Denominational Control
Zahakiel: Bro. Luke, will you open with a prayer?

Qinael: Most holy and loving Father, we thank you for thgportunity to gather together before you.
We thank you for this time you have appointedHerdieansing of your people, that we might refjert
more perfectly as individuals and as a whole.

We ask for the blessing of your Spirit on eachgmeas we come together to learn from your Word...
In the name of Yahshua we pray, amen.

Pastor “Chick”: Amen.
Zahakiel: Amen.
Daphna: Amen.

Adriel: Amen.

Giselle: Amen.

Peter: Amen.

Barb: Amen.
Guerline: Amen.
Peterson:Amen.

Zahakiel: Happy New Moon to all. This month, we are goilmghte looking at a topic that | call
“Denominational Control.” For our past few Sabbathdies, we have been doing a lot of heart work.
The past three in particular has had Bro. Lukelifating some meetings that were mostly discussion,
designed to get us to reflect on the question, ‘1Asady for judgment?”

While this is good, and absolutely necessary, d@$e the case that we have a warning to sounthtrs)
and we cannot afford to lose sight of the fact thathave been appointed as guardians and sentihels
the truth in the earth. Of course, one job dodsne@ken the other. | recall early in my expereeas a
CSDA, whenever | had a personal issue of a spirinsure with which | was struggling, my
conversations with pastor would always refocus mehe work of spreading the Gospel. We need to
understand that the refining of our charactersotsonly forour salvation, but also to make us appropriate
witnesses to others. The work of refining the abter is not with a goal of focusing on the seift b
learning how to lose sight of the “self,” and havewallowed up in Christ.

Adriel: Amen.

Zahakiel: | think a lot of the issues that we have seeruinpast few conversations would be cleared up,
or at least begin to be broken apart, if we diegtenergies at the Gospel work.

Now for Sabbath meetings, we tend to focus on demthings, either doctrines taken directly freine
Word, or questions of a very personal nature desida call us to greater heights of personal eeneé8.
On New Moons, however, we have been a bit freaisouss matters a little more in the “family” of
Adventism, examining, for example, the writings Elfen White and other pioneers. This is quite in
order, and toward the goal of seeing where we stargpiritual matters, and how to best serve others



The prophetess of the Advent movement has instlugteto set before ourselves the writings of our
forefathers in the faith so that we do not losevitszlom for which they sacrificed and studied sa&mu

We have already seen, in the mainstream Churchrethdts of neglecting these inspired words. Our
early pioneers had a strong sense of the soon-gojmityment. The current church falls into eithes t
ditch of the sin-repent cycle, or the one of cedtibn on the other side of the road. Our pioneers
understood the importance of prophetic guidance. dthrent church absolutely rejects any who claim t
have a voice of prophecy unless it tells them dxadbat they already believe and accept... renddtieg
messengers entirely useless. Our pioneers hadch olearer sense of the Godhead than the current
Trinitarian understanding, while the modern versiérseventh-day Adventism justifies its alteratidos
these important teachings with the inadequate eafilan of “increasing light.”

Our pioneers also, as | have discovered recendlg,ehmuch more active stance on the “laity’s” liale
Church business. At least... this was true famet Giselle recently showed me some documents tha
she found online, a General Conference bulletimfi®03. It is a rather difficult read, and it tomle a
while to get through it, but one of the issues theye discussing was the possibility of incorpamtin
such a way that the denomination would controttal institutions and would instruct them in howythe
were to operate. The notes | have made on it@reery long, and thus the study as | have outlihésl

not very long; however, there is a rich ground Heresome good discussion, and | hope that we will
indeed experience this today.

Now, one of the things that caught the attentiorbath Giselle and | was that Dr. Kellogg, of whom
Adventists have spoken much recently, was an agi@tcipant in the meeting. As | read through the
details, | found it ironic that Kellogg, whom we rider to have introduced erroneous concepts into
Adventist theology, was actually taking what we Vaosee to be the more correct position on thisenatt

Dr. Kellogg, as most of us here know, wrote a boalledLiving Templeand within it he outlined a view
of the Godhead that struck many of his contempesass being pantheistic, which is to say that, “God
in everything.” In fact, the book was mentionedtlie Bulletin. But this concept introduced, while
subtle, we believe led to the development of thedset within Adventism that allowed for the evehtua
adoption of the Trinity as an official doctrinen fact, in 1904, the very year after this documeas
produced, Ellen White wroteLiving Templecontains the alpha of these [heretical] theoli&mew that
the omega would follow in a little while; and | tnbled for our people.” [Ellen G. Whit&pecial
TestimoniesSeries B No. 2 Page 53, ‘The Foundation of oithFd.904]

In another place she worded it thus (as | haveegLiot my article on Pioneers vs. Triniatarianisti):
the bookLiving Templehere is presented the alpha of deadly herestes.omega will follow, and will
be received by those who are not willing to heedwlarning God has given.Sglected Messages Bogk 1
page 200, paragraph 1]

Zahakiel: So the years during which this document was cdeaéem to have been a pivotal time for
SDA beliefs and practices, and for more than oasae, and that may be significant. But, on thitena
of denominational control, even Kellogg, who was @itharmony with key theological principles thag w
have come to accept as accurate, understood tlgemanf the proposed actions.



In fact, W.C. White (of whom we have also heard)l &r. Kellogg were both arguing that where the
burden of labor is within an institution, thereaaihould be the burden of control. This agreek wiiat
Ellen White wrote; that in terms of the labor oétBospel here on earth, it is not in Yah’s plan tha
single man or group of men should have control aethe branches. This was the very problem with
the papacy — well, one of them; too much tempooalgy over spiritual institutions was invested ireon
individual, and that power was then made subjeabtdse.

We, as CSDAs, also take issue with a denominatisnan artificial entity, “owning” anything. The
individual members of the Body own things — landyufiding, etc., and this is shared with the Church
according to the congregation’s needs. But as ssoa denomination owns something, then those in
charge of the denomination’s activities begin tokiof those institutions as “theirs,” not in thense of
stewardship, but in the sense of control. It syda see how this kind of thinking was later exftesh to

the very name of the faith, leading to the Markrbg Beast in this last generation... and the seeds we
planted all the way back then.

Does everyone see what | mean by that?

Qinael: Yes.

Adriel: Yes.

Peter: Yes.

Pastor “Chick”: Yes.
Barb: Yes.

Qinael: I'm not remembering the year, but hadn't they mpowated much earlier with Ellen White’s
blessing in order to own property in the publishimgrk? Was this a different kind of ownership, or b
not remembering that accurately?

Zahakiel: 1 am not sure about the timeline perfectly, butl. believe that there was an earlier
incorporation for the mere purpose of holding lanthile that, by itself, may not always be a baadhil
think in this case it led to problems. Such thatyds being discussed that there be controllinkestan all
the institutions by the ones at the “head” of thich.

Does that answer your question? And if any othax®fa clearer recollection, feel free to shars ivall.
Qinael: | think so, yes.

Pastor “Chick”. Ellen White had no objection to “holding compariiés., corporations owned by the
denomination to hold denominational property.

But...there were various “self-supporting” minisgiover the years, and the “leading men” wanted ALL
of the work to be owned and controlled by the denation. | am not sure if this was discussed in the
documents you are drawing from?

Zahakiel: Right. And the fact that there was a debate abltstgoing on at all after that setup was
already in place indicates that they were tryinghange something about the way that already worked

In fact, the discussion seemed, from the wordiadhe getting quite heated at times with people ibgck
up to try and clarify, explain, etc. This is onetloé reasons | said it was a difficult read :) Bus clear



that while the holding companies were not the issie concept of “ownership” was sort of coming to
the fore.

One portion of Kellogg's argument was quite intérgg for reasons that will become clear when Irgha
a bit of it below, and | would like for us to disguits implications. Look at this, stated by Kgtio

“Suppose there stands up in a town a church hatesttys, “We are Seventh-day Adventists,”
and here is another church in the same town safWkg,are Seventh-day Adventists;” will you
tell me which one of these shall be recognized? Aow are you going to find out? Suppose it
comes before the courts to decide. They would ‘8&% cannot tell you, because you have no
standard by which to decide.” The court could padsibly decide which of those churches was a
Seventh-day Adventist Church. You have got twditimsons, each one claiming to be the
denomination. How are you going to decide who oihsAll the courts could do would be to
do what Solomon proposed to, - to split the babtwia, don’t you see? It is the only possible
way the court could ever settle such a question.w& should have to sell the whole thing out,
and divide the proceeds. There is no other wasettte the quarrel. There is no creed to use, no
way to tell which is really the true Seventh-dayAdtist Church, and which is not. Both claim
to be it, and the court would have to split th@ghin two and divide it. That is the difficulty.”

He then says, a little later,

“Now you have heard it intimated this morning, amai have talked of it for a number of years,
that persecutions are coming; that the time is ngmthen we are going to be persecuted, when
the property of Seventh-day Adventists is gointpeaconfiscated. Just think, my friends, what a
state of things would exist, - all the institutiomened by a church corporation, - when that time
comes. Every last one of them would go at one pwegverything would be tied to one stake,
held by one organization; everything would be be¢ghon one point; and when one would go,
all would go. It is far better to have every ihgion tied to its own stake; far better for every
institution to stand on its own legs, and recogthias a separate corporation by the statutes of the
state.” [The General Conference Bulletifhirty-Fifth Session, April 8 1903] He then goes on to
explain in some detail the benefits of this arramegast.

Now, what Kellogg was proposing as a good ideautard) against future persecutions, we have had to do
out of necessity in this early time of trouble. thre early days of the CSDA Church, everything was
pretty much under pastor's name. The confereremgnizing this, worded the lawsuit that was filed
against us as “Walter McGill, doing business asGheation Seventh Day Adventist Church.” Because
of this, the courts granted them a great deal tititee in terms of what to confiscate and removkee(l
domain names for websites, materials in the bujldend so on). Ultimately, however, because the
language of the lawsuit was also directed at “dageg’ and even “members,” the fact that other
individuals (such as myself and Bro. Luke) own vitgdssdid not make very much of a difference.

We have had to go the next step and actually lottsee resources in other countries that are not
governed by the same laws in an effort to maintainonline presence.

But looking back over those words from Dr. Kellogdnad a number of thoughts in regard to the way |
started this study, speaking of the changes betwe=ISDA Church of our pioneers and the modern



institution that bears that name. Before | sharetmoyights, | would like you to share your resportses
the above. What do you observe? What are your titswghen you read the description of the Church in
relation to the courts, and the potential confugiba denominational name? | will open the floeréh
for discussion.

Adriel: It almost seems as if Kellogg's thoughts aboutZt&eventh Day Adventist Churches in the town
was taken as one reason why the Church decidegdtatl to get a trademark to protect its good name.

Qinael: That actually was how | took it as well... | hadgo back and re-read it to figure out how he
wasn't coming from that angle. | think the issuaswhat either Kellogg had a poor understanding of
“ownership” when it comes to corporations, or thed were differently structured back then...

But his point seemed to be if you said “Everythiisgowned by the denomination,” what's the
denomination?

So he was saying don't let the denomination owmghiang, lest a competition as to who that is agjse
and the courts “split everything in half.”

Zahakiel: Well, his point was, “If everything is owned byetldenomination, and the denomination is
persecuted, they can confiscate everything at bnce.

Qinael: <nods.> Well, that was his point in the second guptah.

Peter: | think that Kellogg misled the people with thatsiment that the courts could not decide which is
the true church. If one of the church is livingtophe standard that they have to and the couatzeeit
by the example that is set out by that church, thertrue church would be recognized by its fruits.

Zahakiel: How would the courts evaluate that standard aadngie?

Peter: Based on the foundation that the church was huplch and the principles that is outlined in the
scripture as to how his people should live and dethl business.

Pastor “Chick”. Two things...

1) State corporations were advocated by Kellogg. s Itvhen you have a “federal corporation”
(owned by the denomination) that takes over thte starporations that a serious problem can
exist that K. objected to (correct me where | arang).

2) In the USA, in the past, courts heard argumentedas “deviation from original doctrine.”
That was one of my “affirmative defenses.” BUTattlone was defeated in modern times by the
“separation of church and state” concept. So, ast]etoday, the courts could NOT decide
between those two churches proposed by Kellogg.

Zahakiel: | think you are correct in No. 1, and No. 2, thais where Peter was coming from, | believe, in
terms of the courts being able to decide. Buténsethat Kellogg was saying the courts could nud, la
don’t think he was ignorant of those laws. So ppshthe “deviation from doctrine” concept was one
introduced later, but then overturned?



The problem with the SDA Church is... in examindeyiation from original doctrine, you must have a
“creed” that the court can use as a basis of etialua

Pastor “Chick”. The problem in K’s day... was that the SDA Chuneldl no “creed,” so there would be
no way to PROVE any kind of deviation from doctrem@ong SDAs. NOW, in our day, we could quote
the SDA Church itself to PROVE deviation from origi doctrine (sorry for the duplication).

Zahakiel: Well, | think the issue of a creed having devetbpetween then and now is worth some
repetition.

Are there any other comments or questions abotistaement?

Guerline: | had one: | think the confusion created todayhwite denominational name is that instead of
the state persecuting them, it rather protects thigmthe TM.

Zahakiel: Well, yes... Guerline. That is another big change
For me, | had four thoughts.

First, it is unfortunate that this argument eved k@ be advanced. It is unfortunate that back9a31
there were already moves being made to bring tlséitutions of Seventh-day Adventism under
denominational control, such that an individual whished to have an Adventist ministry would require
the “permission” of the General Conference. Nowadgou cannot even have up a website that claims
to be Seventh-day Adventist, that uses the officigb, that makes mention of organizational palairs)
without being concerned about legal threats andlges. This is not, of course, something we wdgd
interested in doing at all, but we have probablysalen cases where individuals who are actually
members of the mainstream Church cannot use tlvair Ghurch’'s materials and identifying signs
without special permission. The control, at thignp, is absolute — and that is a far cry from @teurch

as described by Kellogg in that outtake.

| am reminded that in 1905 (I believe) Ellen WHiterself spoke out against the “kingly power” being
exercised by the Conference, and it was precisebalise proposals such as those that were being
discussed in this bulletin were passed, and thengthened gradually after their passing.

Second, there is a big difference between whatoiggllexpected would happen if the issue of the name
“Seventh-day Adventist” went to court and what bhatually transpired, as Guerline pointed out. You
see, the Church knew that the courts would notlbe @ determine who a true Seventh-day Adventist
was, but instead of trusting in the Father to nesohatters of this nature, it decided to MAKE aechein
direct contrast to the wisdom of the pioneers. sTiki something pastor and | both noted. But then,
through its denominational control, it ensured thatich a court case were ever to arise, the catiom
would be a recognized legal entity, able to defiself against attacks. And here is where thethafar
the Dragon really showed forth: They moved fromedst to aggression; in order to ensure that thase w
no confusion at all between groups, the denominatiok it upon itself to try and destroy all thasko
would make the claims that Kellogg describes inexiample.

He says clearly, “The courts would have no wayeoide,” and even that the church would accept the
“splitting” of the difference, like Solomon’s judgmt of the baby, and sell things off to deal wittcls a



calamity. If the SDA Church had remained in thites with regard to legal procedures, it would meve
have considered bringing lawsuits against others gel themselves “Seventh-day Adventist,” or argion
else. They were expecting to be persecuted for batiefs. But as the parable says, “Blessedid t
servant, whom his lord when he cometh shall firdbdkring faithfully]. Verily | say unto you, That he
shall make him ruler over all his goods. But andhiét evil servant shall say in his heart, ‘My lord
delayeth his coming,’ and shall begin to smitefallowservants, and to eat and drink with the demk
The lord of that servant shall come in a day wherdoketh not for him, and in an hour that he is no
aware of, And shall cut him asunder, and appoimh][this portion with the hypocrites: there shall be
weeping and gnashing of teeth.” (Mat 24:46-51)

There are many parables that we have used to bedbe state of the modern, mainstream SDA Church.
Some we have drawn directly from Scripture, ancistiwe have been inspired to compose ourselves.
Yet | can't think of any that describe its fall inapostasy so perfectly as this one. The men wepo
went from a prayerful stance of expecting perseautto smiting their fellow-servants and to eat and
drink with those drunken on Babylonian wine. Kgtjosaid, to paraphrase, “Let us not have the
denomination ‘own’ anything, so that when the peusen comes, these institutions will not all bkeia

at one swoop, but will be independent entities ttat all function toward the common good of the
Gospel.”

The modern Conference says, “Let us have the deradimin own everything, and we will protect our
institution from harm by persecuting others who aggpthat idea and would make competing claims on
ownership. By maintaining our precedent of tradénpmotection, we can control the functioning df al
the entities under our authority toward a commoal.go

Guerline: That reminds me of the saying: You cannot get lsoteet and bitter water out of the same
cistern.

Zahakiel: In terms of the change of spirit?
Guerline: Yes.
Zahakiel: Right.

My third thought was this: this concept of “owndpshis a tricky one, and someone briefly commented
on that above. Even among those who opposed ¢laedfidenominational control, | was expecting more
of an emphasis on Yahweh as the true owner andlic@or of Seventh-day Adventist institutions. The
guestion seemed to come down to a choice betweennihown the institutions that went by that name:
the people who labored in those institutions, @r general conference. | think that a Creation Stbve
Day Adventist could reasonably oppose the wordaidegast) of both those options, and instead m®po
that Yahweh be recognized as the owner of all tiséitutions, with certain individuals (perhaps some
centralized, but definitely many independent) hg\stewardship over them.

Some may say, “But that won't stand up in courtlit Bf you look at the way some of the court’s
guestions were answered... For example, it is cordein the court that the CSDA Church chose itaéa
because of “divine inspiration,” or some very saniwording to that. How did they come to this
conclusion? It is because we told them so. Itpar of the court records because we answeredstipne
and forced them to recognize the presence of Yalimvehr decision-making process.



That, all on its own, is a blessing.

Now a word here — independent ownership is notsame thing as embarking on an independent
ministry. We advocate cooperation in every brantthe work, and a very close-knit decision making
process where all the members have a vote on gveppsed change in direction. But at the same, time
we recognize the importance of a distributed owmipref property and other resources.

Even in the Book of Acts, where the apostles ardottlievers had “all things common,” the donatitins
the common cause were, and could only be, willinthe property was the members’ own, and the
decision of what to do with it was left up to thentrol only of the Holy Spirit, which we understand
(because wenaintain a proper view of the Godhead) to be “control” omya very loose sense that
involves individual cooperation and an exerciséed will.

The Creation Seventh Day Adventist Church is “migich, not because | own it, but because | belong
to it. 1 think all of us here, even those who otlie church building and its surrounding propertere
those who have their name on the official documehtaur various ministries, would say the same.

Pastor “Chick”. Amen.
Zahakiel: We say often, and sincerely, “This is Yah’s Chuich

My fourth thought is that the actions of the Coafare in the early 1900s, and Ellen White’s comments
about them, remind me very much of a passage | hea in the Bible, and | will quote it here. gt i
long, so | will post it all, and you can tell me @vhyou are finished.

“Then all the elders of Israel gathered themsetegether, and came to Samuel unto Ramah, and said
unto him, ‘Behold, thou art old, and thy sons wadk in thy ways: now make us a king to judge ue lik
all the nations.” But the thing displeased Samuglen they said, ‘Give us a king to judge us.” And
Samuel prayed unto Yahweh.

“And Yahweh said unto Samuel, ‘Hearken unto theeaf the people in all that they say unto thee; fo

they have not rejected thee, but they have rejeudhat | should not reign over them. Accordiogi

the works which they have done since the day thmbuight them up out of Egypt even unto this day,
wherewith they have forsaken me, and served othds,gso do they also unto thee. Now therefore
hearken unto their voice; howbeit yet protest solgrmnto them, and shew them the manner of the king
that shall reign over them.’

“And Samuel told all the words of Yah unto the pedgat asked of him a king. And he said, ‘“Thisl wil
be the manner of the king that shall reign over. yé& will take your sons, and appoint them for reitf)s
for his chariots, and to be his horsemen; and ssimé run before his chariots. And he will appdiinn
captains over thousands, and captains over fiftiad; will set them to ear his ground, and to reigp h
harvest, and to make his instruments of war, astiiments of his chariots. And he will take your
daughters to be confectionaries, and to be cookkiabe bakers. And he will take your fields, godr
vineyards, and your oliveyards, even the besteafthand give them to his servants.

“And he will take the tenth of your seed, and afuy vineyards, and give to his officers, and to his
servants. And he will take your menservants, and yeaidservants, and your goodliest young men, and



your asses, and put them to his work. He will tddetenth of your sheep: and ye shall be his sé&van
And ye shall cry out in that day because of yomgkivhich ye shall have chosen you; and Yahweh will
not hear you in that day.’

“Nevertheless the people refused to obey the voiceamuel; and they said, ‘Nay; but we will have a
king over us, that we also may be like all thearaj and that our king may judge us, and go oudrbef
us, and fight our battles.” (1Sam 8:4-20)

Qinael: Finished.
Peterson:Done.

Pastor “Chick”: Finished.
Barb: Finished.

Peter: Finished.

Daphna: Finished.

Adriel: Done.

Guerline: Finished.

Zahakiel: Now, this reminds me very much of the earlier peralmuoted, where the evil servant begins
to not only smite his fellow servants, but alsd'¢at and drink” with the drunken, with other spigt
nations. The chosen people of Israel wanted a &irg them to be in charge, to make the decisions f
them. As | said in the very beginning of todayisdy, the early Church seemed to have a strongesese
of everyone being involved in the activities of tBaurch, and not just parishioners who came to the
meetings once or twice a week and then went batheio “real lives” for the other six days.

| also found it interesting that the prophet saidhiem that the king would “take a tenth” of thieicrease
and give it to his officers. When you consider vehthe General Conference gets its money to pay its
“officers of the court,” the parallels should be@muite striking. They have admitted that the nyone
used in the pursuit of these ungodly, these worlgbals, comes from the “tenth” that is taken fribsn
members.

Adriel: Wow.

Zahakiel: The people eventually allowed the conference to the denomination. They wanted a “king”
over them, and in so doing they rejected not dmbygrophet (in this case Ellen White who disdaittex
concept of centralized “kingly” power for the cordgace) but also as Yah said to Samuel, “they hate n
rejected thee, but they have rejected me, thaduldmot reign over them.”

It has ever been the desire to be like the wordd kias gotten the faithful in trouble. From Dingie
unfortunate sister of the Twelve sons of Jacobsitael who wished to be like other nations and have
king, to the fallen apostolic Church who investdidtzeir power into the bishop of Rome, to the dall
Adventist Church who let themselves be “owned” lgit denominational leaders... in every case, great
was the fall of that people.

What has been lacking is a clear hope of Heaveleep trust in the Almighty to “reign over them” fwit
infinite wisdom and power. What has been lackig iack of weight put on the warnings of those who
have come forth with words of inspiration. Andaasesult of this, of giving up denominational cohtr
the members of the mainstream Church have falkentivo great, but related, evils.



First, they have lost their voice. By acknowledpihe General Conference as the “head” of the SDA
Church in exactly the same way that the papal efficthe “head” of the Roman Catholic Church, they
have little authority to make any changes if the&dhbegins to lead them in a way that they doiket |
Most individuals who we speak to in the mainstre@nurch, yesmostof them, actually do not like the
fact that the Conference has resorted to bringimglits against little groups in an effort to maintits
control. Most say they would rather they had tefo God. Only the most deluded, only the most ev
(although they may be otherwise morally pleasdray tare spiritually wicked) have actually taken the
mark in their forehead and said, “The Church hagh to defend itself.” But who has given the dfu
such a “Right?” Surely not Christ, her Husband wdild-be Protector. But we know that those who
take the mark in their hand suffer the same fatih@se who take it in the head, and by submittinthe
will of a king, those who remain under that kinglghority will follow him into perdition.

The second evil is that, even if they had a vaicest of the members of the mainstream Church raste |
the will to use it. By becoming “used to” the Cerdnce making the decisions, coordinating the work,
determining who is or is not to have a ministrygytthave become “sheep” in the most negative sense.
They will follow blindly to the degree that we cahow them inspired writing condemning the exact
actions taken by the Conference, words that thdly agree are inspired by God, and they will do
everything in their mental power to avoid seeing tibvious implications — that they are following th
wrong shepherd. They have started to follow, dmy twill continue to follow, because regardless of
what we can show them, regardless of how clea; thiey have accepted the idea that “the shipguwill
through,” and therefore no independent reasoniagaansonal convictions, no common sense, will cause
them to veer away from this death-march.

We... we as those guardians of the truth, we have MW&pray for. Let us continue our heart-work,
certainly. Let us use the sacred hours that Yahdieen to us each week to refine our characters, t
cleanse away the filthiness of the flesh and spltét us bear one another’s burdens, rejoicingravioae
rejoices, and weeping all when one weeps. Weharéaimily of Yah, and agape is our spiritual lifedui.
But at the same time, let us not neglect the reasphave been called to this walk of sanctificagtiamd
this royal family of Yah.

We are called to be “kings and priests,” and bdtthese things involve other people. Godly Kingign

over others, exercising authority in such a waytasead them closer to salvation. Faithful Priests
intercede for sinners, and represent the grackeofAtmighty toward them so that, hopefully, thedalts

will ultimately be won. We have seen, becausenthinstream Adventist Church has accepted the great
deception of Denominational Authority, they havstltheir voice, and the will to use their voicé¥hat

can save them now? What can possibly turn them fheir course? What can wrench them away from
the Mark of The Beast?

For many of them... nothing can. They have becomessa to following that it no longer matters who
the leader is; and they simply choose the famillae,convenient, rather than the appointed. Buidebe
fervent in prayer that our efforts to reach outhtem will find a few more souls before probationsgs
forever on this groaning earth. Let us seek tsewith new efforts, for we of all the generatiars the
most responsible for bearing the light of the Gbapéhe darkness. May the Spirit guide our steps
these closing minutes of earth’s history.

Are there any final comments or questions beforelase?



Zahakiel: Ok, pastor, will you offer the closing?
Pastor “Chick”: Let us pray...
Dear Father in Heaven,

Thank you for Your Holy management of Your work.Héte missed certain souls whom we love and
desire to have with us here in our meetings. Plelsgv near to them and inspire them toward your
people. Thank you for showing us from history howgs have come full circle and that nothing is new
upon the earth.

Bless us with soul prosperity as we continue sgekia cleansing and sanctification required to geer
Face in glory.

In YAHSHUA's holy name, AMEN!

Zahakiel: Amen.
Qinael: Amen.
Barb: AMEN.
Peterson:Amen.
Peter: Amen.
Guerline: Amen.
Adriel: Amen
Daphna: Amen.



