaching at Pacific Union College,
I read an article entitled “Paleo-biochem-

Cistry” in Scientific American which showed
that amino acids in the proteins of mollusk
shells and bones were still present even in
very old fossil shells and bone. The idea
intrigued me, because if these materials
were as old as they were claimed to be, then
the presence of relatively unstable organic
material might be very difficult to explain.
On the other hand, if all or even most fossils
were formed as a result of the flood, one
should be able to show as well that the
organic material, no matter what strati-
graphic layer the fossil is found in, would
have substantially the same sort of pattern
since it was all essentially the same age.

Later, for my dissertation at Cal Tech I
studied a sequence of fossil shells and
showed that there was clearly a progression
in the pattern of amino acids that correlated
closely with the age determined by
radiocarbon methods. We later developed

techniques which are now used in probably a

dozen laboratories throughout the world.
Benton: So the reason for your research
was that you wanted to evaluate Carbon 14
“and other dating methods, particularly as
they applied to organic, or living things?
Hare: That’s correct. The question
always arose: what inherent problems do
these age-dating methods have? When we
talked about radiocarbon dating (which
seemed to show a convincing progression of
ages), we looked for weaknesses. But my
independent method (relying on amino
acids) ended up corroborating the Carbon 14
technique, which scientists considered reli-
able up to about 20,000 years. In fact, my
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it seemed to indicate ages for organic ma-
terial in the millions of years.

Benton: When you came to your first
preliminary results, how did this affect you
as a scientist and as an Adventist?

Hare: The results were so consistent that
I was forced to conclude that all fossils were
not the same age, that there was indeed a

I wonder if Ellen White really
intended for her statements on science
to be the last word or ultimate truth.

definite progression in time with various
fossil layers. I thought, “There must be some
way of harmonizing this data with our
scriptural views. I remember feeling, “It
may be that we are going to have to reinter-
pret some of our traditional concepts in
order to make the two harmonize.” It was
clear that a single event like the flood was
completely inadequate to explain the
geologic record. This, of course, did not fit
with what George McCready Price had
said. We constructed new models, and
ironically, found ourselves repeating the
efforts of 19th-century scientists who first
seriously challenged the flood model as
geologic evidence began to accumulate in
the early 19th century.

Benton: Did you find that exciting, or
painful?

Hare: It was painful, there is no question
about that. But I also found it exciting. I
remember reading in Ellen White that
God’s word in nature and God’s word
in Scripture shed light on each other if we
read them both correctly.

Benton: Was that excitement shared by
your colleagues at the Institute?

Hare: Ritland had reached somewhat
similar conclusions a few years before I had.
Marsh started with traditional interpreta-
tions of the Spirit of Prophecy and then
looked to science as a support or vindication
of those views.

Benton: When and why did you leave the

Institute? ..
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Hare: [ actually moved back to Berrien
Springs to join the Institute in 1961, a year
before I had finished my degree, and had set
up a laboratory and was doing work for my
dissertation. Frequently, Ritland and I found
Ellen White statements on science on our
desks, left there by Frank Marsh, with which
our scientific findings were supposed to
harmonize. I left partly for that reason and
also because it seemed the purpose of the
Institute was to reinterpret results already
published rather than to do original
research, which was what I was most
interested in. George McCready Price had
been heavily criticized for doing all his
geologizing from an armchair and never
once going outside and hammering off
fossils and rocks. We had said that we would
be different; we wanted to see the evidence
firsthand, to find out how serious the
problems really were. Soon after the
Institute began, fieldwork became a real
hallmark of what we wanted to do. Even
before Ritland joined us he took Marshon a
field trip on essentially the same route that
almost all other Institute trips have followed
since.

Benton: When you decided to take a
leave of absence did you feel evangelical
about your views on creation and geology?

Hare: One of the reasons I left the
Institute was based on the fact that my
evangelical fervor on these points was
dampened by the people thatI came in touch
with. I would say, “Look at this data!”’and I
would often be met with hostility. I was
answering questions that people hadn’t even
thought of asking as yet, and so I decided to
lie low, keep studying, do more research,
develop methods and only answer questions
people asked me. I did not rule out the
possibility thatIwould rejoin the Institute at
some future time if it was mutually
agreeable.

Benton: But you kept studying amino
acids. Isn’t that true?

Hare: Well, that became my pet area,

because it looked very promising.
" . bed-a-hew, mdenen—
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dent method for time-dating which sug-
gested that the earth and life on the earth are
very old if this evidence is taken at face
value.

Hare: That’s right. The method doesn’t
provide dates different from other methods
so much as it confirms what other methods
have already concluded. For example, at
first we had assumed that even if the
inorganic part of the earth may be billions of
years old, the organic materials might date

only from creation week some thousands of

years ago; yet the evidence for the antiquity
of organic materials is really asstrong asit is
for inorganic materials. One of the greatest
evidences for this antiquity—and something
which I never see written up in any of the
creationist literature today—is the depth of
the biological sediments on the ocean floors.

Benton: This is something that you have
directly studied.

Hare: Yes, the deep sea sediments. In
many areas of the earth’s ocean floors there
is an accumulation of tiny single-celled
shells which actually grow near the ocean
surface where there is photosynthesis going
on. After these forams live out their cycle,
their tiny shells rain down just like snow
onto the ocean floor and can accumulate to
an enormous thickness, even kilometers-
thick blankets of sediment. Consider what
those enormous accumulations of biological
material imply: a vast period of time. As you
go down the column of sediments you get
radiocarbon (Carbon-14) dates of 10,000
years when you are hardly down more than
a meter and there are kilometers still to
account for which are too old for
radiocarbon dating.

Benton: “Too old for radiocarbon
dating” means older than, say, 50 000 years
by anybody’s count?

Hare: By anybody’s count the total age is
probably millions of years and that is just on
our modern ocean floors. Some people would
like to argue that these are washedin . . .

Benton: . when they are trying to
maintain a flood model?
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Hare: Right. But the fact is that some of
these are on top of flat-topped mountains
that were eroded at the surface of the ocean
once upon a time, but because of movements
in the earth’s surface have sunk now to
below the surface and these accumulations
are on top of these flat-topped mountains
which means they must have formed after
they sank. It is very difficult to imagine

these as being washed up on top of the table, -

if you will. In addition, the oxygen 18/16
isotope ratio in these foram shells tells you
the temperature the surface water was when
the organism lived. These ratios all cor-
relate from different areas as diverse as
the North Atlantic and the Caribbean and
reveal alternating warm and cold periods
occurring worldwide. The idea of them
being washed in just begs the question.
They had to grow somewhere.

Benton: You were instrumental—no pun
intended—in developing supersensitive
equipment that was able to detect smaller
levels than ever before of certain amino
acids. '

Hare: Yes. Our instrumentation has
become very sensitive and, more recently,
portable. We can even run it off the battery
of a car, and it has been used in some remote
places for geologic mapping, determining
relative ages in deposits, and the like.

Benton: Speaking of remote places, you
were well-known in some circles as being
one of the first to examine some of the rocks
that were collected from the moon. Why?

Hare: Before the Apollo project we had
been looking at minute amounts of organic
matter in fossils, rocks, and sediments, and
we had developed very sensitive instru-
mentation. One group working on the lunar
samples was interested in looking for any
possible organic material or residues of
organic materials.

‘Benton: What did you find?

Hare: We found carbon, nitrogen, and
hydrogen materials, but not what we
interpreted as in situ amino acids. There was
certainly something there, though probably
_ from solar wind and cosmic activity, things
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like that. It was an interesting exercise,
which certainly taxed our equipment to the
very limit.

Benton: You have spent a lot of time
thinking about the Geoscience Institute.
Some say that any such institution operated
by the denomination inevitably has its
answers decided in advance, and then sets
out to support them. They think that truly
scientific research on these topics must be
done by independent scholars in universities.
Do you think Adventists should try to
operate such an institute?

Hare: Looking back, I think it is a good
thing that the Institute was established.
Back in 1960, Richard Ritland and [ went to
the annual Geological Society of America
meeting, the first Seventh-day Adventists
who had ever gone to one. For some years
we were the only two that ever went. But it
wasn’t long before a few others came, and
now we may have 20 or 25 Adventists going.
The last several years we have had an
Adventist fellowship group that meets
before the meetings start. I consider this a
sign of progress.

When I was with the Institute, more than
once I was accused by people of starting off
with the answers and then trying to twist my
laboratory data to match them. They said
our situation at the Institute was analogous
to a tobacco institute (supported by tobacco
companies) which does research on cancer
and its association with smoking. I
remember not being very happy about that
accusation, but there is an element of truth
to it, because the sponsoring organization of
an institute is obviously going to expect
some degree of support and not answers that
differ widely from what the group wants to
hear.

Benton: Certainly a lot of change has
taken place at the Geoscience Institute. The
head of it today obviously holds that the
inorganic material of the earth is very old, a
position that was probably unthinkable to
many of the people involved in the founding
of the Institute. Do you feel that there has
been change in the church’s position, or at
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least in its tolerance of divergent positions,
over the last 25 years?

Hare: No question that there has been an
increase in tolerance. Some of us feel that it
has been too slow or too little; but thereis no
question that it has happened. If you
compare typical Adventist views of, say, 25
years ago, there is a much broader range of
views that are accepted today. Even 25 years
ago there were some who felt that the
earth’s inorganic materials were very old;
even Price during some stages of his career

believed this.

Statements such as ‘“‘In the beginning
God created the heavens and the earth”’
stand on their own. We don’t need to
worry about how science is going to
vindicate them.

Benton: Certainly one very large factor
that looms in the science and religion debate
in the Adventist Church is the role of Ellen
White and the effect of subsequent
Adventist history upon the discussion. What
if it turns out that she got some of her ideas
about science—for example, the earth being
6,000 years old—from her 19th-century con-
temporaries? Can there be room for a wide
diversity of Adventist opinion that is true to
the Bible and yet different from the views
we have held in the past that can bring
people like you back into the public life of
the Adventist church?

Hare: I definitely think that’s coming,
and I base that on the fact that those of us
who came across some of these problems 20
years ago when we read Ellen White’s
statements on geological subjects concluded
that she was incorporating accepted con-
temporary scientific material. For example,
her views on ‘volcanoes and coal,” and
“fossils, trees, and animals much larger than
any that now exist’ were once popularly
accepted concepts. Like a pendulum, it’s
easy to swing from one side to the other, and

51

in order to make any progress one has to
jump this hurdle with Ellen White. It helps
to remember that she also said, “Scripture
and science shed light on each other.”

Benton: Still, it must come as some relief
to find apparent confirmation of what you
had already been thinking.

Hare: Yes. Now, when I find she was
borrowing liberally from her contempo-
raries in areas other than science, I wonder if
she really intended for her statements on
science to be the last word or ultimate truth.
I think she would be appalled at the way her
statements have been used by many.

Benton: There has been a lot of debate in
the popular press over the last few years
concerning ‘‘creation science” and the
public schools. In fact there was a trial in
Arkansas at which several Adventists
testified, including some from the Institute.
Should “creation science” be taught in
public schools?

Hare: I would like to see it taught in a-

historical context, emphasizing, “How did
these different concepts develop?” rather
than, “Are they scientific?”’ I also would
like to see evolution taught, not as ultimate
fact or law, but as a working model. Most of
the high school and elementary textbooks
are taking out statements that lead you to
believe evolution is the last word. I would
not like to see creation taught from a science
standpoint. For one thing, there is such a
wide diversity of views among creationists.
“Scientific creationism’ usually represents
a very extreme view—a 6,000-year-old
earth and a very definite set of conditions
that gave rise to our geologic framework.
Then, at the other extreme, we have the
atheistic dogmatic view of evolution, which
includes spontaneous generation of life, and
represents, I feel, too extreme a view. Truth
lies somewhere between these polar posi-
tions. There’s room for study; the more
diversity we allow, the better.

Benton: Even as a church? _

Hare: I would like to see the Geoscience
Institute sponsor more open group discus-

N

this worries me a bit. It makes it sound as if

__sions, rather than just asking, “How did the
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flood do this?” or “How did the flood do
that?”” They should consider, “To what
extent can a creationist also believe in
evolution?”’

Benton: The Institute should act as
facilitator rather than final arbiter?

Hare: Yes. They spent a number of years
on flood models, and that’s fine, but they
ought to also consider some alternatwes,
because in the history of science and religion
conflicts very rarely does it turn out that our
original ideas are correct. They have to be
modified frequently.

Benton: When it comes to the question of
origins, would you call yourself a crea-
tionist?

By anybody’s count the total age is
probably millions of years and that is
just on our modern ocean floors. . . .

" Hare: [ wish I could answer that simply;
unfortunately, the words “creation” and
“creationist’’ have been misused. Because of
that, the “scientific creationist’ view has
been interpreted so narrowly that I hesitate
to identify myself as one, though I do believe
in a personal creator-God who created life,
and that life is more than just chemistry and
physics. On the other hand, I don’t feel
comfortable identifying myself as a mech-
anistic evolutionist either, because too many
times people think you believe in the
spontaneous generation of life—that some-
thing occurred by pure chance to produce
what we see today. There is no question that
‘there has been a lot of change. All
‘evolution’ really means is change, in a
strict sense. There’s a real need to study
possible views that attempt to harmonize
our religious and scientific concepts.

The real issue, as I see it, is the role of God
in the universe (past, present, and future),
and that cannot be determined by scientific
methods. Each individual by some act of
faith must make a choice. All of us see and
interpret evidence differently. We must be

prepared to allow divergence in models of _ °)
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creation and earth history. If a person rejects
any role for God in the history of the uni-
verse, he does so by choice and not from
some overwhelming scientific evidence. If a
person comes to the conclusion that life has
been around on the earth for three billion
years or so and makes a serious attempt to
find a creation model to harmonize his
religious views, we should encourage him
rather than denounce him asan evolutionist!
Let’s widen the circle and keep him in it.
Perhaps together we can come closer to
truth.

Benton: Stephen Gould is an eminent
naturalist and is also a very popular
spokesman for the theory of evolution. He
claims that no “creation scientist’ has ever
come up with anything but small chinks here
and there in an otherwise fairly compre-
hensive, undeniable main body of theory
which suggests that human life on this
earth has evolved. Is that accurate?

Hare: That’s hard for me to say because
my own views have changed considerably
over the years at different stages. At one
stage I thought, well, creation week had to
do with man and the domestic animalsas we
know them, and the whole geologic record
preceded what I would call creation week.
But the evidence for early man seems to be
growing; the dating element is difficult to
explain away; is early man of the anthro-
pologist related to Genesis man? I have a lot
of questions but few answers in this area.
But Gould is correct in that most crea-
tionists have attacked evolution rather than
provided a theory of their own. Evolution or
creation is a false dichotomy because evolu-
tion in and of itself indicates that everything
progresses without any intervention, and
the mathematical improbability of mole-
cules getting together to form proteins and
cells is pretty impressive to me. Under some
conditions in the laboratory you can make
amino acids out of carbon monoxide, me-
thane, ammonia, water vapor, and those
kinds of things. For example, by adding
enough energy such as ultraviolet light to
cyanide one can get protein-like polymers—
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but is that really the route for the origin of
life? I recognize the “God of the gaps”
argument—that given time, science will be
able to explain even spontaneous generation
in the way it has explained other actions
formerly attributed to God. But again, I
wonder if that isn’t going from one
extreme—where you have all the gaps
explained by God—to the other. Maybe the
pendulum will come to rest and we will find
out yes, evolution occurs but at times there
has been intervention as well, perhaps in the
origin of life, and perhaps later for man
during creation week. We need a lot more
study before we can sort out the answers in
some of these areas.

Benton: You are known among your
friends as a very serious, reliable and
conscientious Seventh-day Adventist. Can
you tell us why you find Adventism still
palatable despite the problems?

Hare: That’s an easy one. I haven’t
found anything better. If I based my religion
on a few scientific facts I would be in
trouble. At one point the Bible was
interpreted so that “the four corners of the
earth” meant that the earth must be flat, and
because it was shown later that it wasn’t,
some people gave up their belief in

Scripture. Today, if I were to base my.

theology on the fact that science has to
prove that the earth is 6,000 years old and
everything that we see, including the
universe, the sun, and the moon, and the
stars, were created in six literal days at the
beginning of the 6,000 years, then I would
have a difficult time; the scientific evidence
to me seems strongly against that. But I
don’t think the Bible needs to be defended in
that sense. Statements such as “In the
beginning God created the heaven and the
earth” stand on their own. We don’t need to
worry about how science is going to
vindicate these statements. Each generation,
in fact each individual, is going to have to
find its own relationship between science
and religion. We cannot go back to Galileo’s
time and put the sun as a satellite of the
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earth. There were people who argued that
if the world revolved around the sun, you
would do away with the plan of salvation.
Yet today we live very comfortably with
the fact that the earth is not the center of the
universe. We explain the Scriptural pass-
ages as reflecting the popular contemporary
view of the author.

Benton: Do you see as one of your goals
as a' church member to help other people
confronted with the same evidence make the
difficult transitions you have?

Hare: I do. I see many people come to a
critical point where they see the scientific
evidence and its implications and cannot
reconcile their traditional views. They say,
“If the scientific evidence is right then my
traditional view is wrong and I have to
throw the whole thing out.” What I try to
tell them is that perhaps some *‘traditional
background” has no basis and shouldn’t
interfere with science, because God is the

author of science as well as the ultimate

author of Scripture; if there are differences,
we must either say that God is lying in one
or the other, or else we are misinterpreting
one source or the other.

Perhaps we don’t take Paul seriously
enough when he said, “When I was a child I
thought as a child.” We should realize that
even some of our dedicated teachers do not
have the last word in many of these areas. If
we see a problem arise, [ would like to back
off and say that I don’t see any way out right
now, but let’s not get discouraged! People
hundreds of years ago never saw any way
out of comparable dilemmas. Ultimately the
answers came and were compatible with the
scientific evidence. I rely a lot on the
concept of nature and Scripture shedding
light on each other. We find unity in the
whole. Some of the things we were taught
may not stand up today in terms of recent
scientific evidence, but this should not be
any reason to deny evidence from either
nature or Scripture or to reject our religious
heritage!

=
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Beyond Arithmetic:
The Truth of Creation

by E. E. J. Harder

¢ ¢ In the beginning God
créated the heavens
and the earth.” If I should ask, “Do you
believe that declaration to be true?” I
suppose you would unanimously say yes. If
should then ask, “Do you believe that
statement refers to the ex nihilo fiat creation
of the entire universe in six literal days
about 6,000 years ago?”’ [ assume you would
just as unanimously say no. If my suppo-
sitions are correct, we have all made some
very basic accommodations relative to a
literal reading of Genesis 1:1-2:3.
Throughout the Old Testament the
phrase, “‘the heavens and the earth,” is used
as the nearest Hebrew equivalent to our
term, “‘universe.”’ The earth is that on which
man stands. “‘Heaven’” is all there is beyond
the earth. Sometimes the expression is ex-
tended to “‘the heavens, the earth, and the
sea’” to include not only the sea on which
ships sailed but also the primordial “deep™
over which the Spirit of God hovered,
moved, or strove in the act of creating.
Thou are the Lord, thou alone; thou hast made heaven,
the heaven of heavens, with all their host, the earth and

all that is on it, the seas and all that is in them . . .
{Nehemiah 9:6). '

Thus the heavens and the earth were finished, and all
their host. [After six days of creating ( Genesis 2:1.)]

F.E.J. Harder, now retired in Walla Walla, Wash.,
formerly served in the General Conference as exe-
cutive secretary of the Board of Higher Education
and before that as chairperson of the department

———_of education at Andrews University.

. in six days the Lord made heaven and earth,
the sea, and all that in them is . . . [The ante-
cedents of ““them” are heaven, earth, the sea (Exodus
20:11.)]

We must not overlook the fourth day of
creation week which specifically describes
the making by fiat of the sun, moon, and
stars (Genesis 1:14-19).

Finally, if we diagram the literary struc-
ture of the creation narrative, it appears that
Genesis 1:1 is a summary of what follows
and that Genesis 2:1 is a summary of what
has gone before. Of course, most of us want
to separate in time the creation of the
heavens and their hosts—the sun, moon, and
stars (at least the stars) from creation week.
Some would also subtract from the activity
of creation week the stuff of the earth and
the dark deep. However, we must recognize
that we do so on other than biblical grounds
and that we encounter difficulty in making
our interpretations compatible with a literal
reading of Genesis 1:1-2:3. There are those

‘who hold that divine revelation of truth is

indivisible. This view insists that theological
truth is not revealed aside from the scientific
or historical context within which it is
embodied. This is what many mean by
“plenary inspiration”—that there is no hu-
man element in the revelatory process.
Others hold that truth is divisible. Ac-
cording to this view, a Bible writer may
reveal truth about God without having
complete or accurate knowledge about
science or history. In other words, an idea

may be true theologically but not neces-
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sarily true in every detail of expression.
Ellen White was clear on this matter:

The Bible is written by inspired men, butitisnot God’s
mode of thought and expression. It is that of humanity.
God, as a writer, is not represented . . . God has not
put Himself in words, in logic, in rhetoric, on trial in
the Bible. The writers of the Bible were God’s penmen,
not His pen. (E.G. White, Selected Messages, Vol. 2,p. 21)

Poets and artists may give very effective
portrayals of truth in symbols which do not
stand up under close scrutiny. A minister
may be a true representative of God and
teach divine truth without himself being a
scientist, historian, or even theologian. Did
not Jesus teach theological truth within a
vehicle which was false theologically? For
example, there is the parable of the rich man
and Lazarus (Luke 16:19-31). The Psalmist
uses the mythic imagery of the Babylonian
epic in which Marduk creates heaven and
earth by slaying Tiamat, goddess of chaos.

Thou didst divide the sea by thy might;

Thou didst break the heads of the dragon on the waters.

Thou didst crush the heads of Leviathan. . . .

Thine is the day, thine also the night;

Thou hast established the luminaries and the sun.

Thou hast made summer and winter (Psalm
74:13, 14, 16, 17).

Those who seek to destroy the value of
Genesis 1 assume that truth must be total and
indivisible. If this premise is accepted, the
discussion of the creation narrative must
remain in the realm of science. Itis not good
apologetics to admit the premise of the
attacker without critically questioning it. If
this premise is not agreed to—if theology
and science are not necessarily bound to-
gether—then Genesis 1 can be discussed as a
theological statement.

The Bible student should not be satisfied
with any explanation which makes the
Scriptural record even apparently depen-
dent upon the changing views or findings of
science. For careful thinkers, using science,
history, or philosophy as bases for Christian

faith is becoming increasingly less effective. .

Such an approach allies the Christian faith

W1th the destmy of human theory When
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view, it stands or falls with a human

concept. In rapidly changing times such as

ours this means that Christianity is liable to
rejection before it has had a hearing.

he doctrine of cre-
-ation does not stand
by itself but depends upon and elaborates the
redemptive activity of God in history. What
makes it so ultimately vital is that funda-
mentally it is Christological and eschato-
logical.
The beginning:
In the beginning God created the heavens and the
earth (Genesis 1:1).
The end:

Then I saw a new heaven and a new earth; for the first
heaven and the first earth had passed away. . . .

And he who sat on the throne said, “Behold, I make all
things new. . . . I am the Alpha and the Omega, the
beginning and the end (Revelation 21:1-4, 14, 12).

Between the beginning and the end stands
the central affirmation of the Christian faith:

In the beginning was the Word,
and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God.

All things were made through him,
and without him was not anything made that was
made. . . .

In him was life, and the life was the light of men. . . .
The true light that enlightens every man was coming
into the world. . . .

And the word became flesh and dwelt among us full
of grace and truth. . . .

To all who received him, who believed in his name,
he gave power to become children of God. . . . (John
1:1-4, 14, 12).

The opening imperative of the three
angels’ messages proclaims the judgment of
the eschaton in the context of the original
creation:

Fear God and give glory to him, for the hour of his
judgment has come;

And worship him who made heaven and earth, the sea
and the fountains of water (Revelation 14:7).

From the bcgmmng of the world to its
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ing activity of God in Christ are proclaimed
by the doctrine of creation:
He (Christ) is the image of the invisible God . . .
for in him all things were created in heaven and on
earth, visible and invisible. . . .
All things were created through him and for him.

He is before all things, and in him all things hold
together (Colossians 1:15-17).

ymbolizing this en-

tire process is the

divinely ordained Sabbath. In the beginning:

Thus the heavens and the earth were finished, and all
the host of them. . . .

So God blessed the seventh day and hallowed it,
because on it God rested from all his work which he
had done in creation (Genesis 2:1,3).

At the end:

. as the new heavens and the new earth which I
make shall remain before me, says the Lord . . .

From new moon to new moon, and from Sabbath to
Sabbath, all flesh shall come to worship before me,
says the Lord (Isaiah 66:22, 23).

Between the beginning and the end:

You shall keep my sabbaths, for this is a sign between
me and you throughout your generations, that you
may know that I, the Lord, sanctify you. You shall
keep the Sabbath, because it is holy for you. . . .
{Exodus 31:13-15).

I keep the Sabbath as a memorial of crea-
tion and of the Creator’s becoming one with
his created beings. I keep the Sabbath as a
witness to my faith in the Creator’s sanctify-
ing activity in creating a new heart within
me. [ keep the Sabbath as a foreshadowing of
Sabbaths to be celebrated when the heavens
and the earth will be created anew.

I do not keep the Sabbath because of the
thousands of years I may think have passed
since it was instituted. I believe in a seven-
day creation week—irrespective of where
such a week may fit into the astronomers’
light-year scheme, or into the geologists’
fossil strata. Yes, I believe in a literal

creation week, but that is not why I 'keep the

Sabbath.

I keep the Sabbath because God blessed
and hallowed it. I keep the Sabbath because
God 1mbedded w1thm his eternal law an
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Sabbath because the Son of God declared
himself to be Lord of the Sabbath and
because Jesus of Nazareth reaffirmed the
holiness with which he had invested it as the
Creator. I keep the Sabbath because I look
forward to entering God’s rest as described
in the fourth chapter of Hebrews:

And God rested on the seventh day from all his

works . . .

So then there remains a Sabbath rest for the people of

God; for whoever enters God’s rest also ceases from his

labors as God did from his (Hebrews 4:4, 9, 10).

I repeat again, I believe in a seven-day
creation week, although my concept is
flexible respecting what may have been
included in it. This is a faith statement for
which I neither seek nor expect scientific
confirmation, and for which I know of no
scientific disproof. However, if it were ever
undeniably demonstrated to be untenable, I
can’t conceive of any possible change that it
would make in my theology or religious
practices. Even if I admit that the world was
not created in six days, I would still keep the
seventh-day Sabbath.

f Christianity is not

dependent upon con-
temporary scientific discovery, it follows as
a corollary that the value, authenticity, or
authority of a divinely inspired messenger
must not be made dependent upon his or her
inerrancy in science.

A prophet is one who sees things that do
not lie in the domain of natural sight and
hears things which human ears don’t ordi-
narily hear. If he or she speaks in the realm
of the ordinary, the contribution of inspira-
tion lies not in a repetition of that which can
be known by natural means, but rather inan
apprehension of its spiritual significance, or
of its providential nature, or of its place in
the divine plan, or of how God’s will is
thereby fulfilled or revealed. The problem
of distinguishing human error from divine
truth raises the basic question: how do we
distinguish- any truth from error? How can
we know anything for sure?
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conforms to related evidence, is coherent,
and is consistent with the operation of
rational processes. This can be a compli-
cated achievement, even respecting mun-
dane questions. It becomes even more
complex when applied to pronouncements
on matters outside the realm of ordinary
sense perception. There are no simple,
definitive answers to our problem, but we
have been given some helpful guidelines.

If you say in your heart, how may we know the word

which the Lord has not spoken?—when a prophet

speaks in the name of the Lord, if the word does
not come to pass or come true, that is a word which

the Lord has not spoken . . . (Deuteronomy 18:21,

22).

This is an application of the principle of
coherence. When a prophet speaks about
matters that can be tested by natural means
of discovery, what he says is subject to such
test. If there is no coherence between
validated fact and the message, then that
message was not from God, irrespective of
how truly this prophet may have spoken for
God in the past, or how fully he may
represent him in the future.

This principle is illustrated in I Kings 13.
In obedience to a divine command, a
prophet went from Judah to rebuke the
heresy of Jeroboam. Also in obedience to his
instructions, he declined the invitation of
the king to have dinner with him and began
his return journey immediately after de-
livering his message and seeing it confirmed
before Jeroboam by several miracles. Upon
being overtaken by an older prophet he
again obediently refused his invitation to
supper. To this the old prophet said:

I too am a prophet as you are. And an angel said to me

by the word of the Lord: Bring him back with you to

your house so that he may eat bread and drink water

(I Kings 13:18).

The record says that he lied. But the
younger man deferred to seniority and did
that which he had refused to do even at the

request of the king. That evening at the
table:

The word of the Lord came to the prophet (the lying
,pr{;phe}'), -

and_hie cried to-the man of God who-stick—partoway—in
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came from Judah: Thus says the Lord, Because you
have disobeyed the word of the Lord . . . your body
shall not come to the tomb of your fathers . . . And
as he went away a lion met him and killed him
(I Kings 13:21, 22, 24).

The fact that one message of the old prophet
was in error—even a deliberate lie—did not
mean that the Lord never spoke by him. The
very next time he claimed to be speaking for
God he actually was, and his message was
quickly verified.

This example raises another question:
how does one validate a prophet-given
message not subject to ordinary criteria of
evidence? The first declaration of the lying
prophet was of this kind—*‘An angel said to
me . . . bring him back . . .”” How could
this be tested? It could be tested simply by
another application of the principle of co-
herence—that is, coherence with previously
confirmed revelation. The Judean prophet
had seen ample assurance that his com-
mission to Bethel was of divine origin. The
representation made by the old prophet did
not cohere: it was inconsistent and con-
tradictory. It was a word that the Lord had
not spoken.

Representative of various scriptural con-
firmations of this principle are:

Don’t listen to a prophet who asks you to follow gods
you have not known, even though he works miracles
to substantiate his mission { Deuteronomy 13:1-3).

The well-known “To the law and to the testimony”
test (Isaiah 8:20).

Paul brands those who forbid practices which God has
previously approved as “deceiving spirits . . . taught
by demons . . . hypocritical liars” (I Timothy 4:1-3).

Even though we recognize that all human
apprehensions of truth are partial and may
appear contradictory at first sight, a careful
study of all related factors should reveal a
basic harmony in spite of illusions with
respect to some details.

If, while standing at the edge of a pond, I
thrust a stick halfway into the water, my
eyes will tell me that the stick is bent. When
I retrieve it, [ will see thatit is straight again.
So I formulate the proposition: putting a

i
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‘returning it to the air straightens it. The
trouble with that is that I didn’t use all the
available evidence. If I put the stick back
into the water and slide my hand along its
entire length, my sense of touch tells me that
it hasn’t been bent at all. Now the evidence
of my two senses is inconsistent—there isno
coherence. Not until [ get more evidence
with respect to the nature of light and learn
that it is refracted when passing from thin to
dense matter, for instance, from air to
water, will I by a rational process achieve
harmony of the data and arrive at truth.

It is the coherence principle that gives us
trouble with Genesis 1. How can the concept
of a seven-day creation week be harmonized
with the apparent evidences respecting ori-
gins found in the natural world? (Of course,
there is even a problem of the creation
account in Genesis 1 being consistent with
Genesis 2 where the creation of man is
placed before the creation of vegetation
instead of three dayslater.) To find harmony
between the biblical and natural data will

_require continuing intensive study of all
relevant factors in both—I repeat, both—
sources. Too much of the time we have
assumed that we totally understand the
Scriptural materials and that it is up to our

“scientists to make the data from nature fit
the Procrustian biblical bed we have so
~uncriticially inherited, and in which we
seem to be so comfortable.

I suggest that creation is a fundamental,
vital doctrine, a religious afffirmation about
the sovereignty of God, his redemptive
activity, and the absolute dependence of his
creatures. As such, it merits the broadest and
deepest investigation by theologians con-
cerned with proclaiming the everlasting
gospel. To the extent that the doctrine
relates to discoveries in the natural world, it
requires cooperative studies between theo-
logians and scientists, both respecting the
others’ dedicated scholarship and neither
trying to usurp the role of the other.

For such ongoing research and dialogue to
be fruitful requires mutual respect, hum1l-

. SPECTRUM

the ability to exercise patience. There should
be careful model-building and theory de-
velopment. These are philosophical en-
deavors and must be subjected to philo-
sophical challenge, criticism, review, and
revision. Of course, the attacks should
always be directed at the philosophy and not
at the philosopher, and the philosopher
should not identify himself so inseparably
with his philosophy that this becomes im-
possible!

The doctrine of creation and the flood
narrative are not primarily concerned with
genetics, species variation, fossil deposits, or
the geologic column. They are above all a
revelation of God, the nature of humanity,
and God’s redemptive activity. Nearly one-
third of Genesis 1 and more than half of the
creation record of Genesis 2 are devoted to
the creation of humanity. All of the third
chapter deals with humanity’s failure and
God’s continuing concern for humanity,
which sets the theme for the rest of the
Bible.

F or a few moments let
us go back in our
imagination to that day when the God of
heaven skillfully fashioned the clay of Eden
into the intricate design of a human body. As
we watch, the Creator pauses, apparently
viewing his handiwork. Actually he is look-
ing beyond at the consequences that would
follow. Is he counting the cost?

He sees the day this man will hide from
him in fear, and because of His rebellion will
have to be evicted from the Edenic home.
He views the stained feet of Cain on ground
wet with the blood of his brother. He hears
the filthy clamor emanating from the
thoughts of mankind so degenerate that
every imagination is only evil continually,
followed by the horrible spectre of the
flood. He looks far beyond to a night when
he himself will lie in a stinking Bethlehem
barn, a helpless offspring of and fully
identified with the descendants of this inert
form before him. He anticipates the pain of

her—name—for—teachabili d
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agony and be betrayed by the kiss of a friend.
He feels the thrust of nails being driven by
men whom he had come to save through the
“hands that have just formed their first
father.

Then, momentarily, he recoils—not from
the suffering but from that dark abyss that
could signify eternal separation from his
heavenly Father. Is this lump of clay worth
that? But then the troubled brow is replaced
by a majestic smile as the Creator of heaven
and earth stoops, and in tender love
embraces that cold form of clay and bestows
the kiss of life, transmuting it into a creature
of whom the Psalmist would sing:

Thou has made him little less than God,

and dost crown him with glory and honor
Thou has given him dominion over the works of

thy hands;
Thou hast put all things under his feet (Psalm 8:5, 6).
That is at the heart of the doctrine of the
first creation. The significance of the second
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creation is like unto it, for it is not primarily
concerned with peaceful wolves, tame lions,
harmless snakes, luscious vineyards, pearly
gates, and golden streets. Rather, the new
creation fulfills the design for the first
creation, culminating in universal recogni-
tion of God’s sovereignty, the acknowledge-
ment of the triumph of man through the
grace of the Word made flesh, and a
celebration of the ultimate union of creature
with Creator.

Then I saw a new heaven and a new earth . . .

I heard a loud voice from the throne saying,
“Behold the dwelling of God is with men.
He will dwell with them,

and they shall be his people,

and God himself will be with them . . .

And he who sat upon the throne said,
“Behold I make all things new. . . .
He who conquers shall have this heritage,
and I will be his God
and he shall be my son” (Revelation 21:1-7).

Statement of Affirmation

We, the participants of the 1983 Geoscience Field
Conference, affirm our belief

1. In the validity of the scriptural record as an
authentic and historical description of the origin of our
wotld. We rejoice in the creative power of God, and with
the psalmist declare, “The Lord, he is God: it is he that
hath made us, and not we ourselvcs we are his people, and
the sheep of his pasture” (Psalm 100:3).

2. That the biblical record requires a short chronol-
ogy of approximately 6,000 years in contrast to tens of
thousands or millions of years.

3. That the Old Testament narrative of a global flood
is supported in the New Testament by our Lord, who
compared earth’s final destruction to that of Noah’s day.
It is spoken of also by the apostle Peter, who reminds us of
“the longsuffering of God [who] waited in the days of
Noah, while the ark was preparing, wherein few, that is,
eight souls were saved by water” (Matt. 24:37-39; I Peter
3:20).

4. In the importance of honoring the seventh-day
Sabbath as a memorial of a literal Creation week in
accord with God’s Ten Commandments, the Sabbath
being a vital element of God’s last appeal to the world,
calling every nation, kindred, tongue, and people, to
“worship him that made heaven, and earth, and the sea,
and the fountains of waters” (Rev. 14:7).

5. That secular, humanistic theories such as the

evolutionary model or those theories intermediate be-
tween Creation and evolution that extend the creation

process into a long, indefinite period have no place in the
belief system of our church. (See 2 Peter 3:3-6.)

6. That there is fundamental agreement between
God’s book of nature and the revealed Word when they
are correctly interpreted.

7. That the creationist/catastrophic model best ex-
plains that information derived from revelation and
science. At the same time we recognize that limits of
understanding and a personal belief system characterize
all approaches to interpreting data touching on the earth’s
past. We further believe in the value of scientific study as
a method of approaching natural phenomena, a premise
that underlies denominational sponsorship of the Geo-
science Research Institute.

Participants

C.E. Bradford, vice-president of the General Conference for the North American Division.
G.W. Brown, president of the Inter-American Division.

L.L. Butler, treasurer of the General Conference.

G.J. Christo, president of the Southern Asia Division.

W.T. Clark, president of the Far Eastern Division.

E.A. Hetke, secretary of the Southern Asia Division,

B. Heye, president of the Eastern Africa Division.

B.R. Holt, executive editor, Ministry magazire.

R.J. Kloosterhuis, president of the Africa-Indian Ocean Division.
E. Ludescher, president of the Euro-Africa Division.

K.J. Mittleider, president of the Trans-Africa Division.

E. Oliveira, vice-president of the General Conference.

G.W. Reid, associate editor, ADVENTIST REVIEW,

D.J. Sandstrom, secretary of the Eastern Africa Division.
W.R.L. Scragg, presxdcm of the northern European Division.
JR. S ler, di isterial and Stewardship Department of the General Conference.
G.R. Thompson, secr:tary of the General Conference.

G.S. Valleray, secretary of the Africa-Indian Ocean Division.
F.W. Wernick, vice-president of the General Conference.

N.C, Wilson, president of the General Conference.

J. Wolff, president of the South American Division.




Responses

Résponses To AAF
Report on
Church Structure

A Conference President: No

To the Editors: When I was
: first invited to meet with
the Task Force on Church Structure, I accepted because
of my great interest in finding ways to expand lay in-
volvement within the church. However, the task force
concluded that lay participation could best be facilitated
by modifying existing church structure. In fact, church
structure is not the major factor influencing lay involve-
ment in the church’s mission.

A careful look at other churches organized along the
lines of the model shows less, not more, lay involvement
in the outreach of the church than is shown in the present
Adventist Church. The model draws heavily on United
Methodist, United Presbyterian, and Lutheran organiza-
tional concepts; yet these are churches in decline,
accomplishing far less, in almost any category you wish to
compare, than the Adventist Church does. You may have
greater percentages of lay members involved in operating
the church, but what is it all accomplishing in reaching
people for God’s kingdom?

I have great respect for the integrity, good intentions,
and wisdom of the Task Force members and find myself in
agreement on many of the ideas proposed in the model.
But I am strongly convinced the proposed model
constitution, as a whole, will destroy many of the present
strengths of this church. I have time to mention justa few
of the many examples that illustrate my concerns.

First, the hidden agenda, behind this proposed
constitution is the assumption you cannot trust clergy or
teachers to lead the church, even when they are devoted
to it full time. I see reflected an accumulation of all the
failings of leadership through the years wrapped up into
one composite picture of a leader who is not responsible,
fair, or trustworthy; who controls the press; oppresses
ministers; and deceives the laity. I submit that the norms
are nowhere near this composite model. Leaders do not
need the heavy restraints and the divided powers
proposed in order to successfully lead. As a pastor, I
worked under five different presidents in three different
-..conferences; ‘none -of “whom. reflected: the composite

model characteristics. For this reason I believe the model
represents organizational overkill that will be slow,
cumbersome, and ineffective.

Second, the proposed constitution moves away from a
world church to an autonomous conference unit claiming
to be an integral part of the world church, yet deriving its
power solely from the constituent churches which it
recognizes as its highest authority. World policies of the
church are optional and all church leaders above the
conference level are non-voting guests. This is actually a
congregational form of government with a conference
flavor, very little different from what Southern Baptists
have now in their convention structure. Both Old and
New Testament church models support recognized
authority beyond the local congregation.

Third, this structure destroys meaningful and effective
leadership. Proposals brought to sessions must be
presented with no indication of leadership thinking.
Committees systematically exclude full-time church
workers who are in the best position to be knowledgeable
on the issues and know the background of qualified
people. For instance, the nominating committee is
composed of two-thirds laypeople, most of whom will
have little or no information beyond their own
perceptions, what they read in compiled material, and
have gained from campaign speeches.

Four commissions or boards operating between sessions
with self-contained power and authority are actually in
charge of all conference operations and activities. The
president is simply a figurehead coordinator surrounded
by part-time lay members who control everything. Try as
I might, I cannot imagine what criteria would be used to
evaluate the president’s job performance. He is simply an
advisor to committees, and is not even included on the
board of information. The fact remains that even in the
governmental approach on which this model is based, in
order to have a dynamic, moving organization, there must
be strong leadership given sufficient authority to get the
job done. Responsibility without authority is the ultimate
frustration for leader and people.

In this model no one person is really in charge, setting
direction. The potential is strong for competing
chairpeople struggling for power and sending the
conference in many directions at once.

Fourth, the Adjudicatory Commission is a contra-
diction to the whole concept of an “open church” where
“each (member) will have a meaningful role in the
decision-making process.” Here are seven people serving
six-year terms, making their own rules and regulations,

_:determining their-own: jurisdiction{within-the broad
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framework of the constitution) with more power than the
local churches who elected them. Seven people can veto
the membership decision of a 5,000-member congrega-
tion. They have more power that the 16-member
executive committee, more power than the constitution
committee, more power than the board of information.
They have access to any and all information they deem
necessary, and hold the final determination as to what
documents can be published. These seven pcople make
decisions that are final and beyond appeal.

Fifth, I have saved my greatest concern over this model
constitution until last—running several candidates
agamst one another. Picture, if you can, the church run-
ning a political campaign. For two months, candidates for
46 positions will campaign. That means a minimum of 92
people, and as many as 100 or more, engaged in personal
appearances at our churches, spending thousands of
dollars on mailings, wooing members, (especially those
with money and influence), courting pastors and church
boards for access to pulpits and other meetings. Two
months of debates, with focus on researched weaknesses
of opponents, putting others down, criticism, division,
choosing sides, and backroom deals.

“It’s unavoidable,” said John Sears, who was campaign
manager in 1976 and 1980 for Ronald Reagan. “You can’t
have a race without attacking opponents, and to the
degree that the attacks are sharp, people hurt each other.”

Charisma will be more important than commitment
and the controversial issues will be set aside. Large centers
are bound to dominate the process, and minorities who
are unknown and without money won’t stand a chance.
Imagine the atmosphere at the session: sessions will be
known for their political infighting rather than for
focusing on the spiritual objectives.

I find the whole picture out of harmony with heaven’s
principles of love, humility, and unselfishness. How could
a dedicated leader committed to Romans 12:10, “Be
devoted to one another in brotherly love. Honor one
another above yourselves,” possibly go around the
conference bragging about himself and criticizing his
opponents? Will ahundred people involved in this process
end up with the unity Jesus prayed for in John 172 Will
leaders critical of one another be able to work together
later? Or will we end up with warring camps, as have
other churches that use this process? Others survive
because they are basically congregational and need not
work together in between elections. That is not God’s
plan for this church. What little you gain in openness you
more than lose in divisiveness!

It has been suggested one way to avoid the campaign
aspect of the electoral process is to not announce the
names until the session. Such a solution is both impossible
and in conflict with the openness so important to church
life.

Although I commend the Task Force for their many
hours of research, discussion, thought, and improvements
of the document as it developed, the government-based
model is more subject to manipulation and control by a
few than what we have now. It will cause an administra-
tive nightmare less effective in accomplishing our mission
than what we have now. Adversary relationships will
abound. Unity will be 1mpossﬂ)lc Career church workers
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influence on the very church to which they have devoted
their lives. Instead of increasing lay involvement, few
church members will be interested in serving under these
conditions. Why trade our present success for a formula
that is bound to prove less successful?

Thomas J. Mostert
President of the
Southeastern Califorina Conference.

The AAF Task Force Replies

To the Editors: Pastor
Mostert makes a general
criticism of the Task Force: its work, he says, was
motivated by distrust of church leadership. The Task
Force did not distrust individual clergy. Rather; it
recognized that when humans (even clergy) occupy
positions of authority they may well, unless checks are
placed upon theit power, misuse their authority. Mostert
is 100 percent correct in asserting that “leaders do not
need the heavy restraint and divided powers of a constitu-
tion in order to successfully lead”"—unless, of course, they
lead organizations that purport to be representative.
Pastor Mostert is right in the short run; centralization of
power may well make the church more efficient and
effective. But in the long run, if representative structures
are to be maintained, meaningful checks and balances are
absolutely necessary. Without them there is a great
danger that office holders in the organization will
arrogate to themselves as much power as possible, all in
the name of furthering the mission of the church.

In its infancy, the church’s mission evolved from lively
exchanges between individuals spiritually bound together
by the expectations of 1844 and the experiences that
immediately followed. Different and incompatible mis-
sions often grew side by side. As the movement became
more institutionalized, it appears that strong leaders
either assumed offices within the organization or were
driven out. The high credibility of Ellen White was used
by denominational leaders to strengthen their own
positions.

Pastor Mostert seems to assume that the church now
has a mission which exists independent of the laity, that
the mission of the church is actually dependent upon the
abilty of its leaders to wield political power. From this

_perspective, it is easy to understand his fear that

decentralization of power wll destroy effective leader-
ship and thereby weaken our mission. Pastor Mostert
ignores the fact that God’s church has never been solely
dependent upon organizational office holders for leader-
ship. The checks and balances in church structure the Task
Force proposed will ideally facilitate the emergence of
more of the prophetic, non-institutional leadership the
church desperately needs.

When Mostert makes more specific cr1t1c1sms he sets
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hypothetical disasters resulting from implementation of
the task force proposals. For example, Pastor Mostert
paints a horrifying picture of political campaigning, with
dozens of candidates running about, tearing each other
down in a divisive process terribly destructive to the
church. Perhaps if Mostert examined the existing
political processes in other churches he would be assured
that his fears are groundless. Besides, does he seriously
contend that backstabbing, divisiveness, and backroom
deals are not now a part of present Severth-day Adventist
church politics? In other churches, opening the political
process has reduced rather than increased destructive
politicking. '

Mostert makes another specific charge. Unfortunately,
his statement that the seven-member Adjudicatory Com-
mission has too much power because it can veto the
decision of a 5,000-member congregation is simply
inaccurate. The commission can review only the decision
of a local congregatioh to disfellowship. If the commis-
sion disagrees with the congregation, the congregation is
not forced to retain the person as a member in the local
church. Rather, a member can be given membership in the
conference church. Administrative reactions to the
evangelical movement in the Seventh-day Adventist
Church have amply demonstrated the need for such a
safeguard.

The modest structural changes proposed in the model
constitution come with no guarantees, but they are
predicated on the belief that legitimate authority in the
church rises from the most basic unit—the member. The
task force insists that changes are needed if church
administrators at all levels are going to truly represent the
membership. Pastor Mostert has hurled the loaded term
“congregational” at the proposals of the Task Force.
While the model constitution is less hierarchical than the
present structure, it is far from being congregational. The
proposed constitution actually makes proposals that
emphasize the power of the local conference con-
stituency, not the individual congregation.

As Pastor Mostert must well know, the Task Force has
not proposed congregationalism. Actually, what he
objects to is the Task Force taking representative
government too seriously. The Task Force has suggested
concrete ways Adventism can achieve what the Church
Manual says the denomination has already committed
itself to: “‘a representative form of church government.”
It is the hope of the task force that the church will truly
become what it claims to be.

E. Nathan Schilt
Member of AAF
Task Force on Church Structure

Hospital Administrator: No

T o the Editors: This is not
: to discourage the desire of
the Task Force to improve the discharge of God’s affairs
on earth, but the call to “open” the church raises some.
apprehension. I fear any changes that would tend to make
the clergy more subject to popular opinion and current
.whim.than they already.are. ... '

SPECTRUM

As important as the independence before God of the
membership, is the equal need for an independent clergy.
The ideal church government is that which the Holy
Spirit can most easily control. Those aspects of our
present form of church government which may make it
too responsive to a church leader’s manipulation, also can
make it more responsive to the Holy Spirit’s guidance.
Those procedures which presently make the church
structure seem unresponsive to the membership may also
help protect us from a politicised and fawning clergy.

A clergy who as individuals have felt God’s call to His
service, validated by the membership who also see
evidence of that call, must be allowed a lot more freedom
to direct and lead the church than we would allow, say,
the officers in charge of a consumer’s co-op.

The ache for a purified and God-directed church must
not tempt. us to solve an apparent lack of the Holy Spirit
by substitution of democratic procedures and expanded
lay participation, as “‘the next best thing.” Let us leave
him a system that he could relatively easily control, and
concentrate on removing the abusers or abuses of that
system.

John B. Hoehn, M.D.
Mwami Adventist Hospital
Chipata, Zambia

A North Pacific Layperson: Yes

To the Editors: Hats off to
the AAF Task Force for its
masterful work in developing a model constitution. It
speaks to the heart of basic issues and is to be seriously
considered at this time when the church is searching for
ways to increase participation and accountability at all
levels of denominational organization. Forms of structure
can be argued successfully from many angles. However,
participation and accountability, the lifeblood of every
excellent organization, are not optional.

The relationship that most often exists between church
administrators and laypeople is suggested by the old
rhyme:

“‘Mother may I go to swim?”

“Oh yes, my darling daughter.
Hang your clothes on yonder limb,
But don’t go near the water.”

Plenty of support is voiced for the idea that laypeople
are an asset to the church—and indeed they are. The
church’s papers speak warmly of “dedicated laymen.”
Just give them a financial, baptismal, or subscription goal
to reach, laypeople will make their pastors look good
almost every time. More often than not they do it
willingly and unquestioningly. In these situations, no one
ever suggests the need for a constitution, representation,
or for adjudication.

However, along comes a Merikay who asks for more
than words of support, who asks only that she be given
what the policy already states is hers, and the church
administrators cry “foul!” Making good those promises of
support is where the current administration falters, not on
making the promises themselves. The Task Force Report

_provides another look at what those promises are or
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should be; the primary weakness of the church today is the
lack of understanding and trust between administration
and laypeople.

Our church administrators—even on a world scale—
are far too often the same age, were reared in the same
communities, have spouses who were college roommates,
and children who are married to their colleagues’
children. They don’t have to listen to each other in
committee because they have been sitting together in a
variety of committees for so long that they know each
other’s thoughts. The local congregation, on the other
hand, is a far more heterogeneous group. They are
bankers, farmers, market analysts, advertising execu~
tives, engineers, teachers, researchers, economists, car-
penters, insurance salesmen, and secretaries. They were
born in different places, educated in different schools,
hive spouses who have yet another whole set of different
backgrounds. Some are fourth- and fifth-generation
Adventists, but some have just been baptized.

While the members of the local congregation share an
intense love of the church with their administrative
brethren, their participation and expertise are not sought
by those same brethren, and if given are not appreciated,
let alone used by the brethren. A typical committee has
administrators who have known each other for years but
who don’t know the laypeople sitting on the committee.
On the other hand, the laypeople sitting on a committee
are frequently younger than the administrative brethren,
their spouses are completely unknown to anyone the
administrators or their spouses know; perhaps the lay-
people have been Adventists for only 10 years. Maybe
they weren’t educated in Adventist schools and they now
work for companies none of the administrators have ever
even heard of. A typical layperson might be awed by the
committee itself and not know how to speak in Adventist
cliche. Of course the administratjve brethren reason that
since laypeople work in “outside firms,” they will not
understand the workings of the church; consequently,
they cannot be taken seriously around a boardroom
table. A very simple example of Adventist administrative
thinking is that the reason given why the General
Conference does not turn over its books for an audit by an
independent Certified Public Accountant firm is that
“outside firms’’ don’t understand our financial structure.

Constitutions have mandated “lay representation” at
all levels of church structure for many years. But, Donald
J. Davenport did not become a household word for lack of
lay representation on various boards and committees. He
became a household word because representation does not
mean the same as participation. Too often those who were
chosen as representatives came after the fact. The money
was already sent—all that was needed was a vote in favor
recorded in committee minutes. Which all brings me to

the point. Good policies exist. Good constitutions exist..

The words that are written and spoken are just fine. But
attitudes and entrenched traditions cannot be changed by
the typestrokes on paper. Neither can accountability be
legislated. Accountability is comparable to keeping the
law—supreme love of God makes the law no burden.
Trusting church administration makes accountability a
by-product, not an issue.
Lest there by any misunderstanding, accountab1hty isa
_two=way street. If we execute our responsibilities
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erly, accountability is academic and hiding behind poli-
tical skirts is unnecessary. Trust should be mutual in order
to build accountability. Developing this trust requires
increased lay participation at all levels of the organiza-
tion, particularly the union and division levels, by tapping
the resources that are vital for an organization whose
mission it is to tell the Good News and to nurture those
doing the telling.

The time is ripe to revise the system. Perhaps the best
“model constitution” of all can be found in 1 Corinthians
12. Paul’s homely illustration of the human body is
obvious and yet profound. The head cannot go anywhere
without the feet, and if the feet hurt, the head certainly
knows it. Paul reminds us'that the nose is of no more value
than the hands and “if the whole body were an eye, where
were the hearing?”

How long will those in the pew continue to distrust
church administrators? How long will church adminis-
trators continue to call them “just laymen?”

Len Harms
Vice chairman, North Pacific Union
Commission on Church Structure

Chastizing A Beloved Son:

Oliveira on Weiss

I o the Editors: After a
stormy night, some people

enjoy the beauty of a sunny morning, while others com-
plain about the mud left behind by the storm. When Dr.
Weiss visited his home country after an absence of 30
years, he failed to see the bright aspects of a church moti-
vated by a strong sense of direction and purpose.

He failed to see the beauty of a church on fire with a
contagious sense of mission, in which the family is still a
monolithic unit (the divorce rate is almost zero), homo-
sexuality is almost unknown, and our historical theologi-
cal views remain unchallenged.

He failed to appreciate the wonderful work performed
by dozens of dedicated physicians, among them his own
brother, who serve the Lord with intense dedication for
the same salary as a regular worker. It would be a source
of inspiration for him to see them working tirelessly in our
institutions without being affected by the materialistic
philosophy of monetary reward.

It appears that he also failed to grasp the widespread
influence of the Granix Food Factory and its vegetarian
restaurants which comprise one of the most successful
financial operations of its kind in our denomination. Is it
possible that 2 man like Dr. Weiss, with his bright
perceptions, is more concerned with mud than with the
sunshine?

While it is true that our lay members in Argentina have
little participation in the decision-making process of the
church, Dr. Weiss overlooks the important fact that they
are so involved in the church’s mission that they have no
desire to spend time on administrative problems.

Ev1dently Dr. Weiss wants to see more hands on the
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the oars. Is he implying that there is need to reduce the
speed at which the ship of Zion is moving forward in his
country? If so, he will find that the members will not
agree. They are more concerned with the dynamics of the
church than with its mechanics.

In his article, the author mentioned the name of Elder
John Livingstone, who was his Bible teacher at River
Plate College more than 30 years ago. While it is true that
his knowledge on righteousness by faith was inaccurate,
we owe him a tribute of respect and affection because he
was able to mold and inspire a generation of preachers
who are still proclaiming the gospel with power and
contagious conviction.

‘We do not deny that in Argentina some faithful church
members, because of their high regard for God’slaw, feel
uncomfortable with the idea that we are saved by the
doing and dying of Christ alone. But is the church in
Argentina unique on this important point? How many
church members in North America or other places have a
real understanding of the meaning of Christ’s completed
atonement on Calvary? If Dr. Weiss believes that the
majority of lay members in the North American Division
are free from legalistic influences, ‘we must conclude
that he is living confined in his theological ivory tower,
completely isolated from grass roots realities.

Lam positive that Dr. Weiss is capable of describing in a
more fair and accurate way the accomplishments of our
church in his home country, Argentina, the cradle of our
message in South America. In writing this response to his
article I have no intention of being defensive or apolo-
getic. I am not from Argentina. My only purpose is to
correct as much as possible the distorted image of the
church in Argentina as presented by one of its beloved
sons.

Enoch Oliveira
Vice-president of the General Conference and
former President of the South American Division

Outrage At
Graybill’'s Departure

To the Editors: In an an-
cient barbaric age, the
messenger who brought bad tidings about the tide of the
battle to the king was promptly killed. Ronald Graybill,
has been a respected member of the General Conference-
affiliated, Ellen G. White Estate. Over many years,
he has had daily access to the archives of White memora-
bilia. Drawing on a wealth of research material, he has
recently written a biography of Ellen White, as part of a
doctoral dissertation for Johns Hopkins University.

At last, we have an authentic, well-documented bio-
graphy that reveals a flesh and blood woman, with all her
foibles and human frailities. The General Conference,
like the ancient kings, has not looked kindly on the
adverse information contained in the biography. They
have fired Graybill. What next? Will the General
Conference mandate a new version of the Scriptures,
with the frailties of the prophets carefully expunged?

Qe 3
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The church has, unfortunately, consciously fostered
and promulgated, over all these decades, a totally false,
“Virgin Mary” infallibility for Mrs. White. The firing of
an honest biographer, in an inept attempt to throw doubt
on his research, will surely compound the problems
already resulting from the previous course of action.
Graybill is to be commended, instead of censured, for an
honestly researched and scholarly study of a church
prophet.

As the spate of adverse evidence against E.G. White
escalates to a cumulative flood, the dissident members
among us find ready ammunition for their assertions that
they have been fraudalently used. Those of us who are
loyal, mainstream Adventists cannot refute their allega~
tions. '

Most Adventist laypeople are mature enough to accept
the fact that the church’s prophet had feet of clay. What
we cannot stomach is the dismaying discernment that the
official church body is engaged in a massive cover-up and
whitewash of the now well-documented evidence. Justas
loyal Republicans deplored Nixon’s devious dealings
during Watergate, so loyal Adventist laypeople repudiate
the lack of candor on these matters by the church body.
Watergate was disastrous for Nixon. We fear that a less
than open and candid approach by the brethren, will be
equally disastrous for the church we love.

If, as it now appears, we have labored for many decades
under misconceptions about Ellen G. White, it is certainly
high time that the authentic, true facts emerge.

Robin A. Vandermolen, M.D.
Glendale, California
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