Pastor R, R, Figuhr
6840 Emsters Ave., ¥, W,
Vashingtoa 12. De Coy Us 5, A,

Dear clder Figubhr;

we thank yeu for your letter eof February 27, sud do appreciuate your
kind expression of csenfidence and good will.

it is after extended, prayerful theught that we write again te you,

“e believe that you are umaware that certain statements ia your letter
are not ascording te the full fasts, we bdelieve that it would be neitier
charity nor loyalty te you or te the chured should we withhold from you
information ia this comnection. Truth is something nome of us need be
reticent teo ackmowledyge or sonfess; aund me singerely believe that as
workers in this cause we have the right and the boundea duty to ¢oa-
mnicate privately to the highest officer of the shurch certain ecn~
victicns bused.en (facts that have come te our attentioa.’

Ia your letter yeu questiom our epinigu that the last report of the
General Conference ia respect of our manuseript is the most uatenable
to date; and that after twelve years it seems that this document has
Bot yet been Considered for “conteat and historical truthfulness.”

You state that our document has been givea caraful consideratioan by
govdy reliable, - nd experiensed brethrea oa at lesst three separate
occasions, and that eur "light" has beea given sareful and fair con-
sideration. ¥e believe thLat you are homest and sincere ia maling
these stateasmts, Furtoer, we believe that the brethren who have givea
attention teo our dosument on these o¢casions are likewise bonést and
singere meu. We refuse to belisve otherwise. but it is with charity
and kindness, and ia lojyalty te you as servunts of Ged, that we say
that these uocod brethrea have formed their coneclusions on the Lasis of
incomplete kmowledge of historieal evidence vital to a rightecus judy-
ment ia this matter. Wwere the issues relatively unimportant ones, we
would gladly keep sileat. but we appeal to the Lord to vindicate &
concern for what is in fact a very serious mmtter.

1. The first occasion you refer te is the study givea this document by
the Lefemse Litersture Committee, culainating in the repert prepared by
pr. Yost and «lder %, E, Yead. We have always appreciated thLe earnest
and sincere des.re of these brethrem to help us and have tried to take to
heart, personally, their waraings. But our ree-resading of this report
fails to disclose evidence that it eoataina a "careful and fair con~
sideratien of the "centent and historical truthfulness™ of our cocunent.
For examplet »

a. It offers no coasideration of our oft-repeated evaluation of the
1888 messa e as being the begianing of the latter rain and loud cry. In
this vital premise of our thesis, it falls to come to grips with the
real point at issue.

b. In respect of the afteraath of the 1838 Conierence, it cnly asks
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us to accept the opinioca of KElder A, W, Spalding, which cpiaioa was
eyvicously at variance with clear-eut statements froa the agent of the
Spirit eof prophecy, stateasntis.whieh we kaew of. We believe that the
brethren later game to realise that to set Elder Spalding against

Sister éhite thus did not in fact settle the mautter, with all due respect
to this godly aud earnest uan,

6. Thereasinder of the repert offers no specific consideration of the
histaorical subjeot matter of eur docusent other than to reject it. 1Ipe
section which deals with Faal worahip mukes no investigatioa inte any
dostrinal aspect of the problem, but seeks to briag the discussioa inte
the area of perscnalities, which we definitely aveided,

Surely no one sam eons.der this report to be a "eareful and fair can~-
sideration” eof the subject matter of this document. 4e believe it oaly
right that you delete referense te this repert in the setting of your
statement.

2. The "Further Appraisal” of 1958 was the second occasion referred to.
Agaia, it bLecomes obvious that there is no sons.deration of the subject
matter of this document as suchj but rather ap atteapt to prove the
authors guilty of an unethical use of K, G, ihj.t.o exhibits. \

&e %@ con offer evideace that the prepyaration of this second report
did not take inte agccouat considerable vital material having a direct
bearing on the various points of our thesis. JNeither its author or the
General Conference Committee votiag approval of it were awwre of the
existence of some of this perstineat k. G, l/hite literature which demunded
consideration before defianite conclusions could be maintained. Ia fact,
{frank acknowledgement of this was later midej snd it was conseded that
the authors of 1388 Re-examined hod done sareful and paiastsking re-
search, These facts cas have only the one effect of very largely
nullifying the walidity of “Further Appraisal” as esonstituting a careful
and fair comsideration of the manuscript.

be We feel that the sharze that we were dishonest in ocur use of
Sister White's writings should, in all fairness, be withdrawn by the
General Conference., “e prepared an "Answer” whieh you have never to
date seknowledged; and it seews to us that it should Le acknowledged.
We ecannot believe that the General Confereuce will wish te virtually
ignore vital evidence in am impertant issue, whilst muiataining that
tuey have given the matter “careful cons.deration.”

3. As regards the last report dated November 6, 1961, we have not been
permitted to sonsider the full reports of the bret.rem who huve atteatica
to the receat "Summary®., Therefore it is difficult for us to know how
full and complete was their study of the whole matter. From the excarpts
you have seat us, however, it appears quite evident that there has been
only superficial attentioan te the points we listed specifically in the:
Sumpary sent te yeu. With deep respeet te you and te the five b. ethrea
whoa you quote, we must offer the follow.ng comments on this report:

a. Whea you requested me prepare & susasry of our 204 psge dosuasnt,
we did not undsratand that it would Le considered to the exclusioa of
the original coaplete work., W¥We understood that it would provide a busy
executive with the gist of the matter, leaving the full details and

sourees still in the eriginal, and that the Suumary should be a key to
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abtreviate socns.deration of the important points we felt bad aoct been
previously considered. NoW it is evident from what you wrote us that
some of these brethren &t least were not really familisr with the litera-
ture of this matter, but eonfined their study to the brief resume witiout
considerstion of the manuseript itself.

B. An sxample to show that this is true is the reply quoted oca pe es
& and 5 of your letter whish assumes that we recommend the publicution of
all of Jcnes' and sagioner's writings even after their apostasy. “Such an
antholegy would not add much luster to their fame as teachers of truth
and as exauples of those who are sangtified bLy the truth,” keference inue
diately follows to W%agioner's teaching of panétheism iam 1899, ‘he brother
auking this statement simply could not have resad eur aanuseripnt with
care, because ia at least three pluces ia it we specifisally and emphatica
limit our recommendation for censideration of Jomes® &nd :agioner's
writings te the period betweea 1388 and 1893 (cf. pages 120, 113, 203,
20%). The writer whom you gquote thus reslly misrepresented our true
position aund held us up to ridicule; and iam charity to him we say that he
did se whilst being quite usaware of what we k d agtually said and re-
Sterated so. How ean such a report be ah}tl to be'tareful consideration'
of this sanuscript? i

G. Another example of uisrepresenting our true positioa is iu the
exserpt from the third writer whom you quote. lie is obviously not aware
of what we have said comeerning rightecusaess by faith whea he states that
*Short and kieland postulate two differemt kinds of Righteousness." "It i
significent that they de met cite a single Bible text or statement fros th
Spirit of prophesy te suppart t eir idea that there are twe differeat kind
of Rightecusness by faith.® We kaow you will agree that it is mot fair to
condemm ws for scmething we do not teach either explicitly or implicitly.
Nowhere ia what we have written do we see support for such a statement
attributed to us. Any "difference” between the 1833 cessage and past
concepts of righteousness by faith is clearly de¢lared to be “a further
developaent,” "new revelations of the age=old mystery of godliness. . .
The ligbt is old, shiming froam eteraity; the revelation is new." (cf, pp.
&4, 53)., It would seem difficult for anyone who had really read this
chapter ¥ of our ssocuscript to attridute to us what this brother did.

d. You previously wsked us to list clearly the points wihich we felt had
not been dealt with during tne past elevea years. lu respcnse to this
request, we asked twenty-eix specific questious covering the subject
mutter of the sanuseript. The last report does not provide a straighte
forward answer to evea one of them, the nearest to one being the reaark,
"what differense if the 1888 aessage was rejected?™ Ia most csses owr
sunsarising questions aypesr to be igncred,

In view of the abeve, we seriously question if the lord reyuires us, &as
regards consciense, to "yield” to the judgment of men who give sueh evi-
dence that they themselwes are not fully coaversant oa vital points, and
whe have not discussed with us ia detail the peints that need attention.
we deo most certainly "yield” to your judgment as regards astivity; and
have refrained for twelve years froa ajitating or publishing our views,
cur steand today is what it was is 1951l--=we subait to you as regurds the
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organigzation of the ehureh; and as regards consciense, we appsal the
satter to the Inve: tigative Jus-ont for Frovideuce to settle if and
when the lord se desires.

We are ready to accord, and we do accord, to the General Cgnfereunsce
brethren all the respest and bomour dus them, But we kanow you do not
ask us to render te a General Conference Comamittee or sub-gommittee
a submnissioa that the Lord dces not require a husman scul to render te
Risself. *"[he governaent of God is net. . founded upoa a blind sudb-
mission, an uwarezseniag contrel. It appeals to the iatellect and the
eonscience. ‘Come mow, and let us ressen together,' is the Creator's
invitation to the beings he has mde., Uod does uot foree the will of
Bis creatures. lis ¢am not ascert an homage that is not willingly and
intelligently given. A mere foreed subaissien would yreveat all real
development of miad or charasterj it would sake zan & msre automatoa."
(Steps to Christ, pp. 47, 48).

We are asure that you do not iatend to denand a blind subaissioam when
Jou quote to us Volume 5, jre 291=293. ¥e are very certain Sister
¥hite had ne such inteation whes she wrete those words. It appears
evident, from comsidering the impert of many other statements froa her
pen, that she intended a yielding ef judgseat and & subaission of
conscisnce btased ea reasoaing and sonsideratioa together as bretiren,
that “brethrea of experiense™ will cendescend to reasoa with those from
wvhom they ask subaisaioa.

We would point eut ia closing, nd agaia we say this with respect, that

not yet has the General Confereunce Comnittee auti..rised a hearing or
discussion with us soncerning the subjest matter of this manuseript. Three
extensive reports of sesdemnatioa, based oa ebvisusly ingoaplete evideace,
have beea prepared oan separate occasiens sovering more than a decade, all
without any diseussiea with the authore relative te the thesis of their
paper. W%hem ia ocur past history has thers beea a presedent for sueh
retisence over 8o loag a time to sit dowan and Salk face to fage and reason
with brethrea whe have somsunicated to the Gensral Coaference certaia
conviations on 2 serious sudbject?

¥e would like to refer to our letter to you of May 31, 1961, the last
paragraph, in which we sug:ested the advisability of personal discussion
with aen authorised to diseuss ia detall the subject matter of ocur
manusoript. A trut:zful and slear settlement could be made, sush that the
Lord would bless, to the end that preseat eécnfusion eould be resolved into
that doep and lasting heart-unity that a dencainational love for truth aloxne
can ensure. If an increasing number of workers and rs ia the world
field gain the im,ression that the Ceneral Confereunce are indeed reticent
to deal with this matter in a candid and fair wanner, couafusion is scertain
te increase, most unfertunately. As miss.onaries in a deark and diifigult
field, we recogiize slearly the necessity for unit;, ascintaining deep and
genuine and grosming respeet ior the General Conierence. We are confideat
the lord will lead, ia subasissien teo you trethren uander lis, we lsave

all in His hands & f/“s.é‘“& Sincersly youre, A)/{%(W,)
. eland Sher




