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That They May Be One
A. Leroy Moore
(Revised November 2, 2007)

As I read The Desire of Ages in 1947, I was confronted by a paradox I could not resolve. So in college I asked each theology profe​s​sor (1950-1954): (If Christ(s human nature was the same as ours and He was temp​t​ed as we are, how did He remain free from sin​ful tend​en​cies before He reached the age of reason and moral choice(? To my disap​point​ment, not one would even touch the issue. But the answer came in 1956 when a Jeho​v​​ah(s Wit​nes​s, Mor​ris Flenaugh, ​began to attend my church in Fairbanks, Alaska. 

In alarm, the JW leader​ asked to meet me in his home. Flen​augh was delight​ed with my ans​wers to his claim that Jesus was (total​ly and only a man.( But, sensing the need for better answers, I spent many weeks in a prayerful study of the Bible in which time I found my answer. In be​com​ing incar​​nate, Jesus submit​ted​​​ His body as a tem​p​le, to do His Father(s will. On the basis of this choice, the Holy Spirit was free to​ protect His infant mind from self-cen​ter​ed​​ness and willfulness -- root of all sin. Though He took our fallen nature, (accor​​d​​​ing to the flesh,( we acquire the con​nec​t​ion to God which He had (accord​ing to the Spirit( (spiritual nat​ure) only when, coming to the age of reason, we recognize and con​fes​s​ our sinful​ness and surrender our bodies as temples to the Spirit (Rom. 1:3,4; 8:2-3; Heb 10:5-16). 

I had no idea of the tension then developing over this paradox ​( much less that discussions with Evangelicals would precipitate open warfare a year later, with the pub​lish​​ing of QOD. Unfortu​na​te​​ly, to cor​rect an over-focus on Christ(s human​ity and His role as Example, QOD authors ex​chan​​g​​ed one pole of truth for the con​ver​se pole. In shifting​ the foc​us to His divi​n​ity and His role as Substitute, they den​ied​ the full reality of His biolog​ical in​her​itan​ce.

Meanwhile, I was delighted with QOD(s attempt to communicate effectively with Evangelic​als, to whom our terms often have very different meanings. Though​ con​fused by the claim that Christ(s fallen nature was (imputed,( I was reassured by the bal​an​ce of Ellen White quotes in Appendix B that​​​ the problem was inade​quate​ expres​​sion​​. I would not have been so assur​ed, howev​er, had I read the headings.

In 1959, soon after transferring from Alaska to Washington state, I was shock​ed by M. L. Andre​asen(s charge in (Letters to the Churches( that QOD repudiated our nature of Christ doc​​t​​rine, but was more shock​ed to dis​cov​er he was right and to read the con​tra​dic​t​ory head​ings in Appendix B,​ such as, (Took Sin​less human nature(( placed over quot​es which declared​​​ that He (took fallen human nature( with the results of 4,000 years of sin!

But confidence in Andreasen himself soon evaporated with his false charges on atone​ment, which he declared the most seri​ous issue. First, char​ging​ QOD ​with heresy for teaching​ sacrificial at​one​​ment at the cross, which he ​de​cla​red​​ a repudi​ation of sanc​t​uary atonement, he promptly contradicted and even indicted​ him​​self by quoting Ellen White testimon​ies that sup​por​t​ed QOD(s​​ two-fold, cross and sanctu​ary, atonement!(even while accusing​ its auth​ors of deny​ing the very doctrine, which they enunciat​ed in great detail! 


To Subordinate either Principle Destroys Paradoxes
I at first merely identified this as senility in a man past 80. But seeing the same blind​ness in much younger men on both sides soon convinced me that the problem was fail​ure to main​tain the integrity of balancing principles of truth. Each party sees one principle as a threat to the other and neuters it by subord​in​at​ion to the one he defends. Though exter​​n​ally para​doxes appear con​tradictory, they are so inter​n​ally united that each principle de​pends on the other for its meaning. Thus, to diminish either threatens the integrity of both. 

This mutual splitting of paradoxes relating to Christ(s nature and per​​fec​tion cause​​d me to de​vel​op the two guiding principles​​​​​: first, truth ​​​always involves converse, par​a​dox​​​ical principles, each of which ​must be under​stood in light of its balanc​ing princip​le; and second, the need to exer​cise priest​hood of believers principles by submittin​g our​sel​v​es one to another -- und​er the authority of God(s Word. 

Since we are all partly blind, we must listen respectfully to con​trary argu​ments which, how​ever imbal​anced, may offer to correct unwitt​ing imbalances of our own. Instead of try​ing to prove the other wrong, let us, while presenting evidence for our own understand​ing of truth, we must seek to understand and identify with the other as fully as faithful​ness to truth permits. My attempt at this was guid​ed by the state​ment: 

True Christian love cherished in the heart and exemplified in the life, would teach us to put the very best possible construction on the course of our brethren (R & H, 4-15-1880).

To (put the best possible construction on( Andreasen(s course, two factors besides age must be considered​​​. As discussions with Evangelicals be​gan, he was lect​ur​ing through​​​out Southern Cali​for​nia​​​ in defense​​ of​ the spirit of prophecy, which he saw in jeopardy. When QOD authors repudiated our doctrine of Christ(s fallen human nature, he was sure they were trying to des​troy confi​den​​ce in the testimonies. And their claim that they did not change our doctrine but only its word​ing con​vinced him of their deliber​ate intent to deceive.


Historical Confusion over Atonement at the Cross
Moreover, Andreasen was confused by a universally held historical error. When he entered the ministry late in the 19th century, the accepted view, held to be a basic pioneer doctrine, was that atone​ment did not take place on the cross but only in the sanctuary. Indeed, even QOD authors (six decades later) believed this to be the pioneer position.

 
And​re​​a​sen, meanwhile, had become aware of Ellen White(s testimonies to atone​ment at the cross. But he had not faced the conflict between these and the so-called pion​eer view. Thus​ he used Cros​ier(s 1846 denial of atonement on the cross to charge QOD with here​sy. But, reminded by QOD(s testimo​n​ies declaring atone​ment at the cross, he quo​t​ed some of his own, thus con​tra​dic​ting​ himself and bringing his heresy charge down upon his own head (as well as upon Ellen White(s head).

How different our discussions might have been had anyone then known that QOD actually recovered the real pio​​neer view. But this was only discovered a decade ago, when in response to my (Questions on Doct​rine Revisited( manu​script (pub​​lish​​ed in 2005), Bob Pickle researched pioneer writings with astonishing results.

Until 1857 our pioneers uniformly testified to sacrificial atonement at the cross as the basis for priestly atonement in heaven. Moreover, in ​the same year (1858) that J. H. Wag​gon​er first denied it, Uriah Smith and Ellen White both testified to atone​ment at the cross.
 Yet,​ within the next fifteen years Smith ​​joined Waggoner. And during the last three decades of the century their combined denial of atonement at the cross totally drowned out Ellen White(s​​ continued testim​ony to atonement on the cross.


Battle Over Last Generation Perfection
In the ​​​​​1888 era E. J. Waggoner tried to restore unity to the cross and sanc​t​u​ary atone​ment by ​​a cross-centered focus. But Smith(s opposition triggered a conflict that was never resolved and ultimately resulted in the QOD conflict. QOD opponents acknowled​ge the importance of the cross but focus on the sanc​t​u​ary and insist that, to become our per​fect Example Christ took the sinful nature of Adam. Meanwhile, QOD de​fen​ders, con​trary to QOD, dimin​ish or deny sanctuary atone​ment, as they focus on the cross and Christ as our Substitute and, as did QOD, insist took the sinless nature of Adam.

The solar plexus of this conflict has long centered on Andreasen(s final genera​tion perfec​t​ion, with its focus on Christ as our Example in our sinful nature. But his defenders fail to prop​er​​ly base this on​ the com​ple​ted sacrificial atonement of Christ, our Substi​tute.  By con​trast, ​QOD defend​ers not only deny last generation perfection but, contrary to QOD, many deny sanctuary atonement, claiming only sacrificial atonement on the cross.

In splitting the two-fold paradox, both are right in what is pro​claimed but wrong in what is denied. QOD defenders rightly insist on​​​​ the sin​less spir​i​t​ual nature of Christ, but wrongly oppose His post-fall inherit​ance.  Meanwhile, ​opponents are right to insist that He came in a fallen nature. But, though claiming He was ever sinless, they err in failing to proclaim a sinless spiritual nature. 


Key to Perfection: Christ(s Righteousness Delivered Via the Cross
In time, both sides have be​come less uni​form, some going to great extremes. Yet, thankfully, the importance of para​dox​i​c​al unity is now increasingly recognized. Some who believe God plans to dis​play His righteousness through His people in a final ref​u​ta​tion of Satan(s lie, that God(s law cannot be consistently kept, but clearly see that our corrupt​ion is so deep as to infect the will of even the converted and see that a focus on perfect​ion, as bas​ed on intense, uncom​pro​mi​s​ed will, can only produce defeat and depre​s​s​ion and/​or ex​ternal victory that breeds self-right​eous​​ness. These increasingly see a key to this para​dox in Christ as our Substi​tute, whose pre-incarnate submission to the Holy Spirit was, as our Example, renewed with every moral choice throughout life.​​​​ 
To properly understand God(s purpose in perfecting His people, we must grasp both how Christ was like us in nature and how He was unlike us. As indicated by Psalms 40:6-8 and Hebrews 10:5-7, He could remain sin​less in fall​en ​human nature only by submitting that nature to the Holy Spirit at the incar​na​tion. Thus ever united to the Spirit, He never acquired a carnal nat​u​re by sub​mit​​ting His will to its fallen impulses. Always subject to the Spirit, there was ne​v​er enmity be​tween Him and His Father, Whom He ever delighted to obey (Rom 8:5-7).

By contrast, we are carnal, having from infancy surrendered to fleshly impulses ((Rom 7:14-18). Even after conversion, instinctive enmity remains that can be overcome only as Christ, our crucified Substitute becomes central to our sanctuary focus. For only by the cross can the Spirit fuse our wills with God(s will. The key to last generation per​fection is thus the unity between the cross and Day of Atonement cleansing.

Before dying for our sins, Christ first lived a perfect life for us, to be imputed as faith accepts Him as Substitute. Thus we are accounted perfect even as we seek to be like Him, yet realize that, however intense its effort, will itself can never transform a proud, self-centered heart.

Nor is perfection a condition of salvation; for we are saved by His righteousness. As in grat​i​tude we seek by His presence to reveal His character, our focus shifts from our perfection to Christ Our Righteousness. And as we look to and depend upon Him, He assumes full responsibility for our victory over pride, root of all sin, and for por​traying within us the glory of His righteousness. Note how Scripture portrays this process:

For whom He did foreknow, them He did predestinate to be conformed to the image of His Son (Rom 8:29).

I beseech you therefore brethren, by the mercies of God, that ye present your bodies a living sacrifice ... And be not conformed to this world but be ye transformed by the renewing of your minds ... (Rom 12:1-2).

Looking unto Jesus, Author and Finisher of our faith (Heb 12:2).

We all with open face, beholding as in a glass the glory of the Lord, are changed into the same image, from glory to glory, even as by the Spirit of the Lord (2 Cor. 3:12).

Let us unite in seeking final generation perfection by responding to Christ(s prayer for His people to the end of time, just before His betrayal, (that they all may be one: as Thou Father, art in Me and I in Thee; ... that the world may believe that Thou hast sent Me. ... that they may be made perfect in one (Jn 17:21, 23). John calls us to be (made perfect in love( and identifies this as the condition for facing the judgment, (Herein is our love made perfect, that we may have boldness in the day of judgment( (1 Jn 4:18, 17). 

Perfection in love alone can free us from all sinful habits and prepare us for the final judgment. And love requires humble relations one to another in a defense of truth that is accompanied by active exercise of priesthood of believer principles. Thus alone can we overcome pride and self-centeredness that underlie every sinful behavior. 

Mean​while, only in loving and preferring one another do we permit the Holy Spirit to unite us in the balance of truth and to renew us in the image of Christ ( Whose Day of Atonement prayer is that we become one in Him. This is the basis for perfect​ion, the condition for final proclamation of the gospel of the character of God(s love. May He unite us in a quest for truth and love through His Spirit.
� A. Leroy Moore, Questions on Doctrine Revisited, AB Publishing, p. 127-131.





