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he subtitle to Graffiti in the Holy o f  Holies, 
firmly implanted on the front cover, describes 
the book as an “impassioned response to

-A. recent attacks on 
W hite.” Indeed.

G o ld s te in  re fe rs  p rim a rily  to  D ale  
R atzlaff, a fo rm e r A d v e n tis t (fou rth  
g en e ra tio n ) w ho  se rv ed  as a S ev en th - 
day A d v e n tis t p a s to r  fo r th ir te e n  years, 
seven o f  th e m  as Bible te a c h e r a t 
M o n te re y  Bay Academ y, in  C e n tra l 
C alifo rn ia , and  w ho  now  m a in ta in s  an 
active o u tre a c h  m in is try  to  fo rm er 
A d v e n tis ts .1 G o ld s te in  is re sp o n d in g  
p rim a rily  to  R a tz la ff’s The Cultic Doc
trine of Seventh-day Adventists (1996).
B ut Graffiti is also  h a u n te d  by th e  lo n g  
shadow  o f  D esm o n d  F o rd ’s d ec la ra tio n  
a t th e  A d v e n tis t F o ru m  session  at

the sanctuary and Ellen

Pacific Union College in 1979 that it is 
“impossible” to prove the investigative 
judgment from the Bible.

C u r r e n t ly  e d i to r  o f  th e  Aault 
Sabbath School Bible Study Guide, 
G o ld s te in  also  w rite s  a co lu m n  fo r th e  
Adventist Review— h is  s t r i d e n t  
“S e v e n th -d a y  D a rw in ia n s ” (Julv 24,  
2 0 03)  h as  t r ig g e r e d  an  o n g o in g  av a
la n c h e  o f  a g o n y  an d  e c s ta s y  w ith in  
A d v en tism . A  Jew ish  a th e is t  w h o  cam e 
in to  th e  C h u rch  th ro u g h  th e  m in is try  
o f  c o n s e rv a tiv e  “h is to r ic ” A d v e n tis ts  
r ig h t  a t th e  tim e  th a t  th e  F o rd  crisis
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w as un fo ld in g , G o ld s te in  has becom e a p ro lific  
A d v e n tis t  au th o r. A c c o rd in g  to  th e  Graffiti cover, he 

has w r it te n  e ig h te e n  books.
All th a t b ack g ro u n d  is crucial if one believes a quo te  

th a t opens a ch ap te r in an o th e r o f  G o ld ste in ’s recen t 
books, God, Godel, and Grace-. “W e don ’t  see th in g s  as they  
are, w e see them  as we are.”2 A ttr ib u tin g  the  quo te  to  the  
T alm ud , G oldste in  is n o t clear th a t he h im self believes it. 
B u t I do, and  I have tucked it in to  m y collection o f  d iver
sity  quo tes a longside  an o th e r favorite o f mine: “All theo l
o g y  is au tob iography .”

T w o  questions loom  la rg e  as I p onder the  G oldste in - 
R a tz la ff exchange . F irs t, w h a t d rove one m an  o u t o f  the  
chu rch  th a t  had  n u r tu re d  h im  from  ch ildhood , and  w h a t

W h ite . G o ld s te in  d id  n o t  g ro w  up h a u n te d  by  E llen  
W h ite ’s s ta te m e n t th a t  w e “a re  to  s ta n d  in  th e  s ig h t  o f  
a ho ly  G o d  w ith o u t a m ed ia to r.”4 H e  rec o g n iz e s  th e  
p ro b lem  and  q u o te s  h is w ife— “ra ise d  in th e  A d v e n tis t  
C h u rc h ”— to  illu s tra te  w h a t he calls “‘fo lk  A d v e n tism ’ 
— p o p u la r  b u t false co n cep tio n s  a b o u t o u r  do c trin es .
I f  th e  A d v e n tis t  C h u rc h  rea lly  does teach w h a t he says 
it does, th e n  i t  sh o u ld  do w h a t he  says, an d  . ..  g e t  rid  
o f  th e  p re -A d v e n t ju d g m e n t, because  an y  d o c tr in e  th a t  
goes c o n tr a ry  to  th e  g o sp e l sh o u ld  be a b a n d o n ed .”3 

W h a t G o ld s te in  does not say is th a t th e  lack  o f 
a ssu ran ce  from  w hich  m an y  A d v en tis ts  suffer is ro o ted  
in th e  early  ex p erien ce  and  w ritin g s  o f  E llen  W h ite . F o r 
me, th e  idea o f  g ro w th  p rov ides th e  so lu tion . I find th e

What drove one man out of the church that had nurtured him from childhood,
and what drove another man in?

drove an o th e r m an in? Second, how  effective is G o ldste in ’s 
Graffiti in de fen d in g  A d v en tism  and  re sp o n d in g  to  the  
issues ra ised  by R a tz la ff ?

A  b rie f answ er to  the  firs t question  m ig h t no te  th a t 
the  h igh ly  s tru c tu re d  A dven tism  th a t G o ldste in  w el
com ed w ith  open a rm s becam e an unbearable burden  for 
lifelong  A dven tis t Ratzlaff. T heo log ical issues are involv
ed, too, p robably  shaped by genetics as m uch as by envi
ro n m en t. B u t these  are difficult to  assess since no tw o  o f 
us p u t th e  pieces to g e th e r  in ju s t  the  sam e way. I suspect 
th a t the  real divide betw een  these  tw o m en is the  tension  
betw een  hum an  freedom  and  responsibility, on the  one 
hand, and  divine sovereignty, on  the  other.

Illu s tra tio n s  o f  th a t hum an-d iv ine  tension  are im pres
sive, b o th  in  S c r ip tu re  (Je re m ia h -E ze k ie l in th e  O ld  
T estam en t; Jam es-P au l in th e  N ew ) and in C hristian  
h is to ry  (Pelagius—A u g u stin e  [400s], A rm in iu s-C a lv in  
[1500s], W esley -W h itefie ld  [1700s]). A ugustine ’s rad i
cal version  o f  th a t divide p u ts  it in te rm s o f g race  and 
free will: “In  try in g  to  solve th is question  I m ade s tre n u 
ous efforts on  beha lf o f  the  p reserva tion  o f  th e  free choice 
o f  the  hum an  will, b u t th e  g race  o f G od  defeated m e.”3

G o ld ste in  is m o re  on th e  side o f  free will, R atz laff on 
th e  side o f  g race , b u t if  I u n d e rs ta n d  th e ir  positions, bo th  
re jec t th e  p red es tin a rian  th eo lo g y  for w hich A ugustine  
and  C alvin  are  fam ous; b o th  affirm  free will, grace , and 
th e  su b s titu tio n a ry  a tonem en t. Yet th ey  stan d  apart.

So w h y  is A d v e n tism  a haven  fo r G o ld s te in , b u t a 
p riso n  fo r R a tz la ff?  T h e  s h o r te s t  an sw er is E llen

evidence to be powerful, persuasive, even exhilarating. 
Something dramatic happened in her experience in and 
around 1888, bringing her great joy in the Lord.6

G o ld s te in  has ta s te d  th e  g ood  fru it  o f  th a t  devel
o pm en t: th e  la s t c h a p te r  o f  Graffiti c ites  th ir te e n  b eau 
tifu l E llen  W h ite  “g ra c e ” q uo tes . B u t o n ly  tw o  o f  th e m  
com e from  befo re  1888, one  in 1883 an d  one  in  1886.7 
H e has also  d iscovered  E llen  W h ite ’s 1885 co m m e n ts  
on  “Jo sh u a  and  th e  A n g e l,” a g ra c e -filled  v iew  o f  th e  
in v es tig a tiv e  ju d g m e n t  based  on Z ech a riah  3:1. I w o u ld  
sim ply  n o te  th a t  a s tr ik in g  a d d itio n  m akes th e  la te r  
p a ra lle l in Prophets and Kings even b e tte r .8

G o ld s te in  fau lts  R a tz la ff  fo r o v e rlo o k in g  th is  p o si
tive  side o f  E llen  W h ite . B u t R a tz la ff  is r ig h t  in  n o tin g  
th a t  G o ld s te in  fails to  a d d ress  th e  e a r lie r  passag es .9 
Iron ically , even th o u g h  he d o e sn ’t  a rg u e  fo r “g r o w th ” 
h im self, G o ld s te in  does q u o te  R a tz la ff  on  th e  po in t: 
“‘T o  h e r  c red it, un like  m an y  o f  th e  “p ro p h e ts ” o f  h e r  
day, h e r  c h a n g e  in d o c tr in e  w as u su a lly  to w a rd  m a in 
s tre a m  C h ris tia n ity .’”10

A d v e n tis ts  have o ften  said  th a t  th o se  w h o  leave th e  
C h u rch  s im ply  jo in  th e  ra n k s  o f  th e  u n c h u rch ed . T h a t  
m ay s till be th e  d o m in a n t tre n d . B u t as A d v e n tis ts  
becom e p a r t  o f  th e  social and  econom ic  m a in s tre a m , 
m an y  fo rm e r A d v e n tis ts  a re  m o v in g  in to  ch u rc h e s  th a t  
re p re s e n t  th e  tw o  sides o f  th e  g re a t  d iv ide.

T h o se  o f  a m ore  lib e ra l/ra tio n a lis t b en t slip in to  
churches in th e  free-w ill M e th o d is t/W esley an  trad ition , 
w hereas those  seek ing  a m ore  sovereign G od, like
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Ratzlaff, jo in  churches closer to  the  E vangelical/R efo rm ed  
(C alvinist) trad ition , w hich em phasize g race  and  assu r
ance. I f  A dven tism  in tends to  be a body o f  C h ris t for all 
people, it m u s t find w ays to  p reserve  a h ea lthy  balance 
betw een  those  tw o  im pulses.

T u rn in g  to  th e  second issue, th a t is, Graffiti as a 
defense o f  A dven tism  and as a response to  Ratzlaff,
I find m yself in trig u ed  by a n u m b er o f  features. G o ldste in  
describes Graffiti as an expanded  version o f  1844 Made 
Simple.n T h u s  the  firs t five chap te rs  defend the  A dven tist 
u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  the  1844 experience, focusing  p rim arily  
on th e  book o f  D aniel; ch ap te r six  addresses assurance; 
ch ap te r seven deals w ith  E llen  W hite .

T h e  w hole  d iscussion  prov ides a fasc ina ting— and 
painful— c o m m en ta ry  on 
issues o f  change  and 
d iv ersity  in A dven tism  
and  th e  in n e r d ialogue 
be tw een  tra d itio n  (w hat 
w e’ve been “ta u g h t”) and 
p re se n t re lig ious ex p eri
ence. A nd  since n e ith e r  
R atz laff n o r  G o ld s te in  is 
a n e u tra l bystander, the  
re su lt is a vivid b lend  o f 
piety, passion , and reason.

In w hat follows I try  
to  cap tu re  the  essence o f 
th ree  key issues th a t shape 
th e  dialogue, o rdered  here 

accord ing  to  w hat I see as degrees o f  in tensity : ( l)  reli
gious experience, (2) biblical in te rp re ta tion , and  (3) escha
tological perspective.

I. Religious Experience. A m o n g  co n serv a tiv es , th o se  
on  e i th e r  side o f  th e  g re a t  d iv ide  b e tw een  h u m an  free 
d om  an d  d iv in e  so v e re ig n ty  ra re ly  rec o g n iz e  th e  o th e r  
v iew  as le g itim a te . T h e  te n d e n c y  is to  d en y  th e  d iffer
ences b e tw een  th e m  o r  to  label one  v iew  as tru e , th e  
o th e r  false.

W ith in  A d v en tism , th e  in te rp la y  b e tw een  th e  p e r 
spec tiv es  is in tr ig u in g : F o rd ’s 1979 p re se n ta tio n  d iv id 
ed th e  c ro w d  b e tw een  th o se  w h o  believed  th e y  m u s t 
s ta n d  in  th e  s ig h t  o f  a h o ly  G od  w ith o u t a m e d ia to r  
an d  th o se  w h o  k n ew  th e y  c o u ld n ’t— an d  c o n tr a ry  to  
som e p e rfe c tio n is t rh e to ric , th e  d iv ide  is n o t  b e tw een  
th e  carefu l an d  th e  careless. I su sp e c t th a t  G o ld s te in , 
F o rd , an d  R a tz la ff  w ou ld  all a g re e  th a t  in a sinful 
w o rld , s ta n d in g  befo re  G o d  w ith o u t a m e d ia to r  is n o t

possib le. G ra c e  is c ru c ia l fo r all th ree .
O nly  G oldste in , however, defends th e  ‘A d v e n tis t” 

d o c trin e  o f  ju d g m e n t, b u t he does so by appealing  to  
E llen  W h ite ’s la te r w ritings. P erhaps m o st su rp ris in g  o f  
all, however, is how  the  th o ro u g h ly  th eo cen tric  F o rd  lifts 
a page from  th e  free-w ill side o f  th e  led g e r and  a rgues 
for a th o ro u g h g o in g  conditionalism . R atzlaff' seem s indif
fe ren t to  th e  issue; b u t G o ld s te in  differs from  F o rd  w ith  
a passion, a crucial fac to r in b o th  o f  th e  n e x t issues.

2. Biblical Interpretation. G o ld s te in , R atzlaff, and  F o rd  
a re  all e a g e r to  m ake th e ir  p o in ts  fro m  S c rip tu re . B u t 
n o n e  o f  th e m , i t  seem s to  m e, a d e q u a te ly  re c o g n iz e s  
how  b e liev e rs  s y n th e s iz e  “b ib lica l” d o c tr in e s  fro m  a

c lu s te r  o f  b ib lica l p a s 
sages. A ll o f  th e m  im p ly  
th a t  d o c tr in e  can  s im p ly  
be  d e m o n s tra te d  by e x e 
gesis , th a t  is, f ro m  th e  
c o n te x tu a l  in te r p r e ta t io n  
o f  a p a r t ic u la r  p assag e .

F o rd ’s m eth o d o lo g y , 
app lied  co n sis ten tly , 
w o u ld  m ean  th a t  m o s t o f  
th e  book  o f  H e b re w s  
cou ld  n o t be ca lled  “b ib li
cal,” fo r H e b re w s  is h ig h 
ly c rea tiv e  in  h a n d lin g  
th e  O ld  T e s ta m e n t. Jesus 
as th e  t ru e  P a sso v e r lam b  

w ou ld  also  n o t  be “b ib lical.” In  sh o r t, A d v e n tis ts  ta lk  
ab o u t th e  on ce-fo r-a ll (an tity p ica l)  D ay  o f  A to n e m e n t 
o f  L ev iticu s 16 in  th e  sam e w ay  th a t  ea rly  C h ris tia n s  
ta lked  a b o u t Jesus as th e  o n ce -fo r-a ll (an tity p ica l)  
P asso v e r lam b. In te re s t in g ly  en o u g h , G o ld s te in ’s 
Jew ish  h e r ita g e  enab les h im  to  see im m ed ia te ly  th e  
links b e tw een  D an ie l an d  L ev iticu s 16.12

R a tz la ff  (fo llow ing  F o rd ) r ig h tly  a rg u e s  th a t  
D an ie l 7 and  8 do  n o t a d d re ss  issues o f  p e rso n a l sa lv a 
tion . Ju d g m e n t b r in g s  co n d e m n a tio n  to  th e  b e a s t and  
th e  l i t t le  h o rn . T h e  sa in ts  a re  n o t  a t r isk  befo re  G od . 
B u t R a tz la ff  ig n o re s  D a n ie l 8:17, th e  s t ro n g e s t  a rg u 
m e n t in  G o ld s te in ’s a rsena l: “U n d e rs ta n d , O  m o rta l, 
th a t  th e  v ision  is fo r th e  tim e  o f  th e  e n d ” (N R SV ). 
G o ld s te in , how ever, la c k in g  a c o n s is te n t c o n d itio n a l-
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ism, does not follow Ford’s lead and allow for multiple 
applications. Thus he misses a marvelous opportunity 
to universalize the sanctuary/judgment doctrine. 
Instead of seeing the little horn of Daniel 7 and 8 as a 
type of every desecrating power, the little horn is 
“solely, totally, and only Rome, pagan and papal.”13 

Ford lays a solid biblical foundation for multiple 
applications, moving from Daniel’s day and the sanctu
ary desolated by Babylon in 586 B.C.E., to the desecra
tion by Antiochus Epiphanes in 168/167 B.C.E., to the 
destruction by Rome in 70 C.E. But his Augustinian 
bent compromises his ability to take the final step and

which appeared in a vision to your brother Daniel. But 
it was not explained to him as I now explain or have 
explained it to you” (4 Ezra 12:11—12 RSV). Virtually 
all commentators agree that the author of 5 Ezra saw 
the interpretation of the fourth kingdom shifting from 
Greece to Rome.

Since Daniel identifies only Babylon in chapter 2 
(the image) and none of the kingdoms in chapter 7 (the 
beasts), and never correlates the ram and he-goat from 
chapter 8 with the other chapters, the door is open for 
multiple applications. Adventist apologists are right in 
noting that apocalyptic is never explicitly conditional.

“Apocalyptic is unbeatable because its reheatable.” 
—Ernst Kasemann

focus on the heavenly sanctuary after 1844, the only 
sanctuary left after 70 C.E. And that brings us to the 
question of eschatology.

3. Eschatological Perspectives. I have suggested 
elsewhere that for Ratzlaff and others who share his 
experience, three issues, all linked with eschatology, 
constitute the real reasons for their departure: assur
ance, relations with other Christians, and Sabbath 
(experienced as test, rather than as gift).14

Graffiti largely ignores the Sabbath question, but 
takes prophecy and eschatology very seriously. And 
here is the crux of the matter as I see it. Because Ford 
linked his attack on the investigative judgment with an 
attack on the “historicist” approach to eschatology, 
many thoughtful Adventists, Goldstein included, have 
felt that the two must stand or fall together.15 The 
resulting defense of a strict historicism obscures the 
powerful biblical evidence for multiple applications.

Goldstein defends the classic four-kingdom inter
pretation of Daniel, paralleling the kingdoms of Daniel 
2, 7, and 8, and identifying the fourth kingdom as 
Rome. But what he does not say is that the book of 
Daniel itself never makes those correlations. It is an 
interpretation in the light of history. Indeed, only 
when Rome became the dominant world power could it 
be seen as the fourth kingdom.

The angelic interpreter makes that point explicit 
in explaining the “eagle vision” in 4 Ezra, a noncan- 
onical Jewish apocalypse from the end of the first 
Christian century: “The eagle ... is the fourth kingdom

But they typically have not recognized how believers 
treat apocalyptic prophecies as conditional by applying 
them to their own day. Hence the quip by the German 
scholar Ernst Kasemann: “Apocalyptic is unbeatable 
because it’s reheatable.”

Is the idea of multiple applications still viable in 
Adventism? Tantalizing impulses point in that direction. 
Ellen White’s comment, “We may have less to say in 
some lines, in regard to the Roman power and the papa
cy” can be added to her famous quote that “the promises 
and the threatenings of God are alike conditional.”16 

Even a staunch conservative like Mervyn Maxwell 
recognized that in Jesus’ day the “most popular” candi
date for the desolator of the sanctuary was Antiochus 
Epiphanes and that the disciples were likely surprised to 
hear Jesus put the desolation in the future. Commenting 
on Matthew 24:15, Maxwell says: “In other words, old 
interpretations are bound to be inadequate. Only interpre
tations made in relatively recent years have any chance 
of getting the real issues straight.”17

An illustration from Scripture provides another 
strong argument for multiple applications: Peter takes 
the “dark day” of a grasshopper plague in Joel and 
reapplies it to the day of Pentecost (Acts 2). Then, in 
Revelation 6:12, the dark day joins the earthquake and 
the falling stars as marking the Second Coming itself. 
Yes, Adventists have pointed to the Lisbon earthquake 
of 1755, the dark day of 1780, and the falling of the 
stars in 1833. But the symbols remain alive and power
ful. I believe the same principles can apply to the 
prophecies of Daniel.
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By way of conclusion, let me be perfectly clear 
about my own position: I am with Goldstein on 
the investigative judgment—but wish he could 

be more forthcoming on Ellen White’s growth and 
development. I am with Ford on multiple applica
tions—but wish he could be more consistent and make 
peace with 1844. I am with Goldstein, Ford, and 
Ratzlaff on the question of grace—but wish Ratzlaff 
could discover joy in God’s gracious gift of the Sabbath.

Finally, a quibble about the vivid language of 
Graffiti. Actually, compared to vintage Goldstein, he is 
close to his best behavior in the book. He almost 
always refers to Ratzlaff with the prefix Brother, as in 
Brother Dale or Brother Ratzlaff. That seems to soften 
the blows considerably, though Ratzlaff may feel other
wise. Still, to refer to an apparently inconsistent argu
ment with the word hilarious (for example) is a bit 
much.19 I’d also like to see dehunk disappear from 
Goldstein’s active vocabulary. Seventeen times in one 
book is about seventeen times too many.

As for Brother Dale, I must admit that we have not 
done a good job handling the issues that ultimately led 
him away from Adventism. In one of my exchanges 
with him he told of church administrators telling him: 
“Your main problem is that you are trying to be too 
honest.” And, “Dale, we both know that the doctrine 
(1844/investigative judgment) is wrong but we can’t 
do anything about it. Do what you can with a clear 
conscience and don’t make any waves.” That’s not a 
happy commentary on my church.

By God’s grace we can do better than we have 
done in the past. Will Goldstein’s book move us in that 
direction? I hope and pray that it will.
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