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Sditor's Preface

- In writing to the Hebrews, Paul indicates that the Gospel was
preached unto the Israelites as well as it had been preached
to those to whom he was writing (4:2). The gospel message to
the children of Israel., though not a different gospel. was
revealed in “types” and “shadows.” These examples and shad-
ows, while prefiguring the true, could never take away sin.
However, they did serve a purpose. Through these we can
understand the service now being ministered in the heavenly
sanctuary by our great High Priest, who when He has finished
His priestly work will come a “second time without sin unto
salvation” (Heb. 9:28). MWithin the “review” of “The Signifi-
cance of the Wilderness Sanctuary,”™ we note the faulty trans-
lation by the NIV of Heb. 8:5 in contrast to the strict
adherence to Greek grammar by the KJ¥. There are certain
traditional perceptions of the types and shadows for which no
Scriptural justification can be found. These we had to ques-
tion, and seek to present their meaning in the light of what
is actually stated in the book of Leviticus. Where there is
silence, assumptions are not justifiable.

In the previous issue of WWN, in the “Editor’s Preface.” ‘we
mentioned some exegesis which made us cringe without identify-
ing the source or the text that was being mutilated. In
thinking about it, we did not believe this was fair to our
readers, so in this issue we discuss this text and note the
source of the faulty exegesis.

The editorial - “Let’'s Talk It Over”™ - touches a very vital
issue - Honesty or Policy. If we give our word, should we
keep it, or can we just ignore what we have said? It also
enters into another area. What obligation is incumbent upon
one who publishes? Does he have a right to be discourteous,and
not even acknowledge the receipt of an inquiry which might
question what he writes? It would seem that if a response
challenges his position, if he sincerely wants truth, pure and
unadulterated. he would be willing to dialogue and let his
position be thoroughly discussed and questioned. We talk
about righteousness by faith, but we see very little of it.




“Review,
then Review again, and .
Review all thac gou’ve Reviewed”

The Significance of the
(Uilderness Sanctuanry

In the previous Issue of WWN, we discussed not only
the experience of Istael in their consent to the Old
Covenant, but dlso the lesson it conveys to us to-
day; namely, that man is powerless to keep His
commitment to God. Another way must be found.

While in the mount with God (Ex. 24:18), Moses re-
ceived the blueprint for the Sanctuary to be built in
the Wildemess (Ex. 25:8-9). This Sanctuary and Its
services were integrated info the “type” covenant
that God made with Moses and with Israel (Ex.
34:27). The “old” covenant which Israel broke in
the worship of the golden calf no longer had valid-
ity.

The stated purpose of the wilderness Sanctuary was
that God wanted to dwell among His people (Ex.
25:8). The Psalmist describes the “Shepherd of Is-
rael” as He “that dwellest between the cherubim” in
the most holy apartment of the Sanctuary (Ps. 80:1).
In another Psalm, Asaph sings, “Thy way, O God, is
in the sanctuary” (Ps. 77:13). But access fo God
was limited. Only the High Priest, and then only
once a yedr, could enter the second veil into the
presence of the Divine Glory which enshrouded the
ark of the covenant. The common priests could
enter the first apadment or holy place. The individ-
ual Israelite was restricted to the courd which sur-

rounded the Sanciuary. There he brought his con-
fessional sin offering.

The offerings and their objective were outlined in a
separate book - Leviticus. All sins were not cov-
ered, only sins of ignorance when brought to
memoty (Lev. 4:27-28). In other words as stated in
the book of Hebrews, “it is not possible that the
blood of bulls and goats should take away sins”
(10:4). “The law made nothing perfect” (7:19).

What then was the purpose that God had in mind in
having this wildermness sanctuary erected? Nothing

is indicated in the Old Testament, except that
Moses was to build the sanctuary and its furniture
according to the blueprint shown to him at Mt. Sinai
(Ex. 25:40). Paul in the book of Hebrews uses this
verse in connection with the ministry of the priests
(Heb. B:4-5). The KJV reads - "There are priests that
offer gifts according to the law who serve unto the
example and shadow of heavenly things.” How-
ever, the NIV reads - “There are already men who
offer the gifts prescribed by the law. They serve at
a sanctuary that is a copy and shadow of what is in
heaven.” These franslations are not saying the
same thing. s it the sanctuary that is "a copy and
shadow” or is it the service of the priests which is
“the example and shadow of heavenly things™?
Both “example” or "copy”® (‘vrodeiyart) and “shad-
ow” (oxuwa) are in the dative case. Roberson states
that “the accusative, genitive and dative are ail
cases of inner relations, bul the dative has a per-
sonal fouch not true of the others. The dative is not
a local case. There was originally no idea of place
Init. It is thus a purely grammatical case. (If) is
used of a person, not place” (A Grammar of the
Greek New Testament, p. §36). Thus Paul is saying
that the “example and shadow” are related to the
service of the priests, and not the “place” they
serve.

The sanctuary reflected a service, and was not in-
tended to convey the redlity of heaven. This should
be readily grasped by one simple comparison. In
the sanctuary built by Moses, the first apartment, or
holy place, contained as one of its articles of furni-
ture, the Table of Shewbread (Ex. 25:23-30). While
in fhe New Testament, one can find reference to the
other two arficles of furniture, the candlesticks and
the allar of the incense as a part of a heavenly
sanctuary, there is no reference to a “heavenly Ta-
ble of Shewbread.”

While there are many spiritual lessons which can be
drawn from the typical pattern given to Moses, we
need to be constanily mindful in the study of the
sanctuary that the emphasis is not on the “place”
symbolized but upon the ministry of the One who
serves - The "minister of the sanctuary, and of the
true tabemnacle, which the Lord pitched, and not
man” (Heb. 8:2). This is indicated to be “the sum”
or chiet point (v. 1). If we had been as diligent in
focusing % that ministry as we have been on
seeking a significance for every article, and aspect
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of the physical structure of the sanctuary, we would
be well in advance of where we are now in our
perception of truth.

The Daily Service

‘The altar of bumt offering, which stood in the court
outside of the tabernacle, was always in use; that is,
there was always a sacrifice on the altar. Each
morning a lamb was offered for the nation, and this
laomb, after being prepared by the priests, was
placed on the daltar, where it was slowly consumed
by the fire. It was not permitted to burn quickly, for
it was fo last till evening, when another lamb was
offered, which was to burn 1ill the morming offering
was ready. (See Ex. 29:38-41)

“Thus there was always a sacrifice on the altar, day
and night, a symbol of the perpetual atonement
provided in Christ. There was no time when Israel
was not covered by a propitiatory sacrifice. At
whatever time they sinned they knew that a lamb
was on the altar and that forgiveness was theirs
upon repentance. The Jewish Encyclopedia, vol-
ume 2, p. 277, says, ‘The morning sacrifice atoned
for the sins committed during the previous night, the
aftemoon sacrifice for the sins committed in the
daytime.’

“This morning and evening oblation was offered
every day of the year and was never to be omitted.
Even though there might be special occasions that
called for more elaborate sacrifices, the moming
and evening burnt sacrifice for the nation was al-
ways offered. On the Sabbath day this offering was
doubled: two lambs were offered in the moming
and two in the evening. Even on the Day of
Atonement this ritual was carried out. Sixteen times
in chapters 28 and 29 of Numbers does God em-
phasize that no other offering is to take the place of
the continual burnt offerings. Each time another
sacrifice is mentioned, it is stated that this is besides
the ‘continual burnt offering.” From its perpetual
nature it was called the confinual, or daily, sacti-
fice. ...

It ... needs to be emphasized that the temporary
provision made for sin in the daily sacrifice for the
nation became efficacious only as the offender
made personal confes®on of sin and brought his
individual sacrifice for sin, just as a sinner Is now

saved by Christ's sacrifice on Calvary only if he
personally accepts Christ. The death of the Lamb of
God on Golgotha was for all men, but only those
who accept the sacrifice and make personal ap-
plication of it will be saved. In the light of these
considerations the statement in | Timothy 4:10 be-
comes luminous: Christ ‘is the Saviour of all men,
speclally of those that believe.” From day to day
the lives of sinners have been spared; they have
been saved temporarily and provisionally. But this
extended grace will not avail unless they repent
and turn to God. ...

“Spiritually viewed, the national burnt offering signi-
fied two things: first, Christ sacrificing Himself for
man, providing atonement for all; second, the
people dedicating themselves to God by putting all
on the altar. (It was the whole lamb that was offered
in contrast to certain parts as required In the sin of-
ferings.) 1t is to this latter that Paul referred when he
admonished Christians, 'Present your bodies a living
sacrifice, holy, acceptable unto God, which is your
reasonable service.” Rom. 12:1.” (M. L Andreasen,
The Book of Hebrews, pp. 372-374)

The Sin Offerings

The sin offerings are defined in Leviticus 4. Again it
must be emphasized that these offerings covered in
a ceremonial aspect only sins of “ignorance” (4:1),
which at the time when commitied the sinner was
not conscience that he had sinned (4:28). The pur-
poseful sin was not provided for in the ceremonial
sacrifices. David was well aware of this when after
his sin of adultery compounded by murder, he ac-
knowledged, "For Thou desirest not sacrifice; else
would | give it: thou delightest not in burnt offering”
(Ps. 51:16). Paul emphasized this weakness in the
ceremonial law when he presented Jesus in the
Jewish synagogue at Antioch in Pisidia. He said:

Be It known unto you therefore, men and brethren, that
through this Man is preached unto you the forgiveness of
sins: and by Him dall that believe are justified from all

things from which ye could not be justified by the law of
Moses. (Acts 13:38-39)

This emphasizes the fact that the law of Moses
could not take away sin, and that the services were
but "examples and shadows” of the heavenly real-
ity in and through Jesus Christ “who was delivered
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for our offences, and raised for our justification”
(Rom. 4:25). He ministered on earth as a common
priest of a different order than the Aaronic, and now
in the heavenly sanctuary, He continues as our
great High Priest after the Order of Melchisedec.
(Heb. 7:21).

The sin offerings of Leviticus 4 are divided into four
categoties - the High Priest when he sinned in such
a way “so as fo bring guilt on the people” (4:3
ARV), the whole congregation, the rulers, and the
“common people.” There are common factors in
all four categories.

The first is the act in each instance of laying the
hand upon the head of the designated sacirifice,
whether it be the individual sinner or the elders of
Israel in case the whole congregation sinned. (4:4,
15, 24, 29, 33) This represented confession, transfer,
and dependence on the part of the offerar(s). This
last representation is not readily perceived inas-
much as we think of the laying on of the hand the
same as is dohe in anointing the sick, or consecrat-
ing one to an holy office. The word used in the
Hebrew - samach - “shall lay” is used in Ps. 88:7
where it is translated - “Thy wrath lieth hard upon
me;” and in Amos 5:19 transiated, leaned, implying
full weight. Gesenius in commenling on the use of
the word in Leviticus states the meaning as “to lay
the hand upon anything, so as to lean upon it.”
Then the offerer had to slay the victim. His sin
caused the necessity for the animal to die. This
typical point dare not be overlooked. | have con-
tributed to the murder of the Lord Jesus Chirist; [, too,
have sinned and do sin.

The second common factor In three of the four
categories of the sin offering is the fact that through
the ministration of the priest, forgiveness resulted to
the sinner (4:20, 26, 31, 35). He cannot forgive him-
self, he must trust in the forgiveness extended
through the mediation of the priest. in the interpre-
tation of this symbol, we see the gulf between Ro-
manism and Protestantism. The Protestant accepi-
ing it as typical, perceives the priesily ministry of
Jesus Christ, while Romanism adopting it in a literal
sense interposes a human mediatorial system be-
tween the sinner and God.

It is in the priestly ministry of the sin offerings that
distinctions are made in the four categories. When

the High Priest (“the priest that is anointed”) sins so
as to bring guilt on the people, or the whole con-
gregation sins, it was a corporate sin. The blood of
the sin offering - a bullock - was mediated by the
high priest (4:16). The blood was taken within the
sanctuary and sprinkled before the veil that sepa-
rated the holy from the most holy place. A record
of confession was finger printed on the hoins of the
altar of incense. The remainder of the blood was
poured ot the base of the altar in the court (4:17-
18). Only cerain pars of the sacrificed bullock
were burmmed on the altar. The rest was caried
without the camp and burned “where the ashes are
poured out” (4:8-12).

When the ruler, or common person sinned, the
common priest ministered the sactifice. The blood
was not taken within the sanctuary, but a record of
the confession was finger printed on the homs of the
altar in the courl, and the balance of the blood was
poured at lts base (4:25). A special law was given
concerning the sin offering for a ruler or common
person. It read:

This Is the law of the sin offering: In the place where the
burnt offering is killed shall the sin offering be killed be-
fore the Lord: it is most holy. The priest that offereth it for
sin shall eat it: in the holy place shall it be eaten, in the
court of the tabernacle of the congregation (6:25-26).

Certain points need to be itemized: 1) The place
where the sin offering was killed was the same
“where the burnt offering was killed.” This was at
“the door of the tabernacle of the congregation
before the Lord” (1:3). 2) The whole of this priestly
ministry was done *in the court.” and 3) The com-
mon priest became a sin bearer by eating of the
offering to which the sin had been transferred by
the sinner.

Nowhere in the typical services was provision made
for the common priest to transfer this sin that he
carried to the sanctuary. He accepied it and bore
it in the court of the tabernacle of the congrega-
tion.

The antitypical significance of this law of the sin of-
fering needs to be carefully studied. In the symbol-
ism, the court Is the earth (Rev. 11:2). To this earth
Christ came, partaking of our flesh ang blood (Heb.
2:14). Paul writes that God “hath mc e Him to be
sin for us” (Il Cor. 5:21). Further, since “it is of ne-
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cessity that (Christ) have somewhat aiso to offer”
before He could become high priest (Heb. 8:3) and
since He could not be a priest in the Hebrew tem-
ple because he was of the tribe of Judah and not of
the house of Aaron, He ministered as a common
priest during His earthly life on the journey to the
Cross. (See Hebrews 7:12-16; 8:4)

The highest atonement the common priest could
minister was the atonement of forgiveness
(Lev.4:31). This Christ made plain that He as the Son
of man could do. To the man who had been let
down through the roof, Jesus said - "Man, thy sins
are forgiven thee” (Luke 5:20). The scribes and
Phatisees present began reasoning in their minds
that this was blasphemous. When Jesus perceived
their thinking, He declared:

What reason ye in your hearts? Whether is easier, fo say,
Thy sins be forgiven thee; or to say, Rise up and walk?
But that ye may know that the Son of man hath power
upon earth to foigive sins, (He said unto the sick of the
pdsy) | say unto thee, Arise, and take up thy couch,
ond go into thine house. And immediately he rose up
before them. (Luke 5:22-25)

This distinction in the type needs more and careful
study. The common priest ministered the sin offer-
ing for the individual; the high priest for the compo-
rate sins of the nation. The atonement of forgive-
ness for the individual was consummated at the
Altar in the court, and the ultimdate sin transfer was
to the common priest where it stopped. The blood
of corporate confession was taken within the sanc-
tuary by the high priest and the confession re-
corded there. Why the difference, and what is this
difference in type telling us? This is an area for
continued study.

We suggest that the symbolism used in the transfer
of sin and the forglveness extended to the Individ-
ual in the court but echoes the thought that the
highest place man of himself can atlain is at the
foot of the cross where he can look “up to the One
who died to save him,” and “rejoice with fullness of
joy; for his sins are pardoned.”

Consideration also needs to be given to the cate-
goty in which the priest as an individual sinner
would be classified. In Numbers 3:32, “Eleazar the
son of Aaron” Is placed as “chlef over t¥e chief of
the Leviles.” This word, “chiet” (ndahsee’) is the

same word as [s used in Leviticus 4 for “ruler” (v.
22). When a priest sinned, his offering would be
mediated through a common priest, and thus the
confession and atonement of forgiveness would be
culminated in the court at the Altar of Bumnt Offer-
ing, the same as for any other ruler, chief, or prince.

In thelr official capacity as ministering common
priests, Moses declared plainly fo “Eleazar and Ith-
amar, sons of Aaron” - "God hath given it you to
bear fthe iniquity of the congregation to make
atonement for them before the Lord” (Lev. 10:17).
“To bear” does not mean “to fransfer.” Christ as the
Lamb of God bore the sins of the world. (Isa. 53:11;
John 1:29, margin). Christ did not transfer what He
took. Any endeavor to transfer to the sanctuary the
sin the common priest assumed symbolically by
eating of the sin offering of a ruler, or a common
person is without Scriptural basis. Nowhere on rec-
ord is there a single incident recorded of such a
transter. To do so would destroy the type of the
ministry of Jesus Christ as a common priest before
His elevation to the office of High Priest after His
resurrection.

Other Facets

In the “law of the sin offering,” it is stated of the sin
offering - it is most holy” (Lev. 6:25). One reacts in
amazement. The animal upon which sin was con-
fessed - "'most holy®? Yes, and it was that victim of
which the common priest was to eat in providing
the atonement of forgiveness for the sinner. It
stands as a symbol of Him who partook of our fallen
nature and whose “soul” was made “an offering for
sin” (Isa. $3:10). Though bearing our nature, He was
most holy. Even a demon when confronted by Je-
sus cried ouf - “I know thee who thou art: the Holy
One of God” (Luke 4:34).

in discussing above the first act the sinner did in
bringing his sin offering, that of laying his hand on
the viclim's head, we noted that it represented
confession, transfer and dependence (p. 4). There
we emphasized the dependence aspect, but the
other aspects need also to be enlarged upon. The
confesslon was not to be a general confession but
was required to be specific. Beside the sin offer-
ings, there were trespass offerings. In the presenia-
tion of these offerings, the rule was stated - "It shall
be, when he shall be guilly in one of these things,
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that he shall confess that he hath sinned in that
thing” {Lev. 5:5). The same would apply to the sin
offerings. In the New Testament, "confession” is the
one condifion given for forgiveness. “If we confess
our sins, (Chrisf) is faithful and just to forgive us our
sins, and to cleanse us from all unrighteousness™ (I
John 1:9).

Closely connected with confession is transfer. Since
we can nelther forgive ourselves, nor bear the con-
sequence of our sins, the guilt and its penalty must
be borne by someone else. In the typical services
outlined for the wilderness sanctuary, there was
transferred either to the sanctuary, or to the com-
mon priest the guilt of sin via the prescribed victim.
Now was this done so as to record sin, or was it the
record of confession of a sin already recorded?
The specifics of these ceremonial offerings limited
the sin to “ignorance” (Lev. 4:2), and that when
convicted, the sinner responded with the desig-
nated offering (4:23, 28). The sin had already been
committed, and the record made. If the sin offering
was the means whereby the sin was placed on re-
cord, then the best way to have no sin registered
against one was not to bring a sin offering.

Another question needs to be raised regarding the
blood of the sin offering. Did it defile the sanctu-
ary? | find no Scriptural record so stating. How can
the blood of that which is declared fo be “most
holy” defile? In fact, there is on record the rule that
if @ man does not avail himself of the provisions of
the ceremonlal code in regard to uncleanness, he
shall be cut off from the congregation "because he
hath defiled the sanctuary of the Lord” (Numbers
19:20). This was concerming the provisions of the
offering of the red helfer. Thus it would appear that
(ailure to bring the prescribed offering would defile
rather than the blood of the sin offering brought. Ht
is dlso of note that the blood of any sin offering
which required the laying on of the hand in confes-
sion is involved with the registry of guilt and confes-
sion, while the blood of the sin offerings on the Day
of Atonement on which no hand was laid in con-
fession, cleansed not only the sanctuary, but also
was “for the priests, and for all the people of the
congregation” (Lev, 146:33). But this must await an-
other "Review.”

1) All transliterations from the Hebrew in the above adicle
are taken from the Englishman’s Hebrew and Chaldee

Concordance.

2) If you desire a simple graph on which to tabulate the
sin offerings of Leviticus 4 so as to note the similarities
and differences between each, send a card or lefter to P.
O. Box 69, Ozone, AR 72854, and ask for “Lev4dgraph.”

#

Difecalt LBible Sexts?

In the “Editor’s Preface” of the March issue of WWN,
| mentioned reading an article “discussing cettain
Biblical references on the Godhead,” and wrote - “I
cringed as [ read some of the exegesis.” In fairness
to the readers, since | did not document the source
and elaborate on the reasons for my cringing, | de-
cided to discuss one text from the article - Isaiah 9:6
- the exegesis of which made me cringe.

Robert Young, who authored the Analytical Concor-
dance to the Bible, also produced a Literal Transia-
tion_of the Holy Bible. From this translation, we shall

quote the verse in [saiah:

For a child hath been born to us, a Son hath been given to
us, and the princely power is on his shoulder, and He doth
call his name Wonderful, Counsellor, Mighty God, Father
of Eternity, Prince of Peace,

The author of the article, “Answers to Difficult Bible
Texts” (Old Paths, January, 2000, p. 6), Lynnford
Beachy, chose Isaiah 9:6 as one of those texts. This
text is difficult only to one who is trying to sustain
the position that the pre-existent Word was derived,
instead of being as He was, the | AM - the self-
existent and ever-existent One. Dr. Young's literal
translation clearly places the Incarnate Word as be-
ing from eternity, in language than cannot be con-
strued in any other way - “Father of Eternity.”

Beachy wants to make this designation as future,
translating that part of the verse - “The everlasting
[forever (of future time)] Father.” Jesus Christ has
already spoke to this point. He declared to John on
the isle of Patmos:

1 am (Eyo Eyu) the first and the last, even the Living One,
and | did become dead and behold | am (only sy used)
living unto the ages of the ages. (Rev. 1:17-18, Greek)

True Jesus Christ will ever be - everlasting - but He
declared of Himself - | ever was, “the first and the




last.”

In the list of names ascribed to the coming Messiah,
two - “Everlasting Father and Prince of Peace” - are
in the Hebrew construct state denoting the genitive.
The governing nouns in these two names are
“Prince” and “Father.” In the KJV, only “Prince of
peace” is correctly translated. In the other designa-
tion, the genitive noun is translated, “everlasting,”
as if it were an adjective. There is a difference be-
tween “Prince of peace” and “peaceful Prince” so
likewise there is a difference between “everlasting
Father” and “Father of eternity.” The Hebrew word
used as a genitive in the designation, “Father of
eternity” is gad. This word is translated “forever” or
“forever and ever” in most of the Old Testament
texts (KJV) where it is found. In Isaiah 57:15 it is
rendered “eternity” - “thus saith the high and lofty
One that inhabiteth eternity.” In this Messianic
prophecy, Isaiah is saying loud and clear that “the
son to be born” was from all eternity. Further, the
prophet did not elect to use the phrase - “Son of
eternity” - but rather the designation, “Father of
eternity.” This puts to rest, or should, the absurd
speculation that the Word was begotten before
“eternity.”

Why are we so anxious to have a “derived” Son of
God as set forth in the Nicene Creed, and then reject
the other part of the Creed which teaches a Trinitar-
ian concept? Why not just set it all aside and build
our concept of God on the Bible? The Scriptures
plainly teach that “in the beginning” there were Two
beings - the Logos and the Theos {John 1:1-2) - no
Trinity. Between these Two, there was “the counsel
of peace” (Zech. 6:13). To achieve the desired peace
(Rom. 5:1}, the Logos became flesh (John 1:14). At
this point, the Holy Spirit is introduced (Luke 1:35),
and the “Mystery of godliness” begins to unfold.
Would it not be far better to devote our study to the
unfolding of this mystery to comprehend it, as far as
mortals can, rather than seeking to rob the “Father
of eternity” of His claim to be the “I AM” (John
8:58)? #

Let's Sath J Cuver

Some twenty plus years ago, I attended a Sabbath
morning service of a Reformed Seventh Day Adventist
Campmeeting in central Arkansas. The speaker for the
service was Elder Francisco Devai, then president of

their General Cenference. The attendance, as I recall,
counting the several who came with me, was about two
dozen people. Three years ago, I attended another
Sabbath convocation of a campmeeting in Northwest
Arkansas. The attendance hovered at about one hun-
dred. The speaker was the dynamic, youthful, Peter
Lausevic. During his sermon, he made a challenge to
discuss with “anyone” his faith for he knew that the
Reform Seventh Day Adventists had the truth which
could not be gainsaid. In the afternoon, I visited with
him in the presence of Elders Devai and Burek and ac-
cepted his challenge. To this day there has been no
meeting or discussion.

Because of the apostasy in the regular Church, the Re-
form Movement has gained many new adherents from
the SDA ranks. These need to know the organization,
and the men in control, to which they have transferred.
Recently, the retired editor of publications, Elder Al-
fons Balback released his extensive history of the
Movement. In it were some extremely questionable
assumptions. I wrote to him - now twice - and yet no
reply. I have talked on the telephone with Elder Ben-
jamin Burec, who promised to get back with me, after
their General Conference Session, concerning these
matters. To date not a word. I write these things be-
cause the rank and file, especially those who have
joined the movement from the Seventh-day Adventist
Church, need to know if those in positions of leader-
ship are “in their inmost souls true and honest.” The
former members of the Seventh-day Adventists have
come from an organizaton where “policy” dominates
instead of fruth. Have they merely changed for the
same kind of leadership? “If policy is cherished, hon-
esty will be forgotten. ... One is the prophet of Baal, the
other the true prophet of God” (5T:96). whg
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