“Watrhman,

Whit of e night ?”

"The hour has come, the hour is striking, and striking at you,

the hour and the end!” Eze. 76 (Moffau) ;_,—-":
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A Revealing Position
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With the republication of Questions on Doctrine in an
Annotated Edition, the Church is again confronted with
the “doctrinal upheaval” it faced some forty plus years
ago. This time, most of the players in that confronta-
tion have gone to their rest. Further, all the evidence is
still not on the table. The original answers given to the
questions asked by Walter R. Martin are classified. The
1957 edition of Questions on Doctrine was itself a re-
vised edition. A few copies of this current annotated
edition were circulated prior to its official release in De-
cember. These had not only a different pagination but
differed also in content. Does this mean that there
were more pages or less pages when it was released?

There is no question that M. L. Andreasen was actively
involved in the controversy which surrounded the first
edition in 1957. Dr. George R. Knight, editor of the an-
notated edition, while admitting that Andreasen “had
been the denomination’s most influential theologian
and theological writer in the late 1930s and throughout
the 1940s,” seeks to denigrate him by citing an article
in the Ministry magazine, rather than noting the ques-
tionable positions advocated in the book itself. There
are no annotations regarding these pages in the book.
They are ignored. In this issue, we explore them.

It is remarkable that Knight admitted and documented
the fact that the Adventist conferees lied to the Evan-
gelicals about the teachings of the Church in previous
decades. He seeks to cover this manipulation of the
facts by the Adventist conferees and the seeming con-
tradictions in the Writings by setting forth an Anglican
position on the Incarnation. This will be covered in the
next issue of WWN.




QUESTIONS ON DOCTRINE
Again? Yes, Again!

This Time as a Part of the Adventist Classic
Library Series

Andrews University Press is planning a reprint of
a series of publications which will be in “the
Adventist Tradition.” They indicate that the
term "Adventist” will be used broadly, and that
“while most of the selections in the Adventist
Classic Library will be directly related to
Seventh-day Adventist heritage, some will come
from Millerism and other branches of the Millerite
tradition.” The second selection of this series
was the reprint of Questions on Doctrine. It
was released in December 2003 with annota-
tions by Dr. George R. Knight, who is the
general editor of the series. In a “note” it is
stated that “a very few copies of Seventh-day
Adventists Answer Questions on Doclrine:
Annotated Edition, circulated before the volume
was officially released, and have a slightly
different pagination and content” (emphasis
supplied}. No complete evaluation of the
annotations can be given until this “limited”
release is available on loan, say from the
University Library, or Heritage Room, or is made
available to other libraries.

After giving the factual data from which the
above paragraph is drawn, a page captioned
"Viewpoints™ is inserted before the section
listing the contents of the re-publication. The
first viewpoint is what Knight considers to be
“one of M. L. Andreasen's most surprising
statements in his prolonged struggle with the
denomination” over the book {p. xxvi). It reads:

There are so many good things in the book that may be of
real help to many; and some may think I repudiate it all,
when what T am concerned about is only the section on the
Atonement which is utterly unacceptable and must be
recalled,

There was another book - The Living Temple -
that was published in 1903 of which the same
thing could be said - “many good things in the
book” - but which “presented the alpha of
deadly heresies” {Special Testimonies, Series B,

#2, p. 50.) It was a “"combination of good and
evil” permitted by God so that His people might
“understand to what lengths the sophistry and
devising of the enemy would lead” (ibid., #7.p.
36). In 1905, following the printing of the book,
there was the waming by Ellen White that
statements from her books “may be taken out of
their setting, and placed in such connection as to
make it appear that the sentiments in Living
Temple are sustained by Sister White's very
words” (ibid., pp. 49-50}. The warning given at
that time dare not be ignored now: “The omega
will follow. and will be received...” {op. cit., #2).

Two other viewpoints are cited, and made
congruous to each other. One by M. R. DeHaan,
an Evangelical editor, who expressed his “great”
disappointment with the book because he “found
that there had been no essential change in the
historic stand of the Adventists” (emphasis his).
The second was by R. R. Figuhr, then president
of the General Conference who commented on
DeHaan’s evaluation - “The point of special
interest is his testimony to the fact that the book
does not represent any change of Adventist
doctrine.”

The final viewpoint made was by Knight himself.
It reads:

But Questions on Doctrine did set forth one problematic
change in Adventist theology; a change done in such a way
that it alienated various factions of the church theo-
logically. The publication of Questions on Doctrine did
more than any other single event in Adventist history to
create what appears to be permanently warring factions
within the denomination.

The question then arises, “Why republish the
book?” The Adventist News Network, in a re-
lease dated November 18, 2003, called attention
to an interview which Walter Martin gave
Adventist Currents three years before his death.
He stated:

If the Seventh-day Adventist [Church] will not back up its
answers with actions and put Questions on Doctrine back
in print ... then they’re in real trouble that I can’t help
them out of; and nobody else can either.”

This explanation raises more questions than it
answers. There can be no doubt that Walter
Martin was following closely the moves within




Adventism, such as the changes made in the
Fundamental Statement of Beliefs voted at
Dallas, Texas, in 1980. It is obvious to any
reader that the 22 Statements placed in the
original book, Questions on Doctrine, are not the
same as the 27 Statements voted in 1980.
Martin made inquiry about what he termed “the
doctrinal upheaval in Adventism” in a letter to
the General Conference February 16, 1983. He
called “for the Conference's public and official
statement reaffirming or denying the authority of
the Adventist book, Questions on Doctrine,
which was the representative Adventist publi-
cation on which | based my earlier evaluation
and bhook (The Truth About Seventh-day
Adventism]. To this inquiry, W. Richard Lesher,
then a vice president of the General Conference,
and later president of Andrews University,
replied on April 29, 1983, stating:

You ask if Seventh-day Adventists still stand behind the
answers given to your questions in Questions on Doctrine
as they did in F957. The answer is yes. You have noted in
your letter that some opposed the answers then given, and,
to some extent, the same situation exists today. But
certainly the great majority of Seventh-day Adventists are
in harmony with the views expressed in Questions on
Doctrine (The Kingdom of the Cuits, p. 410).

There is an interesting connection between this
letter by Lesher and the republication of the book
in question. In the acknowledgment by Knight
of those who helped him critique “the
manuscript” and provide “corrective sugges-
tions” is the name, W. Richard Lesher (p. xii).

Why the republication of the book should be a
response to Martin's warning is open to serious
questioning. Knight, in his annotations indicates
that the Adventist conferees “manipulated” the
data regarding the teaching of the Church on the
incarnation of Jesus Christ, and then in the
compilations from Ellen G. White's Writings on
the teaching, erroneously captioned the section
on the human nature Christ assumed. They also
omitted certain key statements which did not
agree with the position they had stated to the
Evangelical conferees that the Church held (See
annotation pp. 520-521).

In plain language, the Adventist conferees lied to
Barnhouse and Martin. Froom, one of the Ad-

ventist conferees, continued the lie in his book,
Movement of Destiny {pp. 427-428), published
in 1971. The next year, the Biblical Research
Committee revised Appendix B of Questions on
Doctrine and published it as an insert in the
February 1972 issue of the Ministry magazine.
{See p. 533, Annotated Edition).

Then how can this publication be helpful to SDA-
Evangelical relationships? It is also obvious that
the Adventist conferees manipulated the
Writings to teach what they wanted taught even
as Ellen White herself warned would be done in
regard to the publication of The Living Temple in
1903. Does Knight believe that the explanation
of the doctrine of the Incarnation, as given in
Seventh-day Adventist Believe..., solves the
problem of the differing statements in the
Writings which the Adventist conferees sought
to cover?

Atack on Andreasen

A 23-page “Historical and Theological Introduc-
tion to the Annotated Edition” follows the
preface. It discusses two doctrinal issues: 1) the
Incarnation and 2) the Atonement, and focuses
primarily upon one individual - M. L. Andreasen.

The introduction is in turn prefaced with this
lone paragraph:

Questions on Doctrine easily qualifies as the most divisive
book in Seventh-day Adventist history. A book published
to help bring peace between Adventism and conservative
Protestantism, its release brought prolonged alienation
and separation to Adventist factions that grew up around
it {p. xiii),

There is more involved in the divisiveness than
the book which was first published and now
republished. The publication of Questions on
Doctrine in 1957 was itself a revision of the
original answers given to Barnhouse and Martin,
so as to be more palatable to the rank and file in
Seventh-day Adventism. The original answers
have yet to be released. Until this is done, a full
evaluation cannot be made.

On one occasion, | was passing through Wash-
ington D.C. | knew that Elder Robert J. Wieland
was jn the area at the time, and made contact




