
(And to help disillusion yourself that I think you (all) are fairly considering what I am
posting and referring to in links to my website, based on various known cyber and
location information, I can, with my detailed website and blog visitor log, pretty
accurately tell which one of you actually first at all read, or even read through, my
other content prior to responding.)

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

((And just in case anyone who reads this would be left asking, the full
potential of the church has nothing to do with gay-bashing or closing
abortion clinics. The full potential of the church helps the poor, cares for
the sick, loves and cares for those who hate it and persecute it. It does
invite the illegal alien who lives on the street into its house and it visits
and cares for the terminally ill in hospitals but even more so those who
have no hospital to go to. It befriends the hooker and drug dealer at the
street corner giving them Christs love and care. It listens to and takes
time for the anarchy-inspired murderer. And to prove that it is a very
different creature than todays denominations, it does so without
demands or expectations of receiving anything in return. It does not
engage society with a goal founded in increased membership statistics.
It will like God love the world unconditionally, even to death on a cross.))

I am sure you do mean well in making this appeal/exhortation, however you are
also making the same flawed-thinking mistake as many others in this (prominent)
listing of what the Church should be doing. In fact this short-changing thinking is
my personal pet peeve, because such a listing always only imply helping those
that the current economic situation permits to be aided. So severe and vital global
problems and needs such as chronic hunger, thirst/potable water, preventable and
curable sicknesses/diseases, need of sanitation, proper education, abortion, life
threatening and damaging poverty, etc, are never explicitly stated/listed, but instead
just the one’s along the lines of providing (local) “moral/passing support”. That
surely should be done, but the other vital needs should be given a vastly greater
priority. 

I do not think neither what I wrote nor what Jesus taught is primarily directed towards those
who have fallen upon hard economical times. Jesus did not do His most memorable (i.e. that
which was eventually written down in more detail) ministry towards those who were merely
poor, but towards those who were social outcasts. The leper, the prostitute, the national
traitor. Who, for instance, will bring the love of God to the wouldbe assassin of Congressman
Giffords? Who will provide shelter to the latin american immigrant who is successful in
dodging the police and militias at the Arizona border? Who will comfort the gay activist who
is dying of AIDS? Will the church do this? If not, whom can God send as His emissary to
these people.

Quote:



Posted by: NJK Project

As discussed in another thread in this forum (Link: http://www.maritime-sda-
online.com/forums/ubbthreads.php?ubb=showflat&Number=73601&page=1),
(which you are probably aware of, and remember), I have been engaged in
attacking the economic system that falsely prevents such deeper issues to be
resolved, namely Capitalism, however not to many are either willing or wanting to
so overthrow this subtly Devil-inspired economic system, which needs to go
against the word and principles of God to thrive and even simply exist. So again, in
this case, if you really want to make a significant difference, rather than this mere
token work, then also address the root of the problem involved here. I, and my
points, am/are certainly not to be dismissively dealt with and/or substantively
ignored, as you are manifestly preferring to do here, because you evidently still
want to believe that Capitalism, in its true (i.e., unwatered down) understanding,
and inevitable practice is not Evil. And as discussed throughout my blog, (see e.g.,
in this post (Link: http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2009/11/sealing-of-gods-people-
part-2-ezekiel-9.html)), the worshipful and deferential obedience to this evil
economic system is fully part of the Mark of the Beast (Cf. this post (Link:
http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2010/12/unrolling-of-scroll.html)), as it directly
contravenes the fuller meaning and understanding of God’s Sabbath.

So in general summary here, when you decide to engage in a substantive
discussion that duly deals with the causing issues at hand, rather than merely the
surface symptoms, this discussion will begin to move towards understanding the
concrete, righteous acts that God expects from His professed people. (Isa 29:13)
Otherwise it is as comically futile as trying to heal a cold by recommending a better
brand of tissue paper.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/13/11 10:05 PM

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

It would be much simpler if you just admitted that you are not infallible and
accepted that a nazi comparison was uncalled for.

Contrary to what you choose to obliviously believe, there is absolutely no substantive, nor
sensitivity, reason for me to do so. Also there is no involvement of any “infallibility” here, I just
factually know that this comparison is substantively most appropriate. And as long as
abortions continue to increasingly, systematically, annually murder 10X more than the Nazi
did in ca. 3 years, then I’ll continue to make that most fittingly comparison. So I certainly will
not, nor have to recant this statement, especially not simply to either please you, or help you
mask the fact that your kne-jerk objection was substantively, completely irrelevant. If you
want a recanting to be done for factual reasons, then first substantivally prove the validity of
your request, and that by simply answering the challenge I gave you above. Clearly you have
nothing substantive to say in your defence. So then why should I bow to your, effectively
subjective and whimsical wish!?? 
And the comparison here is pointedly to the Nazi’s Holocaust and not merely to Nazism.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland



I see that I forgot to provide you with the necessary reference:
9What, then? are we better? not at all! for we did before charge both Jews and
Greeks with being all under sin,
10according as it hath been written -- `There is none righteous, not even one;
11There is none who is understanding, there is none who is seeking after God.
12All did go out of the way, together they became unprofitable, there is none doing
good, there is not even one.

In the light of what that quoted passage (Rom 3:9-12 - how about providing the passage
reference also, because I first exegetically double check quoted passages, starting from the
NASB translation) -is contextually saying vs. what you intend for it to address, your use of it is
merely as a “proof-text” since it does not say anything that will determine ‘what life is at
greater risk in the given situation.’ You are extrapolatingly, overplaying my mention of
“innocence”. As I said before, the case between an honest mother and a child does not
involve an ‘innocent vs. guilty’ scenario. So if it will make it easier for you, I replace the term
“innocense”, in the case of abortions, with straightly life. And when such scientific “Life”
exists (i.e., with conception) it is to be sustained and preserved at all costs. In the case of a
mother whose life is threatened by the “life” of the infant she is bearing, an objectively just
decision will need to be made, also taking into consideration the medical feasibility to
maintain the pregnancy as long as possible until a premature baby can artificially be made to
survive, and fully develop, outside of the mother’s womb.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

I was not thinking of this pamphlet when mentioning the vicious attack. You may
be aware of a group of SDA vigilantes calling their movement "educatetruth". That
was my intended example.

Hopefully you are not holding it against me for not knowing that you were thinking about. I
was just following the line of discussion here. I am aware of “educatetruth.com,” linking to
them in one of my blog posts (Link: http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2009/11/ministry-of-david-
gates.html), and from what I have read there, they are not acting in any “vicious” way.
Perhaps you have some partiality to evolutionary thinking, because, as the are responding to,
the claiming to be an SDA and teaching in one of the Church’s Universities that it was
Evolution, and not God who created this planet and life on it, does deserve such an
unequivocal and most pointed address, as they have factually done. You would probably
consider many people in the Bible as being “vicious” such as (e.g.,) Nehemiah (Neh 13:25),
Elijah (1 Kgs 18:40), Samuele (1 Sam 15:32, 33), John the Baptist (Matt 3:7) and even Jesus
(John 2:14-17; Matt 23)

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Quoting genesis 6 and genesis 15 in making a case of the biblical view on life and
death is factual and maybe Biblical (which would have to be proven with an
exegetical and substantial study). 
Sharing your opinion on what the church ought to be legally or morally obligated to
do fits none of the criteria mentioned. You probably forgot to tell us on which blog
page the substantial Biblical and exegetical study you have done is to be found.

Fair enough observation, however in tunnel-vision part. My Biblical/Exegtical foundation is the



commandment against committing “murder”, which is trumps all other situational
suppositions. I.e., Abraham did not begin to have the option to abort Ishmael or not. That
would only be murder. 

I cannot relocate what you have said on Genesis 6, however God’s judgement on the
violently wicked world was just execution and not murder, and really is not associable with
abortion. Children who may have died in the flood had probably witnessed enough of such
wickedness to be “unsalvageable” and thus could pose a immediate threat to the righteous
society that God wanted to inceptively establish anew after the flood. 

And what I have presented in regards to what the Church should be doing to end vital
problems such as Abortion is indeed derived from Biblical and SOP exegetical study, as
presented throughout my blog and website.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

You certainly do not lack any self confidence.

... I certainly don’t, especially when I have diligently made sure that I am standing on the
Truth of God’s word. And this derived self-confidence has been a most formidable shield and
weapon against the many encountered moronic, self-important person in superior/majority
positions. So I thank God for supply this source of confidence!

Originally Posted By: vastergotland



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adventist_baptismal_vow (Link:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adventist_baptismal_vow)
13. Do you believe that the Seventh-day Adventist Church is the remnant church of
Bible prophecy, and that people of every nation, race, and language are invited and
accepted into its fellowship? Do you desire membership in this local congregation
of the world church?"

In light of the baptismal vow, this fundamental belief reads thusly:
http://www.adventist.org/beliefs/fundamental/index.html (Link:
http://www.adventist.org/beliefs/fundamental/index.html)

13. Remnant and Its Mission: 
The universal church is composed of all who truly believe in Christ, but in the last
days, a time of widespread apostasy, a remnant[Seventh-day Adventist Church]
has been called out to keep the commandments of God and the faith of Jesus.
This remnant[Seventh-day Adventist Church] announces the arrival of the judgment
hour, proclaims salvation through Christ, and heralds the approach of His second
advent. This proclamation is symbolized by the three angels of Revelation 14; it
coincides with the work of judgment in heaven and results in a work of repentance
and reform on earth. Every believer is called to have a personal part in this
worldwide witness. (Rev. 12:17; 14:6-12; 18:1-4; 2 Cor. 5:10; Jude 3, 14; 1 Peter
1:16-19; 2 Peter 3:10-14; Rev. 21:1-14.)

Jesus prayed:
20`And not in regard to these alone do I ask, but also in regard to those who shall
be believing, through their word, in me;
21that they all may be one, as Thou Father [art] in me, and I in Thee; that they also
in us may be one, that the world may believe that Thou didst send me.
22`And I, the glory that thou hast given to me, have given to them, that they may be
one as we are one;
23I in them, and Thou in me, that they may be perfected into one, and that the
world may know that Thou didst send me, and didst love them as Thou didst love
me.

Believing that we are the only true believers prevents us from fulfilling Jesus words
that ALL Gods people should be one, even one as Jesus and the Father are one.

[Again no precise Scriptural reference here also] Manifestly here, you are most explicitly,
though betrayingly, indicating where you really stand because your objection here is
completely baseless, and resembles those of people who are knee-jerkedly looking for an
excuse to reject this Biblical claim of the SDA Church.

The Biblical Remnant Church of God is any Church that upholds the Biblical Truths of God.
The SDA Church has greatly begun to do this in many aspects, particularly with the inclusion
of its 5 distinctive teachings, namely the Sabbath, State of the Dead, Sanctuary, (Manner of
the) Second Coming and the continuing Spirit of Prophecy. That is why they have
substantively, and thus, by resulting implication, (more than less) also spiritually qualified as
God’s Remnant Church (John 4:22-24). However in many ways, they falsely think that they
have it all completely figured out, and thus have ceased to advanced in God’s light of Truth.
So then any Church/Organization that will walk in this still Advancing Light revealed, revealed
through more indepth study of the Bible, will come to replacingly fulfill this Remnant Church



Mandate. 

Members of the SDA Church are presently the only true believers in most of God’s Truths. So
then it has a right to such exclusivity understanding in this regard. (There is however much
more to learn, including in the confirming practical applications of these Truth).

Jesus also did clearly speak of such exclusivity in the passage (John 17:20–23) that you
quoted as He expected future people would join this Church of twelve pioneering people that
He was establishing, through the preaching of these revealed Gospel Truths that these
twelve will be making in the future (vs. 20). 

We can all truly be one when we all uphold the Very Truths of God. (Amos 3:3) No Biblical
place for Relativism or doctrineless Ecumenism in God’s Israel.

The oblivious objections you are making in the light of such evident Biblical statements and
teaching, also with the above baseless“viciousness claim” in regards to educatetruth (Link:
http://www.educatetruth.com), makes me pertinently wonder if you are an SDA.... Are you??

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Your reply shows that you did not understand what I meant. Let me try again by
quoting Paul:
2and if I have prophecy, and know all the secrets, and all the knowledge, and if I
have all the faith, so as to remove mountains, and have not love, I am nothing;

Knowledge in itself is not the answer. A character approaching Gods character is,
and getting there is not a question of "who knows most".

This is really just more doctrineless Ecumenism “based-rather-on-love” philosophy and
propaganda on your part.

God’s Truths have their place in a truly united body of Christ, and that on the same level as
His Love because both are a perfect tangible emanations of His Character. And as I have
appropriately said, since such Ecumenism is not Biblical, this unity of Truth will only be
truly/properly achieved through proper exegetical means and efforts. Also it is then, and only
then, that God’s Love will actually be rightly understood, and thus properly reflected by His
people who understand it. Case in point, if one believes that, e.g.,: Capitalism; Eternal Hell;
and God destining some people to sure death; are Biblical teachings, then why, respectively,
seek to help all those in vital need; not preach a “Sinners in the Hands of an Angry God”
message; or bother to evangelize certain people who surfacely look to be unredeemably
lost??

Originally Posted By: vastergotland



Posted by: vastergotland

Posted by: NJK Project

Posted by: NJK Project

I do not think neither what I wrote nor what Jesus taught is primarily directed
towards those who have fallen upon hard economical times. Jesus did not do His
most memorable (i.e. that which was eventually written down in more detail)
ministry towards those who were merely poor, but towards those who were social
outcasts. The leper, the prostitute, the national traitor. Who, for instance, will bring
the love of God to the wouldbe assassin of Congressman Giffords? Who will
provide shelter to the latin american immigrant who is successful in dodging the
police and militias at the Arizona border? Who will comfort the gay activist who is
dying of AIDS? Will the church do this? If not, whom can God send as His
emissary to these people.

Jesus, speaking of all of the problems existent in His day, (e.g., where systematic abortion
was not as it is today, if even medically practised) repeatedly did speak of the “hungry”,
“thirsty”, “poor”, “naked”, “oppressed”, “neglected”, “orphaned”, “widowed” (i.e., providingly
hampered), etc. All of these are unequivocally economically-derived and/or economically-
resolved issues/problems. Also the variously sick are in today’s world treated by medicine
that requires, under current Capitalistic dogma, significant funding to be dispense. So this
category also involves the economy. (Just ask the many in the world today suffering and
dying because they cannot afford a visit to the hospital). Again doing the social mandates of
Christ does not preclude doing His economically-based/related ones. It is only the
‘Capitalistic “Mammon” god’ that needs to impose this false dichotomy, (Luke 16:13) and that
to maintain its present “queenly” reign and uphold its ideology!! (Rev 18:7b). Obviously you
wholeheartedly subscribe to this unbiblical spirit/mentality!!

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/14/11 12:08 AM

If you had been any less prone to hyberbole, there might be a point in continuing to discuss.
However, since anything you disagree with is "baseless" or "propaganda", while everything
you yourself said is "appropriate". Enjoy.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/14/11 01:20 AM

LOL comical. Whatever!!! Just following the talking points I see! 

It is manifestly clear that you just cannot adequately, substantively defends your points and
positions, so you, quite typically resort to such peripheral quibbles. Having a discussion with
someone who just does not answer questions, and when surface does so, rather obfuscates
into vexatious claims, is definitely not worth my time.Enjoy your carefully guarded,
unsubstantiable fantasy world. 

As they say, “Ignorance is bliss”, how much more is such self-deceiving obliviousness!

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/14/11 01:44 AM

Just for the record, (which you will probably forbear to address just to, as usual save face):

(1) Baselessness: (a) What is your “evidence/basis” that [url=educate.com]educate.com[/url]
is acting “viciously”??

(b) Since, as factually and exegetically demonstrated, your quoted John 17:20-23 does not
either support your view that (1) the SDA Church is not the Remnant Church, to which others
should ascribe to the Biblical Truths that it is teaching in a much fuller way, and (2) that
Jesus condones in that passage some sort of all-denominations-have-the-Truth philosophy,
then what is your Biblical “basis” for your evidently persisted upon claim??



Posted by: Daryl F

(2) Propaganda: How exactly is Love apart from Knowledge and Truth, the cure all. Even
Paul does not share your exclusive emphasis as he says that on top of “prophecy”, “all
secrets”, “all knowledge”, and “all faith”, he also needs Godly love to complete this, and not
‘Love at the exclusion of these other’, as you are, thus textbookly, “propagandizing”. 

Getting through your vexatious pretentiousness, where I just have to kneel to anything you
say just because you have said it, (i.e., without any proper substantiation), ‘and thus it must
be unimpeachable’, has been quite annoying.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/14/11 07:18 PM

Just came across the following link on the SDA Church and abortion that I am now
going to read:

http://www.adventist.org/beliefs/guidelines/main-guide1.html (Link:
http://www.adventist.org/beliefs/guidelines/main-guide1.html)

I am also quoting it all below:
Quote:

Guidelines on Abortion

Many contemporary societies have faced conflict over the morality of abortion.*
Such conflict also has affected large numbers within Christianity who want to
accept responsibility for the protection of prenatal human life while also preserving
the personal liberty of women. The need for guidelines has become evident, as the
Church attempts to follow scripture, and to provide moral guidance while
respecting individual conscience. Seventh-day Adventists want to relate to the
question of abortion in ways that reveal faith in God as the Creator and Sustainer of
all life and in ways that reflect Christian responsibility and freedom. Though honest
differences on the question of abortion exist among Seventh-day Adventists, the
following represents an attempt to provide guidelines on a number of principles
and issues. The guidelines are based on broad biblical principles that are
presented for study at the end of the document.**

1) Prenatal human life is a magnificent gift of God. God's ideal for human beings
affirms the sanctity of human life, in God's image, and requires respect for prenatal
life. However, decisions about life must be made in the context of a fallen world.
Abortion is never an action of little moral consequence. Thus prenatal life must not
be thoughtlessly destroyed. Abortion should be performed only for the most serious
reasons.

2) Abortion is one of the tragic dilemmas of human fallenness. The Church should
offer gracious support to those who personally face the decision concerning an
abortion. Attitudes of condemnation are inappropriate in those who have accepted
the gospel. Christians are commissioned to become a loving, caring community of
faith that assists those in crisis as alternatives are considered.

3) In practical, tangible ways the Church as a supportive community should
express its commitment to the value of human life. These ways should include: 

a. strengthening family relationships
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b. educating both genders concerning Christian principles of human sexuality 

c. emphasizing responsibility of both male and female for family planning 

d. calling both to be responsible for the consequences of behaviors that are
inconsistent with Christian principles

e. creating a safe climate for ongoing discussion of the moral questions associated
with abortion

f. offering support and assistance to women who choose to complete crisis
pregnancies

g. encouraging and assisting fathers to participate responsibly in the parenting of
their children. 

The Church also should commit itself to assist in alleviating the unfortunate social,
economic, and psychological factors that add to abortion and to care redemptively
for those suffering the consequences of individual decisions on this issue.

4) The Church does not serve as conscience for individuals; however, it should
provide moral guidance. Abortions for reasons of birth control, gender selection, or
convenience are not condoned by the Church. Women, at times however, may
face exceptional circumstances that present serious moral or medical dilemmas,
such as significant threats to the pregnant woman's life, serious jeopardy to her
health, severe congenital defects carefully diagnosed in the fetus, and pregnancy
resulting from rape or incest. The final decision whether to terminate the pregnancy
or not should be made by the pregnant woman after appropriate consultation. She
should be aided in her decision by accurate information, biblical principles, and the
guidance of the Holy Spirit. Moreover, these decisions are best made within the
context of healthy family relationships.

5) Christians acknowledge as first and foremost their accountability to God. They
seek balance between the exercise of individual liberty and their accountability to
the faith community and the larger society and its laws. They make their choices
according to scripture and the laws of God rather than the norms of society.
Therefore, any attempts to coerce women either to remain pregnant or to terminate
pregnancy should be rejected as infringements of personal freedom.

6) Church institutions should be provided with guidelines for developing their own
institutional policies in harmony with this statement. Persons having a religious or
ethical objection to abortion should not be required to participate in the
performance of abortions.

7) Church members should be encouraged to participate in the ongoing
consideration of their moral responsibilities with regard to abortion in light of the
teaching of scripture.

Principles for a Christian View of Life

Introduction

"Now this is eternal life; that they may know you, the only true God, and Jesus
Christ whom you have sent" (John 17:3, NIV). In Christ is the promise of eternal
life; but since human life is mortal humans are confronted with difficult issues



life; but since human life is mortal, humans are confronted with difficult issues
regarding life and death. The following principles refer to the whole person (body,
soul, and spirit), an indivisible whole (Genesis 2:7; 1 Thessalonians 5:23).

Life: Our valuable gift from God

1) God is the Source, Giver, and Sustainer of all life (Acts 17:25,28; Job 33:4;
Genesis 1:30, 2:7; Psalm 36:9; John 1:3,4).

2) Human life has unique value because human beings, though fallen, are created
in the image of God (Genesis 1:27; Romans 3:23; 1 John 2:2; 1 John 3:2; John
1:29; 1 Peter 1:18,19).

3) God values human life not on the basis of human accomplishments or
contributions but because we are God's creation and the object of His redeeming
love (Romans 5:6,8; Ephesians 2:2-6; 1 Timothy 1:15; Titus 3:4,5; Matthew 5:43-
48; Ephesians 2:4-9; John 1:3, 10:10).

Life: Our response to God's gift

4) Valuable as it is, human life is not the only or ultimate concern. Self-sacrifice in
devotion to God and His principles may take precedence over life itself (Revelation
12:11; 1 Corinthians 13).

5) God calls for the protection of human life and holds humanity accountable for its
destruction (Exodus 20:13; Revelation 21:8; Exodus 23:7; Deuteronomy 24:16;
Proverbs 6:16,17; Jeremiah 7:3-34; Micah 6:7; Genesis 9:5,6).

6) God is especially concerned for the protection of the weak, the defenseless, and
the oppressed (Psalm 82:3,4; James 1:27; Micah 6:8; Acts 20:35; Proverbs
24:11,12; Luke 1:52-54).

7) Christian love (agape) is the costly dedication of our lives to enhancing the lives
of others. Love also respects personal dignity and does not condone the
oppression of one person to support the abusive behavior of another (Matthew
16:21; Philippians 2:1-11; 1 John 3:16; 1 John 4:8-11; Matthew 22:39; John
18:22,23; John 13:34).

8) The believing community is called to demonstrate Christian love in tangible,
practical, and substantive ways. God calls us to restore gently the broken
(Galatians 6:1,2; 1 John 3:17,18; Matthew 1:23; Philippians 2:1-11; John 8:2-11;
Romans 8:1-14; Matthew 7:1,2, 12:20; Isaiah 40:42, 62:2-4).

Life: Our right and responsibility to decide

9) God gives humanity the freedom of choice, even if it leads to abuse and tragic
consequences. His unwillingness to coerce human obedience necessitated the
sacrifice of His Son. He requires us to use His gifts in accordance with His will and
ultimately will judge their misuse (Deuteronomy 30:19,20; Genesis 3; 1 Peter 2:24;
Romans 3:5,6, 6:1,2; Galatians 5:13).

10) God calls each of us individually to moral decision making and to search the



Posted by: NJK Project

Posted by: vastergotland

scriptures for the biblical principles underlying such choices (John 5:39; Acts
17:11; 1 Peter 2:9; Romans 7:13-25).

11) Decisions about human life from its beginning to its end are best made within
the context of healthy family relationships with the support of the faith community
(Exodus 20:12; Ephesians 5,6).

12) Human decisions should always be centered in seeking the will of God
(Romans 12:2; Ephesians 6:6; Luke 22:42).

*Abortion, as understood in these guidelines, is defined as any action aimed at the
termination of a pregnancy already established. This is distinguished from
contraception, which is intended to prevent a pregnancy. The focus of the
document is on abortion.

**The fundamental perspective of these guidelines is taken from a broad study of
scripture as shown in the "Principles for a Christian View of Human Life" included
at the end of this document.

_______________

These guidelines were approved and voted by the General Conference of Seventh-
day Adventists Executive Committee at the Annual Council session in Silver
Spring, Maryland, October 12, 1992.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/15/11 10:14 AM

These SDA Official Statements were posted earlier and discussed back in Page 2 (Link:
http://www.maritime-sda-online.com/forums/ubbthreads.php?
ubb=showflat&Number=129216#Post129216) and Page 5 (Link: http://www.maritime-sda-
online.com/forums/ubbthreads.php?ubb=showflat&Number=129376#Post129376) and as
also done here (Link: http://www.maritime-sda-online.com/forums/ubbthreads.php?
ubb=showflat&Number=129382#Post129382), were rightly criticized for its Section #4, which
allows for abortions for reasons of “serious jeopardy to her health [wish can include mental
health], severe congenital defects carefully diagnosed in the fetus, and pregnancy
resulting from rape or incest”

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/15/11 12:30 PM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Just for the record, (which you will probably forbear to address just to, as usual
save face):

(1) Baselessness: (a) What is your “evidence/basis” that
[url=educate.com]educate.com[/url] is acting “viciously”??

According to legal practise (in Sweden), a blog owner is responsible for illegal comments
which are not removed from their blog. Comments appearing on educate truth look like these
examples:
"How many Adventists students went to LSU and has accepted satan’s lie. Those students
are a part of our Church and as a Church we failed them. It isn’t just the biology department;
the whole school has become a den of demons. The lack of action by the board shows how
deep satan’s claws go."
http://www.educatetruth.com/news/adventist-review-examines-lsu-conflict/ (Link:



http://www.educatetruth.com/news/adventist-review-examines-lsu-conflict/)
"My question is: why should we give up the institution that was built with the tithes and
offerings of the SDA church? I might just be ornery, (I heard all those amens–)but I don’t have
any intention of letting such a facility pass into the hands of the heretics if I can do anything
to prevent it. I don’t see this as a viable solution to this problem at all. Clean out the nest of
vipers and get rid of all of them. They should be the ones in full retreat, not us!"
http://www.educatetruth.com/news/notice-of-constituency-meeting-of-la-sierra-university/
(Link: http://www.educatetruth.com/news/notice-of-constituency-meeting-of-la-sierra-
university/)

Calling brothers and sisters in Christ "den of deamons, heretics, vipers. That is vicious in my
book. You no doubt are of a different opinion which likewise without doubt mean that you will
not accept the evidence.

Quote:

(b) Since, as factually and exegetically demonstrated, your quoted John 17:20-23
does not either support your view that (1) the SDA Church is not the Remnant
Church, to which others should ascribe to the Biblical Truths that it is teaching in a
much fuller way, and (2) that Jesus condones in that passage some sort of all-
denominations-have-the-Truth philosophy, then what is your Biblical “basis” for
your evidently persisted upon claim??

The quotes from the baptismal vow, the 13th FB and John 17:20-23 are three different pieces
of evidence that inted to prove different parts of my claim. John 17:20-23 shows that Jesus
wants the church to be united as one, rather than divided. Further support for *this* point is 
34`A new commandment I give to you, that ye love one another; according as I did love you,
that ye also love one another;
35in this shall all know that ye are my disciples, if ye may have love one to another.'

That our denominationalism is wrong is suggested by:
36And having taken a child, he set him in the midst of them, and having taken him in his
arms, said to them,
37`Whoever may receive one of such children in my name, doth receive me, and whoever
may receive me, doth not receive me, but Him who sent me.'
38And John did answer him, saying, `Teacher, we saw a certain one in thy name casting
out demons, who doth not follow us, and we forbade him, because he doth not follow
us.'
39And Jesus said, `Forbid him not, for there is no one who shall do a mighty work in my
name, and shall be able readily to speak evil of me:
40for he who is not against us is for us;
41for whoever may give you to drink a cup of water in my name, because ye are Christ's,
verily I say to you, he may not lose his reward; 

1And I, brethren, was not able to speak to you as to spiritual, but as to fleshly -- as to
babes in Christ;
2with milk I fed you, and not with meat, for ye were not yet able, but not even yet are ye
now able,
3for yet ye are fleshly, for where [there is] among you envying, and strife, and divisions,
are ye not fleshly, and in the manner of men do walk?
4for when one may say, `I, indeed, am of Paul;' and another, `I -- of Apollos;' are ye not
fleshly?
5Who, then, is Paul, and who Apollos, but ministrants through whom ye did believe, and to
each as the Lord gave?
6I planted, Apollos watered, but God was giving growth;
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7so that neither is he who is planting anything, nor he who is watering, but He who is giving
growth -- God;
8and he who is planting and he who is watering are one, and each his own reward shall
receive, according to his own labour,
9for of God we are fellow-workmen; God's tillage, God's building ye are.
10According to the grace of God that was given to me, as a wise master-builder, a
foundation I have laid, and another doth build on [it],
11for other foundation no one is able to lay except that which is laid, which is Jesus the
Christ;

Thus, Jesus teaching is that it is wrong to hinder someone who is working in His name on
the grounds that "he is not one of us". Paul further shows us that saying "I am of (SDA)", and
another that "I am of (Methodist)" for example shows nothing more than how we are still
reasoning in the flesh and not in the Spirit. As for SDA being the remnant church, there is a
thread on this forum called "Can you prove from the Bible alone that Sunday is the mark of
the beast?". I challenge you to prove from the Bible alone that SDA is the remnant".

Quote:

(2) Propaganda: How exactly is Love apart from Knowledge and Truth, the cure all.
Even Paul does not share your exclusive emphasis as he says that on top of
“prophecy”, “all secrets”, “all knowledge”, and “all faith”, he also needs Godly love
to complete this, and not ‘Love at the exclusion of these other’, as you are, thus
textbookly, “propagandizing”. 

You apparently still have failed to understand what I wrote. I did not say "Love apart from
Knowledge and Truth". I quoted Paul to show that Love is superior to knowledge, prophecy,
and knowing the secrets. And if you are the kind of person who must chose between having
much love and much knowledge, you should chose love if you plan on being a disciple of
God. I also quoted Paul to show that salvation is not based on something which allows any
human to boast, as having much knowledge certainly does, but it is based on the grace of
God alone. Love is not in opposition to knowledge but it is the principle/attitude which must
inform and permeate knowledge.

Quote:

Getting through your vexatious pretentiousness, where I just have to kneel to
anything you say just because you have said it, (i.e., without any proper
substantiation), ‘and thus it must be unimpeachable’, has been quite annoying.

I guess you will continue to disagree with me, or you may agree with this. Either way, I do not
plan to concern myself with either your opinion of me or of my views. If this makes you think
you have in some way "won", be my guest.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/21/11 03:20 AM

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Calling brothers and sisters in Christ "den of deamons, heretics, vipers. That is
vicious in my book. You no doubt are of a different opinion which likewise without
doubt mean that you will not accept the evidence.

I think the self-evident issue here is that it is not “your book” that determines what is Biblically



acceptable or justified, but what the Bible indeed actually approvingly recommends. Using
the standard of Jesus in Matt 18:15-17, and the overall context of this Evolution vs. The
Bible’s Creation account fully justifies these Biblical condemnations made on educate.com.
Those who are teaching that Evolution is acceptable are going against the clear and
unequivocal word of God. There is no issue of mistranslation or misinterpretation here. The
Bible clearly states in many passages that God directly created the world and all that is found
therein in 7 literal, consecutive 24-hour days. So if people want to teach otherwise, and that
in SDA institutions, they indeed should be booted out and treated as “Gentiles and tax
collectors” or, as John the Baptist says “a brood of vipers”. That is not “viciousness” but a
fitting denunciation and characterization. The are factually “heretics” and by trying to so
pervert the clear and consistent testimony of Scripture they are indeed acting the part of
Satan’s envoys. It is truth that determines what is justified here and not worldly “political
correctness” and various promiscuous, secular “freedoms”.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

The quotes from the baptismal vow, the 13th FB and John 17:20-23 are three
different pieces of evidence that inted to prove different parts of my claim. John 
17:20-23 shows that Jesus wants the church to be united as one, rather than
divided. Further support for *this* point is 
34`A new commandment I give to you, that ye love one another; according as I did
love you, that ye also love one another;
35in this shall all know that ye are my disciples, if ye may have love one to
another.'

This unity in Jesus is also do be done in the truths that Jesus taught. The Secret Rapture,
Dispensationalism, Sunday Sacredness, Eternal Hell, Immediate Life after Death, etc, are
not to be regarded as the Truths of Jesus just for the sake of unity. If you really “love”
someone you tell them the truth and do not lead them on in a path that will lead to their final
delusion and eternal loss. If you do not understand this in especially the 5 distinctive beliefs
that only the SDA Church teaches as a whole, the that has to first be addressed.

It is also eisogesis to apply this “new commandment” of Jesus, given to His personally
chosen and instructed 12 apostles who believed exactly and all that HE had taught them.
Case in point, they were all Sabbath observers, they all knew that the Dead did not
immediately go to Heaven or Hell, etc. So that passage does not exegetically automatically
translate upon the current state of denominationalism where virtually no two denominations
believe exactly alike in core/fundamental beliefs as the Apostle of Christ did at that time. Like
in any proper understanding and application, proper exegesis is the indispensable key. As
such this text is merely a “proof-text” for your, factually, doctrineless ecumenism.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland



That our denominationalism is wrong is suggested by:

36And having taken a child, he set him in the midst of them, and having taken him
in his arms, said to them,
37`Whoever may receive one of such children in my name, doth receive me, and
whoever may receive me, doth not receive me, but Him who sent me.'
38And John did answer him, saying, `Teacher, we saw a certain one in thy name
casting out demons, who doth not follow us, and we forbade him, because he doth
not follow us.'
39And Jesus said, `Forbid him not, for there is no one who shall do a mighty work
in my name, and shall be able readily to speak evil of me:
40for he who is not against us is for us;
41for whoever may give you to drink a cup of water in my name, because ye are
Christ's, verily I say to you, he may not lose his reward;

Again here exegesis is the key and that includes other passages. In Matt 7:21-23 Jesus
clearly reject those who have claimed to do mighty works in Jesus’ name, and that because
they practised lawlessness. The Bible also is clear throughout that Satan can perform
miracles. So clearly what Jesus had in mind here were people who lived according to His
teachings and truth and not ‘anyone who merely says/professes the name of Jesus’. It is
through this misunderstanding and deception, again rooted in a belief that doctrines are not
paramountly important, that the Devil has, and increasingly will, lead people into the desire
everlasting destruction that he vindictively wishes for them.

The name of Christ inextricably fully involves His Character which is rooted on His Truths.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

1And I, brethren, was not able to speak to you as to spiritual, but as to fleshly -- as
to babes in Christ;
2with milk I fed you, and not with meat, for ye were not yet able, but not even yet
are ye now able,
3for yet ye are fleshly, for where [there is] among you envying, and strife, and
divisions, are ye not fleshly, and in the manner of men do walk?
4for when one may say, `I, indeed, am of Paul;' and another, `I -- of Apollos;' are ye
not fleshly?
5Who, then, is Paul, and who Apollos, but ministrants through whom ye did
believe, and to each as the Lord gave?
6I planted, Apollos watered, but God was giving growth;
7so that neither is he who is planting anything, nor he who is watering, but He who
is giving growth -- God;
8and he who is planting and he who is watering are one, and each his own reward
shall receive, according to his own labour,
9for of God we are fellow-workmen; God's tillage, God's building ye are.
10According to the grace of God that was given to me, as a wise master-builder, a
foundation I have laid, and another doth build on [it],
11for other foundation no one is able to lay except that which is laid, which is
Jesus the Christ;

Again this is a mere, eisogetical proof text because I am sure that Paul would not have
considered Apollos to be fully “in line” with him and ‘watering what he had planted’ if e.g.,



Apollos was following him and teaching that Jesus was not the Messiah, or that salvation
only belonged to ethnic Jews, or that a return to observance of ceremonial Law must be done
by Christians. Here also, it is the substance of what is being taught that makes this seamless
association and unity possible and valid. How can I consider to be in unity with someone who
teaches that Jesus abolished the Ten Commandments.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Thus, Jesus teaching is that it is wrong to hinder someone who is working in His
name on the grounds that "he is not one of us".

Clearly that is not what Jesus was teaching. Being “one of us” is substantively determined
and verified, and not ascertained through mere “Lord, Lord” professions or even, e.g.,
accomplished miracles in Christ’s name. By saying that other denominations are not
teaching all that the Bible and Jesus taught is not hindering anyone. The hindrance here is
done by the truth which many people see for themselves and thus choose which Church they
will join.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Paul further shows us that saying "I am of (SDA)", and another that "I am of
(Methodist)" for example shows nothing more than how we are still reasoning in
the flesh and not in the Spirit.

Again Paul was (exegetically speaking, which is the only determiner of truth here and not
private/subjective opinion) speaking in a context where both he and Apollos preached the
exact same message and belong to the same Church. SO the only comparable application of
this statement today would rightly be against someone who e.g., says: I am of Mark Finley,
and another say: I am of Doug Batchelor as both of these actually belong to the same Church
and believe the same fundamental beliefs.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

As for SDA being the remnant church, there is a thread on this forum called "Can
you prove from the Bible alone that Sunday is the mark of the beast?". I challenge
you to prove from the Bible alone that SDA is the remnant".

Is that a serious question or merely vexatious??

In that the SDA Church Believes and teaches most of the Bible’s teaching; in that it keeps the
Commandments of God and has the Biblical Spirit of Prophecy. In that is prophetic
interpretation is Biblically-supported; among other points of identification, it does indeed
constitute a most comparable and comprehensive “remnant” of the Church that Jesus had
established through His Twelve Apostles (Rev 12:1ff). Again it is substantive evidence that
identifies/validates the True Apostolic Remnant and not mere nomenclature and professions.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland



You apparently still have failed to understand what I wrote. I did not say "Love apart
from Knowledge and Truth". I quoted Paul to show that Love is superior to
knowledge, prophecy, and knowing the secrets.

Well with that emphasis you are indeed on the right track, however in my view, only partly
because I do not see Paul saying that Love is “superior” but that it is just as important. It
would be like having only 3 numbers for a 4 number passcode. If you neglect to remember
that 4th number the other numbers are useless . The same weight of indispensable value
applies to each of those other numbers. If Paul is pointedly speaking of Love here it is
probably/evidently because it was the one aspect of these assets that was mostly being
ignored/neglected.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

And if you are the kind of person who must chose between having much love and
much knowledge, you should chose love if you plan on being a disciple of God.

I know as a fact from my Christian experience, as expressed in other SDA Forums, that I
have repeatedly favored love over knowledge in choosing to ‘do what is right’ vs. first seeking
(the knowledge) to be right. That is indeed the entire basis of my NJK Project endeavor
where I have set out to tangibly do what is required to do to come to the aid of all those in
vital, physical need rather than, as I easily could have done, use these, literally years of time,
to deepen my “knowledge” in the still many Biblical Research works that I have to do. So you
are not advising anything new to me here. Love for those who are dying from preventable and
curable causes has been my paramount impetus, and love is demonstrated by the actions
taken and not mere words or wishful expressions.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

I also quoted Paul to show that salvation is not based on something which allows
any human to boast, as having much knowledge certainly does, but it is based on
the grace of God alone.

No opposition or countering argument here from me, nor any personally applicable
admonishment. That is indeed the Biblical truth which I am fully aware of and ascribe to.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Love is not in opposition to knowledge but it is the principle/attitude which must
inform and permeate knowledge.

As I have personally experienced, you’ll be surprised, even shocked, how much further
“knowledge” can be gleaned from the Scriptures once Love for others, especially those in
need, is given its rightful place in one’s life. It was because the Jews refused to love their
fellow men, included the Spiritually and physically needed that they could not see truth in the
teachings and ministry of Jesus, and thus did not advance past their perverted understanding
of the Law. 
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Originally Posted By: vastergotland

I guess you will continue to disagree with me, or you may agree with this. Either
way, I do not plan to concern myself with either your opinion of me or of my views.
If this makes you think you have in some way "won", be my guest.

Not trying to “win” anything here. If you look back on this thread and the root of this current,
and actually tangential, exchange between me and you, you’ll see that it is all rooted in you,
factually, “vexatious” refusal to justify/substantiate why you think that I should have retracted
my substantive comparison of Abortion to what the Nazi’s did in their “Final Solution” with the
Jewish problem. So when you begin to explain why I should “obey” you retraction wish,
instead of having this, effectively, ‘because I said so’ attitude and stance, then I’ll no longer
have this substantive reason to believe that this entire, resulting tangential discussion, on
mostly everything than my challenge of doing something tangible to truly address the
problem of abortion, is indeed not the vexatious obfuscation that it effectively, currently
continues to be. I heard of people willing to do anything to answer a difficult or embarassing
question/issue but this really takes the cake! 

Perhaps Nazism is a more touchy issue in Europe, (i.e., in countries that were directly
implicated in its spread) however that also does not justify this mindless “belief” that it can
never be justifiably be used as an analogy. Also how does your original (“gospel”) Godwin's
Law hold up in the MSDAOL forum (i.e., e..g., in discussion of 14 pages or more. I can bet it
does not check out more than 1% of the time. Which would explain why I readily saw this
“”response” as nothing more than “mindless”, ‘challenge-obfuscating vexatiousness’.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/23/11 10:24 AM

ADMIN HAT ON

***** Linking to another discussion board in this manner isn't permissible, therefore, this
post and link has been removed. *****

ADMIN HAT OFF

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/23/11 03:49 PM

Or... rather than having to sign up for another forum, just address the root of the issue at hand
here, namely: ‘Shouldn’t the SDA Church be involve in adopting would-be aborted infants in
order to significantly counteract this murderous injustice??

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/23/11 07:04 PM

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

***** Linking to another discussion board in this manner isn't permissible,
therefore, this post and link has been removed. *****

In full support of the justified decision here, in reading through that “other discussion”, the
stature of Spiritualness/Biblicalness is too much on the “ditsy” level for my preference, as
personally experience in a previous discussion on that forum, as well as it is seen other
discussions, particularly (and tellingly) ones that involve Biblical issues that should be ‘black
or white’ and not ‘greyed’, indeed such as abortion.
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Posted by: vastergotland

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/24/11 03:38 PM

Vastergotland, I have come across something that is new to me, in terms of its formal
organization. I now understand better the perspective from which you were coming from in
this discussion as well as others. It seems to me that you are a ”Progressive Adventist” (Link:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Progressive_Adventists), (cf. here (Link:
http://atoday.com/magazine/2002/11/progressive-and-traditional-adventists-examined)) (vs.
an “Historical” Adventist)... at least ideologically.

Nothing personal here... just relating the objectively factual truth... but simply studying into
the fundamental tenets (Link: http://newprotestants.com/Manifesto.htm) of Progressive
Adventism, I see that it is the product of deficient, shoddy, if not entirely absent proper/true
Biblical exegesis, combined with a, biblically, and not derogatorily, -speaking, “moronic”
(Link: http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2010/11/world-of-morons.html) (Matt 23:17) approach to
spiritual truths which consistently swerves into the path of least “resistance” and/or
implication. So it is not surprised that they have followed the wrong, “broad” path (Matt 7:13,1
4). So, not surprisingly, this ideological approach is patently strewn with “throwing the baby
out with the bath water” decisions. E.g., if Ellen White said that Jesus would come in her day
(incidently, as did Paul) then she must have been a false prophet because this did not occur.
All this is based upon poor theology stemming from the wrong approaches to studying the
Bible, and I ultimately all of the blame on the formal SDA Church, who various unbiblical
practices have greatly contributed to in such confusion, especially by not being able to
properly address these issues, and most importantly in a unified voice, both in terms of
message content and its proclamation.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/25/11 04:50 AM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Vastergotland, I have come across something that is new to me, in terms of its
formal organization. I now understand better the perspective from which you were
coming from in this discussion as well as others. It seems to me that you are a
”Progressive Adventist” (Link: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Progressive_Adventists),
(cf. here (Link: http://atoday.com/magazine/2002/11/progressive-and-traditional-
adventists-examined)) (vs. an “Historical” Adventist)... at least ideologically.

Nothing personal here... just relating the objectively factual truth... but simply
studying into the fundamental tenets (Link:
http://newprotestants.com/Manifesto.htm) of Progressive Adventism, I see that it is
the product of deficient, shoddy, if not entirely absent proper/true Biblical exegesis,
combined with a, biblically, and not derogatorily, -speaking, “moronic” (Link:
http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2010/11/world-of-morons.html) (Matt 23:17)
approach to spiritual truths which consistently swerves into the path of least
“resistance” and/or implication. So it is not surprised that they have followed the
wrong, “broad” path (Matt 7:13,1 4). So, not surprisingly, this ideological approach
is patently strewn with “throwing the baby out with the bath water” decisions. E.g.,
if Ellen White said that Jesus would come in her day (incidently, as did Paul) then
she must have been a false prophet because this did not occur. All this is based
upon poor theology stemming from the wrong approaches to studying the Bible,
and I ultimately all of the blame on the formal SDA Church, who various unbiblical
practices have greatly contributed to in such confusion, especially by not being
able to properly address these issues, and most importantly in a unified voice, both
in terms of message content and its proclamation.



On "Moronic", the greek word is consistently translated "fool". That "Moronic" has the same
root as "moros" does not mean the meaning is the same:
Definition of MORON
1 usually offensive : a person affected with mild mental retardation
Definition of FOOL noun \&#712;fül\
1: a person lacking in judgment or prudence

On Exegesis
Definition of EXEGESIS
: exposition, explanation; especially : an explanation or critical interpretation of a text

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Exegesis (Link: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Exegesis)

"Exegesis (from the Greek &#7952;&#958;&#942;&#947;&#951;&#963;&#953;&#962; from
&#7952;&#958;&#951;&#947;&#949;&#8150;&#963;&#952;&#945;&#953; 'to lead out') is a
critical explanation or interpretation of a text, especially a religious text. Traditionally the term
was used primarily for exegesis of the Bible; however, in contemporary usage it has
broadened to mean a critical explanation of any text, and the term "Biblical exegesis" is used
for greater specificity. The goal of Biblical exegesis is to explore the meaning of the text
which then leads to discovering its significance or relevance.
Exegesis includes a wide range of critical disciplines: textual criticism is the investigation into
the history and origins of the text, but exegesis may include the study of the historical and
cultural backgrounds for the author, the text, and the original audience. Other analysis
includes classification of the type of literary genres present in the text, and an analysis of
grammatical and syntactical features in the text itself."

On Progressive Adventists
Considering that perhaps 70% of the text in the manifesto consists of quotes from Ellens
writings, she can hardly be said to have been thrown out, with baby water or otherwise. 
http://atoday.com/magazine/2002/11/progressive-and-traditional-adventists-examined (Link:
http://atoday.com/magazine/2002/11/progressive-and-traditional-adventists-examined)
"What is meant by these terms--Traditional/Historic, Progressive, and Moderate? These
labels are useful only for those who want to be described by them. If a label is used in a
pejorative way it loses its value; it becomes another form of name-calling. 
..
At the other end of the spectrum are the Progressive Seventh-day Adventists. These could be
termed liberal, except that the term "liberal Christian" generally refers to those who don't
believe that Christ was resurrected nor that he performed miracles, and who hold other
tenets with which most Progressive SDA's would not agree. These "liberals" are often
involved in the Jesus Seminars. While some Adventist church members sympathize with
these views, they would not make up a sizable proportion of the Progressive SDA's. Of the
key doctrines listed above as "Pillars," the Progressive SDA's would hold to significant
modifications:

1. A differing view of what the Investigative Judgment is or acknowledgment that the
Investigative Judgment is not biblical. (And as such a differing view of Christ's activities from
his ascension to his Second Coming.)

2. An inclusion of other Christians into the category termed the "Remnant."

3. A less rigid understanding of the role of Ellen G. White, ranging from acknowledging that
she was not always correct in her teaching and understanding to denying her status as
Prophet.
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4. The Seventh-day Sabbath is for our benefit; true Christians can and do worship on Sunday,
and Sunday observance is not now, or later to become, the Mark of the Beast, nor is keeping
the Seventh-day Sabbath to be the Seal of God.

The Progressive SDA's do not feel that the church should be limited by the teachings of its
founders. If errors are discovered in teachings previously held, the errors should be
acknowledged and corrected. All knowledge is built upon those who have gone before us,
not only those in the SDA church, but also the many Christians outside and centuries earlier.
Knowledge is progressive. What seemed right a hundred years ago may not be right for
today or tomorrow."

That you dislike it means:
#1, not much since unless you are God, your approval is not requested.
#2, not that it lacks proper foundations or that it is not founded on true biblical exegesis. 
#3, not that it avoids hard questions, merely that it has a differing opinion concerning what
the answer to those hard questions is.

http://mburdette.com/progressive-orthodoxy/ (Link: http://mburdette.com/progressive-
orthodoxy/)
http://constructingadventisttheology.fil...e-orthodoxy.pdf (Link:
http://constructingadventisttheology.files.wordpress.com/2010/03/the-shape-of-progressive-
orthodoxy.pdf)
http://reinventingsdawheel.blogspot.com/2006/04/qualifying-this-blog-for-adventists.html
(Link: http://reinventingsdawheel.blogspot.com/2006/04/qualifying-this-blog-for-
adventists.html)

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/25/11 11:23 AM

From what I have seen thus far with “Progressive Adventism” (P.A.), entering into an
argument about them is certainly not worth my time or effort given its “unanchored” relativist
fundamental tenet vs. proper Biblical exegesis, so I’ll just say the following brief statements in
reply:

Firstly, in general, I do not see the point of your spiel of dictionary definition, tenet
explanations and links as I was fully aware of all of what you have stated/posted and indeed
do still make the same points. Manifestly, you are self-convinced that if someone does not
agree with you, it is because they are somewhat ignorant, especially on what is currently
“socially acceptable”/”politically correct”??

On “Moronic” - I meant it in the sense of how the Bible uses it, hence the quotes; thus as
detailed on my linked blog post: ‘A person who, when having to make a discretionary choice,
will knee-jerkly opt for/advance the option which has the least, various self-affecting
implications in it.’

On Exegesis - In proper practices, in regards to Biblical Exegesis it comprehensively
involves: Textual Criticism, Lexis, Grammar, Syntax, Cultural/Background Studies, History,
Biblical Comparative Studies, and Theological Studies, among other sectors, long before a
proper modern-day application can be made. The texts you have used to try to justify your
position lacks several of these validations and thus are merely ‘texts taken out of their original
context and intent to try prove a different point,’ thus “proof-texts”.

On P.A. and EGW - Taking prophecy away from EGW and thus reducing her to merely “an
old woman with wise sayings” is effectively cancelling out the ‘Spirit of Prophecy’ gift that she
had. That is textbook “throwing out the baby with the bathwater.” She did not make “errors” in
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regards to, pointedly, her prophetic statements. It is just, e.g., the Jer 18:1-12 Spiritual
principle that has come to pass. The same applies in the other “historic teachings/positions”
that P.A.’s have “abandoned”. But that is just too Spiritually/Theologically involved for,
effectively earthly-minded P.A.’s. (1 Cor 2:14). Hence the self-fitting “moronic”
characterization.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/25/11 03:53 PM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

From what I have seen thus far with “Progressive Adventism” (P.A.), entering into
an argument about them is certainly not worth my time or effort given its
“unanchored” relativist fundamental tenet vs. proper Biblical exegesis, so I’ll just
say the following brief statements in reply:

Firstly, in general, I do not see the point of your spiel of dictionary definition, tenet
explanations and links as I was fully aware of all of what you have stated/posted
and indeed do still make the same points. Manifestly, you are self-convinced that if
someone does not agree with you, it is because they are somewhat ignorant,
especially on what is currently “socially acceptable”/”politically correct”??

On “Moronic” - I meant it in the sense of how the Bible uses it, hence the quotes;
thus as detailed on my linked blog post: ‘A person who, when having to make a
discretionary choice, will knee-jerkly opt for/advance the option which has the
least, various self-affecting implications in it.’

Redefining a well known word "moron" and giving it the meaning of a different well known
word "fool" is not helpful for producing clarity and understanding.

Quote:

On Exegesis - In proper practices, in regards to Biblical Exegesis it
comprehensively involves: Textual Criticism, Lexis, Grammar, Syntax,
Cultural/Background Studies, History, Biblical Comparative Studies, and
Theological Studies, among other sectors, long before a proper modern-day
application can be made. The texts you have used to try to justify your position
lacks several of these validations and thus are merely ‘texts taken out of their
original context and intent to try prove a different point,’ thus “proof-texts”.

Ergo, only biblical scholars can understand the bible correctly..
Quote:

On P.A. and EGW - Taking prophecy away from EGW and thus reducing her to
merely “an old woman with wise sayings” is effectively cancelling out the ‘Spirit of
Prophecy’ gift that she had. That is textbook “throwing out the baby with the
bathwater.” She did not make “errors” in regards to, pointedly, her prophetic
statements. It is just, e.g., the Jer 18:1-12 Spiritual principle that has come to pass.
The same applies in the other “historic teachings/positions” that P.A.’s have
“abandoned”. But that is just too Spiritually/Theologically involved for, effectively
earthly-minded P.A.’s. (1 Cor 2:14). Hence the self-fitting “moronic”
characterization.

"She did not make errors in regards to her prophetic statements"; 

Definition of INFALLIBLE



Posted by: Daryl F

Posted by: Daryl F

Posted by: NJK Project

1: incapable of error : unerring <an infallible memory>
2: not liable to mislead, deceive, or disappoint : certain <an infallible remedy>
3: incapable of error in defining doctrines touching faith or morals

Does "prophetic statements" = "defining doctrines touching faith and morals"? Also, I
suppose you will argue the difference between "incapable of error" and "did not make errors".
Anyhow, one of these statements of Ellen says that:

"It is necessary that our unity today be of a character that will bear the test of trial.... We have
many lessons to learn, and many, many to unlearn. God and Heaven alone are infallible.
Those who think that they will never have to give up a cherished view, never have occasion to
change an opinion, will be disappointed. As long as we hold to our own ideas and opinions
with determined persistency, we cannot have the unity for which Christ prayed." {CET 203.2}

Unfortunately, I have neglected both textual criticism, lexis, grammar, syntax, cultural studies,
history and theology regarding this paragraph. I do not even know if CET is a proper book or a
quote collection. Therefore I predict that you will dismiss my reply here as a "prooftext". 

PS, does a fulfilled prediction make me a prophet?

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/25/11 04:49 PM

Seems like we may have some sub-topics here that could become separate topics in another
thread, which, if so, I will see about separating from this topic, when I get a chance.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/25/11 04:50 PM

I came across an interesting link in regards to this thread's main topic:

http://onfaith.washingtonpost.com/onfaith/undergod/2011/01/adventists_and_abortion.html
(Link:
http://onfaith.washingtonpost.com/onfaith/undergod/2011/01/adventists_and_abortion.html)

Some strong stuff has been stated there.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/25/11 09:32 PM

Originally Posted By: Daryl F

Seems like we may have some sub-topics here that could become separate topics
in another thread, which, if so, I will see about separating from this topic, when I
get a chance.

That would be indeed appropriate, although, like I said, this discussion will probably not be
worthwhile since subjective and (post-modern) relativism is the chief/controlling tenet of
Progressive Adventism.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Redefining a well known word "moron" and giving it the meaning of a different well
known word "fool" is not helpful for producing clarity and understanding.

Seems like exegesis is also needed here to resolve this issue:
The Bible makes a distinct difference between a “fool” and a “moron”. The first is aphron
(Strong’s #878 - 144X in LXX and NT) and pejoratively speaks of ‘someone who is



(indifferently) ignorant of something’ The second is moros (#3474 - 49X) and speaks of
someone who prefers to follow the path of, variously, least involvement, particularly to avoid
being held responsible for something. I.e., someone who prefers to make himself a “fool”.
Seems to me that the English word “morose” (From the Latin morosus (Link:
http://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/morose) which in turn is apparently/ probably from the Greek
moros) reflects this type of ‘(mental) health to (mental) illness’ willful digression.

As with many other distinct lexical entries of the Bibles original terms, just because the
English has translated these two term in the same way, it does not mean that they should be
understood in the same way. The Greek is deliberate in its distinct usage and that should
have been accurately related in the English translation. So no “redefinition” was done here,
but, as proper exegesis demands, a return to the original meaning, which, again, as my
deliberate quotes indicated, was my full intention; however; case-in-point and factually
speaking, you “moronically” have insistently chosen to make try to forcefully make this a
modern English issue, as this is the only context in which your rebuttal would be valid. In
such exegetical matters, it is the Bible that has the final authority and not modern
languages/translations.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Ergo, only biblical scholars can understand the bible correctly.

In the sense that a “Bible Scholar” is anyone who has actually done the
studies/work/research needed to be properly functional in Biblical Exegesis matters, yes. In
the sense that “Bible Scholars” only refer to people with ‘a piece of paper showing that they
when to a Bible College and/or Seminary”, no. It is this latter reliance on ‘people with
degrees’ that has greatly retarded the field of Biblical Research (cf. here (Link:
http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2008/07/college-of-biblical-research-recruiting.html)) because,
as I have repeatedly butted against during my 2 years of formal Theological Studies at
Andrews University, (which has been followed by now 12 years of ongoing informal and
advancing studies and research), people with degrees think that they have “arrived”, and thus
generally neglect advancing their studies beyond what they learned e.g., some 20-30 years
before while they were in school. Also as my former professor, Samuele Bacchiocchi used to
say, with first hand observance as he would stay almost every weekend at a different pastor’s
home: ‘most SDA pastors have not cracked opened a (recent) Theological book since they
left school.’

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Does "prophetic statements" = "defining doctrines touching faith and morals"?

No. By “prophetic statements” I meant EGW’s visions, dreams and “I was shown” type of
statements as well as “extra-biblical” and non-pastoral, statements as most copiously found
in her Conflict of the Ages series, (cf. this post (Link:
http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2009/11/proof-is-in-bible.html)) which manifestly were based
upon direct prophetic revelations.

EGW will be the first to say that she was not a “scholar”. And learning to even simply be
functional in e.g., Greek and Hebrew in her time was still a most daunting endeavor, as
compared to the ease of this today given the many resources and computerized tools
available. So in matters of doctrine she often deferred to the “scholars” of the Church. E.g.,
Uriah Smith and J.N. Andrews, even her husband James. So it is not unlikely to find that she
made some inaccurate assumptions/conclusions in this regard, though in proper



understanding, not entirely out of the spiritual realm of what could have been. E.g., if the
generation of early Adventists had been more faithful, the “Shut Door” may have transpired
exactly as it was being preached then. It seems to me that that “door” was reopened as time
was forcefully prolonged. (See also my comments in this post (Link:
http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2009/10/book-preview-god-all-mighty.html) in regards to the
theological understanding of ‘God and the Future’). However she had many prophetic
revelation that came to anchor Biblical Understandings. And as a simple example, contrary to
what P.A.’s manifestly believe in rejecting the Investigative Judgement, God is not waiting to
complete the judgement on the Living to return, based on Biblical passage such as 2 Pet 3:9,
He is actually waiting until all those who are alive around the globe equally come to full a first
hand knowledge and understanding of what the final issues are all about. Then a judgement
on the living can begin. It is thus not surprising that those who already know these truths are
the first to go through that judgement, indeed being judge by how they have responded to
that fully understood light vs. the 6.5+ billion currently in the world who do not. So the
investigative judgement, which probably has the power to transparently process hundreds of
millions, even billions in a day (and may indeed entirely take place in the end between the
short time between “the close of probation and Christ’s leaving of (the Sanctuary’s Most Holy
in) Heaven to return”, may have been force to trickle down to a Heavenly, most annoyingly,
lethargic pace of the ca. 225,000 who die daily around the world, judging them according to
the light that they have come to know. So it is indeed because God’s people have not done
what they can to make this message be known to the entire world, to every tribes, tongue,
nation and people, that they Investigative Judgement is dragging on, and not “moronically”
‘because it makes no (Divine) sense.’

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Also, I suppose you will argue the difference between "incapable of error" and "did
not make errors".

Seems to me that if you are supposed to be “infallible,” as some unbiblically want EGW to be
as a prophet, then you “do not make errors” since, by unequivocal definition, you are
“incapable of making an error”!

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Anyhow, one of these statements of Ellen says that:
"It is necessary that our unity today be of a character that will bear the test of trial....
We have many lessons to learn, and many, many to unlearn. God and Heaven
alone are infallible. Those who think that they will never have to give up a
cherished view, never have occasion to change an opinion, will be disappointed.
As long as we hold to our own ideas and opinions with determined persistency, we
cannot have the unity for which Christ prayed." {CET 203.2}

Unfortunately, I have neglected both textual criticism, lexis, grammar, syntax,
cultural studies, history and theology regarding this paragraph. I do not even know
if CET is a proper book or a quote collection. Therefore I predict that you will
dismiss my reply here as a "prooftext".

Indeed you self-manifestly have. Actually simply, (i.e., not, necessarily, and
diversionarily/"smokescreenly", so convolutely) logically. Clearly that statement is counselling
everyone to test their “cherished opinions and views” with the ‘infallible word of God.’ So
indeed, until Christians, and even SDAs within themselves, come to do this as it should
indeed exegetically be done, then, e.g., there will, respectively always be thousands of



Posted by: NJK Project

Posted by: vastergotland

Christian denominations; and significantly different views within SDA circles including P.A.s.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

PS, does a fulfilled prediction make me a prophet?

According to e.g., Deut 18:21, 22, that would be a strong indicator, particularly as God
sovereignly, ultimately has the final word as to what can come to pass in the future. However
that is only one part of being a true prophet, for what is predicted must be in harmony with
the will of God (cf. vs. 20b). That is why God has also included many accompanying physical
signs with the true prophetic gift, as manifested in the experience of EGW but has also made
His revealed word the conclusive test.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/25/11 10:57 PM

Originally Posted By: Daryl F

I came across an interesting link in regards to this thread's main topic:

http://onfaith.washingtonpost.com/onfaith/undergod/2011/01/adventists_and_abortio
(Link:
http://onfaith.washingtonpost.com/onfaith/undergod/2011/01/adventists_and_abortio

Some strong stuff has been stated there.

Most shocking just reprimands and denunciations in that article. As it was in the case of
Josephus & Titus vs. the Jews during the siege/war of 70 A.D., there is nothing more telling
and also humiliating when it is Secular Powers that are ‘endeavoring to preserve the holy
house of God’s “professed” people for them.’ (Josephus, War of the Jews, 6:2.4 [#128b])

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/26/11 01:30 AM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project



Originally Posted By: Daryl F

Seems like we may have some sub-topics here that could become
separate topics in another thread, which, if so, I will see about
separating from this topic, when I get a chance.

That would be indeed appropriate, although, like I said, this discussion will
probably not be worthwhile since subjective and (post-modern) relativism is the
chief/controlling tenet of Progressive Adventism.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Redefining a well known word "moron" and giving it the meaning of a
different well known word "fool" is not helpful for producing clarity and
understanding.

Seems like exegesis is also needed here to resolve this issue:
The Bible makes a distinct difference between a “fool” and a “moron”. The first is
aphron (Strong’s #878 - 144X in LXX and NT) and pejoratively speaks of ‘someone
who is (indifferently) ignorant of something’ The second is moros (#3474 - 49X)
and speaks of someone who prefers to follow the path of, variously, least
involvement, particularly to avoid being held responsible for something. I.e.,
someone who prefers to make himself a “fool”. Seems to me that the English word
“morose” (From the Latin morosus (Link: http://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/morose)
which in turn is apparently/ probably from the Greek moros) reflects this type of
‘(mental) health to (mental) illness’ willful digression.

As with many other distinct lexical entries of the Bibles original terms, just because
the English has translated these two term in the same way, it does not mean that
they should be understood in the same way. The Greek is deliberate in its distinct
usage and that should have been accurately related in the English translation. So
no “redefinition” was done here, but, as proper exegesis demands, a return to the
original meaning, which, again, as my deliberate quotes indicated, was my full
intention; however; case-in-point and factually speaking, you “moronically” have
insistently chosen to make try to forcefully make this a modern English issue, as
this is the only context in which your rebuttal would be valid. In such exegetical
matters, it is the Bible that has the final authority and not modern
languages/translations.

To consider the local context criterion of exegesis, you are in effect claiming that Jesus called
the scribes and pharisees mentaly retarded. To consider the internally biblical comparison
criterion, was Jesus in the habit of calling people mentaly retarded. Your obvious failure to
present the full range of exegetical tools (which you have undoubtedly used and could easily
quote from your meticulous notes) leaves the question hanging..

Quote:



Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Ergo, only biblical scholars can understand the bible correctly.

In the sense that a “Bible Scholar” is anyone who has actually done the
studies/work/research needed to be properly functional in Biblical Exegesis
matters, yes. In the sense that “Bible Scholars” only refer to people with ‘a piece of
paper showing that they when to a Bible College and/or Seminary”, no. It is this
latter reliance on ‘people with degrees’ that has greatly retarded the field of Biblical
Research (cf. here (Link: http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2008/07/college-of-biblical-
research-recruiting.html)) because, as I have repeatedly butted against during my 2
years of formal Theological Studies at Andrews University, (which has been
followed by now 12 years of ongoing informal and advancing studies and
research), people with degrees think that they have “arrived”, and thus generally
neglect advancing their studies beyond what they learned e.g., some 20-30 years
before while they were in school. Also as my former professor, Samuele
Bacchiocchi used to say, with first hand observance as he would stay almost every
weekend at a different pastor’s home: ‘most SDA pastors have not cracked opened
a (recent) Theological book since they left school.’

In the sense that it takes advanced studies in greek and hebrew to make a grammar or
syntax study. In the sense that it takes advanced studies in near-eastern history to do a
cultural/background study on any part of the bible. You neven need individual advanced
classes for each period you wish to study (anicent Egypt is not the same as anicent Babylon
or anicent Rome)..

Quote:



Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Does "prophetic statements" = "defining doctrines touching faith and
morals"?

No. By “prophetic statements” I meant EGW’s visions, dreams and “I was shown”
type of statements as well as “extra-biblical” and non-pastoral, statements as most
copiously found in her Conflict of the Ages series, (cf. this post (Link:
http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2009/11/proof-is-in-bible.html)) which manifestly
were based upon direct prophetic revelations.

EGW will be the first to say that she was not a “scholar”. And learning to even
simply be functional in e.g., Greek and Hebrew in her time was still a most
daunting endeavor, as compared to the ease of this today given the many
resources and computerized tools available. So in matters of doctrine she often
deferred to the “scholars” of the Church. E.g., Uriah Smith and J.N. Andrews, even
her husband James. So it is not unlikely to find that she made some inaccurate
assumptions/conclusions in this regard, though in proper understanding, not
entirely out of the spiritual realm of what could have been. E.g., if the generation of
early Adventists had been more faithful, the “Shut Door” may have transpired
exactly as it was being preached then. It seems to me that that “door” was
reopened as time was forcefully prolonged. (See also my comments in this post
(Link: http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2009/10/book-preview-god-all-mighty.html) in
regards to the theological understanding of ‘God and the Future’). However she
had many prophetic revelation that came to anchor Biblical Understandings. And
as a simple example, contrary to what P.A.’s manifestly believe in rejecting the
Investigative Judgement,

Well, at least this shows that you do sometimes talk on subjects you have clearly not done
your homework on..

Quote:



God is not waiting to complete the judgement on the Living to return, based on
Biblical passage such as 2 Pet 3:9, He is actually waiting until all those who are
alive around the globe equally come to full a first hand knowledge and
understanding of what the final issues are all about. Then a judgement on the living
can begin. It is thus not surprising that those who already know these truths are the
first to go through that judgement, indeed being judge by how they have responded
to that fully understood light vs. the 6.5+ billion currently in the world who do not.
So the investigative judgement, which probably has the power to transparently
process hundreds of millions, even billions in a day (and may indeed entirely take
place in the end between the short time between “the close of probation and
Christ’s leaving of (the Sanctuary’s Most Holy in) Heaven to return”, may have been
force to trickle down to a Heavenly, most annoyingly, lethargic pace of the ca.
225,000 who die daily around the world, judging them according to the light that
they have come to know. So it is indeed because God’s people have not done
what they can to make this message be known to the entire world, to every tribes,
tongue, nation and people, that they Investigative Judgement is dragging on, and
not “moronically” ‘because it makes no (Divine) sense.’

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Also, I suppose you will argue the difference between "incapable of
error" and "did not make errors".

Seems to me that if you are supposed to be “infallible,” as some unbiblically want
EGW to be as a prophet, then you “do not make errors” since, by unequivocal
definition, you are “incapable of making an error”!

You said she did not make any error. Are you thereby "moronically" calling her infallible, or
are you merely saying that she happens to be the single fallible woman in the history of the
world who never made a mistake even though she could have like every one else.

Quote:



Posted by: NJK Project

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Anyhow, one of these statements of Ellen says that:
"It is necessary that our unity today be of a character that will bear the
test of trial.... We have many lessons to learn, and many, many to
unlearn. God and Heaven alone are infallible. Those who think that they
will never have to give up a cherished view, never have occasion to
change an opinion, will be disappointed. As long as we hold to our own
ideas and opinions with determined persistency, we cannot have the
unity for which Christ prayed." {CET 203.2}

Unfortunately, I have neglected both textual criticism, lexis, grammar,
syntax, cultural studies, history and theology regarding this paragraph. I
do not even know if CET is a proper book or a quote collection. Therefore
I predict that you will dismiss my reply here as a "prooftext".

Indeed you self-manifestly have. Actually simply, (i.e., not, necessarily, and
diversionarily/"smokescreenly", so convolutely) logically. Clearly that statement is
counselling everyone to test their “cherished opinions and views” with the ‘infallible
word of God.’ So indeed, until Christians, and even SDAs within themselves, come
to do this as it should indeed exegetically be done, then, e.g., there will,
respectively always be thousands of Christian denominations; and significantly
different views within SDA circles including P.A.s.

The only way you can make the above statement is if you assume that anyone who truly test
their beliefs with the bible must end up thinking exactly like you do.

Quote:

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

PS, does a fulfilled prediction make me a prophet?

According to e.g., Deut 18:21, 22, that would be a strong indicator, particularly as
God sovereignly, ultimately has the final word as to what can come to pass in the
future. However that is only one part of being a true prophet, for what is predicted
must be in harmony with the will of God (cf. vs. 20b). That is why God has also
included many accompanying physical signs with the true prophetic gift, as
manifested in the experience of EGW but has also made His revealed word the
conclusive test.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/26/11 01:12 PM

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

To consider the local context criterion of exegesis, you are in effect claiming that
Jesus called the scribes and pharisees mentaly retarded.

Really... Then do “correct” me How does the Greek word moros mean ‘a mentally retarded
person’ in First century Jewish culture, in fact in Biblical Culture as a whole??? (and try to
avoid again using 20th+ century socio-cultural understandings as the template for your “local
context”.)



Originally Posted By: vastergotland

To consider the internally biblical comparison criterion, was Jesus in the habit of
calling people mentaly retarded.

I have already exegetically dealt with this issue on my previously linked blog post...

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Your obvious failure to present the full range of exegetical tools (which you have
undoubtedly used and could easily quote from your meticulous notes) leaves the
question hanging..

Since, (1) as I stated above, have already dealt with this in exegetical detail on my blog and
(2) since this discussion is on abortion and this sub-discussion is nothing more that the result
of you vexatious and mindless obfuscations, among other, spurious reasons for it, then I
deliberately do not expand it by restating these findings in full details here, being satisfied
with succinct statements based on these elsewhere detailed conclusions. So anyone who
has followed and read these linked statements, has not been “left hanging.” Just because
you may want to ignore these “elsewhere studies” it does not then mean that they do not
exist!

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

In the sense that it takes advanced studies in greek and hebrew to make a
grammar or syntax study. In the sense that it takes advanced studies in near-
eastern history to do a cultural/background study on any part of the bible. You
neven need individual advanced classes for each period you wish to study (anicent
Egypt is not the same as anicent Babylon or anicent Rome)..

I really do not see the pertinent point of your comment here, however: -literally all “Bible
Scholars” (which are the pointed subject of this statement), only go on to do such specific
advanced studies in usually one area (=the Doctoral Dissertation). Otherwise they only have
a general knowledge of these subjects. Going back to the pertinent point at hand, one does
not need such specific advanced studies in order to more accurately understand most of the
Bible. If you are e.g., trying to, even more fully, explain what was meant by Pharaoh’s
ceremonial acts/bestowments towards Joseph in Gen 41:42, then ‘advanced studies in
ancient Egypt will be required; or if you are trying to figure out who Darius the Mede
specifically is in Daniel 6:28; 9:1; 11:1 then advanced studies in ancient Persia will be
needed. However, and especially today, which is really pertinently applicable, one does not
need to go to seminary to be able to do this. A simple trip to a local University Library for
some research combined with other aspects in Biblical exegesis will (or at least) should lead
to the accurate answer. I have repeatedly done this in my personal experience, while so-
called Scholars, blinded by their scholastic and personal pride have preferred to hang on to
their now objectively and concretely disproven views. So that I why I see and understand that
Biblical scholarship, especially today, can be achieved by anyone willing to do the actual
work, and in this area, there is indeed much more research work to do because previous
studies which led to previous scholastic conclusions were not always done in the light of all
available and understandable information.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland



Posted by: vastergotland

Well, at least this shows that you do sometimes talk on subjects you have clearly
not done your homework on..

Well I rationalized that if you can repeatedly choose to make comments, and spurious ones
at that, based on simply what you have, and currently, know. Then I can venture a thought
based on what I also have known heard without doing a more, time-needing, indepth
verification now. I think it is fair enough!! When you begin to invest more time in proper
verifications, I expend more of my time in deeper exegetical studies on this, moreverly,
entirely tangential sub-discussion, which only tries to evade the aborting-abortion issue that I
had brought up.

Nonetheless, you still need to objectively point out how you think that I erred in my, albeit,
‘off-the-top-of-my-previous-studies’ comments.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

You said she did not make any error. Are you thereby "moronically" calling her
infallible, or are you merely saying that she happens to be the single fallible
woman in the history of the world who never made a mistake even though she
could have like every one else.

Interesting way of putting it. Given your actual maintained understanding of “moronic” and the
present time context of this statement, I would be offended if I didn’t know any better (i.e.,
that you labelling here actually is not applicable either way!). I indeed did not fully explain
myself here either, since I have addressed key aspects of this issue in the course of my
comments (Link: http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2009/10/book-preview-god-all-mighty.html)
on my post on ‘God and the Future’. SO succinctly said here, the major statements that EGW
made, some of which were later said to be errors, were fully applicable as “present truths” at
the time that she made them. However circumstances at the time caused them to pass by as
time was prolonged.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

The only way you can make the above statement is if you assume that anyone who
truly test their beliefs with the bible must end up thinking exactly like you do.

They ‘must not end up thinking like I do’, per se, as you desperately need to posit, they'll
simply end up thinking like the Bible actually says. It is merely incidental that this may end up
also being what I think. You’ll do yourself a great service if you stop trying to, effectively,
attack me personally, as done throughout this side/sub-discussion, and busy yourself with
the more “noble” Berean approach (Acts 17:11)!

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/26/11 01:37 PM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project



Originally Posted By: vastergotland

To consider the local context criterion of exegesis, you are in effect
claiming that Jesus called the scribes and pharisees mentaly retarded.

Really... Then do “correct” me How does the Greek word moros mean ‘a mentally
retarded person’ in First century Jewish culture, in fact in Biblical Culture as a
whole??? (and try to avoid again using 20th+ century socio-cultural understandings
as the template for your “local context”.)

You did not say "moros", you consistently said "moronic". "Moros is a transliterated greek
word while "moronic" is a english word. You require me to stick with the greek while your use
of words include english. A little consistency please.

Quote:

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

To consider the internally biblical comparison criterion, was Jesus in the
habit of calling people mentaly retarded.

I have already exegetically dealt with this issue on my previously linked blog post...

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Your obvious failure to present the full range of exegetical tools (which
you have undoubtedly used and could easily quote from your meticulous
notes) leaves the question hanging..

Since, (1) as I stated above, have already dealt with this in exegetical detail on my
blog and (2) since this discussion is on abortion and this sub-discussion is nothing
more that the result of you vexatious and mindless obfuscations, among other,
spurious reasons for it, then I deliberately do not expand it by restating these
findings in full details here, being satisfied with succinct statements based on
these elsewhere detailed conclusions. So anyone who has followed and read
these linked statements, has not been “left hanging.” Just because you may want
to ignore these “elsewhere studies” it does not then mean that they do not exist!

I did ask myself why I dialogue with someone who is so prone to insult me.
Quote:



Originally Posted By: vastergotland

In the sense that it takes advanced studies in greek and hebrew to make
a grammar or syntax study. In the sense that it takes advanced studies in
near-eastern history to do a cultural/background study on any part of the
bible. You neven need individual advanced classes for each period you
wish to study (anicent Egypt is not the same as anicent Babylon or
anicent Rome)..

I really do not see the pertinent point of your comment here, however: -literally all
“Bible Scholars” (which are the pointed subject of this statement), only go on to do
such specific advanced studies in usually one area (=the Doctoral Dissertation).
Otherwise they only have a general knowledge of these subjects. Going back to
the pertinent point at hand, one does not need such specific advanced studies in
order to more accurately understand most of the Bible. If you are e.g., trying to,
even more fully, explain what was meant by Pharaoh’s ceremonial
acts/bestowments towards Joseph in Gen 41:42, then ‘advanced studies in ancient
Egypt will be required; or if you are trying to figure out who Darius the Mede
specifically is in Daniel 6:28; 9:1; 11:1 then advanced studies in ancient Persia will
be needed. However, and especially today, which is really pertinently applicable,
one does not need to go to seminary to be able to do this. A simple trip to a local
University Library for some research combined with other aspects in Biblical
exegesis will (or at least) should lead to the accurate answer. I have repeatedly
done this in my personal experience, while so-called Scholars, blinded by their
scholastic and personal pride have preferred to hang on to their now objectively
and concretely disproven views. So that I why I see and understand that Biblical
scholarship, especially today, can be achieved by anyone willing to do the actual
work, and in this area, there is indeed much more research work to do because
previous studies which led to previous scholastic conclusions were not always
done in the light of all available and understandable information.

You did criticise me for not doing a doctoral level study on the quotes I used previously. Now
you are saying that the general knowledge, that I have and that I based the choice of quotes
upon, is sufficient. I guess that the problem you are having with them is that they do not
support your favourite conclusion. Oh well..

Quote:

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Well, at least this shows that you do sometimes talk on subjects you
have clearly not done your homework on..

Well I rationalized that if you can repeatedly choose to make comments, and
spurious ones at that, based on simply what you have, and currently, know. Then I
can venture a thought based on what I also have known heard without doing a
more, time-needing, indepth verification now. I think it is fair enough!! When you
begin to invest more time in proper verifications, I expend more of my time in
deeper exegetical studies on this, moreverly, entirely tangential sub-discussion,
which only tries to evade the aborting-abortion issue that I had brought up.

Frankly, I am mostly waiting for you to climb down from your high horse, if we are ever to
have a sensible conversation.



Posted by: NJK Project

Quote:

Nonetheless, you still need to objectively point out how you think that I erred in my,
albeit, ‘off-the-top-of-my-previous-studies’ comments.

The short answer is, the conclusions you made were not even supported by the links you
provided.

Quote:

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

You said she did not make any error. Are you thereby "moronically"
calling her infallible, or are you merely saying that she happens to be the
single fallible woman in the history of the world who never made a
mistake even though she could have like every one else.

Interesting way of putting it. Given your actual maintained understanding of
“moronic” and the present time context of this statement, I would be offended if I
didn’t know any better. I indeed did not fully explain myself here either, since I have
addressed key aspects of this issue in the course of my comments (Link:
http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2009/10/book-preview-god-all-mighty.html) on my
post on ‘God and the Future’. SO succinctly said here, the major statements that
EGW made, some of which were later said to be errors, were fully applicable as
“present truths” at the time that she made them. However circumstances at the
time caused them to pass by as time was prolonged.

It is interesting that you even consider being offended by my question of whether a word you
repeatedly used concerning me also applies to you in this case. Surely you would not call
others by a word which you would be offended if it was turned on you?

Quote:

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

The only way you can make the above statement is if you assume that
anyone who truly test their beliefs with the bible must end up thinking
exactly like you do.

They ‘must not end up thinking like I do’, per se, as you desperately need to posit,
they'll simply end up thinking like the Bible actually says. It is merely incidental that
this may end up also being what I think. You’ll do yourself a great service if you
stop trying to, effectively, attack me personally, as done throughout this side/sub-
discussion, and busy yourself with the more “noble” Berean approach (Acts 17:11)!

The Bereans responded to the gospel. This thread has thus far been sorely lacking the
gospel.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/26/11 05:59 PM

Frankly, vastergotland, you are compoundedly wasting my time with your either deliberate
and/or naturally oblivious, childish, and increasingly moronic (notice: no quotes hint, hint
responses). But don’t worry, I have met with such a typical, manically desperate, downwards
spiralling, digression before.... anything to avoid answering to the Truth. (And if you are
insulted by all of this then it is solely because it is true. Think that one through, if you actually



can....). I’ll thus most succinctly answer your mindlessly spouted off, indeed from now on,
and if you can figure the full meaning in them, then that’s entirely your concern.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

You did not say "moros", you consistently said "moronic". "Moros is a transliterated
greek word while "moronic" is a english word. You require me to stick with the
greek while your use of words include english. A little consistency please.

That is because I was referring to the Biblical Greek meaning.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

I did ask myself why I dialogue with someone who is so prone to insult me.

Well I guess you should have also sought the natural answer out through the many spurious
comments you have posted thus far in this smokescreening sub-discussion.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

You did criticise me for not doing a doctoral level study on the quotes I used
previously. Now you are saying that the general knowledge, that I have and that I
based the choice of quotes upon, is sufficient. I guess that the problem you are
having with them is that they do not support your favourite conclusion. Oh well..

Indeed it is. It is simply that you cannot see this for evidently your Progressive Adventism
“agendized” reasons. As the provided Biblical exegesis of these passage have shown, they
do not support you conclusion as most of them plainly say in current translations.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

Frankly, I am mostly waiting for you to climb down from your high horse, if we are
ever to have a sensible conversation.

Non-perjoratively speaking, doing so will mean that I have to dumb myself to your level and
that to your P.A. skewed level of reading and understanding the Scriptures and SOP. Not
willing, not going to do that. My recommendation, get yourself a “horse.” As it’s symbolism in
the Bible and SOP shows, it is the ultimate weapon for such Spiritually-derived warfare, even
within the Church.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

The short answer is, the conclusions you made were not even supported by the
links you provided.

In regards to the Shut Door, look again, and try to read some larger context.



Posted by: vastergotland

Posted by: NJK Project

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

It is interesting that you even consider being offended by my question of whether a
word you repeatedly used concerning me also applies to you in this case. Surely
you would not call others by a word which you would be offended if it was turned
on you?

The simple difference was, and still is, that you have claimed and maintained that moronic
only means “mentally retarded”. I, on the otherhand understand it and use it (deliberately with
quotes) as the Bible does. Thus not as a ‘clinic mental sickness,’ but a ‘choice/preferred
attitude.’

It is not my fault, nor problem, if you are insisting on only seeing the modern
useage/connotation.

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

The Bereans responded to the gospel. This thread has thus far been sorely lacking
the gospel.

Yes... because to you the gospel simply is being a social-acceptable person, and, e.g., letting
infants die by the millions in the name of securing such political correctness and,
fundamentally, in the name of the all-mighty economy. Good Luck with that popular, spurious
gospel because Jesus clearly thought, modelled and demonstrated that the Gospel involves
upholding, speaking forth and doing the full Truth. (e.g,. Matt 23:17, 25:46)).

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/27/11 01:32 AM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

The Bereans responded to the gospel. This thread has thus far been
sorely lacking the gospel.

Yes... because to you the gospel simply is being a social-acceptable person, and,
e.g., letting infants die by the millions in the name of securing such political
correctness and, fundamentally, in the name of the all-mighty economy. Good
Luck with that popular, spurious gospel because Jesus clearly thought, modelled
and demonstrated that the Gospel involves upholding, speaking forth and doing the
full Truth. (e.g,. Matt 23:17, 25:46)). 

The gospel is Jesus showing us God (John 14). Jesus followers should do what He did (Matt
10, Joh 13). Something is lacking here.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/27/11 01:16 PM

Originally Posted By: vastergotland

The gospel is Jesus showing us God (John 14). Jesus followers should do what
He did (Matt 10, Joh 13). Something is lacking here.



Posted by: Tammy Roesch

Posted by: Daryl F

Something is indeed ‘lacking’ here, namely, the other 86 chapters of Christ’s Gospel!!! How
else can you truly do all what Jesus did, and said to do??? (Matt 28:18-20). As my former
professor, Dr. Bacchiocchi, used to say: ‘treating the Bible like it’s a cafeteria buffet, only
selecting what you like,’ and I moreoverly add, ‘adding your favorite dressings, seasonings
and condiments to alter the tastes of what you may have selected’! But I guess such
‘oblivious selectiveness’ is the norm with Progressive Adventists. You all should really call
yourselves: Redactive Adventist.

True “Service of Humility” (John 13:1-20) also involves doing all that is necessary to save the
lives of over 65 million infants each year. (Cf. Luke 10:30-37). And, figuratively speaking, in
trying to substantively redress your mis-cited passages and vacuously inaccurate comments,
I’ve have been ‘trying to wash your feet”, however you insisted to keep your shoes on! (And,
are you also recommending ‘Betraying Jesus” (vss. 21-30) and ‘ignoring His prophetic
warnings’ ??? (vss. 36-38)). Did you also not read Christ’s instructions in Matt 10:34-37. That
surely also is “the Gospel” vs. your paramount ‘socially-acceptability’ and ‘political
correctness.’

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/28/11 06:48 PM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Originally Posted By: Daryl F

I came across an interesting link in regards to this thread's main
topic:

http://onfaith.washingtonpost.com/onfaith/undergod/2011/01/adventists_a
(Link:
http://onfaith.washingtonpost.com/onfaith/undergod/2011/01/adventists_a

Some strong stuff has been stated there.

Most shocking just reprimands and denunciations in that article. As it was in the
case of Josephus & Titus vs. the Jews during the siege/war of 70 A.D., there is
nothing more telling and also humiliating when it is Secular Powers that are
‘endeavoring to preserve the holy house of God’s “professed” people for them.’
(Josephus, War of the Jews, 6:2.4 [#128b])

Excellent post, NJK! Very clear //. 

Daryl, did you know that after this article came out in the Washington Post, that the GC
contacted FACEBOOK and forced them to shut down the ADVENTISTS FOR LIFE page? It is
terrible! They have no problem with the name ADVENTIST being on hospitals that are killing
babies everyday, but they will sue if a group of members in good standing start a group on
FACEBOOK! 'Tis and ABOMINATION!

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/29/11 06:38 AM

You can always create it again using the word abortion, but not using the name Adventist,
SDA, or any other trademark of the SDA Church.

By the way, I don't think Remnant as in Remnant Church is a trademark of the SDA Church.

Also, what reason was given to Facebook for having it shut down?



Posted by: Daryl F

Posted by: Nic Samojluk

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/29/11 06:44 AM

I responded with a suggestion in another post here regarding Facebook.

I wonder how the SDA will respond to that article?

Originally Posted By: Tammy Roesch

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Originally Posted By: Daryl F

I came across an interesting link in regards to this thread's
main topic:

http://onfaith.washingtonpost.com/onfaith/undergod/2011/01/ad
(Link:
http://onfaith.washingtonpost.com/onfaith/undergod/2011/01/ad

Some strong stuff has been stated there.

Most shocking just reprimands and denunciations in that article. As it
was in the case of Josephus & Titus vs. the Jews during the siege/war of
70 A.D., there is nothing more telling and also humiliating when it is
Secular Powers that are ‘endeavoring to preserve the holy house of
God’s “professed” people for them.’ (Josephus, War of the Jews, 6:2.4
[#128b])

Excellent post, NJK! Very clear //. 

Daryl, did you know that after this article came out in the Washington Post, that the
GC contacted FACEBOOK and forced them to shut down the ADVENTISTS FOR
LIFE page? It is terrible! They have no problem with the name ADVENTIST being
on hospitals that are killing babies everyday, but they will sue if a group of
members in good standing start a group on FACEBOOK! 'Tis and ABOMINATION!

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/30/11 09:19 PM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

In full support of the justified decision here, in reading through that “other
discussion”, the stature of Spiritualness/Biblicalness is too much on the “ditsy”
level for my preference, as personally experience in a previous discussion on that
forum, as well as it is seen other discussions, particularly (and tellingly) ones that
involve Biblical issues that should be ‘black or white’ and not ‘greyed’, indeed such
as abortion.

Are you suggesting that killing innocent unborn babies is a gray moral area? It was not gray
for the founders of the Adventist denomination. Have you read the history of how we got
involved in the abortion business? George Gainer wrote the story of what happened when the
State of Hawaii legalized abortion back in 1970 and this was published in Spectrum years
later. 



Posted by: Nic Samojluk

According to this report, the motivation for the change in policy was rooted in the fear of
loosing the profit from this lucrative business when half of the physician staff, who were non-
Adventists, threatened to take their abortion patients elsewhere in the event they were denied
the privilege of offering abortion services to their patients. Do you believe that this was a
morally acceptable reason to start killing unborn babies for profit?

Have you read the reason given by Neal Wilson for the Adventist shift in abortion policy? He
was quoted as explaining it this way: There are too many people and there is too much
hunger in the world today. Is this a good moral reason for getting into the abortion business?
Two separate individuals have declared independently that the same Adventist leader gave
the following explanation in a public meeting: If we do not participate in the abortion
business, someone else will reap the financial benefits from this.

This reminds me of what Dr. Edward Allred stated when asked why he remained in the
business of killing innocent babies. His original dream was to become an Adventist
evangelist. He later chose medicine as his career, and after graduating from Loma Linda
back in 1964, he started building his empire which included over twenty California abortion
clinics. 

He became a millionaire over time, and later on sold his business to other Adventists and
retired. One of the buyer’s name was in the news a few years ago when the media reported
the tragic loss of life where several of his family members perished in an airplane crash. Did
you read that story?

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/30/11 09:28 PM

Originally Posted By: Daryl F

I came across an interesting link in regards to this thread's main topic:

http://onfaith.washingtonpost.com/onfaith/undergod/2011/01/adventists_and_abortio
(Link:
http://onfaith.washingtonpost.com/onfaith/undergod/2011/01/adventists_and_abortio

Some strong stuff has been stated there.

Yes, I did read the report and I posted the following pesonal response to the content of said
article:

The problem I see with the church's position is the apparent double standard. The
Washington Adventist Hospital operates under the "Adventist" designation with impunity in
spite of a history of being engaged in the killing of innocent unborn human beings; while a
pro-life member of the Adventist Church was the target of the church's displeasure while
engaged in trying to save human lives.

What the church seems to be saying with such an action is: If you profit from the killing of
innocent unborn babies, the church will not bother you; but if you dare to save the lives of
those babies, we will take legal action against you. This bothers me a great deal. 

In the past, I have sent financial contributions to the pro-life program of the General
Conference of Seventh-day Adventist. Each time, my checks were returned with the following
message: "The church doesn't have a pro-life program.” 



Posted by: Nic Samojluk

The church will do anything to help you quit the smoking habit, because this may add four or
five years to your life. But if you try to prolong the life of a baby by 80 or 90 years while using
the Adventist name, you will be sued. Does this make logical sense?

The former president of the church, Jan Paulsen, publicly declared some years ago that the
SDA Church was pro-life. Is this claim credible given the evidence we have today? 

Some years ago, the church official paper reported that five of the Adventist hospitals were
offering elective abortions to their patients. Is this the way to convince the world that the
church is pro-life?

The founders of the Adventist Church were definitely pro-life and described the practice of
abortion as plain murder. What has taken place? 

Profit was behind the church's decision to allow its Castle Memorial Hospital to embrace the
abortion business back in 1970 in the State of Hawaii, according to George Gainer whose
article was published by the "Spectrum" magazine. 

He also reported that the Washington Post run a story several decades ago stating that in
seven years of operation the Washington Adventist Hospital had performed 1494 abortions
for their patients.

I could say much more, since my doctoral dissertation dealt with this issue.

May the good Lord have mercy on the Adventist Church and on the innocent victims of this
abortion genocide. I love my church for the good it has done in the area of health and
education, but in the matter of abortion the church needs to repent and ask God for
forgiveness. 

The church needs also to apologize to Mark Price, the person whose Adventist for Life web
page was shut down and allow him to reinstate it in order that he can continue with his God-
given altruistic mission.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/30/11 09:33 PM

Allow me to post here addiional comments I posted in response to the same article
published by the Washington Post:

The Adventist “Guidelines on Abortion” not only allow for abortion when the life of the mother
is in danger, but also for mental health reasons. This means that the woman faced with an
unwanted pregnancy can say: “I am mentally depressed. This pregnancy drives me crazy and
I can’t sleep at night. I am not financially nor emotionally ready to have a baby and I
desperately need an abortion.” 

This is evidence that my church is on the side of abortion instead of life. It has compromised
a moral principle held dear to the Adventist pioneers who condemned the practice of abortion
on biblical principles in the strongest terms. A former leader of the church publicly
announced back in 1970 that our church was leaning towards abortion because there were
too many people and too much hunger in the world, and he said this in the richest country of
the world. 

This reminds me of an Adventist named Desmond T. Doss who stuck to his respect for
human life, refused to bear arms even for self protection, was ridiculed by his fellow soldiers,



Posted by: Nic Samojluk

Posted by: NJK Project

was threatened with a court martial, endured deprivation, and risked his life on many
circumstances while the bullets were flying around him, and persisted in his mission of
saving the lives of wounded soldiers and was finally granted the medal of honor for
outstanding service to the country by President Truman. 

What a contrast we have been exhibiting today by permitting our Adventist hospitals o
engage in the highly lucrative business of killing innocent babies. We call the procedure
“therapeutic abortion.” Killing has never been a therapy and it will never be morally justified
as a therapy. My church needs to repent of his great sin against the Creator of life.

Yes, the trademark is a legal issue for the courts to decide but who has the deep pockets to
go against the church? By the way, this has already been decided by one court, and the
judge ruled against the church, but the church keeps taking legal action against individuals
who dare to ignore its wishes knowing that most defendants do not have the financial means
to defend themselves in court.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/30/11 09:41 PM

Originally Posted By: Tammy Roesch

Daryl, did you know that after this article came out in the Washington Post, that the
GC contacted FACEBOOK and forced them to shut down the ADVENTISTS FOR
LIFE page? It is terrible! They have no problem with the name ADVENTIST being
on hospitals that are killing babies everyday, but they will sue if a group of
members in good standing start a group on FACEBOOK! 'Tis and ABOMINATION!

It is a painful experience to see our church being criticized by the non-Adventist media.
Nevertheless, although the medicine is hard to swallow, the moral illness of the church must
be addressed. Our church needs to repent of this great sin connectd with the abortion
business!

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/31/11 12:07 AM

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk



Originally Posted By: NJK Project

In full support of the justified decision here, in reading through that “other
discussion”, the stature of Spiritualness/Biblicalness is too much on the
“ditsy” level for my preference, as personally experience in a previous
discussion on that forum, as well as it is seen other discussions,
particularly (and tellingly) ones that involve Biblical issues that should be
‘black or white’ and not ‘greyed’, indeed such as abortion.

Are you suggesting that killing innocent unborn babies is a gray moral area? It was
not gray for the founders of the Adventist denomination. Have you read the history
of how we got involved in the abortion business? George Gainer wrote the story of
what happened when the State of Hawaii legalized abortion back in 1970 and this
was published in Spectrum years later. 

According to this report, the motivation for the change in policy was rooted in the
fear of loosing the profit from this lucrative business when half of the physician
staff, who were non-Adventists, threatened to take their abortion patients
elsewhere in the event they were denied the privilege of offering abortion services
to their patients. Do you believe that this was a morally acceptable reason to start
killing unborn babies for profit?

Have you read the reason given by Neal Wilson for the Adventist shift in abortion
policy? He was quoted as explaining it this way: There are too many people and
there is too much hunger in the world today. Is this a good moral reason for getting
into the abortion business? Two separate individuals have declared independently
that the same Adventist leader gave the following explanation in a public meeting:
If we do not participate in the abortion business, someone else will reap the
financial benefits from this.

This reminds me of what Dr. Edward Allred stated when asked why he remained in
the business of killing innocent babies. His original dream was to become an
Adventist evangelist. He later chose medicine as his career, and after graduating
from Loma Linda back in 1964, he started building his empire which included over
twenty California abortion clinics. 

He became a millionaire over time, and later on sold his business to other
Adventists and retired. One of the buyer’s name was in the news a few years ago
when the media reported the tragic loss of life where several of his family
members perished in an airplane crash. Did you read that story?

Whooooaaaa there Nic Samojluk!!!! Talk about, at best, a red-herring argument!! (at worst,
facts-wise, obliviously blind, vindictiveness.) Since you clearly did not bother to read what my
view is on abortion, then your response post should have ended after you opening question.
What I clearly had said was that the issue of abortion was being “greyed” (and not “gray” - big
difference!) in the discussion on that “other forum” you had referred/linked to (before that post
of your was administratively removed), indeed, there, through ditsy, curt answers in support
of abortion. So save your speech against abortion for those over there who are supporting it.
My unequivocal stance against abortion, as clearly expressed throughout this discussion is
the chief/fundamental, core objective of the NJK Project (Link:
http://www.njkproject.info/njk/hc_organization/hcsynopsis.html) through its planned
“Aborting-Abortion” (Link: http://www.njkproject.info/njk/hc_ministry/worldaid/abortions.html)



Posted by: Tammy Roesch

Posted by: NJK Project

Posted by: Nic Samojluk

True Gospel ministry.

With that rectified, in regards to the rest of your posts rightly condemning SDA medical
institution “believing in” and actively practising abortion - it is not surprising to see that, here
too: ‘the love of money is also at the root of this evil.’ (1 Tim 6:10)

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/31/11 04:35 AM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

in regards to the rest of your posts rightly condemning SDA medical institution
“believing in” and actively practicing abortion - it is not surprising to see that, here
too: ‘the love of money is also at the root of this evil.’ (1 Tim 6:10)

I very much agree with you, NJK!

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 01/31/11 07:36 PM

Originally Posted By: Tammy Roesch

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

in regards to the rest of your posts rightly condemning SDA medical
institution “believing in” and actively practicing abortion - it is not
surprising to see that, here too: ‘the love of money is also at the root of
this evil.’ (1 Tim 6:10)

I very much agree with you, NJK!

Unfortunately, the current choice, by especially SDA Church members, (who should know
better), not to do all that can indeed quite feasibly be done, given our various, “top-notch”,
denominational resources, to preserve the lives of the “little ones” (as planned in the NJK’s
“Aborting-Abortion” (Link: http://www.njkproject.info/njk/hc_ministry/worldaid/abortions.html)
ministry, is conversely also being done out of a love of money, because I am sure if Church
members had the financial funds to do so they would do it. So it is the type of sacrifice, re-
organization and Christian (i.e., “born form above” Apostolic) collaboration that it will take to
obtain and secure these funds, and accomplish this, vs. the current lifestyle ease and
financial “security” providing by being reverentially obedient/“servient” to worldly capitalistic
systems that is causing SDA Believers to also ‘walk around and by’ these ones in most
urgent and vital need. All contra to Christ’s ‘“salvific” Kingdom teaching’ in e.g., Luke 10:25-
37! (cf. Matt 25:31-46)

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/01/11 10:07 AM

NJK Project said: “Since you clearly did not bother to read what my view is on abortion, then
your response post should have ended after you opening question. What I clearly had said
was that the issue of abortion was being “greyed” (and not “gray” - big difference!)”

Nic answers: I did read what you said about abortion, this is precisely the reason I was
surprised by your use of the term “greyed.” I believe that you need to check the dictionary
before claiming a “big difference “ between “grey” and “gray.” The first is a British term, and
the second an American one. They mean the same. Here is the evidence:

Adjective: grey (greyer,greyest) grey



Posted by: NJK Project

Posted by: Nic Samojluk

Posted by: Daryl F

Usage: (<i>US</i>: )
1. Of an achromatic colour of any lightness intermediate between the extremes of white and
black
"the little grey cells"; "grey flannel suit"; 
- gray [US], greyish [Brit, Cdn], grayish [US]

2. Showing characteristics of age, especially having grey or white hair
"whose beard with age is grey"; 
- gray [US], grey-haired [Brit, Cdn], gray-haired [US], grey-headed [Brit, Cdn], gray-headed
[US], grizzly, hoar, hoary, white-haired
Noun: grey grey
Usage: (<i>US</i>: )
1. A neutral achromatic colour midway between white and black
- gray [US], grayness [US], greyness [Brit, Cdn]
Source: http://www.wordwebonline.com/en/GREY (Link:
http://www.wordwebonline.com/en/GREY)

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/01/11 06:48 PM

Fair enough... strictly speaking. However in the context of my qualifying ‘black or white to a
“greyed” issue’ context, I believe I made it clear that in that discussion of SDA’s, abortion had
been reduced to a “grey” issue. One (“greyed”) was fientively used, while the other (“grey”)
expresses a stative condition. So there is still no basis for your circular “rant”, for lack of a
more descriptive term, against what I had said, which needed to isolate that term from its
qualifying context.

Now how about getting back to “Aborting-Abortion” (Link:
http://www.njkproject.info/njk/hc_ministry/worldaid/abortions.html) tellingly enough, everytime
I bring up that solution you all find something else to peripherally quibble upon. Actions will
always speak louder than words, or wishful intentions (Matt 25:31-46).

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/06/11 12:19 PM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Now how about getting back to “Aborting-Abortion” (Link:
http://www.njkproject.info/njk/hc_ministry/worldaid/abortions.html) tellingly enough,
everytime I bring up that solution you all find something else to peripherally quibble
upon. Actions will always speak louder than words, or wishful intentions (Matt
25:31-46).

It looks like a great idea! Did you design that web page? If you did, then my congratulations
to you. My current aim is to try to wake up fellow Adventists about the need to review our
current policy regarding abortion and align it in harmony with the views or our Adventist
pioneers, the teaching found in Scripture, and the fair treatment of the unborn’s right to life.
Jesus stated that our eternal destiny will be determined by the way we treat the “least of
these.” I find no other group of human beings more deserving of the label “the least of these”
than the unborn!

Would you support a move to ask the General Conference to review our current policy of
abortion in the next general session of the church? That might be a good opportunity for the
church to try to “abort abortion.”

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/06/11 01:11 PM



This link on abortion may have been previously posted here, but, if so, here it is again:

http://www.adventist.org/beliefs/guidelines/main-guide1.html (Link:
http://www.adventist.org/beliefs/guidelines/main-guide1.html)

And here it is quoted below:
Quote:

Guidelines on Abortion
Many contemporary societies have faced conflict over the morality of abortion.*
Such conflict also has affected large numbers within Christianity who want to
accept responsibility for the protection of prenatal human life while also preserving
the personal liberty of women. The need for guidelines has become evident, as the
Church attempts to follow scripture, and to provide moral guidance while
respecting individual conscience. Seventh-day Adventists want to relate to the
question of abortion in ways that reveal faith in God as the Creator and Sustainer of
all life and in ways that reflect Christian responsibility and freedom. Though honest
differences on the question of abortion exist among Seventh-day Adventists, the
following represents an attempt to provide guidelines on a number of principles
and issues. The guidelines are based on broad biblical principles that are
presented for study at the end of the document.**

1) Prenatal human life is a magnificent gift of God. God's ideal for human beings
affirms the sanctity of human life, in God's image, and requires respect for prenatal
life. However, decisions about life must be made in the context of a fallen world.
Abortion is never an action of little moral consequence. Thus prenatal life must not
be thoughtlessly destroyed. Abortion should be performed only for the most serious
reasons.

2) Abortion is one of the tragic dilemmas of human fallenness. The Church should
offer gracious support to those who personally face the decision concerning an
abortion. Attitudes of condemnation are inappropriate in those who have accepted
the gospel. Christians are commissioned to become a loving, caring community of
faith that assists those in crisis as alternatives are considered.

3) In practical, tangible ways the Church as a supportive community should
express its commitment to the value of human life. These ways should include: 

a. strengthening family relationships

b. educating both genders concerning Christian principles of human sexuality 

c. emphasizing responsibility of both male and female for family planning 

d. calling both to be responsible for the consequences of behaviors that are
inconsistent with Christian principles

e. creating a safe climate for ongoing discussion of the moral questions associated
with abortion

f. offering support and assistance to women who choose to complete crisis
pregnancies

g. encouraging and assisting fathers to participate responsibly in the parenting of
their children



their children. 

The Church also should commit itself to assist in alleviating the unfortunate social,
economic, and psychological factors that add to abortion and to care redemptively
for those suffering the consequences of individual decisions on this issue.

4) The Church does not serve as conscience for individuals; however, it should
provide moral guidance. Abortions for reasons of birth control, gender selection, or
convenience are not condoned by the Church. Women, at times however, may
face exceptional circumstances that present serious moral or medical dilemmas,
such as significant threats to the pregnant woman's life, serious jeopardy to her
health, severe congenital defects carefully diagnosed in the fetus, and pregnancy
resulting from rape or incest. The final decision whether to terminate the pregnancy
or not should be made by the pregnant woman after appropriate consultation. She
should be aided in her decision by accurate information, biblical principles, and the
guidance of the Holy Spirit. Moreover, these decisions are best made within the
context of healthy family relationships.

5) Christians acknowledge as first and foremost their accountability to God. They
seek balance between the exercise of individual liberty and their accountability to
the faith community and the larger society and its laws. They make their choices
according to scripture and the laws of God rather than the norms of society.
Therefore, any attempts to coerce women either to remain pregnant or to terminate
pregnancy should be rejected as infringements of personal freedom.

6) Church institutions should be provided with guidelines for developing their own
institutional policies in harmony with this statement. Persons having a religious or
ethical objection to abortion should not be required to participate in the
performance of abortions.

7) Church members should be encouraged to participate in the ongoing
consideration of their moral responsibilities with regard to abortion in light of the
teaching of scripture.

Principles for a Christian View of Life

Introduction

"Now this is eternal life; that they may know you, the only true God, and Jesus
Christ whom you have sent" (John 17:3, NIV). In Christ is the promise of eternal
life; but since human life is mortal, humans are confronted with difficult issues
regarding life and death. The following principles refer to the whole person (body,
soul, and spirit), an indivisible whole (Genesis 2:7; 1 Thessalonians 5:23).

Life: Our valuable gift from God

1) God is the Source, Giver, and Sustainer of all life (Acts 17:25,28; Job 33:4;
Genesis 1:30, 2:7; Psalm 36:9; John 1:3,4).

2) Human life has unique value because human beings, though fallen, are created
in the image of God (Genesis 1:27; Romans 3:23; 1 John 2:2; 1 John 3:2; John
1:29; 1 Peter 1:18,19).

3) God values human life not on the basis of human accomplishments or



) p
contributions but because we are God's creation and the object of His redeeming
love (Romans 5:6,8; Ephesians 2:2-6; 1 Timothy 1:15; Titus 3:4,5; Matthew 5:43-
48; Ephesians 2:4-9; John 1:3, 10:10).

Life: Our response to God's gift

4) Valuable as it is, human life is not the only or ultimate concern. Self-sacrifice in
devotion to God and His principles may take precedence over life itself (Revelation
12:11; 1 Corinthians 13).

5) God calls for the protection of human life and holds humanity accountable for its
destruction (Exodus 20:13; Revelation 21:8; Exodus 23:7; Deuteronomy 24:16;
Proverbs 6:16,17; Jeremiah 7:3-34; Micah 6:7; Genesis 9:5,6).

6) God is especially concerned for the protection of the weak, the defenseless, and
the oppressed (Psalm 82:3,4; James 1:27; Micah 6:8; Acts 20:35; Proverbs
24:11,12; Luke 1:52-54).

7) Christian love (agape) is the costly dedication of our lives to enhancing the lives
of others. Love also respects personal dignity and does not condone the
oppression of one person to support the abusive behavior of another (Matthew
16:21; Philippians 2:1-11; 1 John 3:16; 1 John 4:8-11; Matthew 22:39; John
18:22,23; John 13:34).

8) The believing community is called to demonstrate Christian love in tangible,
practical, and substantive ways. God calls us to restore gently the broken
(Galatians 6:1,2; 1 John 3:17,18; Matthew 1:23; Philippians 2:1-11; John 8:2-11;
Romans 8:1-14; Matthew 7:1,2, 12:20; Isaiah 40:42, 62:2-4).

Life: Our right and responsibility to decide

9) God gives humanity the freedom of choice, even if it leads to abuse and tragic
consequences. His unwillingness to coerce human obedience necessitated the
sacrifice of His Son. He requires us to use His gifts in accordance with His will and
ultimately will judge their misuse (Deuteronomy 30:19,20; Genesis 3; 1 Peter 2:24;
Romans 3:5,6, 6:1,2; Galatians 5:13).

10) God calls each of us individually to moral decision making and to search the
scriptures for the biblical principles underlying such choices (John 5:39; Acts
17:11; 1 Peter 2:9; Romans 7:13-25).

11) Decisions about human life from its beginning to its end are best made within
the context of healthy family relationships with the support of the faith community
(Exodus 20:12; Ephesians 5,6).

12) Human decisions should always be centered in seeking the will of God
(Romans 12:2; Ephesians 6:6; Luke 22:42).

*Abortion, as understood in these guidelines, is defined as any action aimed at the
termination of a pregnancy already established. This is distinguished from
contraception, which is intended to prevent a pregnancy. The focus of the
document is on abortion.



Posted by: NJK Project

**The fundamental perspective of these guidelines is taken from a broad study of
scripture as shown in the "Principles for a Christian View of Human Life" included
at the end of this document.

_______________

These guidelines were approved and voted by the General Conference of Seventh-
day Adventists Executive Committee at the Annual Council session in Silver
Spring, Maryland, October 12, 1992.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/06/11 04:06 PM

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

...Did you design that web page? If you did, then my congratulations to you.

Thanks. I did design the website myself, from scratch. That was really the most affordable
option when I first started on it in 2004. I’ll get around to, actually having it, professionally
redesigned when the NJK Project move from its current “.info” status to a “.org” state of
affairs.

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

It looks like a great idea! ...

In all “thoroughly-thought-through” sincerity, this “Aborting-Abortion” plan is really the only,
fitting solution to this global abortion epidemic.

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

My current aim is to try to wake up fellow Adventists about the need to review our
current policy regarding abortion and align it in harmony with the views or our
Adventist pioneers, the teaching found in Scripture, and the fair treatment of the
unborn’s right to life. Jesus stated that our eternal destiny will be determined by the
way we treat the “least of these.” I find no other group of human beings more
deserving of the label “the least of these” than the unborn!

Would you support a move to ask the General Conference to review our current
policy of abortion in the next general session of the church? That might be a good
opportunity for the church to try to “abort abortion.”

While I fully agree with your intentions here, I have, as I said before, through my thorough
thinking of this issue, several head-shaking objections to this obliviously limited approach. As
Jesus said to the “hypocritical” scribes and Pharisees, ‘you should not only indeed do this,
but not leave the other greater|weightier|more vital things undone.’ Indeed also involving
matters of “justice and mercy and faithfulness”(Matt 23:23)

So to here answer your question, I would support a formal move to have this overturned at



Posted by: Green Cochoa

the next GC, however, only as long as it does not require more than an electronic signature
from me and my time effort, because in this matter of immediate life and death, it really
should only take an email to the GC’s President’s Office to spiritually fix the issue, even if
through an emergency convene of the GC Executive Committee as fully allowed for in the
SDA Church’s Constitution. Anything else, in my opinion, is just giving undue credit and
validity to this outright unbiblical stance of the SDA Church.

Now here is why I further do not see that currently solely aiming to fix this within the SDA
Church is not the proper approach.

Simply by the numbers, if this issue is Biblically redressed in the SDA Church, and that, as
you suggests, (hopefully) in 5 years, that would in e.g., the next 10 years (i.e., 2015-2025), at
best, save the life of ca. 15,000. However, over that same time span, over 650,000,000
infants would have been murdered. Morever these intending aborting women would really
just go to another Hospital/Clinic than an SDA one to have these abortions done. So while
the Church would have a squeakier clean image from that decision, probably those 15,000
infants would still be murdered. So there will like not be any“aborting of abortion” at all
through your limited suggestion. I would add that it is proverbially like suggesting to
“rearrange chairs on the deck of the Titanic”, however I think the life numbers above say, or at
least should say, enough.

For such reasons, I choose to address the issue at its root problem, and that succinctly,
summarily stated here is to take away the socio-economic and also purely economic
incentives and obstacles that (falsely) justify this systematic murdering of “inconvenient”
people. Hence, not only the (truly) “Aborting Abortion” plan but also the directly supporting
NJK Project.

So if you truly want to ‘come to the help of even the least one of these’ you’ll seek to help
establish the NJK Project. And also when you’ll Spiritually think it through, you’ll realize that
not doing so is really so that the pervasive tenets and dictates of capitalism can be
reverentially upheld. Not surprising just as it is correspondingly pitted against in Luke 16:13.
At the calculated expense of ca. $3,000 USD per capita, the NJK Project is fully
affordable/achievable and also sustainable. So the True Spiritual (i.e., non-myopic =Rev.
3:18b) and Life Choice is yours - e.g, over 10 years, an almost certain (net) 0 lives saved vs.
a most probable up to 650,000,000 alive children!!

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/06/11 07:01 PM

Originally Posted By: Daryl F

Does the Bible have anything to say about abortion?

The above question popped into my mind while reading through Pastor Kevin
Paulson's article on abortion, therefore, I thought it would be good to ask this
question for discussion here while continuing to read his article.

This part of his article was what prompted me to ask this question:
Originally Posted By: Pastor Kevin Paulson's article on abortion

It is thus not true to the facts of history to claim that neither Scripture nor
Ellen White had the need to explicitly condemn abortion because it was
regarded with general abhorrence in the contemporary culture.



Posted by: NJK Project

Posted by: Green Cochoa

I see I'm a late arrival to this topic. I have just read a bit over half the thread, so if I am
speaking on points that have already been answered, please pardon me. However, I see that
so far as I have read, no one has yet brought Biblical answers to the discussion, with the
possible exception of the official Adventist statement on abortion (which used a number of
texts regarding life in general, but not specifically abortion).

From the quote which you quoted here, Daryl, it appears that Paulson is stating two things: 1)
Neither the Bible nor EGW condemn abortions; and 2) it cannot be argued that such
condemnation was unnecessary on account of the culture of those times, i.e. that abortions
were not done during those times.

It seems prudent to me that we should seek to base our beliefs about this and every subject
on the Word of God. If, as has been suggested, the Bible is opposed to abortion, where is the
proof? What are the texts to support this view?

Blessings,

Green Cochoa.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/06/11 07:59 PM

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

It seems prudent to me that we should seek to base our beliefs about this and
every subject on the Word of God. If, as has been suggested, the Bible is opposed
to abortion, where is the proof? What are the texts to support this view?

Exod 20:13 - "You shall not commit murder."

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/06/11 08:07 PM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

It seems prudent to me that we should seek to base our beliefs about
this and every subject on the Word of God. If, as has been suggested,
the Bible is opposed to abortion, where is the proof? What are the texts
to support this view?

Exod 20:13 - "You shall not commit murder."

Yes. That is a good text. And I like the way you have worded it. It is correct. Some versions
have translated "Thou shalt not kill." But the Hebrew word for "kill" is not the same as the
word for "murder," and the word "murder" is the one in the commandment in Hebrew. 

The Bible does, however, require some killing. So it is important to know and to understand
the distinction between murdering and killing.

So how does the Bible define these? Upon what grounds (Biblical) can something be called
"murder" and upon what grounds is it "killing?"



Posted by: NJK Project

Posted by: His child

These questions need to be answered before one can definitively support views from the
Bible relative to abortion.

God bless,

Green Cochoa.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/07/11 03:28 AM

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

Yes. That is a good text. And I like the way you have worded it. It is correct. Some
versions have translated "Thou shalt not kill." But the Hebrew word for "kill" is not
the same as the word for "murder," and the word "murder" is the one in the
commandment in Hebrew.

As a direct commandment of God, combined with your exegetical knowledge and
understanding that “murder” and “killing” was not the same thing in the Bible, as they legally
are still not the same in today’s society, then that is really the only text that matters. So as
your signature (SOP) quote says: “One sentence of Scripture is of more value than ten
thousand of man's ideas or arguments. (7T 71)”

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

The Bible does, however, require some killing. So it is important to know and to
understand the distinction between murdering and killing. 

So how does the Bible define these? Upon what grounds (Biblical) can something
be called "murder" and upon what grounds is it "killing?" These questions need to
be answered before one can definitively support views from the Bible relative to
abortion.

I think it is quite clear how “killing” is distinct from “murder”. Clearly the Bible does not
“require” [“impeachingly” odd choice of word] “murder”. E.g., defending yourself from certain
death is not “murder”; judiciously executing God-defined capital punishment is not “murder”.
However snuffing the life of an infant for one’s convenience and/or for economic advantages,
ala passing children through the fire for Molech, is murder. So in the focused context of this
abortion discussion, the burden of proof is entirely upon you to prove that abortion, (except in
the objective case of physical life threat of the mother) is not murder.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/07/11 07:07 AM

Originally Posted By: Tammy Roesch



Posted by: Green Cochoa

My husband and I just printed a brochure on the subject of ~ Abortion & The SDA
Church. Please take a look at the brochure...and please help us get it out to as
many members as possible. Here is the link!

Abortion & The SDA Church (Link:
http://www.thenarrowway.yourlivecommunity.com/uploads/1/Abortion.pdf) 

Thank you!

Tammy

I looked at your brochure.
This is a hot topic of which the word of God is not silent. But many people refuse to consult
God's word and they explain away a clear "Thus saith the Lord."

Originally Posted By: Exodus 21:22-23

"If men strive, and hurt a woman with child, so that her fruit depart from her, and
yet no mischief follow: he shall be surely punished, according as the woman’s
husband will lay upon him; and he shall pay as the judges determine. And if any
mischief follow, then thou shalt give life for life....

The "life for life" is in the context of the mother, not the child in her womb.

Accept the word of God as it is written. Don't add to it and don't take away from it. Leave
judgment to the God of the "quick and the dead."

This is not the message of the hour. It is the popular stand taken by Babylon (the Catholic
Church and the Apostate Protestant Churches).

Prepare the people to meet God and as they are converted, this issue will take care of itself.
But to compel those that are not converted to comply with a standard that does not agree
100% with the Bible is not of God.

Time would be better spent caring for the millions of orphans, starving families, and social
outcasts that have been born, lived in poverty, and left to a life of crime just to survive rather
than compelling people to bring children into the world that they don't want, won't love and
won't care for adequately.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/07/11 12:01 PM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project



Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

Yes. That is a good text. And I like the way you have worded it. It is
correct. Some versions have translated "Thou shalt not kill." But the
Hebrew word for "kill" is not the same as the word for "murder," and the
word "murder" is the one in the commandment in Hebrew.

As a direct commandment of God, combined with your exegetical knowledge and
understanding that “murder” and “killing” was not the same thing in the Bible, as
they legally are still not the same in today’s society, then that is really the only text
that matters. So as your signature (SOP) quote says: “One sentence of Scripture is
of more value than ten thousand of man's ideas or arguments. (7T 71)”

Indeed. We agree on several points here. One that I will have difficulty with is that of
developing a doctrine upon a single text alone. It is notable that in the Bible, the Ten
Commandments appear twice. "In the mouth of two or three witnesses shall every word be
established." (2 Corinthians 13:1) Therefore, having any "only text that matters" may suit you,
but fails to convince me. I like to see at least two texts to establish something. Of course, as I
mentioned already, you do have the Ten Commandments repeated twice...so you are not
working with just one text here. 

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

The Bible does, however, require some killing. So it is important to know
and to understand the distinction between murdering and killing. 

So how does the Bible define these? Upon what grounds (Biblical) can
something be called "murder" and upon what grounds is it "killing?"
These questions need to be answered before one can definitively
support views from the Bible relative to abortion.

I think it is quite clear how “killing” is distinct from “murder”. Clearly the Bible does
not “require” [“impeachingly” odd choice of word] “murder”. E.g., defending yourself
from certain death is not “murder”; judiciously executing God-defined capital
punishment is not “murder”. However snuffing the life of an infant for one’s
convenience and/or for economic advantages, ala passing children through the fire
for Molech, is murder. So in the focused context of this abortion discussion, the
burden of proof is entirely upon you to prove that abortion, (except in the objective
case of physical life threat of the mother) is not murder.

Regarding Biblical examples of killing which are not defined as "murder," you are right, one
was allowed to kill in self defense in certain situations. One was allowed to kill a thief who
broke into his tent. And it was commanded (required in order to put away sin) that those who
committed certain sins should be killed. Again, God established that this should be done at
the mouth of two or three witnesses.

Originally Posted By: The Bible



Posted by: NJK Project

At the mouth of two witnesses, or three witnesses, shall he that is worthy of death
be put to death; but at the mouth of one witness he shall not be put to death.
(Deuteronomy 17:6)

One witness shall not rise up against a man for any iniquity, or for any sin, in any
sin that he sinneth: at the mouth of two witnesses, or at the mouth of three
witnesses, shall the matter be established. (Deuteronomy 19:15)

Of course the Bible does not require "murder." On the contrary, murder was prohibited--
always. But the Bible does command certain killings. If both murder and killing have to do
with ending the life of another human being, what exactly is the difference between them? 

Does the Bible teach only that the circumstances are different? (This would seem almost
akin to "situational ethics.") Or are there differences in other categories, such as emotional or
ethical ones?

Blessings,

Green Cochoa.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/07/11 02:53 PM

Originally Posted By: His child

The "life for life" is in the context of the mother, not the child in her womb.

Accept the word of God as it is written. Don't add to it and don't take away from it.
Leave judgment to the God of the "quick and the dead."

The most accurate translation of Exod 21:22-25 is not found in the KJV as above, but in the
NASB (cf. NKJV, NIV) and refers to “giving birth prematurely”. 

22. “If men struggle with each other and strike a woman with child so that she gives birth
prematurely, yet there is no injury, he shall surely be fined as the woman's husband may
demand of him, and he shall pay as the judges decide. 23. But if there is any further injury,
then you shall appoint as a penalty life for life, 24. eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand,
foot for foot, 25. burn for burn, wound for wound, bruise for bruise.”

Seems to me that any injury, which can be as severe as death (=Gen 42:4, 38; 44:29; cf. e.g.
SDABC 1:614) also includes that of the infant. If there is a fine for a “successful” premature
birth, then how much more for a caused infant death. (i.e., “life for life”)

Originally Posted By: His child



Posted by: NJK Project

This is not the message of the hour. It is the popular stand taken by Babylon (the
Catholic Church and the Apostate Protestant Churches).

Prepare the people to meet God and as they are converted, this issue will take
care of itself. But to compel those that are not converted to comply with a standard
that does not agree 100% with the Bible is not of God.

Time would be better spent caring for the millions of orphans, starving families,
and social outcasts that have been born, lived in poverty, and left to a life of crime
just to survive rather than compelling people to bring children into the world that
they don't want, won't love and won't care for adequately.

“Compel” is really too strong a word here. Convince would be more fitting as no one is e.g.,
holding a gun to the mother’s head to carry her pregnancy to term. In my plan, if she chooses
to do so, then she will be both compensated for any expenses incurred in the process and
also “rewarded” for sustaining this “priceless” life.

I think with Tammy Roesch efforts a simple convincing of SDA who should know better, is
fully within the will and expectation of God, especially as “murders” will not inherit the
Kingdom of God. (Isa 58:1ff; Ezek 33:1-20)

It is pointedly this “paganistic” accepted attitude that the murdering of infants is acceptable so
that people can “survive” according to the spurious dictates of the pervasive capitalistic
economy that I have established my project, indeed to adopt those ‘unwanted infants’ and not
murder them. God clearly says to wholly serve Him, and that surely does not include
permitting abortions for such non-vital and “economical” reasons. Do so is ‘serving Mammon
(i.e. wealth)’ Luke 16:13. Meeting the needs of orphans, social outcasts, poor people,
criminals, etc, can easily be done without having to sacrifice any life. Only Capitalism
imposes this false choice for profits and wealth reasons.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/07/11 02:54 PM

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

Indeed. We agree on several points here. One that I will have difficulty with is that
of developing a doctrine upon a single text alone. It is notable that in the Bible, the
Ten Commandments appear twice. "In the mouth of two or three witnesses shall
every word be established." (2 Corinthians 13:1) Therefore, having any "only text
that matters" may suit you, but fails to convince me. I like to see at least two texts
to establish something. Of course, as I mentioned already, you do have the Ten
Commandments repeated twice...so you are not working with just one text here.

I did not base my view on a single text, but only cited this ultimate, unequivocal statement of
God Himself. When God directly states something in the Bible for me that settles it for me.
He does not need to repeat, or even justify Himself. Man on the other hand, being fallible,
fallen and sinful needs to have more than one witness to have a matter accepted as truth and
established.
Nothwithstanding, God repeats this commandment in Deut 5:17 as does Jesus later in Matt
5:21, as well as several other passages in the Bible where murder is either condemned
and/or fully atoned for and where a capital punishment penalty is commanded for its
occurrence, or degrees of it, under various circumstances.



Back in the Garden of Eden, God only said once not to eat of the fruit from the Tree of good
and evil. Still He felt fully justified to allow sin to follow its full course when Adam and Eve
disobeyed that singular command. So really your question here, in its right Theological
context sound more like the question: “Has God really said....” or, more subtlely later ‘If/Since
you are the Son of God then...’ Nothing personal here, but that is just the camp you naturally
fall into 
when you so ask God to justify, even repeat Himself.

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

Regarding Biblical examples of killing which are not defined as "murder," you are
right, one was allowed to kill in self defense in certain situations. One was allowed
to kill a thief who broke into his tent. And it was commanded (required in order to
put away sin) that those who committed certain sins should be killed. Again, God
established that this should be done at the mouth of two or three witnesses.

As far as I see, God only stated these capital punishments once for each of these
circumstances and not two/three times. E.g., Exodus 21:17 “He who curses his father or his
mother shall surely be put to death.” For your statement to prove to be true, such a command
would have to be repeated at least 2 times.

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

Of course the Bible does not require "murder." On the contrary, murder was
prohibited--always. But the Bible does command certain killings. If both murder
and killing have to do with ending the life of another human being, what exactly is
the difference between them?

I do not know why you want to create this spurious conflation of “murder” and “killing”. At best
it seems to be just for argument sake. The actual difference between them is most clearly
understandable and not “confuseable”, as you need it to be. Your proposition here is really a
textbook red-herring. So here also, the burden of proof is entirely on your side to show/prove
how they should be viewed as‘one and the same thing.’

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

Does the Bible teach only that the circumstances are different? (This would seem
almost akin to "situational ethics.") Or are there differences in other categories,
such as emotional or ethical ones?

Seems to me that when such “situational circumstance” could be argued, though with a
“killing” vs. a (premeditated) murder, then the city of refuge system was established to stay
the due reprisal based on a seeming prima facie matter, until it could be fully investigated
and deliberated. The fact that this “appeal” system was established by God clearly shows
that He did not see every killing as murder and did not expect Israelites to also do so.

Since this discussion is pointedly dealing with abortion, you still have to prove how it is not
“murder” but a justified “killing” in non-vital situations.



Posted by: Green Cochoa

Posted by: Green Cochoa

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/07/11 04:47 PM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Originally Posted By: His child

The "life for life" is in the context of the mother, not the child in her
womb.

Accept the word of God as it is written. Don't add to it and don't take
away from it. Leave judgment to the God of the "quick and the dead."

The most accurate translation of Exod 21:22-25 is not found in the KJV as above,
but in the NASB (cf. NKJV, NIV) and refers to “giving birth prematurely”. 

If you are using the NASB, be aware that you are accepting a minority manuscript translation
which has been doctored by the Catholic church. What I mean to say is that they have
doctored the original manuscripts (Hebrew/Greek ones). Considering how strongly
opinionated on the abortion issue the Catholic church is, I'm not sure that it can be
unequivocally proven that this text is better presented in the NASB, and not misrepresented. I,
for one, will only accept KJV on this issue. 

For the proof that the Catholic church has edited the original manuscripts, one need look no
further than their own encyclopedia. Here is a link: http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?
title=New_Testament#A._Brief_History_of_the_Textual_Criticism (Link:
http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?
title=New_Testament#A._Brief_History_of_the_Textual_Criticism) 

Further discussion on Bible versions is more appropriate to one of those threads addressing
this as its own topic. However, as pertains to this topic, the Catholic agenda on the abortion
issue has never been more clear, and any Bible translated from one of their doctored
manuscripts is suspect.

Blessings,

Green Cochoa.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/07/11 05:46 PM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

I did not base my view on a single text, but only cited this ultimate, unequivocal
statement of God Himself. When God directly states something in the Bible for me
that settles it for me. He does not need to repeat, or even justify Himself. Man on
the other hand, being fallible, fallen and sinful needs to have more than one
witness to have a matter accepted as truth and established.

The beauty of God is that although He may not "need" to repeat, He frequently does so as
His trademark. It is a sign that the thing comes from Him. I recall Joseph's prophetic
interpretation before Pharaoh: "And for that the dream was doubled unto Pharaoh twice; it is
because the thing is established by God, and God will shortly bring it to pass." (Genesis
41:32) It was God Himself who instructed us to accept the witness of two or three before



establishing a matter. This is a principle which He gave us to protect us from errors that
might come with having just one point of reference.

Naturally, your quote of the Commandment was well-founded, as it is given more than in just
one text. I was only wishing to solidify the principles for our Bible study discussion.

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Nothwithstanding, God repeats this commandment in Deut 5:17 as does Jesus
later in Matt 5:21, as well as several other passages in the Bible where murder is
either condemned and/or fully atoned for and where a capital punishment penalty
is commanded for its occurrence, or degrees of it, under various circumstances.

We both agree here. Now, the curious question yet remains, if I have committed murder,
ending someone's life, and I myself must be punished with the ending of my life, what is the
difference between the two ends? Many people sort of know intuitively that there is a
distinction between "murder" and "killing," but I guess what I'm asking here is how do we
quantify that distinction?

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Back in the Garden of Eden, God only said once not to eat of the fruit from the Tree
of good and evil. Still He felt fully justified to allow sin to follow its full course when
Adam and Eve disobeyed that singular command. So really your question here, in
its right Theological context sound more like the question: “Has God really said....”
or, more subtlely later ‘If/Since you are the Son of God then...’ Nothing personal
here, but that is just the camp you naturally fall into when you so ask God to justify,
even repeat Himself.

Originally Posted By: Ellen White

God instructed our first parents in regard to the tree of knowledge, and they were
fully informed relative to the fall of Satan, and the danger of listening to his
suggestions. He did not deprive them of the power of eating the forbidden fruit. He
left them as free moral agents to believe his word, obey his commandments and
live, or believe the tempter, disobey and perish. ... {1SP 40.2} 

The angels charged them to closely follow the instructions God had given them in
reference to the tree of knowledge, for in perfect obedience they were safe, and
this fallen foe could then have no power to deceive them. God would not permit
Satan to follow the holy pair with continual temptations. He could have access to
them only at the tree of knowledge of good and evil. {LHU 20.7} 
Adam and Eve assured the angels that they should never transgress the express
command of God, for it was their highest pleasure to do His will. The angels united
with Adam and Eve in holy strains of harmonious music, and as their songs pealed
forth from blissful Eden, Satan heard the sound of their strains of joyful adoration to
the Father and Son. And as Satan heard it his envy, hatred, and malignity
increased, and he expressed his anxiety to his followers to incite them (Adam and
Eve) to disobedience and at once bring down the wrath of God upon them and
change their songs of praise to hatred and curses to their Maker (The Story of
Redemption, pp. 24-31)

To whom was the command not to eat of the forbidden fruit given? To you or me? When
Moses recorded the story, the commandment was not still in effect, to need to be repeated to
his readers and hearers. It is only recorded but once. Many stories in the Bible also occur but



once. Doctrines, however, should be established on plural witnesses. In the case of Adam
and Eve, they were given the command more than once. If Ellen White is to be believed, at
least once by God, and once by the holy angels (see quotes above). If the command were
also for us today, then I believe we should see it given more emphasis in the Bible. God is
fair. 

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

As far as I see, God only stated these capital punishments once for each of these
circumstances and not two/three times. E.g., Exodus 21:17 “He who curses his
father or his mother shall surely be put to death.” For your statement to prove to be
true, such a command would have to be repeated at least 2 times.

With my help, I think you can see farther than that.  

Originally Posted By: The Bible

And he that curseth his father, or his mother, shall surely be put to death. (Exodus
21:17)

For every one that curseth his father or his mother shall be surely put to death: he
hath cursed his father or his mother; his blood [shall be] upon him. (Leviticus 20:9)

Whoso curseth his father or his mother, his lamp shall be put out in obscure
darkness. (Proverbs 20:20)

For God commanded, saying, Honour thy father and mother: and, He that curseth
father or mother, let him die the death. (Matthew 15:4)

For Moses said, Honour thy father and thy mother; and, Whoso curseth father or
mother, let him die the death... (Mark 7:10)

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

Of course the Bible does not require "murder." On the contrary, murder
was prohibited--always. But the Bible does command certain killings. If
both murder and killing have to do with ending the life of another human
being, what exactly is the difference between them?

I do not know why you want to create this spurious conflation of “murder” and
“killing”. At best it seems to be just for argument sake. The actual difference
between them is most clearly understandable and not “confuseable”, as you need
it to be. Your proposition here is really a textbook red-herring. So here also, the
burden of proof is entirely on your side to show/prove how they should be viewed
as‘one and the same thing.’

No, I'm not addressing these points just for the sake of argument, but rather to approach the
scriptures like a true Berean. I think it is commendable to have well-founded beliefs, and to



Posted by: Green Cochoa

Posted by: Green Cochoa

know the reasons why one believes something. Furthermore, there are two specific points of
distinction between "murder" and "killing" which I see that may have a direct bearing on the
abortion issue.

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

Does the Bible teach only that the circumstances are different? (This
would seem almost akin to "situational ethics.") Or are there differences
in other categories, such as emotional or ethical ones?

Seems to me that when such “situational circumstance” could be argued, though
with a “killing” vs. a (premeditated) murder, then the city of refuge system was
established to stay the due reprisal based on a seeming prima facie matter, until it
could be fully investigated and deliberated. The fact that this “appeal” system was
established by God clearly shows that He did not see every killing as murder and
did not expect Israelites to also do so.

We agree here. The city of refuge system is key to understanding the difference between
murder and killing. There were specific commands given in relationship to that system which
I think few people have contemplated.

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Since this discussion is pointedly dealing with abortion, you still have to prove how
it is not “murder” but a justified “killing” in non-vital situations.

It is true that I have to prove these things for myself. But it is also true that each person has to
prove this for himself or herself. The burden of proof on matters of doctrine, salvation, life and
death falls upon every believer individually. "Let every man be fully persuaded in his own
mind." (Romans 14:5)

God bless,

Green Cochoa.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/07/11 10:16 PM

Originally Posted By: Tammy Roesch

Why should babies be killed because their father raped their mother, or because
their father happened to be their mother's sister?

 Am I missing something here?

Blessings,

Green Cochoa.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/07/11 10:52 PM

Originally Posted By: Tammy Roesch



Posted by: NJK Project

And David committed adultery and Solomon was the product of that. But never
once does the Bible say anything about David trying to figure out a way for
Bathsheba to abort the baby...no, instead, he planned how he could kill
Bathsheba's husband....wouldn't it have been a far easier thing to abort the baby,
than kill her husband? That was never an option in David's mind....

It doesn't matter how the life of the baby came about, it doesn't make it any less of
a life.... I have a good friend is the product of her mother being raped. She is a
strong Pro-Life advocate today, and a mother of 4 little children herself.

Tammy,

Let's look at this carefully. You have stated that David's son Solomon was the product of
adultery, and yet instead of seeking to abort him, David chose to murder his mother's
husband.

At the time Solomon was born, David was Bathsheba's husband. 

David killed Uriah the Hittite, Bathsheba's husband, after he had impregnated her by
adultery/rape. However, God is the one who "aborted" that baby (who was not
Solomon)...about as "late term" as it can be...after the baby was already born.

You said "It doesn't matter how the life of the baby came about, it doesn't make it any less of
a life..." Perhaps it doesn't matter to you, but what does the Bible record show about how it
mattered to God? The child of adultery died.

David deserved to die, according to the law. Adulterers and rapists were to be stoned.
However, God, through the prophet Nathan, spoke with David.

Originally Posted By: The Bible

And David said unto Nathan, I have sinned against the LORD. And Nathan said
unto David, The LORD also hath put away thy sin; thou shalt not die. Howbeit,
because by this deed thou hast given great occasion to the enemies of the LORD
to blaspheme, the child also that is born unto thee shall surely die. And Nathan
departed unto his house. And the LORD struck the child that Uriah's wife bare
unto David, and it was very sick. David therefore besought God for the child; and
David fasted, and went in, and lay all night upon the earth. And the elders of his
house arose, and went to him, to raise him up from the earth: but he would not,
neither did he eat bread with them. And it came to pass on the seventh day, that
the child died.... (2 Samuel 12:13-18)

God here performed a "post-partum" abortion. The child was essentially the product of rape,
and God did not suffer the child to live. It died nameless. 

There are some good lessons to be learned here.

Blessings,

Green Cochoa.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 02:29 AM



Posted by: NJK Project

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

If you are using the NASB, be aware that you are accepting a minority manuscript
translation which has been doctored by the Catholic church. What I mean to say is
that they have doctored the original manuscripts (Hebrew/Greek ones).
Considering how strongly opinionated on the abortion issue the Catholic church is,
I'm not sure that it can be unequivocally proven that this text is better presented in
the NASB, and not misrepresented. I, for one, will only accept KJV on this issue.

For the proof that the Catholic church has edited the original manuscripts, one
need look no further than their own encyclopedia. Here is a link:
http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?
title=New_Testament#A._Brief_History_of_the_Textual_Criticism (Link:
http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?
title=New_Testament#A._Brief_History_of_the_Textual_Criticism) 

Further discussion on Bible versions is more appropriate to one of those threads
addressing this as its own topic. However, as pertains to this topic, the Catholic
agenda on the abortion issue has never been more clear, and any Bible translated
from one of their doctored manuscripts is suspect.

Your ‘manuscript objection’ in this case is an empty, and self-manifestly a diversionary, one
because there is no issue of “manuscripts” in this case, just an accurate lexical translation
from the original Hebrew.

Knowing what I know about textual criticism and how the original and proper reading can be
ascertained without only depending on the manuscript that was used by the KJV, (e.g, BHS
Hebrew Bible and Nestle-Aland Greek NT (27th edition)). I do not determine manuscript
originality based on merely numbers, but through a much more exegetical-based analysis. I
thus judiciously find the NASB to be the most exegetically accurate Bible and that includes
Textual Criticism, so I certainly know much better than to waste my time and effort by
engaging in a KJV Only” discussion. All I can say to you is, ‘let’s hope that you stubborn ‘KJV
Only’ pretext is accepted by the Heavenly Intelligence for your evident endorsement, or at
best, ‘Devil’s advocate defense’ of abortion! Good Luck!!

P.S. For transparency reasons, without having to search for a needle in a haystack, in what
section of that link article does it say that the Catholic Church edited manuscripts? And by
the way, the “Catholic Church” was the only mainline Church for hundreds of years!

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 02:31 AM

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

The beauty of God is that although He may not "need" to repeat, He frequently
does so as His trademark. It is a sign that the thing comes from Him. I recall
Joseph's prophetic interpretation before Pharaoh: "And for that the dream was
doubled unto Pharaoh twice; it is because the thing is established by God, and
God will shortly bring it to pass." (Genesis 41:32) It was God Himself who
instructed us to accept the witness of two or three before establishing a matter.
This is a principle which He gave us to protect us from errors that might come with
having just one point of reference.



You are making the exegetical contextual/theological mistakes of: (1) God was addressing a
pagan king who had no knowledge of him, so to impress him with the import of this dream
he gave it twice; (2) Again, God’s instruction of two or more witnesses is to validate the word
of fallen men who are prone to lying. God does not “need” this further substantiation. In fact,
his patent single statement of a matter is to actually test to see if we truly have faith in Him
and will readily obey Him. This ready faith manifestation allows Him to powerfully, even
supernaturally act in the obedient person’s favor.

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

We both agree here. Now, the curious question yet remains, if I have committed
murder, ending someone's life, and I myself must be punished with the ending of
my life, what is the difference between the two ends? Many people sort of know
intuitively that there is a distinction between "murder" and "killing," but I guess what
I'm asking here is how do we quantify that distinction?

Come on... your persistence to “create an issue” on this matter of killing vs. murder is
sounding more and more disingenuous, not to outrightly say “airheaded”.

To “honor” your spurious objection with an answer, and a fitting short one at that:
premeditatingly killing someone else was murder, the murder’s execution was capital
punishment justice.

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

To whom was the command not to eat of the forbidden fruit given? To you or me?
When Moses recorded the story, the commandment was not still in effect, to need
to be repeated to his readers and hearers. It is only recorded but once. Many
stories in the Bible also occur but once.

That wooden/literalistic objection is way beside the theological point. This underlying issue
was not to disobey God’s word/command. Such a command is similarly found many times in
the Bible in regards to other things that God has commanded.

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

Doctrines, however, should be established on plural witnesses.

That is true for “doctrines” which are mainly never expressed in one concise statement in the
Bible, and that rarely, if ever by a direct statement of God, E.g., “Death is a unconscious
sleep until the resurrection of the last day.” However in regards to commands of God, He only
needs to make them once, since He has variously manifested Himself to overtly express it.

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

In the case of Adam and Eve, they were given the command more than once. If
Ellen White is to be believed, at least once by God, and once by the holy angels
(see quotes above). If the command were also for us today, then I believe we
should see it given more emphasis in the Bible. God is fair.



That “repetition” (though it substantively was not) however was not made by God Himself,
and it resembles the times in the Bible where prophets and Levites exhorted God’s people to
obey what God had said. (Cf. Neh 8:1-12). They are not, out of their own authority “restating”
the command. There is no issue of “validification” from a second independent witness.
Indeed the angels are simply said to have given an ‘expounding’ charge and reason why
God’s command should be obeyed. It is not a “second witness” as if, if the angels had not
repeated it, it would not be true, but merely a cautionary warning on what had been
commanded.

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

With my help, I think you can see farther than that. 

Originally Posted By: The Bible

And he that curseth his father, or his mother, shall surely be put to death.
(Exodus 21:17)

For every one that curseth his father or his mother shall be surely put to
death: he hath cursed his father or his mother; his blood [shall be] upon
him. (Leviticus 20:9)

Whoso curseth his father or his mother, his lamp shall be put out in
obscure darkness. (Proverbs 20:20)

For God commanded, saying, Honour thy father and mother: and, He
that curseth father or mother, let him die the death. (Matthew 15:4)

For Moses said, Honour thy father and thy mother; and, Whoso curseth
father or mother, let him die the death... (Mark 7:10)

Fair enough with that command, probably given the non-“life for life” issue involved here.
However, applicably technically/theologically speaking, God gave this command twice in
Exod 21:17 and Lev 20:9. The mention in Proverbs of “His light will go out in his pupil” (NASB
marginal reading - again no issue of MSS here, just translation from the Hebrew), is just a
euphemistically explanatory statement and not a re-giving of the command by God, clearly
based on this command in the law. To say that it is an independent “witness” is like saying
that a second witness who simply says: “Although I was not there, I repeat everything that
witness No. 1 has said,” is providing an independent testimony. Legally that is simply
“hearsay.” Jesus’s mentions in Matt 15:4=Mar 7:10 which are indeed one and the same
incidents and not two separate mentions, directly attributes this statement to God the Father
and not an independent reissuing of the command. 

Contrastingly notice that if God had wanted to not test Adam and Eve with the tree, He surely
would have been recorded to having expressedly made His command at least twice, as with
the case with Exod 21:17 & Lev 20:9.

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa



No, I'm not addressing these points just for the sake of argument, but rather to
approach the scriptures like a true Berean. I think it is commendable to have well-
founded beliefs, and to know the reasons why one believes something.
Furthermore, there are two specific points of distinction between "murder" and
"killing" which I see that may have a direct bearing on the abortion issue.

Since the Bible is clear that there is such a legally distinct thing as “murder” then you, yet
once again, still first need to show/prove how abortion is not murder. Your angle of
argumentation is like stating that ‘the sky is not blue’ but then first dealing with how our
science textbooks are wrong/deficient in saying this without first pointing out how the
observable sky is actually not blue! So first show how abortion is not murder instead of this
peripheral killing vs. murder debate.

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

We agree here. The city of refuge system is key to understanding the difference
between murder and killing. There were specific commands given in relationship to
that system which I think few people have contemplated.

The city of refuge merely provided a judicial stay until a matter could be examined to see if
the person who caused the death of someone else is guilty of murder. Once again, how is
knowingly going to an abortion clinic to undergo a procedure in order to end a conceived life
not an act of murder??? The “city of refuge” issue would apply here if the mother was being
charged with so intentionally taking the life of her infant, when she had accidentally caused
its death. Nothing, even correspondingly “accidental” about abortions! An accidental
conception, most likely, but not an “accidental killing” of the infant.

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

It is true that I have to prove these things for myself. But it is also true that each
person has to prove this for himself or herself. The burden of proof on matters of
doctrine, salvation, life and death falls upon every believer individually. "Let every
man be fully persuaded in his own mind." (Romans 14:5)

Really!!! Is that your very best Biblical justification for abortion??? It is absolutely
unbelievable. Much more than your citing of Rom 14:5 being completely a “proof-text”, it is
outrightly heretical. Using that line of “logic”, there is then really nothing that is right and
wrong anymore, just as the current culture is “preaching”. It all depends on what is “good for
you”. All sounds like the sophistry and lies of Satan himself!

Paul is speaking of ceremonial observance that had been allowed by God in the law, and not
about murder. As Paul goes on to say: ‘no one lives for himself’ (vs. 7) so clearly ending a life
in order to variously benefit yourself is not being endorsed in this passage.

...

To briefly address you answers to Tammy Roesch, when God chooses to execute a
judgement, I trust that it was the best, judicious decision. However, that does not translate,
as you suggest, into a carte blanche for abortion in the case of rape. Seems to me that the
death of that infant, was to atone for the life of Uriah that David took. So the Biblical principle



Posted by: Nic Samojluk

Posted by: Nic Samojluk

here is not that “abortion, even “post-partum” abortion is justified in cases of adultery or rape,
but that God does not justify/excuse murder for any reason. Why He opted to take the child’s
life instead of David’s own is surely out of a righteous decision, Probably, if David who was
otherwise a man after God’s own heart, was killed here, many of the things that He did to
established God’s Israel in the world would have abruptly come to nought, probably then
resulting in causing the eternal death of hundreds of millions of people who would later
accept the Messiah, who was temporally, the Son of David. Also not having any ‘life for a life’
consequence here would have set a very bad precedence in God’s Israel.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 10:49 AM

NJK Project said: “While I fully agree with your intentions here, I have, as I said before,
through my thorough thinking of this issue, several head-shaking objections to this obliviously
limited approach.”

Nic responds: Evidently you have a more comprehensive plan to solve the abortion problem
that has plagued humanity. You must be rather young, and I am willing to pray for you and
your success. Given my advanced age, my aim is less ambitious. The mission the Lord has
laid on my heart is to warn my fellow Adventist of the fact that we have strayed from the
straight path and we need to come back to it with repentance, confession, and a search for
forgiveness.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 01:28 PM

Green Cochoa said: “Neither the Bible nor EGW condemn abortions;”

Nic responds: The fact that the term “abortion” is not in the Bible does not imply that it is not
condemned in Scripture for the simple reason that said term might have been invented after
the Bible was written. There is a reference in the Old Testament to premature birth caused by
violence, and the penalty is death in the event the baby dies.

Quote: 22“If men who are fighting hit a pregnant woman and she gives birth prematurely but
there is no serious injury, the offender must be fined whatever the woman’s husband
demands and the court allows. 23But if there is serious injury, you are to take life for life,
24eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot, 25burn for burn, wound for wound,
bruise for bruise.” [Ex. 21]

In addition, there are very clear statements condemning both murder and shedding the blood
of innocent human beings. So my question is: Are unborn babies human beings or not? If
they are, then we need to ask: Are they guilty of any crime. If they are not, then killing them is
condemned in Scripture. It doesn’t take a scholar with a Ph.D. to figure this out!

Quote from Ex. 20:13: 
New International Version (©1984)
"You shall not murder. 
New Living Translation (©2007)
"You must not murder. 
English Standard Version (©2001)
“You shall not murder. 
New American Standard Bible (©1995)
"You shall not murder. 
GOD'S WORD® Translation (©1995)
"Never murder.

Quote: “Their feet rush into sin; they are swift to shed innocent blood.” [Is. 59:7]



Posted by: Nic Samojluk

Posted by: Nic Samojluk

Notice how the same text is rendered by the NLT of the Bible showing that “murder” and
“shedding innocent blood” mean exactly the same.

Quote: New Living Translation (©2007)
“Their feet run to do evil, and they rush to commit murder.”

I conclude from the above that abortion is in fact condemned in Scripture. It was so
interpreted by the Christian church for two thousand years. Then the sexual revolution took
place in the sixties, which resulted in a huge number of unwanted pregnancies, and liberals
pushed for the legalization of abortion with the support of the Adventist church. This is
evidence that sin loves company. The acceptance of adultery resulted in the acceptance of
abortion. They usually go together like twin sisters.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 01:40 PM

Green Cochoa said: “The Bible does, however, require some killing. So it is important to
know and to understand the distinction between murdering and killing.”

Nic responds: What the Bible condemns is killing the innocent. Murder is defined as the
killing of innocent human beings. The death penalty is not condemned in Scripture.
Nevertheless, redemption and mercy is superior to the eye for an eye rule which prevailed in
Old Testament times. Notice that to the woman caught in adultery Jesus said: “Neither do I
condemn you. Go and sin no more.”

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 02:30 PM

His child said: “The "life for life" is in the context of the mother, not the child in her womb.”

Nic responds: Are you sure? Have read some of the most recent translations of Ex. 21:22-
25? Notice how the NIV rendered said passage which suggests that the baby is the center of
what is being discussed. 

Quote: “22“If men who are fighting hit a pregnant woman and she gives birth prematurelye
but there is no serious injury, the offender must be fined whatever the woman’s husband
demands and the court allows. 23But if there is serious injury, you are to take life for life,
24eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot, 25burn for burn, wound for wound,
bruise for bruise.” 

Now notice how many Bible translators are now rendering said passage focusing on the
baby instead of the woman. This suggests that the life for life rule included the death of the
baby. 

Quote: New International Version (©1984)
"If men who are fighting hit a pregnant woman and she gives birth prematurely but there is no
serious injury, the offender must be fined whatever the woman's husband demands and the
court allows.”

Quote: New Living Translation (©2007)
"Now suppose two men are fighting, and in the process they accidentally strike a pregnant
woman so she gives birth prematurely. If no further injury results, the man who struck the
woman must pay the amount of compensation the woman's husband demands and the
judges approve.”

Quote: New American Standard Bible (©1995)
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"If men struggle with each other and strike a woman with child so that she gives birth
prematurely, yet there is no injury, he shall surely be fined as the woman's husband may
demand of him, and he shall pay as the judges decide.”
Quote: GOD'S WORD® Translation (©1995)

Quote: GOD'S WORD® Translation (©1995)
"This is what you must do whenever men fight and injure a pregnant woman so that she
gives birth prematurely. If there are no other injuries, the offender must pay whatever fine the
court allows the woman's husband to demand.”

Quote: World English Bible

"If men fight and hurt a pregnant woman so that she gives birth prematurely, and yet no harm
follows, he shall be surely fined as much as the woman's husband demands and the judges
allow.”

His child said: “Time would be better spent caring for the millions of orphans, starving
families, and social outcasts that have been born, lived in poverty, and left to a life of crime
just to survive rather than compelling people to bring children into the world that they don't
want, won't love and won't care for adequately.”

Nic responds: Are you saying that poverty is worse than dismemberment, poisoning, and
death? Ask the poor whether they would choose to be killed! You are talking to someone
who knows what poverty and deprivation is. 

I grew up in a poor family. I know what it means to go hungry, to live in a house with dirt floor
and no windows, to stay awake all night because it was raining and there was not a dry place
in the house. Would I have chosen death over a life of poverty? Not a chance! Poverty can be
a temporary situation, while death is permanent and irreversible.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 02:42 PM

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

NJK Project said: “While I fully agree with your intentions here, I have, as I said
before, through my thorough thinking of this issue, several head-shaking objections
to this obliviously limited approach.”

Nic responds: Evidently you have a more comprehensive plan to solve the abortion
problem that has plagued humanity. You must be rather young, and I am willing to
pray for you and your success. Given my advanced age, my aim is less ambitious.
The mission the Lord has laid on my heart is to warn my fellow Adventist of the fact
that we have strayed from the straight path and we need to come back to it with
repentance, confession, and a search for forgiveness.

Thanks for your (moral) support here Nic. Notwithstanding, I must add, and this is nothing
personal as it is not unique to you, but in my experience with this NJK Project, which is
indeed made necessary to save the lives of, now, up to 65 million infants per year and then
sustainably provide for all of them in their future years, I have often been, explicitly or
implicitly, presented with this supposed “justified” excuse for not concretely contributing to
the establishment of this Project. I.e., people will often not help it, because, and this is what
makes not logical nor biblical sense, it may extend beyond their own lifetime. So effectively
they will only focus on what they can see a fruit of during their own lifetime. That
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unequivocally is a most selfish way to ponder such Gospel Works. In essence it is saying, in
this pointed case, ‘since I may die before this project is either completed, then I’ll let up to
65,000,000 infants be murdered so that I can (selfishly) see a tangible reward of any labor
that I may do for God. I think with such an effective rationale, ‘the blood of these little ones is
on your “spotless” robe. (Cf. EW 18, 19 = according to my comparative study, these ‘non-
martyred’ little ones also (mostly) include aborted infants & EW 76.3 = the thematically
related consequence of not doing what God expects of us towards others. Matt 25:45, 46 -
Jesus was unequivocally and most warningly clear that what we allow to be done to even
“little ones” will only condemn us in the end. Our current global, educated, relatively rich and
variously gifted, including spiritual gifts, Church has no collective/corporate nor individual
excuse. (Matt 25:14-30) Cf. this related blog post (Link:
http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2009/11/our-final-test.html).)

I thus used/use the term “limited” because much more can feasibly and readily be done, now.
Indeed with the calculated establishment cost of ca. $3000 per capita, and with it then being
fully self-sustainable later, just the financial and “gifted” tangible support of NAD Adventists
can make this project happen within the next 7 years, especially considering that this
relatively low amount of money is easily wasted in purely discretionary annual expenditures
and/or in meeting the various spurious and overinflated “costs” of Capitalism which can be
entirely circumvented through the Biblical collaborative approach used in this Project.

And, by the way, I may be comparatively young (36), but I know how I have variously,
irrecoverably sacrificed my temporal persona “life” and even physical life to wholly endeavor
to timely see this needed Project through.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 02:48 PM

NJK Project said: “Back in the Garden of Eden, God only said once not to eat of the fruit
from the Tree of good and evil. Still He felt fully justified to allow sin to follow its full course
when Adam and Eve disobeyed that singular command. So really your question here, in its
right Theological context sound more like the question: “Has God really said....” or, more
subtlely later ‘If/Since you are the Son of God then...’ Nothing personal here, but that is just
the camp you naturally fall into when you so ask God to justify, even repeat Himself.”

Nic responds: Excellent point! This reminds me of a young Adventist couple who were very
much in love and the temptation to engage in sex prior to marriage was very strong. They
knelt down and prayed for additional light on the subject. Since God did not provide additional
information for them, they went ahead and had sex.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 02:55 PM

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa
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Posted by: Green Cochoa

If you are using the NASB, be aware that you are accepting a minority manuscript
translation which has been doctored by the Catholic church. What I mean to say is
that they have doctored the original manuscripts (Hebrew/Greek ones).
Considering how strongly opinionated on the abortion issue the Catholic church is,
I'm not sure that it can be unequivocally proven that this text is better presented in
the NASB, and not misrepresented. I, for one, will only accept KJV on this issue. 

For the proof that the Catholic church has edited the original manuscripts, one
need look no further than their own encyclopedia. Here is a link:
http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?
title=New_Testament#A._Brief_History_of_the_Textual_Criticism (Link:
http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?
title=New_Testament#A._Brief_History_of_the_Textual_Criticism) 

Further discussion on Bible versions is more appropriate to one of those threads
addressing this as its own topic. However, as pertains to this topic, the Catholic
agenda on the abortion issue has never been more clear, and any Bible translated
from one of their doctored manuscripts is suspect.

Blessings,

Green Cochoa.

The original Hebrew allows for both translations, so take your pick. I prefer the “premature
birth” option because it agrees with Ex. 20 13 and the condemnation of those who shed the
blood of innocent human beings.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 03:15 PM

NJK Project said: “So effectively they will only focus on what they can see a fruit of during
their own lifetime. That unequivocally is a most selfish way to ponder such Gospel Works.”

Nic responds: I took the time to look at your website, congratulated you for the impressive
work and project, and stated I am willing to pray for you; and you are taking me on a guilt
trip? I don’t get it!

You have one web page and I have to take care of three plus a book I have been working on
for the last decade and need to edit and publish. Plus I have to put food on the table and little
time left since I will be 80 very soon. Do you expect me to drop these projects of mine and
concentrate on your mission? 

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 03:41 PM

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk
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Green Cochoa said: “The Bible does, however, require some killing. So it is
important to know and to understand the distinction between murdering and
killing.”

Nic responds: What the Bible condemns is killing the innocent. Murder is defined
as the killing of innocent human beings. The death penalty is not condemned in
Scripture. Nevertheless, redemption and mercy is superior to the eye for an eye
rule which prevailed in Old Testament times. Notice that to the woman caught in
adultery Jesus said: “Neither do I condemn you. Go and sin no more.”

Not quite. The Bible does not always condemn killing the innocent. There were many people
who were innocent that were killed. The difference between "murder" and "killing" is only
partly an issue of guilt or innocence. There is another very significant part to it, which the
careful study of the city of refuge system will bear out.

Case in point: David's child of rape, as brought out earlier. The baby was not at fault. God still
took its life.

Blessings,

Green Cochoa.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 04:16 PM

Nic,

You are using Catholic Bible versions in order to prove a Catholic doctrine. That's taking the
easy road!  

But do you really trust the likes of the NIV etc.? When I've discussed Bible versions with one
pastor I know, even he does not try to defend the NIV, saying it was a poor translation. (He
prefers another non-KJV one.)

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

The original Hebrew allows for both translations, so take your pick. I prefer the
“premature birth” option because it agrees with Ex. 20 13 and the condemnation of
those who shed the blood of innocent human beings.

The "original Hebrew?" Where is that? I don't know of any originals left in the world today, do
you? If we had the exact document written by Moses, perhaps we'd have a clearer version of
things...but the fact is that all of the Bible autographs, including those of the Old Testament
(Hebrew & Syriac) are long gone. The only surviving documents are all copies of copies...to
the Nth generation where "N" is an unknown number. There are thousands of manuscripts
from which we have compiled our modern Bibles. They are termed mss. for short. Hebrew
manuscripts and Greek ones. Even some of the Hebrew manuscripts have been doctored by
the Catholics in the past two centuries. They have their own reasons for thinking to change
times and laws, as we all know. It is well known that they have changed the Ten
Commandments themselves, and those are in the Old Testament. So they have shown
themselves willing to "adjust" where the details are "inconvenient."

I avoid their versions. Be aware, some concordances these days (such as those for the NIV)
base off of a different (non-majority text) manuscript source, so when looking for the "original"



Posted by: Green Cochoa

language, one must be sure to know the manuscript lineage of the concordance.

But really, it's a shame that so many understandings of the Bible are dependent upon the
particular version one uses. The Catholics have succeeded in confusing our Bibles today,
whereas in the past they took the approach of not permitting its translation into the common
languages at all. Different times, different methods. Same agenda. And their position on the
abortion issue is obvious.

Blessings,

Green Cochoa.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 04:59 PM

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk



Green Cochoa said: “Neither the Bible nor EGW condemn abortions;”

Nic responds: The fact that the term “abortion” is not in the Bible does not imply
that it is not condemned in Scripture for the simple reason that said term might
have been invented after the Bible was written. There is a reference in the Old
Testament to premature birth caused by violence, and the penalty is death in the
event the baby dies.

Quote: 22“If men who are fighting hit a pregnant woman and she gives birth
prematurely but there is no serious injury, the offender must be fined whatever the
woman’s husband demands and the court allows. 23But if there is serious injury,
you are to take life for life, 24eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for
foot, 25burn for burn, wound for wound, bruise for bruise.” [Ex. 21]

In addition, there are very clear statements condemning both murder and shedding
the blood of innocent human beings. So my question is: Are unborn babies human
beings or not? If they are, then we need to ask: Are they guilty of any crime. If they
are not, then killing them is condemned in Scripture. It doesn’t take a scholar with
a Ph.D. to figure this out!

Quote from Ex. 20:13: 
New International Version (©1984)
"You shall not murder. 
New Living Translation (©2007)
"You must not murder. 
English Standard Version (©2001)
“You shall not murder. 
New American Standard Bible (©1995)
"You shall not murder. 
GOD'S WORD® Translation (©1995)
"Never murder.

Quote: “Their feet rush into sin; they are swift to shed innocent blood.” [Is. 59:7]

Notice how the same text is rendered by the NLT of the Bible showing that
“murder” and “shedding innocent blood” mean exactly the same.

Quote: New Living Translation (©2007)
“Their feet run to do evil, and they rush to commit murder.”

I conclude from the above that abortion is in fact condemned in Scripture. It was so
interpreted by the Christian church for two thousand years. Then the sexual
revolution took place in the sixties, which resulted in a huge number of unwanted
pregnancies, and liberals pushed for the legalization of abortion with the support of
the Adventist church. This is evidence that sin loves company. The acceptance of
adultery resulted in the acceptance of abortion. They usually go together like twin
sisters.

Nic,

So far, no one here has presented the clarification between "kill" and "murder," in accordance
with the Bible standard. I fully agree with you that murder is unacceptable and a sin in every
case. However, there are many forms of killing which were not "murder."
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Acts of war
David killing Goliath
Samuel killing Agag
Capital punishment
The sabbath-breaker stoned
Other forms of punishment
The Levites killing their neighbors
Killing entire families for one man's sin (cleansing punishment)
Achan stoned, with his whole family
etc.

Were there "innocents" involved in some of these cases? Without a doubt, yes. What, then,
made the difference between an act of "murder" and an act of "killing?"

When we have our answer to this, I think it will shed significant light on the abortion topic.

Just because translations differ in word choice does not mean their meanings are the same.
"Innocent blood" and "murder" may be synonymous in the translators' minds, but yet not the
same to God. Case in point: 

Originally Posted By: The Bible

Take ye heed, watch and pray: for ye know not when the time is. (KJV)
Be on guard! Be alert! You do not know when that time will come. (NIV)

"Alert" and "pray" seem like different concepts to me. I can be alert without praying, and I can
pray without being alert. 

Lest people think that the Bible makes no mention of abortions, the Bible does speak of
them, though not with our modern word "abortion." Before I share those texts, however, it
would be preferable to come to some agreement on these definitions.

Blessings,

Green Cochoa.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 05:15 PM

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

NJK Project said: “Back in the Garden of Eden, God only said once not to eat of
the fruit from the Tree of good and evil. Still He felt fully justified to allow sin to
follow its full course when Adam and Eve disobeyed that singular command. So
really your question here, in its right Theological context sound more like the
question: “Has God really said....” or, more subtlely later ‘If/Since you are the Son
of God then...’ Nothing personal here, but that is just the camp you naturally fall
into when you so ask God to justify, even repeat Himself.”

Nic responds: Excellent point! This reminds me of a young Adventist couple who
were very much in love and the temptation to engage in sex prior to marriage was
very strong. They knelt down and prayed for additional light on the subject. Since
God did not provide additional information for them, they went ahead and had sex.
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The adultery and murder sins of David with Uriah and Bathscheba is the perfect, Biblical
example of those who want God to repeat or justify Himself when they actually intend on
following an already condemned course, all the while ignoring the voice of the Holy Spirit
(John 14:26; 16:8-10).

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 05:16 PM

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

The original Hebrew allows for both translations, so take your pick. I prefer the
“premature birth” option because it agrees with Ex. 20 13 and the condemnation of
those who shed the blood of innocent human beings.

The original Hebrew literally says in Exod 21:22: ‘that which she bears is brought
forth/revealed’. The Hebrew term “yatsa” (Strong’s #03318) speaks of ‘revealing something
that was always present but hidden’. That ‘successful/fruitful manifestation’ meaning is its
consistent and common use throughout the OT. Furthermore the Jewish translators of the
Hebrew Bible, in the Greek LXX straightly rendered this phrase as: “if the child comes out of
her.” If the death of the child was being spoken of here as suggested by the translators for
the KJV, then that would have been easily and unequivocally stated in both the Hebrew and
the LXX, as it indeed easily could be. So a premature birth is indeed the proper
understanding here. (By the way your citing of Exod 20:13 actually supports a pregnancy
death than the claimed contrary.)

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 05:18 PM

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

NJK Project said: “So effectively they will only focus on what they can see a fruit of
during their own lifetime. That unequivocally is a most selfish way to ponder such
Gospel Works.”

Nic responds: I took the time to look at your website, congratulated you for the
impressive work and project, and stated I am willing to pray for you; and you are
taking me on a guilt trip? I don’t get it!

You have one web page and I have to take care of three plus a book I have been
working on for the last decade and need to edit and publish. Plus I have to put food
on the table and little time left since I will be 80 very soon. Do you expect me to
drop these projects of mine and concentrate on your mission?

In actuality you do have a ‘guilt issue’ with me personally because of what I have advised, but
with what Jesus Christ fully expects of us. So in the end you’ll have to answer to him whether
the sacrifice of several lives was less important than whatever works you may be doing or
seeking to do for him. And furthermore, once this project and its related projects is establish,
many projects that people individually have can and will be easily and quickly achieved,
again through the Biblical collaborative approach that is going to be used vs. the current,
‘fend for yourself’ capitalistic norm of the present day, which only results in wasted and
deficiently incomplete/inconclusive efforts. So there really would not be any ‘dropping of
everything’ issue here. Capitalism has conditioned us to basely think, in direct opposition to
what God has stated, that if we do not first think about ourselves we will not prosper. God
instead asks us to put others ahead of us and to love them as ourselves, and when it comes
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to such a vital issue as abortion, it should be our utmost concern. Tangibly supporting this
vital endeavor may require certain sacrifice, but that is the cause of the true follower of Christ.
Only the truly converted and faith-full person will be able to truly follow this narrow path. (And
by the way, I am not for sale on this matter with any “compliments” and you are surely not
doing me any favors here. Sincerely but frankly, Help yourself to see and understand the
Gospel Light of Truth!)

And contrary to what you have baselessly presumed to assume in order to justify yourself, I
do not only have a single website to take care of in relation to this Aborting-Abortion plan and
its support NJK Project. As I mentioned earlier in this discussion I am currently working on 5
interrelated projects, including the NJK Project itself, in order to bring these plans to pass
and, not going into details, that includes 4 books, a College of Biblical Research, a Patented
Electrical Engineering Invention; a complex and classed-Defendants (U.S., Canada, and U.K.
+ others) Federal lawsuit, among other minor, but vitally related works.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 05:19 PM

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

Not quite. The Bible does not always condemn killing the innocent. There were
many people who were innocent that were killed. The difference between "murder"
and "killing" is only partly an issue of guilt or innocence. There is another very
significant part to it, which the careful study of the city of refuge system will bear
out.

Case in point: David's child of rape, as brought out earlier. The baby was not at
fault. God still took its life.

Whatever a “careful study of the city of refuge system will bear out” it will surely not endorse
the murdering of infants for convenience or economical reasons. And even in the case of a
sin such as incest or rape, there is no inherent “life for life” issue.

In the case of God and the child of David and Batscheba, I once again will trust that God in
His perfect wisdom did the just thing here, particularly given that Uriah had been murdered in
all of this. Also that sinfully conceived and illegitimate child would have been the next in line
to the throne of Israel as David’s first born and probably resulting in a rift in the Kingdom if he
was later barred from becoming king. So it was probably for such reasons, which would have
much great GC implication that God say this judgement as the most appropriate. When God
acts, who am I to question it. Seems to me that that subjective second-guessing is what
started this entire GC in the first place. And also, Contrary to the perfect Creator God of
Heaven, the “Mammonic” wealth-god of this world does not provide and wise or justified
circumstance for the murder of any infant.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 05:22 PM

Originally Posted By: His child
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His child said: “Time would be better spent caring for the millions of orphans,
starving families, and social outcasts that have been born, lived in poverty, and left
to a life of crime just to survive rather than compelling people to bring children into
the world that they don't want, won't love and won't care for adequately.”

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

Nic responds: Are you saying that poverty is worse than
dismemberment, poisoning, and death? Ask the poor whether they
would choose to be killed! You are talking to someone who knows what
poverty and deprivation is. 

I grew up in a poor family. I know what it means to go hungry, to live in a
house with dirt floor and no windows, to stay awake all night because it
was raining and there was not a dry place in the house. Would I have
chosen death over a life of poverty? Not a chance! Poverty can be a
temporary situation, while death is permanent and irreversible.

Excellent, most logical, point Nic!

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 05:40 PM

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa



Nic,

You are using Catholic Bible versions in order to prove a Catholic doctrine. That's
taking the easy road! 

But do you really trust the likes of the NIV etc.? When I've discussed Bible versions
with one pastor I know, even he does not try to defend the NIV, saying it was a
poor translation. (He prefers another non-KJV one.)

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk
The original Hebrew allows for both translations, so take your pick. I prefer the
“premature birth” option because it agrees with Ex. 20 13 and the condemnation of
those who shed the blood of innocent human beings.

The "original Hebrew?" Where is that? I don't know of any originals left in the world
today, do you? If we had the exact document written by Moses, perhaps we'd have
a clearer version of things...but the fact is that all of the Bible autographs, including
those of the Old Testament (Hebrew & Syriac) are long gone. The only surviving
documents are all copies of copies...to the Nth generation where "N" is an
unknown number. There are thousands of manuscripts from which we have
compiled our modern Bibles. They are termed mss. for short. Hebrew manuscripts
and Greek ones. Even some of the Hebrew manuscripts have been doctored by
the Catholics in the past two centuries. They have their own reasons for thinking to
change times and laws, as we all know. It is well known that they have changed
the Ten Commandments themselves, and those are in the Old Testament. So they
have shown themselves willing to "adjust" where the details are "inconvenient."

I avoid their versions. Be aware, some concordances these days (such as those for
the NIV) base off of a different (non-majority text) manuscript source, so when
looking for the "original" language, one must be sure to know the manuscript
lineage of the concordance.

But really, it's a shame that so many understandings of the Bible are dependent
upon the particular version one uses. The Catholics have succeeded in confusing
our Bibles today, whereas in the past they took the approach of not permitting its
translation into the common languages at all. Different times, different methods.
Same agenda. And their position on the abortion issue is obvious.

Talk about ‘having an agenda’ here Green Cochoa! If the Catholics were so intentioned and
guilty of doctoring manuscripts to support their teachings, then I am sure they would have
done a “better job” of e.g., editing the 4th commandment to say “first day” and reflect their
current shortening of that commandment, deletion of the 2nd (idols) and splitting up of the
10th as done in their catechism. The fact is that Catholics do not feel a need to make such
edits and changes to the manuscripts because they are fully convinced that whatever they
may say supercedes whatever has been written in the Bible. So there is no need to try to fool
someone into believing that Catholics doctored the manuscripts, or even, exaggeratedly that
there are no “reliable” and not necessarily literally “original” manuscripts available. 

Also do you not take into consideration that the Hebrew Bible was without vowel markings
until the work of the Masoretes put this orally transmitted tradition into writing. The slightest
of shifts in vowel pointings can completely shift the understanding of a Hebrew term/phrase.
Deal with that reality! In the end, we will be held responsible for what we can most concretely
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ascertain in the area of Biblical Research/studies, and today we have thousands of MSS
from which to do such studies. Your KJV Only approach is quite spurious because there
factually is many scholarly manuscript and translational errors in that 1600-translated KJV
version, which factually makes it one of the worst Bible translations available today, (in my
cursory comparative estimation it is between 60-65% overall accurate vs. the NASB which is
90-95%).

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 05:48 PM

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

Nic,

So far, no one here has presented the clarification between "kill" and "murder," in
accordance with the Bible standard. I fully agree with you that murder is
unacceptable and a sin in every case. However, there are many forms of killing
which were not "murder."

Acts of war
David killing Goliath
Samuel killing Agag
Capital punishment
The sabbath-breaker stoned
Other forms of punishment
The Levites killing their neighbors
Killing entire families for one man's sin (cleansing punishment)
Achan stoned, with his whole family
etc.

Were there "innocents" involved in some of these cases? Without a doubt, yes.
What, then, made the difference between an act of "murder" and an act of
"killing?"

When we have our answer to this, I think it will shed significant light on the
abortion topic.

The reason why you are not seeing ultimately that abortion falls clearly under the murder
category is because you are trying to take a prerogative of an all-wise and all knowing God
and trying to compare it with and apply it to, created, fallen and sinful man. When God says
that capital punishment must be executed, and to the extent that He says it should, He knows
fully why this is the best for both the immediate situation and the greater GC implications.
Man does not inherently have this wisdom and knowledge. And even if “innocent” people
died in the judgement of God, there is still not extrapolating application to abortion. For
starters it surely is not ever a “judgement”, even in cases of incest or rape, just merely
convenience and greed.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 05:58 PM

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa
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Posted by: Nic Samojluk

Just because translations differ in word choice does not mean their meanings are
the same. "Innocent blood" and "murder" may be synonymous in the translators'
minds, but yet not the same to God. Case in point: 
Originally Posted By: The Bible
Take ye heed, watch and pray: for ye know not when the time is. (KJV)
Be on guard! Be alert! You do not know when that time will come. (NIV)

"Alert" and "pray" seem like different concepts to me. I can be alert without praying,
and I can pray without being alert.

I have repeatedly come across this spurious ‘arguing from various versions/translations’
approach. It is indeed completely futile as only a true and proper exegetical analysis will
confirm which version/translation is most accurate. However people prefer to ignore this step
because they either can’t do this or do not want to take the time. For me personally, as I do
not see any justified, prima facie case for abortion not being murder, I deliberately do not
invest my time in responding to such spurious objections through more involved exegetical
work. I have more pressing issues, that require such detailed involvement at hand.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/08/11 05:59 PM

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

Lest people think that the Bible makes no mention of abortions, the Bible does
speak of them, though not with our modern word "abortion." Before I share those
texts, however, it would be preferable to come to some agreement on these
definitions.

How about listing the references to this texts so that they can be independently examined.
You imposed prerequisite for “murder” vs. “killing” should really not be ‘so crucial” here,
especially given that you want/need to exclude the notion of “Divine judgement” from this
issue.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/09/11 08:38 AM

Originally Posted By: Green Cochoa

The Bible does not always condemn killing the innocent. There were many people
who were innocent that were killed. The difference between "murder" and "killing"
is only partly an issue of guilt or innocence. There is another very significant part to
it, which the careful study of the city of refuge system will bear out.

Case in point: David's child of rape, as brought out earlier. The baby was not at
fault. God still took its life.

Blessings,

Green Cochoa.

True! The prohibition is for us—not God. God is the author of life and he has the right to take
back what he has granted; he knows the end from the beginning and he is not prone to make
mistakes. We can’t match that! We can’t play God with safety. This is why the Lord has not



Posted by: Nic Samojluk

Posted by: Nic Samojluk

Posted by: Nic Samojluk

Posted by: Nic Samojluk

granted us the right to take the life of innocent human beings.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/09/11 09:04 AM

Green Cochoa said: “You are using Catholic Bible versions in order to prove a Catholic
doctrine. That's taking the easy road!”

Nic responds: I cited five different versions of the Bible. Are they all Catholics? The Hebrew
term is “yatsa” which means to bring out or come out. The baby can come out alive or dead,
which means that both translations are valid ones, and we need to decide which one is more
in harmony with the rest of the Bible. Premature birth, to my judgment, agrees better with
what else Scripture teaches about the moral value of human life.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/09/11 09:20 AM

Green Cochoa said: “So far, no one here has presented the clarification between "kill" and
"murder," in accordance with the Bible standard. … When we have our answer to this, I think
it will shed significant light on the abortion topic.”

Nic responds: We have tried and failed, according to your judgment. This means that it is
your turn to explain the difference between killing and murder. 

My understanding is as follows. God can take life at will because he is omniscient and
sovereign. He is the author of life, and he can take back what he originally granted. Human
beings are allowed to kill under certain circumstances, but never to murder because we are
prone to err. Correct me if I am wrong!

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/09/11 09:26 AM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

The original Hebrew literally says in Exod 21:22: ‘that which she bears is brought
forth/revealed’. The Hebrew term “yatsa” (Strong’s #03318) speaks of ‘revealing
something that was always present but hidden’. That ‘successful/fruitful
manifestation’ meaning is its consistent and common use throughout the OT.
Furthermore the Jewish translators of the Hebrew Bible, in the Greek LXX
straightly rendered this phrase as: “if the child comes out of her.” If the death of the
child was being spoken of here as suggested by the translators for the KJV, then
that would have been easily and unequivocally stated in both the Hebrew and the
LXX, as it indeed easily could be. So a premature birth is indeed the proper
understanding here. (By the way your citing of Exod 20:13 actually supports a
pregnancy death than the claimed contrary.)

Your explanation makes a lot of sense to me!

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/09/11 09:48 AM

NJK Project said: “In actuality you do have a ‘guilt issue’ with me personally because of
what I have advised, but with what Jesus Christ fully expects of us. So in the end you’ll have
to answer to him whether the sacrifice of several lives was less important than whatever
works you may be doing or seeking to do for him.”

Nic responds: We have barely exchanged a couple of postings, and you have already
condemned me for not cooperating with your project. If you use the same approach with
others, I have my serious doubts about your success in getting help from others in your
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Posted by: NJK Project

project. 

NJK Project said: “God instead asks us to put others ahead of us and to love them as
ourselves, and when it comes to such a vital issue as abortion, it should be our utmost
concern. Tangibly supporting this vital endeavor may require certain sacrifice, but that is the
cause of the true follower of Christ. Only the truly converted and faith-full person will be able
to truly follow this narrow path.”

Nic responds: Fine, then why don’t you place my project ahead of yours. I need someone to
review the book I have written which needs some editing. Would you volunteer to read it and
provide me with some advice?

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/09/11 12:03 PM

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

True! The prohibition is for us—not God. God is the author of life and he has the
right to take back what he has granted; he knows the end from the beginning and
he is not prone to make mistakes. We can’t match that! We can’t play God with
safety. This is why the Lord has not granted us the right to take the life of innocent
human beings.

The statement highlighted in bold above, though involving a subject matter for another
discussion as started in this MSDAOL discussion (Link: http://www.maritime-sda-
online.com/forums/ubbthreads.php?ubb=showflat&Number=130106#Post130106), however,
succinctly said here, the Bible rather teaches God “declares” and “plans” the future, even
the end (i.e., Triumphant GC and Second Coming) and then endeavors, through various
instrumentalities, to bring about that planned future. That is what Isa 46:9-11 actually states.
Given the key theological implications of this teaching, it is one of the book manuscripts that I
am currently working on. (See my blog post on this topic (Link:
http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2009/10/book-preview-god-all-mighty.html) for more.)

So in my view, God does not need to know the future in order to make just and wise decision
in the present. By instead knowing all of the present information in regards to a circumstance
as well as “prognosticating” potential future developments He can come to make such an
unmistakable, judicial decision. And think it through, if e.g., God would take the life of
someone today because that person would cause adverse things in the future, then how
could that be a future event if it actually would have never occurred since God had killed that
person in the past present??!

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/09/11 12:05 PM

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

Green Cochoa said: “So far, no one here has presented the clarification between
"kill" and "murder," in accordance with the Bible standard. … When we have our
answer to this, I think it will shed significant light on the abortion topic.”

Nic responds: We have tried and failed, according to your judgment. This means
that it is your turn to explain the difference between killing and murder.

I second Nic’s challenge, which I have also made. It seems quite suspicious to me that
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Green Cochoa evidently wants to show that the Bible teaches that abortion is not murder, yet
he cannot even state one (valid) text in support of this. Talk about eisogesis -reading your
preconceived ideas into the Biblical text, and in the present case, no text has yet to even be
produce. So this is really an independent, “private belief” irrespective of what the Bible says.

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

My understanding is as follows. God can take life at will because he is omniscient
and sovereign. He is the author of life, and he can take back what he originally
granted. Human beings are allowed to kill under certain circumstances, but never
to murder because we are prone to err. Correct me if I am wrong!

Just a slight sequitur “correction” to that line of reasoning. Killing someone out of justice is
never “murder”. Thus God never commits “murder” in His judicious killings. (God cannot
violate His own Law). So His “taking back of life” is always in a just context, even if we cannot
understand this due to our limitations, especially in regards to knowing what is in the mind of
people. Also humans are not allowed to “murder” simply because it is inherently/by definition
always wrong. On the other hand we are allowed to “kill” but, due to our errancy, really only in
a objectively judicious context. (E.g., actual self-defense, formal warfare, under capital
punishment following a full and just trial).

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/09/11 12:08 PM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

NJK Project said: “In actuality you don’t have a ‘guilt issue’ with me personally
because of what I have advised, but with what Jesus Christ fully expects of us. So
in the end you’ll have to answer to him whether the sacrifice of several lives was
less important than whatever works you may be doing or seeking to do for him.”

If it makes any difference, (probably it will not), I have corrected a typo in my above statement
(in bold).

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

Nic responds: We have barely exchanged a couple of postings, and you have
already condemned me for not cooperating with your project. If you use the same
approach with others, I have my serious doubts about your success in getting help
from others in your project.

Again, I am not the one who is condemning you. The Gospel Truth is. I know that it is not
worthwhile for me both temporally and spiritually to be involved with people who manifestly
do not truly understand the claims and mandates in the Gospel of Jesus Christ. That’s the
price of non-compromising Truth. It is also the Isa 6:13 principle at self-wok here. As Jesus
said in Matt 22:14 in summary of His parable (vss. 1-13): ‘Many have been called, but [even
from those who have responded to the call] the choice ones are few’ (cf. COL 315-219 = “the
white robe of righteousness = “the righteous acts of God’s saints (Rev 19:8)).

I indeed do use this criteria with anyone interested in joing this project, and will not lower the
spiritual standard to accommodate “half-baked” (especially SDA) Christians. (cf. 1SM 109-
111) And the continued “shed blood” due to the delay because of ‘not fully converted’ is



Posted by: kland

ultimately, certainly not on me, but on the one who has not truly been “born from above”.
(John 3:3; cf. Isa 63:1-6 = Rev 14:17-20).

In the sample listing of projects that I am working on, you can see for yourself, and I know as
a fact, that God has already provided the means to fully fund this project, (Isa 63:5) with each
of these works capable in themselves to fully do so. Only the actual time that it will take to
accomplish these works is the variable at play, still they could all be fully functional
tomorrow, if those who could help were truly converted instead of literally being Capitalist
Pawns and Slaves.

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

NJK Project said: “God instead asks us to put others ahead of us and to
love them as ourselves, and when it comes to such a vital issue as
abortion, it should be our utmost concern. Tangibly supporting this vital
endeavor may require certain sacrifice, but that is the cause of the true
follower of Christ. Only the truly converted and faith-full person will be
able to truly follow this narrow path.”

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

Nic responds: Fine, then why don’t you place my project ahead of yours.
I need someone to review the book I have written which needs some
editing. Would you volunteer to read it and provide me with some
advice?

First of all, I do not know what your project is about so I’ll have to consider the subject-matter
and see if it is either relevant or ‘worthy of being placed ahead of mine’ in order to make that
decision. God knows that I am currently so deluged with work to not take on another project!
So let me at least first see the subject-matter (i.e., topic and abstract) You can (preferably)
email this info to me from my profile’s contact info.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/09/11 05:11 PM

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

Green Cochoa said: “The Bible does, however, require some killing. So it is
important to know and to understand the distinction between murdering and
killing.”

Nic responds: What the Bible condemns is killing the innocent. Murder is defined
as the killing of innocent human beings. The death penalty is not condemned in
Scripture. Nevertheless, redemption and mercy is superior to the eye for an eye
rule which prevailed in Old Testament times. Notice that to the woman caught in
adultery Jesus said: “Neither do I condemn you. Go and sin no more.”

Is anyone innocent? Are we not all born into sin?

Is it possible to murder someone who is guilty?



Posted by: NJK Project

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

My understanding is as follows. God can take life at will because he is
omniscient and sovereign. He is the author of life, and he can take back
what he originally granted. Human beings are allowed to kill under
certain circumstances, but never to murder because we are prone to err.
Correct me if I am wrong!

Just a slight sequitur “correction” to that line of reasoning. Killing someone out of
justice is never “murder”. Thus God never commits “murder” in His judicious
killings. (God cannot violate His own Law). So His “taking back of life” is always in
a just context, even if we cannot understand this due to our limitations, especially
in regards to knowing what is in the mind of people. Also humans are not allowed
to “murder” simply because it is inherently/by definition always wrong. On the other
hand we are allowed to “kill” but, due to our errancy, really only in a objectively
judicious context. (E.g., actual self-defense, formal warfare, under capital
punishment following a full and just trial).

Does God ask people to kill others? When is warfare "formal"? 

Under what grounds did people accept the concept of the Inquisition?

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/10/11 05:57 AM

Originally Posted By: kland

Is anyone innocent? Are we not all born into sin?

This spiritual/soteriological extent is clearly not the point here. Clearly was is being “quasi-
colloquially” meant here are ‘people who are not guilty of having committed a crime whose
penalty is capital punishment. (E.g, premeditated murder, (life-endangering) treason, etc.) I
think in Jesus’s forgiveness of the woman “isolatedly framed” in adultery (i.e., where then
was the man), Jesus did not necessarily do away with capital punishment for such sins,
however in such non life-for-life matters where many indeed cannot “cast a first stone here”
the capital penalty cannot be righteously inflicted by others. (cf. Gen 9:6) However, this is not
the case for the crime of premeditated murder and that is why, even in our sinful societies
today, this is rightly still the final penalty after much deliberation, especially given the fact that
a life had been intentionally taken away.

Originally Posted By: kland

Is it possible to murder someone who is guilty?

If the guilt here is solely in relation to premeditated murder, then in the truest sense of what is
judiciously involved here, the definite answer in my opinion is “No” as this is an inherent
oxymoron.



Posted by: Nic Samojluk

Originally Posted By: kland

Does God ask people to kill others?

With OT Israel, God repeatedly sen Israel on judgement campaigns against other nations.
Again here, the justice and wisdom of God can be trusted as to why that nation had to be
completely wiped out. Perhaps their paganistic practices had developed some epidemic
diseases such as Aids. Look at the damage done by Aids since it broke out in ca. the 1980's
in our health and medically advanced and informed society. Imagine the widespreading of
such an outbreak back in those days. The whole human race would have been wiped out,
even, many times, “promiscuous” Israel. 

Also , the fact that God sent Israel to militaristically do this justified and expedient task,
instead of doing it himself as with Sodom and Gomorrah, was most probably in order to
serve as an object lesson to Israel itself as well as other nations of what will happen if such
sinful activities are practices. The total life judgement at the flood may have been the result
of, out of hopeful love, God not having quarantine such outbreak of sinful practices in different
communities. So such smaller judgement campaign is in this light much more just than not
doing anything until all must be wiped out, and indeed all part of God “justice and mercy”
covenant with all living creatures on earth, including humans, following the flood. (Gen 9:8-
17).

Originally Posted By: kland

When is warfare "formal"?

By the term “formal warfare” I meant to distinguish “lawful war” from “acts of pure terrorism”
(i.e., targeting and killing the general population in order to force a social/political change).
So openly and formally declaring war on another entity, as codified in e.g., in International
Conventions, and targeting their fighting forces, is part of “formal warfare”. Having said this,
as mentioned in this post (Link: http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2010/11/world-of-morons.html)
(in the “Islamaphobia” section), what the West readily wants to portray as acts of terrorism by
Islamic militants or “extremists” against them is actually a response to the harm and civilian
murder that Western powers have done or facilitated/allowed to be done against their civilian
people, and that fully includes the 9/11 Events. As the saying goes, ‘one person’s “collateral
damage” was another person’s very life!’ But that is all a topic for another discussion.

Originally Posted By: kland

Under what grounds did people accept the concept of the Inquisition?

You are manifestly working from a premise here that the Inquisition was justified. The
Inquisition was done for reasons maintaining a “pure faith”. There is no such justification for
war in the Bible, especially as this would lead to people believing in God out of fear for their
life. God only requires such military actions when it becomes a life threatening issue, either
in public health matters or self-defense. So the Catholic Church had an unbiblical basis for
their Inquisition expeditions.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/10/11 01:06 PM



Originally Posted By: NJK Project

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

True! The prohibition is for us—not God. God is the author of life and he
has the right to take back what he has granted; he knows the end from
the beginning and he is not prone to make mistakes. We can’t match
that! We can’t play God with safety. This is why the Lord has not granted
us the right to take the life of innocent human beings.

The statement highlighted in bold above, though involving a subject matter for
another discussion as started in this MSDAOL discussion (Link:
http://www.maritime-sda-online.com/forums/ubbthreads.php?
ubb=showflat&Number=130106#Post130106), however, succinctly said here, the
Bible rather teaches God “declares” and “plans” the future, even the end (i.e.,
Triumphant GC and Second Coming) and then endeavors, through various
instrumentalities, to bring about that planned future. That is what Isa 46:9-11
actually states. Given the key theological implications of this teaching, it is one of
the book manuscripts that I am currently working on. (See my blog post on this
topic (Link: http://njkproject.blogspot.com/2009/10/book-preview-god-all-
mighty.html) for more.)

So in my view, God does not need to know the future in order to make just and
wise decision in the present. By instead knowing all of the present information in
regards to a circumstance as well as “prognosticating” potential future
developments He can come to make such an unmistakable, judicial decision. And
think it through, if e.g., God would take the life of someone today because that
person would cause adverse things in the future, then how could that be a future
event if it actually would have never occurred since God had killed that person in
the past present??!

What I meant is that God knows the end from the beginning within the strict context of what
we find in Isaiah 46:9-10 where we find the following declaration:

Quote: “Remember the former things, those of long ago; I am God, and there is no other; I
am God, and there is none like me. I make known the end from the beginning, from ancient
times, what is still to come. I say: My purpose will stand, and I will do all that I please. 

I would Take the liberty of paraphrasing said text as follows: “I know the end from the
beginning because I know exactly what I am planning to accomplish.” This represents a far
cry from knowing in advance what color of tie will someone be wearing fifty years from now,
unless the Lord has already decided to intervene in order to assure that such an event will
take place in the future. 

I did read a portion of your description concerning your book dealing with this issue, and I
seem to agree with your view on this particular issue. I have never been comfortable with the
notion that God has an absolute knowledge about the future in its most minuscule details. 

I presume that you must be familiar with a book written on this topic by Dr. Richard Rice
entitled “The Openness of God.”



Posted by: NJK ProjectRe: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/10/11 02:15 PM

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

What I meant is that God knows the end from the beginning within the strict
context of what we find in Isaiah 46:9-10 where we find the following declaration:

Quote: “Remember the former things, those of long ago; I am God, and there is no
other; I am God, and there is none like me. I make known the end from the
beginning, from ancient times, what is still to come. I say: My purpose will stand,
and I will do all that I please. 

I would Take the liberty of paraphrasing said text as follows: “I know the end from
the beginning because I know exactly what I am planning to accomplish.” This
represents a far cry from knowing in advance what color of tie will someone be
wearing fifty years from now, unless the Lord has already decided to intervene in
order to assure that such an event will take place in the future.

Glad to see that you also have the Biblical light on this issue. Your “color of tie” illustration is
right on point. The “Classical”, and non-biblically supported view, but which is merely
assumed, really destorts the character of God on many levels. I would however stress here,
and it may seems to simply be a matter of semantics (but is not), that the notion of “knowing”
is not at all indicated in Isa 46:10, indeed all major, modern (i.e., “New...”) English versions
(namely the NASB, NKJV, NRSV; also KJV) except the NIV rightly translate the Hebrew as
“declaring” and not “make known”. God just “declares in advance” with surety what will take
place in the future because He has, even overriding power, to accomplish what he had
declared.

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

I did read a portion of your description concerning your book dealing with this
issue, and I seem to agree with your view on this particular issue. I have never
been comfortable with the notion that God has an absolute knowledge about the
future in its most minuscule details.

The Biblical teaching is so much more theologically “logical” and congruous, especially in the
SDA-known greater Great Controversy context going on behind the scenes.

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

I presume that you must be familiar with a book written on this topic by Dr. Richard
Rice entitled “The Openness of God.”

I am indeed familiar with Richard Rice book. His view was so summarily mentioned in my
“God and Human Life” class while at Andrews that it then did not even register with me what
he was teaching. After I came to the knowledge of the present “foreplanning” view from solely
studying what the Bible was teaching on this topic, I came across, in 2002, a recently
published book (Divine Foreknowledge Four Views by Boyd; Hunt; Craig and Helm, 2001)
which first made me cognisant of the Openness of God View, where I then saw through
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further research that is was Richard Rice, an SDA who had initially advanced it. However
knowing what I had already found in scripture in the “foreplanning view” I, as stated in my
blog, could not accept the premise of the Openness View which claimed that God was
effectively awaiting the input of humans in order to firmly know the future. So for that reason,
as well as others, my view is not synonymous with the Openness View. That false premise of
the Open View has greatly hampered their otherwise Biblical view and should be adjusted
according to the actual Biblical, Theological View.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/10/11 04:21 PM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project

This spiritual/soteriological extent is clearly not the point here. Clearly was is being
“quasi-colloquially” meant here are ‘people who are not guilty of having committed
a crime whose penalty is capital punishment. (E.g, premeditated murder, (life-
endangering) treason, etc.) I think in Jesus’s forgiveness of the woman “isolatedly
framed” in adultery (i.e., where then was the man), Jesus did not necessarily do
away with capital punishment for such sins, however in such non life-for-life
matters where many indeed cannot “cast a first stone here” the capital penalty
cannot be righteously inflicted by others. (cf. Gen 9:6) However, this is not the case
for the crime of premeditated murder and that is why, even in our sinful societies
today, this is rightly still the final penalty after much deliberation, especially given
the fact that a life had been intentionally taken away.

I didn't realize that the answers to my questions were so involved. Let's go with this for now.

This indicates that crimes whose penalty is capital punishment is depends on the society. In
some countries such as the U.S., it's mostly determined by vote, in other countries, it may be
determined by one or a few individuals. Each country would determine their own set of
crimes punishable by death.

Therefore, the differences between murder and just plain old killing is determined by the
society and there is no absolute definition. Is this what you meant?

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/10/11 07:16 PM

Originally Posted By: kland

I didn't realize that the answers to my questions were so involved. ...

Funny that you should mention that because, no offense intended, especially now that I
perceive that you were being sincere, in answering your questions I was all the while
wondering ‘why this “dumbing down/simplistic” posturing/attitude!??’ That is usually the ploy
of someone who does not want to fully face an issue. Anyway...

Originally Posted By: kland

...Let's go with this for now. This indicates that crimes whose penalty is capital
punishment is depends on the society. In some countries such as the U.S., it's
mostly determined by vote, in other countries, it may be determined by one or a
few individuals. Each country would determine their own set of crimes punishable
by death.
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For our current geopolitical context, that is indeed not only the case, but perfectly acceptable,
because each sovereign country is fully allowed to determine what they will enforce as a
crime and to what extent. So in democracies, which is the vast majority of countries this is
indeed determined, somewhat indirectly (i.e., elected congressmen/parliamentarians) by the
popular opinion. In majority Muslim countries, which is just a handful, this is also popularly
determined, but according to the teachings of the Qur’an, etc. Like I said before, I think that
Jesus Christ heightened the requirement to execute the God-instituted capital punishment for
particularly moral crimes (e.g., swearing at parents, adultery, doing work on Sabbath), by
demonstrating that it required righteous, but not necessarily sinless, people to cast the first
stone. I personally believe that He was not merely writing down in the sand any past sin of
those who were present, but, in an indicative, an age-knowing way, was revealing the
currently indulged in secret sins of those present. I.e., He was not saying, ‘who has never
sinned...’, but ‘who is currently not guilty of the following sins...’.

So since the present discussion is about the Bible and a truly Judeo-Christian religious
culture, then it is the Bible that is to determine what should be considered as a capital crime
or not. Still, in the line with what Jesus thought, since most people are probably guilty of all of
those sins that God said should be punished by death, yet are still alive, then I think that,
even in a religious culture, such sins do not have to be punished by death, but forgiven. If
however they are persisted in, the more formal punishment short of execution, (i.e., fines, jail
time) can be applied. Notwithstanding, as I said before, the murder of someone else is
beyond what the vast majority of people have done in their lives, and moreover a life was lost,
so I fully support capital punishment for cases of premeditated murder.

... 

I think that we are getting off topic here, and that this requirement to distinguish between
killing and murder is just a “red-herring” distraction. The pertinent question/issue here is:
whether or not abortion is murder in non life-for-life situations. If God allowed for the military
and/or judicial killing, (and never “murdering”), of certain people does not suddenly make the
termination of a conceived life for economic or convenient reasons acceptable, and that all
depending on the fickleness and preference of person. So, yet once again, first focus on
showing/proving why abortion is not murder, rather than trying to bury this, obviously
incontrovertible point by, at best, trying to figure out why God had allowed for certain people
to be killed. That is a question that will only be answered when we get to sit around the
throne of God looking through the books, (i.e., during the Millennium Judgement period)
however I am sure that until that deliberately set aside time, the solution is not “let’s just keep
murdering infants for, effectively, ultimately, and quite literally, pleasure.”

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/11/11 08:52 AM

Originally Posted By: NJK Project
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I think that we are getting off topic here, and that this requirement to distinguish
between killing and murder is just a “red-herring” distraction. The pertinent
question/issue here is: whether or not abortion is murder in non life-for-life
situations. If God allowed for the military and/or judicial killing, (and never
“murdering”), of certain people does not suddenly make the termination of a
conceived life for economic or convenient reasons acceptable, and that all
depending on the fickleness and preference of person. So, yet once again, first
focus on showing/proving why abortion is not murder, rather than trying to bury this,
obviously incontrovertible point by, at best, trying to figure out why God had allowed
for certain people to be killed. That is a question that will only be answered when
we get to sit around the throne of God looking through the books, (i.e., during the
Millennium Judgement period) however I am sure that until that deliberately set
aside time, the solution is not “let’s just keep murdering infants for, effectively,
ultimately, and quite literally, pleasure.”

Now mind you, I'm not for killing babies. What I'm objecting to is what you said: 
Quote:

What the Bible condemns is killing the innocent. Murder is defined as the killing of
innocent human beings. The death penalty is not condemned in Scripture. 

You are distinguishing a difference between murdering and killing. I am not. You have said
the difference is based upon popular vote. It is not off topic, but your main premise.
Therefore, the only way you can condemn abortion is by saying it is "murder" in certain
countries, but if the vote changes, it is only "killing". From what you've said, there is no way to
conclude killing babies is absolutely wrong, but only wrong for certain cultures at certain
periods of history.

The reason you are having to go through all these arbitrary distinctions between the two
terms is you are trying to justify that God says it's ok to kill people, but not murder them. I
disagree.

ratsach: a primitive root; properly, to dash in pieces, i.e. kill (a human being), especially to
murder:--put to death, kill, (man-)slay(-er), murder(-er).

To me, "especially" does not mean "only". Why did people accept the concept of the
Inquisition? It's only because they thought God said it's ok to kill people. Then, they made the
distinction between murder and killing, and the killing began. How else would the people go
along with it?

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/11/11 10:00 AM

NJK Project said: “Again, I am not the one who is condemning you. The Gospel Truth is. I
know that it is not worthwhile for me both temporally and spiritually to be involved with people
who manifestly do not truly understand the claims and mandates in the Gospel of Jesus
Christ.”

Nic responds: I can’t believe this. You don’t even know me, but you already know that the
Gospel is condemning me for not volunteering to help you with your project. This attitude of
yours turns me off from even further investigating your project. You assume that your project
is so far superior to the mission of everybody else that others must drop what the Lord has
assigned to them as their mission and become immediately involved with your pet project. I
have never met an individual so infatuated with what he was doing that he would twist the



gospel to the point of believing that whatever everybody else is doing is unimportant when
compared with what you are doing. 

NJK Project said: “I indeed do use this criteria with anyone interested in joining this project,
and will not lower the spiritual standard to accommodate “half-baked” (especially SDA)
Christians.”

Nic responds: Again, you don’t know me, and yet you have already labeled me as a “half
baked SDA Christian.” This is so outrageous, I am at a loss finding the right words to express
my amazement. 

NJK Project said: “…if those who could help were truly converted instead of literally being
Capitalist Pawns and Slaves.”

Nic responds: You either had a bad day, or else you have been temporarily blinded by the
tremendous importance of what you are doing that you feel that anybody who fails to
immediately enlist under your leadership is a “half-baked” Christian. You are forgetting that
our captain is up in heaven and that we must take our orders from him and not from you. 

This reminds me of Jimmy Swaggart. I used to listen now and then to him, and on one
occasion I did send a donation to him. Evidently, after his fall into sin, people stopped
supporting his ministry, and one day I received a letter from him in which he resorted to the
following faulty reasoning to convince me that I was duty bound to continue supporting him
financially: “If you do not support me with your financial contributions, this means that you do
not have a forgiving spirit and you are a “half baked” Christian in need of repentance and
conversion!” 

Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk
Nic responds: Fine, then why don’t you place my project ahead of yours. I need someone to
review the book I have written which needs some editing. Would you volunteer to read it and
provide me with some advice?

NJK Project said: “First of all, I do not know what your project is about so I’ll have to
consider the subject-matter and see if it is either relevant or ‘worthy of being placed ahead of
mine’ in order to make that decision. 

Nic responds: Do you realize that this reasoning of yours applies to me as well? On the
surface, your project seems to be worthwhile; nevertheless, it would be foolish to judge a
book by the look of its covers or its grandiose title. 

NJK Project said: God knows that I am currently so deluged with work to not take on
another project! 

Nic responds: Doesn’t the Lord also know that I am also “currently so deluged with work to
not take on another project!” I have invested a decade into my God given project, and you
expect me to drop it in order to assist you with yours. Don’t you realize that such an act would
be the epitome of irresponsibility? What happened to your Golden Rule? Has it been perhaps
tarnished by self interest and tunnel vision? 

NJK Project said: So let me at least first see the subject-matter (i.e., topic and abstract) You
can (preferably) email this info to me from my profile’s contact info.”

Nic responds: Here is the link to my project which you can examine online. I am currently
editing it, but the editing is done offline:



Posted by: Nic Samojluk

Posted by: Nic Samojluk

Posted by: NJK Project

FROM PRO-LIFE TO PRO-CHOICE: THE DRAMATIC SHIFT OF SEVENTH-DAY
ADVENTISTS ATTITUDE TOWARDS ABORTION http://letsfocusonlife.com/?page_id=717
(Link: http://letsfocusonlife.com/?page_id=717)

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/11/11 10:13 AM

Kland said: “Is anyone innocent? Are we not all born into sin?”

Nic responds: Born into sin is not the same as guilty of an actual crime. An unborn baby
can’t be described as guilty of anything. 

Kland said: Is it possible to murder someone who is guilty?

Nic responds: Would Jesus have been guilty of murder in the event he had thrown the first
stone at the woman caught in adultery? After all, he was the only one who was without sin,
which was the requirement he set for throwing the first stone.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/11/11 10:45 AM

Kland said: “From what you've said, there is no way to conclude killing babies is absolutely
wrong, but only wrong for certain cultures at certain periods of history.”

Nic responds: This is not what the Bible teaches and it is not what the Adventist pioneers
have taught or what the Christian church held for two thousand years. Even pagans
condemned the practice of abortion and Christianity agreed with this view when the
Hippocratic Oath was adopted by the medical community. 

The change of attitude towards abortion took place as a consequence of the sexual revolution
of the sixties which resulted in an enormous number of unwanted pregnancies and the
pressure mounted for the legalization of killing unborn babies. This illustrates the fact that sin
enjoys company. When society did away with the Commandment dealing with adultery, the
rejection of the twin Commandment forbidding murder was the natural result of ignoring
those rules of moral behavior.

Re: Abortion & The SDA Church - 02/11/11 12:49 PM

Originally Posted By: kland

Now mind you, I'm not for killing babies. What I'm objecting to is what you said: 
Originally Posted By: Nic Samojluk

What the Bible condemns is killing the innocent. Murder is defined as
the killing of innocent human beings. The death penalty is not
condemned in Scripture.

Technically speaking, I did not say the above quote. Nic Samojluk did. I nonetheless fully
agree with him here.

Originally Posted By: kland

You are distinguishing a difference between murdering and killing. I am not.


