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THE GROWTH OF THE CHURCH

Change is an ever-present part of secular history, and it is equally

a part of the history of God’s church. As in the biological world, growth
is essential to the experience of each Christian — and to the life of the
corporate church as well. The alternative is stagnation, rigidity, and,
finally, meaninglessness. With its world mission, our church has been a
growing church, and it must continue to be so if it is to carry its message
of the Good News effectually. As times and needs change, so must the
church’s ability to meet these needs, both in its preaching and in its
administration.

The discussion of church structure in this issue is important because
it indicates that both church administrators and responsible lay members
are involved and concerned with this process of growth and change.

The possibilities and needs for structural and administrative change
suggested in this symposium apply not only to North America but to
Africa, Europe, and the Near East — where change has already begun.
There are active discussions taking place in Europe for further consoli-
dations on both the division and conference levels. It is to be hoped that
adequate representation and voting privileges by the various national
church groups will result in the kind of change that is likely to be
synonymous with growth.

Another important feature of this symposium on church structure is
the emphasis on progressive involvement of lay members in all church
activities, including administrative and decision-making responsibilities.
To go one large step further, participation of lay members in the election
of all church officials — to and including the president of the General
Conference — must be part of the structure of the church in which all its
members have the privilege and responsibility to influence the growth and
effectiveness of their church in its total witness about God. There is urgent
need that a workable plan to realize this objective be formulated as soon
as possible. A practically untapped reservoir of dedicated lay church
members — with a wide variety of education, training, and experience —
is available to provide immeasurably greater service to their church.

Herold Weiss has contributed an article with the provocative title
“Are Adventists Protestants >’ Here he touches a sensitive spot in Ad-
ventist theology — or, rather, in theological discussions, since formally
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published statements on Adventist doctrines usually make no claim for the
basis of our beliefs other than the Scriptures. Oral statements and written
statements, however, are sometimes at variance in their relation to this
Protestant principle of Scripture only. *The Source of Final Appeal,” an
article by Roderick S. Owen (an Adventist educator from 1883 to 1927),
reprinted in the Review and Herald of June 3, 1971, makes this point:

““This illustrates the fact that most denominations, at least, have no
satisfactory court of final appeal, that while the Bible is infallible and is
the basis of all Christian faith, it needs to be infallibly interpreted to
avoid confusion and division. . .. When we come to the place where we
place no trust in man nor in the wisdom of men, but unquestionably
accept of and act upon what God says through this gift, then will the spirit
of prophecy, as set before us in the Bible and as witnessed in the present
manifestations of this gift, be confirmed among us and become, in fact,
the counselor, guide, and final court of appeal among God’s people.”

The gist of the article by Owen is that because Scripture can be so
easily misinterpreted its inspired messages become essentially unavailable
to the Bible student; therefore we need an infallible interpreter, and then
we are safe from error. Other churches in the past have looked for such
an infallible authority to supersede that of Scripture, for there is comfort
and safety in such a position, since we are no longer required to search,
pray, and agonize in the quest for greater truth. Real pleading with the
Holy Spirit for an understanding of the biblical message is no longer
needed, since we have already an infallible interpretation.

An uncomfortable thought comes up, however: In case I do not quite
understand the infallible interpretation, do I now expect a second in-
fallible interpretation to save me from further searching? Is it not the divine
purpose that we search diligently, with the promise that we shall indeed
find (Matthew 7:7) ? This was the continual emphasis of Ellen White, as
illustrated by the following: ““When no new questions are started by
investigation of the Scriptures, when no difference of opinion arises which
will set men to searching the Bible for themselves, to make sure that they
have the truth, there will be many now, as in ancient times, who will hold
to tradition, and worship they know not what” (Gospel Workers, p. 298).

MOLLEURUS COUPERUS
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The Gardener

BEN JACQUES

The gardener comes

with a new red hose.

He sets up the sprinklers

under the magnolia tree,

waters the zinnias, the roses, the iris ;
smooths the gravel in the path.

Perhaps he didn’t actually see it happen,

I mean the opening of the stone.

But then few have actually seen a seed open.
Perhaps, at the time, he was touching the broken
stem of a rose.
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Ellen G. White the Person

ARTHUR L. WHITE

EDITOR’S NOTE: Ellen G. White emerges as a person in this article par-
tially from the memory of acquaintances, but primarily from documentary
sources, those of her own composing and those of her contemporaries. The
memory of the author, a grandson, figures lightly, for he was but a child at
her death in 1915. Arthur L. White, however, was closely associated with his
father, William C. White, who, after the death of James S. White in 1881,
traveled with his mother and assisted her in the publication of her writings.

Ellen G. White the person steps right out of a “"Biographical Information
Blank” furnished to the General Conference in 1909. We see her — five
feet two inches tall, weighing 140 pounds, with complexion rather dark,
and with eyes gray and hair gray. Those who knew her earlier would tell us
that her hair then was brown and her weight somewhat less than in 1909.

She was married to James S. White on August 30, 1846. He died thirty-
five years later. Under children, four, all boys, were listed: Henry Nichols
White, “deceased” (he died of pneumonia at the age of sixteen); James
Edson White, William Clarence White, and John Herbert White (he lived
only three months), also “deceased.”

The entry under the item “summary of labor™ reads: “From 1845-1852,
New England and New York; 1853-1872, east of Mississippi; 1873-1885,
California and Northern and Eastern States; 1885-1887, Europe; 1888-
1891, California, Michigan, and elsewhere; 1892-1900, Australia and New
Zealand; 1901-1909, California, and Southern, Middle, and Eastern States.”

She was a Methodist “before accepting present truth.” The answer to
the question By what means particularly were you brought into the truth ?”
is: "Study of the Bible, listening to gospel preachers, and by revelation.”

She was born November 26, 1827, in Gorham, Maine, and ‘‘attended
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public school in Portland, Maine, until nine years old; spent short times in
private school when twelve years old.”

The question, “When, where, and in what capacity did you begin labor-
ing in the cause?” is answered, “In Maine, 1842, laboring for young
friends; 1844-1845 began public labors, relating visions, etc.”

A simple “X" is the only mark in the two lines allotted for information
“If ordained, state when, where, and by whom.” Down through the years,
in yearbooks and General Conference bulletins, her name appears with the
"Ordained Ministers.” On her periodically issued ministerial credentials
the word ordained was at times neatly crossed out, at other times standing.
Her brethren were faced with a dilemma. Since she was uniquely and un-
questionably ordained by God as he had laid his hand upon her, it would be
anticlimactic were men to set her apart to the ministry by “the laying on of
hands.” At no time did she perform those functions reserved to the or-
dained minister.

But the two-page biographical blank could hardly reveal the whole story.

I

What kind of person was this little woman who had three years in school,
at the age of seventeen was called to the prophetic office, married, reared a
family, wrote and published books, traveled as a speaker and church leader
the world over, and died at the age of eighty-seven?

In partial answer we could employ a number of adjectives: cordial, out-
going, resourceful, persevering, sympathetic, economical, discerning, open,
trustful, dedicated. We would expect to see reflected in the life of a prophet
those qualities, virtues, and characteristics which she extolled and urged
the dedicated, joyous Christian to emulate.

In 1909 she was eighty-one years of age and had lived at Elmshaven in
northern California for nine years. It was her own house, and she loved it.
She believed in home ownership. She and her husband had owned first a
little cottage in Battle Creek in which they initially invested $500; but with
additions and accrual in value in early Civil War days, they had seen its
market value rise until they could sell it and acquire something a little bet-
ter and a little more convenient to the publishing house. While never spec-
ulating in real estate, yet alert to opportunities as they came, the Whites
had owned several properties through the years. Financial gains they had
enjoyed had placed in their hands means that could be used in building up
the cause of God.

The Elmshaven home in 1909 was surrounded by a vineyard, a garden,
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and two orchards — one a family orchard and the other a 2,000-tree com-
mercial prune orchard. Nearby there was a stable and barn for the horses
and cows. Ellen White took an active interest in all of the features of the
farm and garden. The flower beds close to the house she especially de-
lighted in. And so it had been at her Sunnyside home in Australia, and be-
fore that her Healdsburg home in California (near the college), and the
Battle Creek homes. Well into her sixties, she was often an active partici-
pant in the agricultural activities — planting, nurturing, and harvesting the
crops that supplemented the food supplies for an ever-large family that
included some of her helpers.

Ellen White had a good working knowledge of soils and gardening. As
she looked over a piece of land, in her mind she would assign appropriate
crops to the different areas. She was conscious of the proper timing of agri-
cultural procedures. She had a good working knowledge of animal hus-
bandry. She could select a good cow or horse. She knew how to feed and
treat such animals with affection to gain their fullest cooperation, whether
she was milking the cow or driving the team. She abhorred any practice
that brought pain or discomfort to animals, and she had firm words of dis-
approval for anyone who misused a horse or abused a cow.

The home was ever open to visitors, and it was seldom that the Whites
did not have guests. As they traveled, they stayed in the homes of the be-
lievers; and when these believers came to the centers where the Whites
were located, it was but natural that they should stay with them. To run a
“free hotel”” was a strain on the family, from the standpoint of finances and
from that of surrendering the privacy and relaxation a home usually pro-
vides, but guests were always welcome, and as a hostess Ellen White was
alert to their needs and comforts. James and Ellen were careful, however,
to reserve a little wooded place of seclusion to which they could escape for
prayer.

Of course under these circumstances, and with her traveling and writing,
Ellen White had to have some domestic help. They had no daughters on
whom to rely, and so this help usually came from young women who were
drawn in as part of the family. But not until her family members were
grown and gone did she surrender the close supervision of the day-to-day
activities of the home.

II

Making believe that we are guests of the Whites in Battle Creek, let us
observe closely what is going on. Joining the family at the noon meal, we
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10

find the food simple and appetizing, but carrying out well the principles
set before Ellen White in the visions. Here is a statement in which she de-
scribes the circumstances:

I have a well-set table on all occasions. I make no change for visitors, whether be-
lievers or unbelievers. I intend never to be surprised by an unreadiness to entertain at
my table from one to half a dozen extra who may chance to come in. I have enough
simple, healthful food ready to satisfy hunger and nourish the system. . . . No butter
or flesh meats of any kind come on my table. Cake is seldom found there. I generally
have an ample supply of fruits, good bread, and vegetables. Our table is always well
patronized, and all who partake of the food do well, and improve upon it. All sit
down with no epicurean appetite, and eat with a relish the bounties supplied by our
Creator.?

It had not been easy for her to change her own dietetic habits to this
simpler way of living, as she had determined to do a few years earlier when
the health reform vision was given to her in 1863. She had enjoyed meat,
and she badly missed it; but she had been shown the disadvantage of its use,
and she would put into practice in her own life the light God had given to
her. When she came to the table, she was unable to relish the simple, meat-
less meal and excused herself without eating. After the second or third such
attempt, she put her hands on her stomach and, addressing it, declared,
““You may wait until you can eat bread!”’

While there were times in travel that this program could not be wholly
adhered to, Ellen White found that through the last two decades of her life
there was no need to compromise, and in 1909 she wrote: “It is reported by
some that I have not followed the principles of health reform as I have ad-
vocated them with my pen; but I can say that I have been a faithful health
reformer. Those who have been members of my family know that this is
true.”’®

So different from many who are inclined to be fanatical on the subject of
food, she was careful to recognize that not all would enjoy and thrive on
the same articles of diet. Within the broad outline of healthful nutrition,
she found her way and she granted others the same privilege. She explained
this in 1904: “Other members of my family do not eat the same things that
I do. I do not hold myself up as a criterion for them. I leave each one to
follow his own ideas as to what is best for him. I bind no one else’s con-
science by my own. One person cannot be a criterion for another in the mat-
ter of eating. It is impossible to make one rule for all to follow.” Expand-
ing the matter a little more, she added two specific examples: “Butter is
never placed on my table, but if the members of my family choose to use a
little butter away from the table, they are at liberty to do so. Our table is
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set twice a day, but if there are those who desire something to eat in the
evening, there is no rule that forbids them from getting it.”"*

She might have eaten some butter when traveling, but refrained, saying,
as reported by a neighbor and close acquaintance, “If I eat a little butter,
some people will take it as an excuse to eat a lot of butter.” The absence of
butter from her table did not mean that she either called for or followed a
fat free diet. She explained: “As for myself, I have settled the butter ques-
tion. I do not use it. This question should easily be settled in every place
where the purest article cannot be obtained. We have good milch cows, a
Jersey and a Holstein. We use cream, and all are satisfied with this.”®

In the course of a visit, Ellen White might pick up some knitting or
sewing. She grew up in the setting of the textile industry, her father being
a hatmaker. On close observation one would see that the materials with
which she worked and from which her garments were made were of good
quality. She knew how to select good fabrics, and there was no place in her
experience for anything shoddy, whether dress goods, suit materials, build-
ing materials, or character.

Life was not strained in the White home. There was no place for a long-
faced, smileless religion. Instead, religion was a very practical element that
entered into every activity, and it was a joyous religion in a joyous home.

Ellen White would join in a hearty laugh at an amusing or awkward situ-
ation or a nice turn of words. She was anything but moody or morose. With
her inspired insight, and in her own personal struggles, there was sufficient
to sadden her heart, but she determined to be cheerful, and this was ob-
served in her smiles. Once she wrote: “"Do you ever see me gloomy, des-
ponding, complaining? I have a faith which forbids this. . . . It is the want
of genuine religion that produces gloom, despondency, and sadness. ... A
hearty, willing service to Jesus produces a sunny religion. Those who fol-
low Christ most closely have not been gloomy.”"®

In Sweden in the mid-1880s a friend translated for her an amusing little
jingle printed on the back of the boxes of a popular brand of matches.
Hearing it, she burst into a hearty laugh, and on several occasions she
called for a repeated translation, each time by her laugh showing her re-
action. Youthful Dores Robinson, who had been employed as one of her
copyists, was shocked at his first meal at the White table at her Cooranbong
home. Sara McEnterfer, Ellen White's traveling companion and nurse, of-
fered her the greens, saying, "Mother, here is your horse feed.” Glancing
over the food on the table, she quickly retorted, “I don’t know that my
horse feed is any worse than your cowpeas!”
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Although inclined to feelings of depression, she steadfastly resisted.
“I can sympathize with you in your feelings of doubt and perplexity,” she
wrote to an acquaintance in 1912, “for there are times when Satan seeks to
bring to me the same trouble of mind, and I have to guard myself, that the
tempter may not gain the advantage.”” Earlier she declared, "I am deter-
mined to bring all the sunshine into my life that I possibly can.”*

If our visit to the home were in the early Battle Creek days, we would
find quite well-disciplined boys. As a mother, Ellen White endeavored to
avoid crises and sought constantly to lead the minds of her children in such
a way as to strengthen character and develop willpower. Suitable, simple
rewards encouraged obedience and good behavior. The inducements out-
side the home were often offset by innocent pleasures in the home. Seldom
was corporal punishment administered, and then only after a quiet talk
and earnest prayer.

Of course problems arose. The boys were not model children. But issues
were dealt with promptly and decisively, yet also with restraint: “I never
allowed my children to think that they could plague me in their childhood.
Never did I allow myself to say a harsh word. ... When my spirit was
stirred, or when I felt anything like being provoked, I would say, ‘Children,
we shall let this rest now; we shall not say anything more about it now.
Before you retire, we shall talk it over.” Having all this time to reflect, by
evening they had cooled off, and I could handle them very nicely.”®

Having to be away from home much of the time, she kept in close touch
with her children by frequent letters; but at best the situation was a difficult
one. Not many mothers are called to make such special sacrifices. Some
have conjectured that it would have been better had she not married or had
she remained childless. But if this were the case, how effective would her
counsel to parents have been? She knew a mother’s problems, joys, and
sorrows — she knew them well.

111

The Whites knew what affliction and bereavement meant. Two children
were buried in the family plot in the Oak Hill cemetery at Battle Creek. But
the great loss came when James White died in 1881 at the age of sixty.
Were we to crowd into the Battle Creek Tabernacle on the early August
afternoon for the funeral — and 2,500 people did — we probably would
be a bit surprised during the closing moments of the service to see Ellen
White arise from her cot (for she was ill and had been carried to the Tab-
ernacle), walk over to the casket, and then address the audience for ten
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minutes in a clear, strong voice. She expressed her bereavement, reaffirmed
her confidence in her Saviour, and declared that with his help she would
pick up her burden alone. “My husband has found rest,” she said, turning
toward the coffin; ““but I have yet to battle. I cannot yet lay off the armor of
the Lord. When I fall, let me fall at my post of duty; let me be ready; let
me be where I can say as he said, "All is well. Jesus is precious.’ "'

Her fortitude was shown in a conversation with her husband’s older
brother, John, a Baptist minister, just before the funeral service.

"“God help you, my dear sister, God help you on this occasion,” he said.

She replied, “Brother John, you do not know me. The more trying the
situation, the more fortitude I possess.”

And she continued:

I shall give way to no outbursts of grief if my heart break. I serve God not impulsive-
ly but intelligently. I have a Saviour who will be to me a very present help in time of
trouble. I am a Christian. I know in whom I have believed. He expects from me im-
plicit unwavering submission. Undue grief is displeasing to God.

I take up my appointed cross and will follow the Lord fully. I will not give myself
to abandonment or grief. I will not yield to a morbid and melancholy state of feeling.
I will not complain or murmur at the providence of God. Jesus is my Saviour. He
lives. He will never leave me nor forsake me.1!

Her fortitude came especially into play twelve years later. Having just
nicely started her work in Australia, she was stricken with a long-drawn-
out, painful ailment, sometimes referred to as neuritis and sometimes as in-
flammatory rheumatism. Having done all she could do to bring relief, she
called in the leading ministers to anoint her and pray for her healing. She
fully expected that God’s blessing would free her for the work she had trav-
eled 8,000 miles to accomplish. She was greatly helped by the prayer season,
but she was not healed. She traced her thoughts in her diary: “'I have done
all that I can to follow the Bible directions, and I shall wait for the Lord to
work. . .. I shall hold fast to the assurance then given me: ‘I am your Re-
deemer; I will heal you.” ""*?

The healing process was slow and gradual. At the end of eight months
of suffering she wrote Ole A. Olsen, president of the General Conference:

When I first found myself in a state of helplessness I deeply regretted having crossed
the broad waters. Why was I not in America? Why at such expense was I in this
country? Time and again I could have buried my face in the bed quilts and had a
good cry. But I did not long indulge in the luxury of tears.

I said to myself, “Ellen G. White, what do you mean? Have you not come to Aus-
tralia because you felt that it was your duty to go where the conference judged it best
for you to go ? Has this not been your practice ?”’
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I said, "Yes.”

“Then why do you feel almost forsaken and discouraged? Is not this the enemy’s
work?”

Isaid, "I believe it is.”

I dried my tears as quickly as possible and said, "It is enough. I will not look on
the dark side any more. Live or die, I commit the keeping of my soul to Him who
died for me.”

I then believed that the Lord would do all things well, and during this eight
months of helplessness, I have not had any despondency or doubt. I now look at this
matter as a part of the Lord’s great plan, for the good of His people here in this
country, and for those in America, and for my good. I cannot explain why or how,
but I believe it. And I am happy in my affliction. I can trust my heavenly Father. I
will not doubt His love. I have an ever watchful guardian day and night, and I will
praise the Lord; for His praise is upon my lips because it comes from a heart full of
gratitude.13

Thus she lifted herself above suffering with a determination to trust firmly
in God and press on in her work.

Iv

If we were visiting at the White home in Battle Creek before she went to
Australia in 1891, she might invite us to accompany her to an auction sale.
She had to have some breaks in her pressing work, and she enjoyed attend-
ing auctions. She would look over the items to be sold, pick out a good bed-
stead or table or chair, and make up her mind what she would be willing to
pay for each item. When the sale got under way she might be a successful
bidder. She did not personally need what she bought, but she would have it
sent home to the shed; and when she found a family in need, she could help
in a substantial way.

She was sensitive to the needs and suffering of those about her, and from
early years the family shared food, clothing, bedding, and money with the
destitute. She studied how to help people in a way that would not embar-
rass or demean them. She would often employ an out-of-work head of the
family, or a widow, pointing out how much she needed their help. She had
a way of making people feel that they would be doing her a favor by
accepting what she had to offer in helping them.

While she was in Australia (in depression years when to accept the Sab-
bath often meant the loss of employment), her help reached out in many
ways. She would buy bolts of dress materials in several textures and colors,
and when she found a family in need she would send an attractive dress
piece as a serviceable gift. If the woman of the house could not sew, Ellen
White might dispatch a secretary and a sewing machine for a day or two,
to see that proper garments were made. She gave a number of such dress
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pieces to several young women in school, helping to fill out their scanty
wardrobes. To one she gave a piece of red material, telling the girl that,
with her complexion, she should always have a red dress in her wardrobe.
“I can’t wear red,” she said, “‘but you can, and it will look well on you.”

To be able to meet the needs of her own family, to entertain as she was
called on to do, and still have something to give to those in need, called for
strict economy and a careful study of what would be bought and what
would not be bought. During the stringent days in Rochester, New York,
James White and his associates were getting under way with the publica-
tion of Adventist literature on their own new printing press. The Review
and Herald was sent out gratis and supported by donations that were some-
times slow to come in. Unknown to her husband, Ellen White had hung,
behind a cupboard door in the kitchen of their rented house, a stocking into
which she periodically slipped a few coins carefully saved from the weckly
household allowance. She had determined to put away something each
week, for she knew that one day there would come an emergency.

And it did. James White came home from the office saying that the ship-
ment of paper needed for the next issue of the Review was at the express
office, but he did not have the money to pay for the cob charges. Without
comment, the eyes of her husband following her, Ellen went to the cup-
board, opened the door, and took down the hidden stocking. The eyes of
James grew big as she emptied it and counted out money sufficient to meet
the emergency expense. The next issue of the Review came out on time.

She counseled young housewives, as she did my mother, to save a little
something every week, no matter how little. By diligent care they could
save something for a financial emergency that was bound to come. All
down through the years Ellen White kept an eye on family purchases, sav-
ing all she could. “I do not profess to be the owner of any money that
comes into my hands,” she wrote in 1895. "I regard it as the Lord’s money
for which I must render an account.”** This is illustrated by an order to the
Pacific Press: “'Please pay to the order of $100.00 (One Hundred
Dollars) as a gift from the Lord who has made me His steward of means.
[Signed} Ellen G. White.”*® While building her Sunnyside home in Coo-
ranbong, she explained: I study every pound which I invest in buildings
for myself, lest I shall in any way limit the resources which I can invest in
the upbuilding of the cause of God. I do not regret that I have done this.
We have seen some trying times, but amid all we say, ‘It pays.” "'

To an old friend, Uriah Smith, she once confided: “If I should relate to
you the experiences I have had in regard to money matters since I returned
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home, you would laugh, I know. I can laugh now, but I assure you in the
pinch it was no laughing matter.”*” On another occasion when money was
in short supply she philosophized: “To be restricted for want of means is,
as I can testify, a great inconvenience, but prosperity too often leads to
self-exaltation.”*®

Many an Adventist youth was helped through school by Ellen White;
and before the days of sustentation, there were aged or infirm workers
whom she helped in a time of special need.

A%

Ellen White received a salary from the General Conference commensu-
rate with that paid an ordained minister, and in her later years it equaled
that paid an officer of the General Conference. At the time of her death
this was $22 per week.

As an author she received a royalty on her books. This fluctuated. Had it
been income without expense, she could have become quite well off. But
she personally met most of the expense of the operation of her office and
the preparation of her books. This called for the employment of several
secretaries, and the outgo eventually came to exceed the income. At one
time this led her to contemplate dismissing her helpers and ceasing book
preparation; but she could not lay aside the responsibility of getting her
message before the church and the world. Her alternative was to accept
loans from Seventh-day Adventists who were willing to invest in her books.

At the time of her death she was quite heavily in debt. This has been the
cause for some criticism, but perhaps no more than if she had died in pos-
session of a great estate. In 1904 she wrote:

Sometimes it has been reported that I am trying to get rich. Some have written to us,
inquiring, “'Is not Mrs. White worth millions of dollars?”” I am glad that I can say,
“No.” I do not own in this world any place that is free from debt. Why? — Because
I see so much missionary wotk to be done. Under such circumstances, could I hoard
money? — No, indeed. I receive royalties from the sale of my books; but nearly all
is spent in missionary work.

The head of one of our publishing houses in a distant foreign land, upon hearing
recently from others that I was in need of means, sent me a bill of exchange for five
hundred dollars; and in the letter accompanying the money, he said that in return for
the thousands upon thousands of dollars royalty that I turned over to their mission
field for the translation and distribution of new books and for the support of new
missionary enterprises, they regarded the enclosed five hundred dollars as a very small
token of their appreciation. They sent this because of their desire to help me in
time of special need; but heretofore I have given, for the support of the Lord’s cause
in foreign lands, all the royalties that come from the sale of my foreign books in Eu-
rope; and I intend to return this five hundred dollars as soon as I can free myself
from debt.1?

SPECTRUM



7

After mentioning a gift for a thousand dollars to help young men train
for the ministry she wrote, “This is how Sister White is becoming rich. I
have been laying up my treasure in heaven.”%°

The debt on her estate, as she anticipated, was cleared by the sale of
assets she left and by royalty income. This amount was not incurred by
reckless spending and accruing debts with no provision for their retirement.
She was the proprietor of a going business enterprise — one for the Lord,
it is true — which called for investment. According to her expectations, it
paid itself out. Managing matters in this way left her free to press hard
with her literary work while she could care for it.

Royalty income on the White books today goes entirely to the General
Conference, which in turn provides an annual budget for support of the
office of the Ellen G. White Estate. With all foreign language books ex-
cused from royalty obligations, such income meets about one-half the total
White Estate budget.

There were times when Ellen White, in attempting to please her brethren
or to accommodate their urging, was overpersuaded and yielded her best
judgment. Such instances in no way involved the messages she bore; they
merely revealed human traits. On one occasion she set out to secure a com-
fortable chair for her husband during his convalescence from severe stroke.
Looking around, she found the chair which she felt exactly met the need,
but the price of $17 seemed a little too high to some of her brethren, and
they persuaded her to shift her choice to one for $14 which they assured her
would be adequate. But it came woefully short of being the article of furni-
ture that would fill the important place she saw for it in contributing to the
recovery of her husband. “Had I the same to do over again,” she wrote, "I
would rely upon my own judgment, and purchase a chair costing a few
dollars more, and worth double the one I got.”*!

Another instance of overpersuasion that she was to regret occurred when,
under pressure from those who were leading in the newly established sani-
tarium in Battle Creek, she released only a portion of the instruction God
had given to her as to that work. At the time she was unable to write out
fully what God had revealed to her in vision, for the care of her partially
paralyzed husband made very heavy demands on her time and strength. But
the brethren insisted that her written message was needed to lead the church
members to see the importance of giving financial support to the new enter-
prise, and she allowed an incomplete presentation to go into print. She
explained this in the Testimonies: 'Under these circumstances I yielded my
judgment to that of others and wrote what appeared in No. 11 in regard to
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the Health Institute, being unable then to give all I had seen. In this I did
wrong. I must be allowed to know my own duty better than others can

know it for me.”%?

VI

Both her writing and her speaking brought Ellen White before the public.
There were large demands for the services of both James and Ellen White
at the campmeetings held from year to year in the various states. She devel-
oped into an eloquent and much-sought-after public speaker, both inside
and outside of Seventh-day Adventist circles.

Her usual schedule included eight, ten, or twelve campmeetings each
summer. On invitation she occasionally spoke in other Protestant churches,
as she did in the Methodist church in Portland, Oregon. We find her also
in the state prison in Oregon addressing the convicts. She spoke at the
Sunday afternoon evangelistic street meetings held in the resort town of
Calistoga, nine miles from her Elmshaven home. In 1870 she spoke on a
Mississippi riverboat on the subject ““Heaven, the Reward of the Faithful.”

In Battle Creek in 1877 she was invited by a committee of prominent cit-
izens to be the speaker at a mass temperance rally Sunday evening, July 1.
The meeting was held in the Michigan Conference campmeeting tent bor-
rowed for the occasion, and an audience of 5,000 gave almost breathless
attention as she spoke for ninety minutes. This was her home town. This
was where she reared her family and did her shopping.

In those days before the electronic amplifiers, she developed a firm, sus-
tained speaking voice that carried out over the crowd. People who heard
her speak thirty-two years later at the General Conference session in
Takoma Park reported that those who sat in the front rows in the big tent
heard her comfortably and easily. She was just as easily heard by those in
the back rows and even beyond the bounds of the tent. Such a speaking
voice was one which she developed as she complied with instruction God
gave to her in vision.

She once recounted that in her younger days she used to talk too loud, but
the Lord showed her that she could not make the proper impression on
people by getting the voice to an unnatural pitch. Christ’s manner of speak-
ing was presented to her: “There was a sweet melody in His voice.”?® She
learned to use her abdominal muscles in breathing to support her voice and
to avoid straining her vocal chords. Thus she was able to speak for long
periods to very large audiences without undue weariness. A report pub-
lished in 1878 said:

SPECTRUM



19

As a speaker, Mrs. White is one of the most successful of the few ladies who have
become noteworthy as lecturers, in this country, during the last 20 years. Constant use
has so strengthened her vocal organs as to give her voice rare depth and power. Her
clearness and strength of articulation are so great that, when speaking in the open air,
she has frequently been distinctly heard at the distance of a mile. Her language,
though simple, is always forcible and elegant. When inspired with her subject, she is
often marvelously eloquent, holding the largest audiences spellbound for hours with-
out a sign of impatience or weariness. ... She has frequently spoken to immense
audiences, in the large cities, on her favorite themes, and has always been received
with great favor.24

VII

James White was a publisher and administrator, a man of deep convic-
tions, strong will, and forceful personality. There were characteristics and
traits, together with the conviction of a strong call of each to his own work,
that could have laid the foundation for friction and conflict between hus-
band and wife. But both were determined that this should not be. For
thirty-five years, they worked closely and harmoniously, and they shared a
very tender relationship. Evidence of this crops out spontaneously in cor-
respondence between them.

In early October 1860, just three weeks after the birth of their fourth
child (a boy who remained unnamed for a month or two), and, in spite of
the fact that his wife was suffering from malaria, James left to meet ap-
pointments at conferences to be held in the Midwest. Three days after his
departure Ellen wrote: “You may be assured I miss your little visits in my
room, but the thought you are doing the will of God, helps me to bear the
loss of your company.”?® A few days later she reported her steps toward
recovery, announced the weight of “nameless one,” as eleven pounds and
three-quarters, and then (after expressing gratitude that she could again
take her place in the family), she wrote, “but your place at the dining room
table is vacant.”?®

On November 19 she wrote: “Dear Husband, the time of your absence
is nearly ended. One week more brings you home. We shall all be rejoiced
to see you home again.” The letter reports that the “babe is fat and healthy,
weighed last Thursday 15 pounds. He promises to be a very rugged boy.”
Then the nursing mother added, “I'll tell you one thing, he is so hearty it
will cost you quite a bill to keep me and him. . . . My appetite is good. Food
sets well.”*"

Near the close of his life the husband could write, “Marriage marks an
important era in the lives of men. “Whoso findeth a wife findeth a good
thing, and obtaineth favor of the Lord,” is the language of wisdom. Prov-
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erbs 18:22.... We were married August 30, 1846, and from that hour
unto the present she has been my crown of rejoicing.”*®

A few weeks after his death, as Ellen White sought a little rest and retire-
ment in a cabin they held as a retreat in the Rocky Mountains, she com-
mented in a letter to her son William: I miss father more and more.
Especially do I feel his loss while here in the mountains. I find it a very
different thing being in the mountains with my husband and in the moun-
tains without him. I am fully of the opinion that my life was so entwined
or interwoven with my husband’s that it is about impossible for me to be
of any great account without him.”’?®

Her understanding of the proper relationship between husband and wife
stands out in a letter written to a friend in her early married life: “We
women must remember that God has placed us subject to the husband. He
is the head and our judgment and views and reasonings must agree with
his if possible. If not, the preference in God’s Word is given to the husband
where it is not a matter of conscience. We must yield to the head.””*® She
would not stand in the pulpit to speak at the Sabbath morning worship
service if James White was present. He would take the Sabbath morning
service, and she would speak in the afternoon. Only when he was stricken
with paralysis in 1865 and for some time could not take his place in public
work did she depart from this procedure.

It might be easily assumed that in this very tender and close relationship

the strong will and firm opinions of James might have influenced Ellen in
her writing. But this was not so. They both took great pains to see that her
work was not influenced by him. For a short time in the late 1870s when
she sensed a threat in this respect, she chose to work for a time in California
while her husband carried responsibilities at Battle Creek. She wrote to
him:
Although I miss you very, very much, and love you, yet I feel at present I belong to
God to wait for and do His will. I tell you freely it is a great sacrifice to my feelings
to have you separated from me as you are, and yet it seems to be that it is as God
would have it, and I must be reconciled. It has been hard, so hard.

I wept and prayed and pondered and wept again, and the steady conviction forces
itself upon me that it is right as it is. God’s work is great. It demands our first atten-

tion. Separated as we are, we shall not be influenced by each other but we shall look
to God separately and do our work in His fear and to His glory.3!

And looking back two decades after her husband’s death, she wrote on
this question of the possibility of her being influenced and of how she must
stand alone:
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I have not given anyone — man or woman — any right to have the least control over
my work the Lord has given me to do. Since twenty-one years ago, when I was de-
prived of my husband by death, I have not had the slightest idea of ever marrying
again. Why? Not because God forbade it. No. But to stand alone was the best for me,
that no one should suffer with me in catrying forward my work entrusted to me of
God. And no one should have a right to influence me in any way in reference to my
responsibility and my work in bearing my testimony of encouragement and reproof.

My husband never stood in my way to do this, although I had help and encourage-
ment from him and oft his pity. His sympathy and prayers and tears I have missed so
much, so very much. No one can understand this as myself, but my work has to be
done. No human power should give the least supposition that I would be influenced
in the work God has given me to do in bearing my testimony to those for whom He
has given me reproof or encouragement.

I have been alone in this matter, severely alone with all the difficulties and all the
trials connected with the work. God alone could help me. The last work that is to be
done by me in this world will soon be finished. I must express myself plainly, in a
manner, if possible, not to be misunderstood. I have not one person in the world who
shall put any message in my mind, or lay one duty upon me.32

But the aloneness which she felt so severely never led her to be aloof or
to be withdrawn. She engaged in the normal activities of the church, the
home, and the community. She took patticular pains to speak to children
whenever she might meet them.

VIII

In the spring and summer Ellen White often worked in the garden with
her husband, tending the flowers and cultivating the vegetables. We find
them setting out strawberry and raspberry plants. We find her trading roots
and plants with neighbors. We find her on shopping trips downtown often
accompanied by Adventist neighbors who greatly admired her good judg-
ment in making purchases and valued her practical counsel. We find her
busy with her sewing, making clothes for her own family and for neighbors
who were in need.

But also, she believed in recreation. Her first writing on this subject
points out that “"Sabbath-keepers as a people labor too hard without allow-
ing themselves change or periods of rest. Recreation is needful to those who
are engaged in physical labor and is still more essential for those whose
labor is principally mental.”?® But she drew a line between “recreation”
and “amusement.” One she saw as beneficial, the other at times fraught
with peril.

We find her attending a day of recreation planned for the employees and
guests of the Battle Creek Sanitarium at nearby Lake Goguac. She com-
mented on the good midday meal and noted the improvement on the
grounds with the addition of swings for the children. She wrote of the peo-
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ple assembling to hear her husband speak “in regard to Colorado and
California.” She herself addressed a crowd of 200 on one such occasion.

She always found it easy to relax in the mountains. On several summers
she and her husband took working vacations in the Rocky Mountains in the
vicinity of Boulder, Colorado. On such occasions she might be seen in the
saddle riding along a mountain trail with her husband and relatives or
friends, or she might be found stretched out on a blanket or buffalo robe
on a grassy spot, where she would read and then doze off in restful sleep.
She enjoyed the wild flowers, the rushing streams, the towering rocky cliffs,
the lofty trees, the varicolored sunset. In nature she saw the majestic work
of the Creator.

She loved the water and was a pretty good sailor. As a young woman
she had often journeyed by coastal boat on trips between Portland, Maine,
and Boston or New York City, and on the canal boats of New York state.
Later she sailed twice between San Francisco and Portland, Oregon, then
across the Atlantic, and later across the Pacific.

On one day dedicated to recreation in northern California in the early
days of the Pacific Press, the time was divided between the beach and a sail-
boat trip. Invited to join the group, she took her helpers and her nieces, for
whom she was caring, leaving her writing behind and joining wholeheart-
edly in the activities. An Adventist captain, owner of a sailboat, entertained
the large group by taking them out through the Golden Gate for a trip on
the open ocean. In the absence of a favorable wind they were towed by a
steam tug through the Golden Gate and to the open sea. Some were seasick.
But not Ellen White.

She had just reached the point in her writing on the life of Christ where
she was to deal with the stilling of the tempest on Galilee, and the experi-
ence on the open ocean made a deep impression. The captain looked at her
and commented, “She doesn’t say a word to anyone.” What she wrote her
husband in Battle Creek reveals what was going through her mind:

The waves ran high, and we were tossed up and down so very grandly. I was highly
elevated in my feeling, but had no words to say to anyone. It was grand. The spray
dashing over us, the watchful captain giving his orders, the ready hands to obey. The
wind was blowing strong and I never enjoyed anything so much in my life. . ..

I was filled with awe with my own thoughts. Everything seems so grand on the
ocean, the waves running so high. The majesty of God and His works occupied my
thoughts. He holds the winds in His hands, He controls the waters. . . . In the sight
of God [we} were mere specks upon the broad, deep waters of the Pacific. . .. Yet
angels of heaven were sent . . . to guard that little sailboat that was careening over
the waves. O the wonderful works of God. . . .
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How vividly before my mind was the boat with the disciples buffeting the waves.
... I'm glad I went upon the water. I can write better than before.34

IX

Perseverance characterized Ellen White from her childhood to the sunset
years. It was evident in her earnest labors for the conversion of her teen-age
friends when she was a girl. All except one gave their hearts to God.

Perseverance was also evident when her son Willie (twenty-one months
old) nearly drowned in a tub of dirty washwater. Cutting the garments off
the seemingly lifeless child, she took him out on the front lawn and, against
the protests of neighbors, who felt that she was mauling a dead baby, rolled
little Willie on the grass until the water gurgled out of his lungs and he
finally gasped for breath. His life was saved.

Perseverance was evident in her efforts to reclaim her stricken husband
when at the age of forty-four he suffered a paralytic stroke so severe that
the doctors said they had never seen a case of this kind make a recovery. But
the message from God was that his mind and body could be restored only
if the faculties were brought into use. In defiance of the physicians, who
counseled that her husband should not exercise either mind or body, she
dedicated her time and strength for nearly two years to working toward his
restoration. During this period they retired to a little farm, where she de-
vised ingenious means to lead him to engage in daily walks, to harness the
horses, to work in the garden, to get the hay in. Depressed, he preferred to
be withdrawn from people, but she drew him into positions where he had
to converse with others, answer questions, give counsel.

Speaking to a group of medical workers in St. Helena in 1902, she
described the final victory:

After eighteen months of constant cooperation with God in the effort to restore my
husband to health, I took him home again. Presenting him to his parents, I said,
““Father, Mother, here is your son.”

“Ellen,” said his mother, “‘you have no one but God and yourself to thank for this
wonderful restoration. Your energies have accomplished it.”” After his recovery, my
husband lived for a number of years, during which time he did the best work of his
life. Did not those added years of usefulness repay me manyfold for the eighteen
months of painstaking care?

Perseverance manifested itself again in connection with a journey to the
Williamsport, Pennsylvania, campmeeting in June 1889, the year of the
Johnstown flood. She and Sara McEnterfer left Battle Creek in a pouring
rain. The nearer they approached Pennsylvania, the more disturbing be-
came the reports of the devastating flood. At Elmira, New York, they

SPRING 1972



24

heard that no trains would leave for Williamsport, for bridges were
washed out, embankments had crumpled, and the floodwaters were rising,
causing destruction and death. They were advised to stop over at a hotel;
but when they learned the train was to proceed as far as it could go, they
got aboard. After a few miles the train crawled to a halt on a siding. The
track ahead was gone. Retreat they could not, for the track was washed out
behind them. Food was growing short, and the Sabbath was drawing on.
They spent the day in an unoccupied coach.

After the Sabbath they attempted to find anyone with a team who would
take them through. Someone suggested that they might get through on a
mountain road. One man they approached declared that he wouldn’t do it
for $100. Another said that if someone gave him $1,000 he might consider
it. But the two women didn’t give up. Finding some Adventists with a
team, they proceeded on the mountain road. They decided, “When we
should come to an insurmountable obstacle, we would return . .. but not
before.”?® They prayed for God’s protection and pressed on. The wagon
broke down in an attempt to pull over fallen trees, but with makeshift
repairs they pressed on.

Finally a swollen stream seemed to bring an end to the journey. The
bridge was gone, and local bystanders declared the stream could not be
forded. But Ellen White replied, “Do what you can for us. We must be put
across the river.” From the floating debris a raft was built to ferry the
wagon. With a swimmer at the bridle, one horse was taken across, and
then the other, the animals swimming the stream and finally gaining foot-
hold on the other side. The passengers were then rowed across in a little
boat — and they were on their way.

They reached the campmeeting a day late. The camp had been repitched
on higher ground, the tents were soaked, the bedding was wet, the clothing
was damp, and the food supplies were limited. But Ellen White reported,
“We had no disposition to murmur.” She spoke thirteen times, and the
people declared it to be the best campmeeting they had ever attended.

Perseverance led to the opening of the new school in Australia on the
advertised date. Although the land was being cleared, and the buildings
were going up, it was evident from the rate of progress that school would
never open on the day announced. Sensing the importance of following the
schedule to maintain the morale of the people, Ellen White called an early
morning meeting in the church and declared that the school must open on
time. She pledged the assistance of all her helpers. For a few days Sara
McEnterfer nailed floorboards in the dining hall, the wife of the school
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principal assisted, and the whole community pitched in with zeal. School
opened on time. Ellen White wrote that “'you must work with perseverance,
constancy, and zeal if you would succeed.”

X

People enjoyed conversing with Ellen White. She kept abreast of world
happenings; she was alert to the historical significance of places she visited
on her journeys; she was intensely interested in every facet of the advance-
ment of the cause; and she loved people and was interested in their welfare,
physical and spiritual. She conversed freely on the activities in and about
the home, the members of the family, the trips to town, the welfare of the
animals on the farm, the weather. But she was not one to engage in gossip.
In her conversation she watched for opportunities to drop a word that
would encourage or help.

Those who visited with her were quick to discern that being favored
with the gift of prophecy did not divest her of her natural abilities of rea-
soning, devising, reading, or communicating. As anyone, she could engage
in a discussion of ordinary matters, and neither she nor those she conversed
with understood that her words in these circumstances were inspired. The
many visions surely had a bearing on her reasoning and decisions, but she
was not shorn of the use of her ordinary faculties, nor was she relieved
from responsibility for their use.

And also in her letters, those portions dealing with everyday matters
carried no special weight of inspiration. She would report on the weather,
the happenings in the family, her feelings, and the plans for journeys. She
noted that

there are times when common things must be stated, common thoughts must occupy
the mind, common letters must be written and information given that has passed
from one to another of the workers. Such words, such information, are not given
under the special inspiration of the Spirit of God. Questions are asked at times that
are not upon religious subjects at all, and these questions must be answered. We con-
verse about houses and lands, trades to be made, and locations for our institutions,
their advantages and disadvantages.38

But sometimes in her conversation and often in her letters she would pre-
sent instruction and light given to her by God. Where, then, did she and her
contemporaries — and where do we today — draw the line? In the same
manuscript just quoted, she established the criterion: the line was drawn
between the “"common” and the “'sacred.”®®

She constantly exercised diligent care to avoid setting forth her own
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ideas in such a way that they could be taken as being of divine origin. Time
and again when she had no light from the Lord in regard to a matter on
which she was questioned, she refrained from giving an answer. In 1914,
when a doctrinal question was placed before her, she replied, “'Please tell
my brethren that I have nothing presented before me regarding the cir-
cumstances concerning which they write, and I can set before them only
that which has been presented to me.”*°

XI

A noticeable quality of Ellen White was her confidence in people. The
special work to which God called her often gave her a knowledge of the
inmost character of men and women who made up the church and consti-
tuted its working force. At times secret sins known only to those involved
were clearly portrayed to her, and she was called on to be the channel
through which messages of reproof and correction were given. Such in-
sights could easily lead to a great impairment, or a total loss, of confidence,
and arouse suspicion and bring about rejection. But not so with Ellen
White. She saw the individual as a fallible human being fighting the battle
of life — with the Holy Spirit prompting to high motives, firm purpose,
and a righteous life, and with the great adversary endeavoring to under-
mine, to discourage, to lead into ill-advised moves, errors, and sometimes
gross sins. She saw the messages which exposed and reproved sin, calling
for a change of life, as omens of God’s grace and love to save discouraged,
wayward, or misled souls.

So Ellen White kept before her mind the potentially victorious exper-
ience, with the individual walking the streets in the city of God. She treated
those with whom she communicated in the light of their “gaining the vic-
tory.” She had insights into the experience of strong men who sometimes
yielded under temptation — whether in regard to misleading philosophies,
their relationship to their fellow men, or a violation of the moral code —
and she saw them as succumbing in the great controversy between Christ
and his angels and Satan and his angels. But to the close of her life she
could still relate herself to the individuals involved with confidence, and at
the same time she could encourage confidence in them on the part of others.

Clarence C. Crisler, her leading secretary and the one who in the last
months of Ellen White’s life conducted family worship in her home, stated
it well to her son William soon after her eighty-seventh birthday:

Even when exceedingly brain-weary, your mother seems to find great comfort in the
promises of the Word, and often catches up a quotation and completes it when we
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begin quoting some familiar scripture. . . . I do not find her discouraged . . . over the
general outlook throughout the harvest field where her brethren are laboring. She
seems to have strong faith in God’s power to overrule, and to bring to pass His eter-
nal purpose through the efforts of those whom He has called to act a part in His great
work. She rises above petty criticism, above even the past failures of those who have
been reproved, and expresses the conviction, born, apparently, of an innate faith in
the church of the living God, that her brethren will remain faithful to the cause they
have espoused, and that the Lord will continue with them to the end, and grant them
complete victory over every device of the enemy.

Faith in God’s power to sustain her through the many weaknesses attendant on old
age; faith in the precious promises of God’s words; faith in her brethren who bear
the burden of the work; faith in the final triumph of the third angel’s message, —
this is the full faith your mother seems to enjoy every day and every hour. This is the
faith that fills her heart with joy and peace, even when suffering great physical weak-
ness, and unable to make progress in literary lines. A faith such as this would inspire
anyone who could witness it.41

This was Ellen White the person — known to her family, to Seventh-day
Adventists, and to the world.
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Heshbon — A Case of Biblical

Confirmation or Confutation?

LAWRENCE T. GERATY

Atrchaeology has done much in this century to make the Bible once more a
trustworthy source for the reconstruction of ancient history. Bygone schol-
ars doubted the existence of Belshazzar, the Babylonian king mentioned
several times in Daniel 5 — until archaeologists discovered numerous con-
temporary cuneiform documents that make his place in history secure. His-
torians once questioned the reality of any such people as the Hittites (often
mentioned in Scripture)— until archaeology provided abundant attestation
not only that they were present in the ancient world but that they had an
empire whose might even Egypt could not conquer. Example after example
demonstrates how “‘archaeology has silenced the critics,” to use a familiar
phrase.

Throughout Seventh-day Adventist history, evangelists, pastors, and
teachers have made liberal use of the data of archaeology to confirm a con-
servative interpretation of the Bible. It was natural, then, that Adventists
should become interested not only in borrowing the results of other archae-
ologists but also in achieving some of their own results through actual
fieldwork. That Adventists have been able to muster enough funds and
technical knowhow to mount a full-scale excavation of a major Palestinian
tell (a hill built up artificially through successive settlement) is due almost
solely to the vision and determination of Siegfried H. Horn, of Andrews
University. It was my privilege to be associated with the project, in both its
first and second seasons (the summers of 1968 and 1971).

The site chosen for the dig was Tell Hesban, an ancient mound of about
fifty acres lying at the edge of the rolling Moabite plain, forty-five miles
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due east of Jerusalem and sixteen road miles southwest of Amman. Be-
cause of its location and name, Tell Hesban has long been identified with
biblical Heshbon. But why was this site chosen from among the scores of
biblical sites yet undug? There were several factors, naturally, but it would
be fair to say that of utmost importance among them was the hope that the
findings would throw light on the vexing question of the date of the Israel-
ites’ Exodus from Egypt and entrance to Canaan.

I

THE PROBLEM. Almost without exception, among those who make an
honest endeavor to treat the biblical data positively, modern scholars place
these formative events in Israel’s history in the latter half of the thirteenth
century B.C." — despite the Bible’s own chronological statements fixing
them two hundred years earlier.” The reason for this (among other cogent
reasons) is that an intensive surface survey of Transjordan between 1930
and 1940 (by the late archaeologist Nelson Glueck) yielded evidence that
the ancient kingdoms of Ammon, Moab, and Edom within this territory
were not founded or indeed even inhabited before the thirteenth century
B.c.> How then could the events of Numbers 21, including the taking of
Heshbon from King Sihon, have transpired before this date? The only way
to solve the problem of Heshbon's age, therefore, was to find the site of
Heshbon and by excavation see how far back its history could be traced.

THE BIBLICAL EVIDENCE. What do literary sources say about the history
of Heshbon?* The earliest reference is in Numbers 21. From this account
and the ballad imbedded in it® one can conclude that unless Sihon founded
Heshbon it was a Moabite city before it became the capital of the Amorites.
In any case, the specific information is that Israel took Heshbon from the
Amorites and resettled it at the time of that conquest. Though Heshbon
appears to have been assigned to the tribe of Reuben at first, subsequently
it became Gad’s, and then Levi’'s.® Many references indicate that David and
Solomon controlled this territory,” though Heshbon itself is not mentioned
except in a Song of Songs passage (7:4 Rsv) in which Solomon praises his
Shulammite: ““Your eyes are pools in Heshbon, by the gate of Bathrabbim.”
It is probable that Heshbon reverted to the Moabites and finally the Am-
monites by the eighth-sixth centuries B.C., since it figures prominently in the
oracles of Isaiah and Jeremiah against these nations.® Although the Bible
furnishes no further evidence, the city’s history can be traced through Hel-
lenistic, Roman, and Byzantine times in references by such ancient histori-
ans as Josephus, Ptolemy, and Eusebius. After the seventh century A.D. the

SPECTRUM



31

name Esbus (as Heshbon was then called) disappears from the literary
sources, reappearing only in the Middle Ages in its Arabic form Hesban.

THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVIDENCE. An international ecumenical staff of
about fifty persons, augmented by approximately 150 local workmen, set to
work in 1968, and returned in 1971, to provide as much information as pos-
sible about Tell Hesban’s archaeological history.? In summary, the excava-
tion of four areas on or about the acropolis, plus the ancient cemetery,
exposed extensive remains of the late Arabic period, thus confirming what
literary sources from the twelfth-fourteenth centuries A.D. seem to indicate.
Prominent among these remains were two well-preserved rooms (one with
a collapsed vaulted roof), a kiln, an elaborate courtyard drainage system,
and a number of associated cisterns — most of which were probably reused
from an earlier period.

Abundant evidence of the site’s importance in the Byzantine period was
provided by tombs and many remnants of once-impressive architecture, not
the least of which, crowning the acropolis, was a large church complex
replete with several mosaic-patterned floors in various successive phases.

Several major walls (their foundations dug down to bedrock) testify to
their defense nature in the Roman period. It is likely that a number of the
cisterns on the mound — including one whose capacity was greater than
60,000 gallons — were first carved out of bedrock during this period. Of
major interest were two tombs found in the Roman cemetery. The heavy
stone door of one still swung on its vertical pivots. The door of the other
was sealed by a large rolling stone. This finding is important, not only be-
cause the tomb is one of the few surviving examples similar to the one in
which Jesus was buried, but because so far it is the only example discovered
east of the Jordan River.

But the major surprise of the 1971 season was to find that the Roman
stratum just above bedrock was apparently the earliest stratigraphically
attested occupation of the site! It is possible that the Hellenistic period will
still be represented in a cave in one area. But on and around the acropolis
there appears to be nothing earlier, despite a bountiful supply of seventh/
sixth century B.C. potsherds mixed in with those of most later periods —
except in one area where they were found unmixed, but only in layers of
fill, and therefore without associated seventh-sixth century B.C. surfaces or
architecture. These sherds, however, provide a basis for conjecture that
somewhere on the mound there must have been a seventh/sixth century
B.C. city. But that is as far as present evidence (which represents a good
sampling of the site) goes.
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above: Aerial view of Tali Ksskxn looking east toward the "King’s Highway” — the historically
important thoroughfare through idoab and Edom. The northern summit of the ancient mound, the
"acropolis,” is in the center (the excavation’s trenches are here). On tne southern summit are the
scatterec dwellings of the modem village of Heé>an. The wadi on the left eventually empties into the
Jordan Valley. Photograph by al”®in trace.

below, left: Aerial view of Tell Hesbaa : acropolis, with the excarvated areas clearly visible. Else-
where, under the rock-strewn surface, ancient walls car. be traced. Across ‘he wadi to the wed: (upper
left) a portion of the ancient cemetery series the modern villagers as a series of animal peas. Photo-
graph by atvin trace.

below: The excavated acropolis of Tell Hesban is east of Wadi
Heston, the valley in the foreground. Lying between is a limestone
ridge that undoubtedly served a; one of the chief quarries for the
extensive building operations on the mound. Fhocograph by GEORGE
UNGER.
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II

THE ALTERNATIVES. Disagreement apparently being the case, how can
the biblical and the archaeological evidence for Heshbon be correlated?
Where is the city of Jeremiah, Isaiah, Solomon, and David — let alone the
city of Moses and Sihon! The results confirm neither the fifteenth nor the
thirteenth century B.c. dates for the exodus and conquest. What, then, are
the alternatives?

1. The Bible is wrong. This is a case where archaeology confutes the
Scriptures. Scholars who doubted the historicity of the exodus-conquest
account were right after all, especially when one puts this new Heshbon
evidence with the negative evidence uncovered at Jericho and Ai (the next
two towns taken by Israel, both of which have been extensively excavated,
yet appear not to have been occupied in the late Bronze Age, the era of
Moses). But this alternative is entirely unacceptable to one who has seen
the historicity of the biblical account vindicated with increasing frequency.
One must say, rather, that not all the evidence is in yet. Having come to
trust the biblical record at other points, one is confident that again it will
prove reliable when the complete archaeological context is available.

2. Understanding of the Bible is wrong. Perhaps more is demanded of
the Bible than can be required. For instance, Sihon could have been a semi-
nomad who would have left little evidence of his presence. The Song of
Songs may have used a poetic formula that need not imply concurrent occu-
pation of Heshbon. Furthermore, who can say for sure when the Song was
written ? Isaiah and Jeremiah might have used the name in much the same
way — stock phrases to refer to the territory east of the Jordan River,
though the sites themselves had long since lain uninhabited. Although
some such interpretation might be admissible for a reference or two, it
would be stretching a hermeneutical principle to apply it to every mention
of Heshbon. No, the biblical traditions pertaining to Heshbon are too
strong to make this alternative suitable.

3. Interpretation of the archaeological evidence is faulty. This alterna-
tive is often suggested by the nonarchaeologist. He asks, ““How can you be
sure of your pottery typology and whether your techniques for absolute
dating are accurate?” There is certainly room for error here, but usually
such error is in the magnitude of decades, not centuries. Through compara-
tive stratigraphy from scores of ancient sites that have been dug, the dating
methods of Palestinian archaeology have become extremely accurate. This
alternative is easily dismissed by at least the “initiated.”

4. Then surely the site must be wrong. Tell Hesban is not Heshbon.
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Despite the linguistic equivalence of the ancient and modern names, the
biblical evidence does not match the archaeological evidence (there appears
to be no problem with regard to the postbiblical literary evidence). Though
this may appear to be an attractive alternative at first, it becomes less so
when one considers that Tell Hesban's precise location and prominence
make it the most likely possibility for Heshbon — indeed a likelihood un-
questioned in the history of scholarship. Furthermore, the stratigraphic and
numismatic evidence from the medieval Arabic period coincide well with
the literary sources of the period, making it probable that the site was Hesh-
bon that far back at least. The position on the old Roman Road plus the
extensive Roman fortified remains make it highly likely that the site was
Esbus of Jesus' day. This leads to the next alternative.

S. Biblical Heshbon is at Tell Hesban but must be sought further down
the slopes. More likely it is on the more southern (but less elevated) of the
mound’s two hills — not on the acropolis to which the Roman and later
periods expanded. This alternative is naturally favored by an expedition
that has already invested many thousands of dollars and more than three
months in the field to achieve its goals at this site. Hence the next season
will see the expedition expand its work to other sectors of the mound in
order to provide an even wider sampling of its history. Although always
hopeful, I personally doubt that this alternative will provide the solution.
Not only does surface survey fail to indicate earlier ceramic evidence, but
(more telling) the regularity with which bedrock seems to peek through
the surface soil indicates a lack of depth of occupation on the mound that
leaves one skeptical.

6. Tell Hesban is the Heshbon of [esus’ day and later, but the name was
moved to this site when the Old Testament site somewbere else in the vicin-
ity was abandoned for some unknown reason. If the previous alternative
does not prove correct, this one (on analogy with such a well-known site
as Jericho) is surely the most likely. Tell Hesban is on the edge of a wadi
(dry stream bed) of the same name that leads to cAin Hesban, a perennial
spring about three miles to the west. The spring’s copious flow forms at
least one pool, and sometimes more, known locally in Arabic as “'the pools
of Heshbon.” Since this spring is the only natural water source in the whole
vicinity, could these pools be the ones referred to in the Song of Songs? A
preliminary surface survey of this area (not in any way exhaustive) dis-
closed other ancient sites nearer the spring, though no other is as impressive
as Tell Hesban and no other appears to predate it. But proximity to a de-
pendable water supply was perhaps the first consideration in the choice of
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a site for an ancient town. Hence a thorough survey of all sites within a
limited radius of cAin Hesban would appear to be a high priority goal for
a future season of excavation.

III

TOWARD A SOLUTION. Until the last two alternatives are acted on, it
would be premature to say whether the archaeological evidence from Hesh-
bon confirms or confutes the Bible. In the meantime, one can and should
raise the more general question of what archaeology can and cannot be
expected to do with regard to the problem posed.*® It must be remembered
that, at best, archaeological evidence is only partial — among other reasons,
because of the accident of preservation and discovery — and therefore can-
not really prove anything except the existence of the artifacts actually
found. Questions may be asked of this evidence, of course, and answers will
be forthcoming according to the presuppositions of the questioner.

In other words, archaeological evidence is useful in structuring a hypoth-
esis but can hardly prove the hypothesis. Nor can the evidence prove the
Bible in the sense that the Bible’s historical validity can be demonstrated —
much less its religious validity, which must always be accepted by faith.
Rather, since the Bible is a text, archaeological evidence can only confirm
or confute an interpretation of that text, and not the text itself. There-
fore, to relate archaeological evidence to biblical evidence, one must start
with the actual text. After one arrives at an interpretation based on the use
of all available literary tools, then it is this /nterpretation of the Bible that
may be tested by the critically sifted evidence provided by archaeology. If
one is an honest biblical interpreter, he will naturally attempt to find a
solution to his problem that best suits 4// the evidence available to him at
the time.
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Comments

ROGER S. BORAAS, Upsala College (New Jersey)

The basic position from which my comments on Geraty’s observations are
drawn is that of chief archaeologist for the 1968 and 1971 seasons of the
Andrews University expedition to Heshbon. Essentially, this involved ()
being in charge of training the staff in general field procedures and record-
ing, (4) supervising the field excavation, (¢) offering instruction in specific
field procedures, and (4) drawing up the initial draft of an integrated pre-
liminary report on the excavation results from each season’s work.

The most significant point of view from which my comments are made
is this: I had no special predisposition to any particular historical conclu-
sions concerning the data in advance of our excavation and examination of
the archaeological data. As any scholar attempts to do in preparation, I
included a review of the literary evidences possibly pertaining to the site
under inquiry; but I had no precommitment as to how the specific archaeo-
logical data would relate to the literary evidence.
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My initial comment has to do with the general archaeological context of
the selection of the site. Relatively little work relating to biblical history
has been done on east bank locations in Jordan. There is currently a consid-
erable amount of activity under way, by both British and American expedi-
tions, but our basic knowledge of east bank history in archaeological terms
is still minimal. It is increasingly apparent that the Tell Hesban excavations
will provide a major contribution of new knowledge in this matter, what-
ever the relation of that knowledge may be to particular issues or episodes
in biblical history.

Geraty quite adequately summarizes the problem, the biblical evidence,
and the archaeological evidence to date. I would simply amplify the latter
point (from the perspective of the present state of preparation of the pre-
liminary report on the 1971 season) to say that there is (#) clear ceramic
and numismatic evidence of seven major stages of occupation history and
(%) stratigraphic evidence indicating at least fifteen discernible strata of
occupation history on some portions (if not all) of the ze/l.

The chronological identifications possible from comparative studies of
the numismatic and ceramic evidence allow the following date ranges for
the periods indicated.

Islamic 12th-16th centuries A.D.

Islamic 7th-8th centuries A.D.

Byzantine 4th-5th centuries A.D.

Roman 3rd century A.D.

Roman 1st century A.D. - 1st century B.C.
Hellenistic 2nd century B.C.

Iron Age 7th-6th century B.C.

As to alternatives discussed, I have the following comments:

1. The option that the biblical record is in error. Even though one may
accept for the moment the general historicity of the biblical account, it
would seem that a general dependability about historical conditions does
not prove accuracy in every particular instance. Errors on the part of biblical
tradition formation or transmission can be quite particular, in spite of a
general pattern of dependability. There is danger in stating sweeping alter-
natives that the Bible is always entirely right or that the Bible is never right.
It’s quite possible that the Bible is right many times without being right
every time.

2. The option that oxr understanding of the Bible is wrong must always
be allowed. We may claim a general accuracy in our sense of what biblical
literature involves, but yet allow the possibility that our errors may also be
particular. We may have specific gaps in knowledge of the nature of bibli-
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cal history, or of biblical literature reporting that history. It would seem
reasonable to assert that the biblical traditions may convey to us generally
accurate information about the history of a given place, but that we may
still be mistaken in our conclusions about the implications of this informa-
tion for a particular period or for a particular episode.

Anyone who works with the diverse, and frequently fragmentary, nature
of archaeological evidence must honestly acknowledge that his interpreta-
tions may stand at fault. The archaeological task is a combination of detec-
tive work and jigsaw puzzle work, and one knows frequently, as he starts
working toward a solution, that he may have only a very few pieces of the
puzzle from which the pattern may be discerned in the first place. The
development of hypotheses about the meaning of the archaeological data
may seem far more esoteric to one outside the practice of the craft than to
one inside. As one with ten years of exposure and experience in fieldwork
and interpretation, I believe that considerable humility in the claims of the
adequacy of hypothetical reconstructions of history is always in order. Sep-
arating conclusions from possibilities — and then proceeding further to
probabilities and to reasonable certainties — is a task in which individual
judgments frequently differ. The way to the truth is through the vigorous
crossfire and examination of professional colleagues in the task.

3-5. As to the option that the site identified is not biblical Heshbon, a
casual survey of the immediate surroundings of modern Tell Hesban indi-
cates that within comparatively short distances there are sites that may have
been occupied at other periods than those uncovered in the evidence thus
far. But we know too little about the modes in which place-names “move”
to draw any quick conclusions about other adjacent sites’ having had the
traditional name. Soundings would have to be conducted at those sites on
a rather thorough survey pattern.

In this connection, Geraty’s fifth option, having to do with the need to
explore other portions of the te//, is certainly in order. Whether or not the
schedule is feasible remains to be settled, if one’s aims in doing a major
expedition include thorough scientific completion of work begun. But this
is a matter for the excavators’ administrative decisions. Although Geraty
has every right to adopt a personally “doubtful” stance on the likelihood
that other portions of the ze// might provide the missing data (and al-
though the judgment even of a majority of the core staff might sustain such
doubts at the moment), it is a principle in archaeological fieldwork that
one does not write the results of future evidence before investigating. On
this matter, therefore, caution is appropriate until soundings to bedrock
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have been conducted in scattered locations. In the archaeology business it
is a cliché that “the answers lie below.”

6. Consideration of cAin Hesban as a possible alternative to Tell Hesban
as the biblical city is certainly well worth exploring. It seems in order,
however, to say that this is no easier an attempt at a solution than would be
soundings conducted at the other adjacent sites which might provide occu-
pation evidences in the “gaps” evident so far, matching literary evidence
expectations to archaeological data in hand. While water supply no doubt
figures in the consideration of the locations of ancient cities, the extensive
cistern constructions already found on the acropolis and the surrounding
slopes of Tell Hesban show that an immediately available source of fresh
water was not the only way to arrange for such needs. The point would
seem to be that exploration for “surrounding site evidence support” need
not limit itself to those sites in an immediate proximity to an obvious
dependable source of fresh water.

Geraty’s discussion leading toward a solution suggests the alternative of
concluding that the archaeological evidence either “‘confirms or confutes
the Bible” with reference to Tell Hesban. It would seem to be a reasonable
possibility that the evidence might confirm in some respects and refute in
others. Although any discussion of the meaning of the evidence still in the
process of excavation is necessarily tentative, and much more detailed anal-
ysis (particularly, of the ceramic evidence) is needed to firm up what con-
clusions are possible from the archaeological data, this would not be the
first instance in which the archaeological support might be positive toward
some aspects of biblical testimony and negative toward others.

This leads to the final comment on the relation of archaeological evidence
to biblical text. Geraty prefers to begin with the actual text in an assessment
of related archaeological and biblical evidence. I would argue that this
option is one choice, and a very legitimate option. I would also add that it
would seem not necessarily the only option. It is similarly possible to start
from the accumulation of archaeological data to explore what knowledge
of history can be reconstructed from that data. Such knowledge will depend
on the range, precision, and mesh that the varied data allow in any given
instance. That this knowledge is subject to all the limitations of fragmen-
tary excavation (and the unpredictable risks of what evidence survives and
in what condition it survives) is evident.

It is quite possible to proceed to interpret the text and then to test the
interpretation by critical application of archaeological evidence, and it is
also possible to proceed to construct a view of the apparent historical occu-
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pations of a site from the archaeological data, and then to incorporate what
light literary evidence may shed on those periods in which occupation
seems achaeologically evident. In either alternative, I would agree with
Geraty’s statement that one would seek a solution to the problem that best
suits 2// the evidence. But one is not arbitrarily bound to start from one side
any more than from the other in coming to such conclusions.

OYSTEIN LABIANCA, Loma Linda University

Although I believe that what was accomplished at Heshbon deserves a
more thorough elaboration and should inspire greater excitement than
Geraty’s discussion leaves me with, I am generally in accord with his sum-
mary of the work that has been done and his analysis of the results to date.

There are four specific reasons, I believe, for emphasizing the importance
of archaeological excavations at Tell Hesban:

1. The dig at Heshbon is especially important in light of the prevailing
controversy about that site’s relation to the knottiest problem with which
biblical archaeology has attempted to deal: the dating of the Exodus from
Egypt.!

2. Heshbon is important from a purely archaeological point of view, as
it is the first site in which fine seventh/sixth century Ammonite pottery has
been discovered in a stratigraphically controlled excavation.?

3. The expedition to Jordan is politically a very favorable gesture for
four reasons: First, the workers are excavating stratigraphically and care-
fully saving the Arabic remains which in another country in Palestine are
being bulldozed away. Second, the presence of an expedition maintains a
tradition which was about to die out — American-sponsored excavations in
Transjordan. Third, the forty foreigners, who automatically became tourists
in a country where tourists are still scarce, are somehow especially suited as
an elect audience for “consciousness raising” in the Arab cause. Foxrth, the
money poured into the comparatively modest national economy of Jordan
— through general operating expenses for the dig, through wages amount-
ing to over $10,000 each season for almost 150 workers, and through the
private spending of staff members — is not a negligible sum.

4. Perhaps the most significant result of the efforts at Heshbon, however,
is that Adventists have been initiated into the archaeological community
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and have finally begun the long overdue payment of the debt owed to hun-
dreds of biblical scholars whose labors no successful Adventist evangelist
would regard as trivial. Now, at last, a substantial contribution is being
made to scholarship, and valuable contacts with many different people and
universities are being made. (The majority of the expedition’s staff members
are non-Adventists from more than a dozen universities around the world.)

Having cited some of the reasons why I believe Heshbon to be a valuable
enterprise, I would like to focus on Geraty’s observation that “until the last
two alternatives are acted on, it would be premature to say whether the
archaeological evidence from Heshbon confirms or confutes the Bible.”

I believe that we need to act soon, in order to have the wherewithal to
work, especially now that the political situation is stable and relations be-
tween Jordan and the United States are friendly.

A dig in the summer of 1973 has been guaranteed by the administration
of Andrews University. I recommend that all who by now have become
interested in the Heshbon project consider the reasons for an undelayed
return to Jordan and participate in this project by sending contributions for
its realization.®> The question of whether or not Heshbon confirms or con-
futes the Bible is answered not only by the archaeologist’s spade, but by all
who have given in order that it might be put to use.

REFERENCES
1 Herbert F. Hahn, The Old Testament in Modern Research (Philadelphia: Fort-
ress Press 1954), p. 196.

2 Siegfried H. Horn, The second season of excavations at Heshbon summer 1971
(unpublished manuscript), p. 8.

3 Contributions should be sent to the director of the Heshbon expedition, Dr. Sieg-
fried H. Horn, at Andrews University.
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BARCLAY: Today is not 1870. It is not even 1967. And we must deal with
the problems in the church by moving forward, not by hanging onto the
past. Truth is never threatened by changes in procedures or methods.

In order to expedite our discussion, we will have a few short presenta-
tions to help us understand our church structure. I have asked Elder Wilson
to describe the General Conference, the North American Division, a union
conference, and a local conference, and the purpose of each. Following this,
Doctor Alexander will describe the local church and its purpose. Next, Mr.
Randall will describe the constitutional relationships of the General Con-
ference, the Lake Union Conference, and the Illinois Conference.
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I

WILSON: Right at the outset I would like to make a brief clarifying state-
ment. Some have suggested that it might be better if I personally did not get
involved in a discussion like this. But I have done so very willingly, because
I think it is important to understand one another in regard to what God
has for us to do and how we can best do it. Perhaps one of the greatest
dangers that confronts the church today is that the organization becomes
the focus of our attention while we forget what our real mission is — our
mission becomes secondary and that which is only a means to accomplish
our mission receives our greatest emphasis.

We could have changed slightly the direction of our discussion and con-
centrated on the growth and development of the church, and the miracu-
lous, providential leading of God. However, merely to have progress,
merely to make advances, merely to have success — this is not the mission
of the church. The mission of the church is to carry the understanding of
the love of Christ and his reconciling power, under the guidance and bless-
ing of the Holy Spirit preparing men and women for the coming of Christ.
And so I think it is appropriate for us to consider how we can really do the
job. If this requires some changes and adjustments in our thinking or
organization, then let’s be willing to make them.

Back in the 1840s, small groups of Adventist believers were scattered in
many different places. They were isolated. Many of them were mocked. But
they had a conviction that had been born out of an understanding of God'’s
Word; and when a few of them would get together, they would talk about
the mission of the church. Although they were few, with no resources and
no organization, they had a great vision of something that could be done —
something that God had said wox/d be done.

But they strongly resisted organization. Many of them had been in situa-
tions where organization was misused — substituted for the gospel — and
they didn’t want to see this repeated. But they wanted fellowship. They
wanted to worship. They wanted to study God’s Word. They wanted to
witness, because they believed that time was running out and that Christ
would soon come. How were they going to do these things ?

It wasn't long before they realized that even in their own little groups
they would have to have some organization, although the idea was still
resisted to some extent. They got together in meetings to express their
views, their hopes, their burdens. They noticed that some groups had
strengths that others didn’t have, and they wondered how they could pool
their resources. And so, out of conferences as occasions for discussions they

SPRING 1972



4

developed conferences as organizational structures. In 1861, just a year or
so after the first Adventist church was organized, the Michigan Conference
was organized; and in the next couple of years, there were five more such
conferences.

The purposes of these conferences were to preserve the unity of the faith,
to rally the combined resources to accomplish their mission, to develop
common guidelines and policies, to give counsel in unusual situations and
difficulties, and to coordinate activities so that there wouldn’t be a lot of
overlapping and duplication.

For these same reasons, the General Conference was organized in 1863
with just six conferences and with three members making up the executive
committee. This arrangement continued for some time, during which the
departmental work developed. There were also various institutions, and
many of these, you might say, were unilateral thrusts that were not very
solidly tied in to the General Conference program.

In 1901 came the big change in structure. By that time it was felt that the
departments and institutions should be brought into some happy relation-
ship, without each going on its own independent course. Furthermore, it was
realized that this was a world mission, to “every nation, kindred, tongue,
and people.” Thus, to enable the General Conference to take on a world
task, union conferences were organized, each made up of a group of local
conferences in a given territory, to carry out the same functions that the
General Conference had been set up to do in 1863. And so the General Con-
ference became, and still is, an organization made up of union conferences.

Now what about the “divisions”? There is no such thing as an indepen-
dent division with its own constituency. A division is merely the General
Conference operating in a certain geographical area, and all its officers,
staff members, and employees are actually General Conference personnel.
Because the General Conference headquarters is located in North America,
it guides the work in this geographical area more directly.

The purposes of all the organizations are identical: coordination, guid-
ance, pooling of resources, and unifying the faith — to care for the grow-
ing, expanding, and, we hope, soon-to-be-completed task. But there would
have been no need for these organizations without the local church.

ALEXANDER: A church is a spiritual entity, in that it is a group of people
who have been gathered by the Holy Spirit into a community of faith, to
minister mutually to each other for upbuilding in the faith, as the Holy
Spirit, through the gifts of the Spirit, operates in the congregation. A
church is also a group of people who have been given a commission to
preach, teach, and baptize.
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Whatever organization is here exists for pastoral care and the nurture of
individuals, so that every person will feel that he is part of the church body
and will find himself being prepared to do the work assigned to him by
God. Time has taught us that we need some kind of structure, where the
gifts designated by the Spirit of God — pastors, teachers, apostles, evan-
gelists, and all the rest — can function.

So there is an organization and an organism, and it is the combination of
these two that makes up the local church. The church, in this sense, is the
church in the world. In its building, it is building people, preparing them
personally for the kingdom of heaven. In the world, it is the witness of the
gospel and the power of the gospel in the human life.

II

RANDALL: Before we can consider how to use the present organizational
structure more effectively, or how the structure could be changed, we
need to understand the existing structure. This structure is controlled by
constitutions.

The constitution of the General Conference provides that its membership
shall consist of (#) the union conferences and (/) certain other (minor)
entities; and that the voters of the General Conference shall be () the
delegates representing the union conferences, and (%) the members of the
General Conference Committee. Thus the voting control rests with the
delegates selected by the union conferences, together with the officials of
the General Conference who were previously elected by this union confer-
ence representation.

The General Conference officials, including the vice-presidents for the
various divisions, are all elected by the General Conference. Each division
does not separately elect its own chief executive. The vice-president for
North America works under the direction of the General Conference Com-
mittee, which is the top executive authority for both the world organization
and the North American Division.

The General Conference Committee now has 148 members resident in
North America, elected by the General Conference in session. It is not un-
usual for a large organization to have a large board of directors for general
direction; but it is unusual for such a large board to be active in day-to-day
administration. In practice, this committee keeps close control over current
operations, holding weekly meetings of the available members and process-
ing a number of routine matters, such as personnel transfers and travel
authorizations. Thus the church does not have a single officer who is respon-
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sible for administration, but a 148-headed creature. It is only natural that
such an entity sometimes has trouble keeping its heads coordinated, and
sometimes appears slow, unwieldy, and inefficient as a top executive.

The General Conference president is specifically limited to do only what
the General Conference Committee directs. The entire provision of the
constitution pertaining to the president reads: “The President shall preside
at the sessions of the Conference, act as Chairman of the Executive Com-
mittee, and labor in the general interests of the Conferences as the Executive
Committee may advise.” In the constitution and in practice, there is no dele-
gation of administrative authority, temporary or permanent, to the presi-
dent or any of the vice-presidents. The executive head of the church is a
committee.

To such a costly and inefficient situation has the church come, in deference
to arbitrary interpretations of various warnings against “kingly power.” If
the union conferences deliberately sought to have a weak superstructure
over them, they could hardly have devised a more cunning plan, for there
is no General Conference official who is not, in effect, merely an errand boy
for the delegates who elected him. A General Conference official may not
even travel officially to any union conference without an invitation; and if
and when he does get there, he does not have any administrative authority.
His effectiveness is limited to his capacity as a persuader; and for any effec-
tive action to occur, the persuasiveness must be exerted on a whole com-
mittee, not just a local administrator. On the other hand, if the local ofhicials
ask for help of any kind, the General Conference is not authorized to give
assurances of anything more than that he will take the request to the
General Conference Committee for consideration.

The General Conference does not “'direct” or “order” any union confer-
ence or other organization to take any action. It only recommends such
action. There appears to be no requirement that the union conferences actu-
ally follow the recommendations, and in practice the recommendations are
sometimes (though not generally) ignored. And there is no provision for a
General Conference officer to call a union conference official to account for
his official performance. Rather, the union conference officials can require
the General Conference president and other officers to explain their actions.

Having guaranteed that their “superiors” in the General Conference are
safely under their control, what have the union conferences done in regard
to the power structure at their own level and below ? As a typical operation,
we will consider the Lake Union Conference.

The constitution of the Lake Union Conference provides that its con-
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stituency shall be the local conferences in its territory, and that the voting
delegates shall be appointed by the executive committees of the local con-
ferences. The constituency also includes the members of the Lake Union
Conference Committee, and any members of the General Conference Com-
mittee who may be present. At the constituency meeting in May 1967, 209
delegates were seated. Of these, 83 percent had been selected by the execu-
tive committees of the local conferences, and the other 17 percent were
officials of the Lake Union Conference, the General Conference, and vari-
ous institutions. Only 16 of the 209 delegates were laymen, and they were
delegates by virtue of their membership on the Lake Union or local con-
ference committees.

The Lake Union Conference Committee, which includes the local confer-
ence president, has 22 members, of whom two are laymen. This committee
has full administrative power (including authority to fill any vacancies that
may occur before the next constituency meeting) with only the requirement
that a report be made to the constituency at the regular quadrenniel meet-
ings. There is no constitutional authority for any General Conference
official to sit on the Lake Union Conference executive committee.

The structure of the local conferences may be exemplified by the Illinois
Conference. Its constitution provides that its membership shall be the Ad-
ventist churches in its territory and the voters shall be the delegates from
the various churches. At the biennial constituency meeting in 1969, 317 of
the 388 delegates were laymen, and the 71 others were pastors and various
officials of the Illinois, Lake Union, and General Conferences. In the Illi-
nois Conference, the delegates elect the two officers of the conference —
the president and the secretary-treasurer — and the seven to nine additional
members of the executive committee. This committee has full administra-
tive power between the constituency meetings, and consists of the two offi-
cers, four ministers, the administrator of Hinsdale Sanitarium, and three
laymen.

The president of the union conference usually sits with the local confer-
ence executive committee, and often dominates its performance, although
there is no constitutional provision for his membership on it, or even his
attendance.

Here is a system which is frequently described as “"democratic,” but which
in practice eliminates the effective voice of the laymen after the biennial
local conference constituency meeting and permits almost total control by
union conference officials without any effective restraint.

The union conferences control the official access of the local conferences
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to the General Conference, and also control the contacts between confer-
ences. In these and other ways the union conferences dominate the local
conferences, which theoretically should be controlling the union confer-
ences. One result is that the line of authority goes around in a circle, instead
of proceeding in a straight line from one administrative level to another. In
practice, both the local conferences and the General Conference are sub-
servient to the union conferences, where the administrative power has
tended to concentrate.

This kind of organization gives the union conferences a large degree of
independence; and historically this was desired in order to avoid a hierarchy
that might tend toward administrative absolutism. But there is no built-in
provision for check and balance. The church in North America now has ten
centers of control instead of one. Whether this is good or bad depends on
one’s viewpoint. It may also depend, at least partly, on the size of the
organization: what was sufficient in 1902 for 63,000 members may be
inadequate now for 426,000.

If all went well — that is, if all the managers were all-wise — this system
might be satisfactory, for it provides a tight circle of authority, well forti-
fied against attack of every sort — even suggestions for improvement. But
as a matter of history, all has not gone well. At the present time there is a
great deal of unrest — among conference workers, educational personnel,
business and professional persons among the laity, and others. And there is
no effective way to voice complaints to an independent monitor who can
command respect and ensure compliance with the policies laid down by local
conference constituencies or the General Conference. Urgently needed is
some way to appeal the actions of the established circle of command.

The present challenge is fourfold: (1) Can we strengthen and modify
the central authority of the church to operate more efficiently and econom-
ically? (2) Can we provide a check-and-balance for the union conferences?
(3) Can we provide an effective route of appeal apart from the established
circular lines of authority? (4) Can we make these modifications without
setting up an undesirable absolutism ?

III

JONES: I have just come to the union conference level, and I cannot sup-
port many of the statements by Mr. Randall. In the Lake Union Conference
there are no local conferences where the union conference president or any
other staff member dominates the executive committee meetings. We serve
as advisers and that alone.
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As to lay representation on the local conference committees, there are
at least four laymen on each executive committee in the Lake Union Con-
ference. There are also four laymen on the union conference committee.
We feel that this gives adequate checks and balances.

1LES: In the Southern Union Conference the president’s office had a re-
volving door for a couple of years, with presidents coming and going. And
they were accountable to the General Conference and to the constituency.

RANDALL: I don’t know the details of what happened there, although I
heard rumors about it in Nebraska. But I understand that when the General
Conference officials came to the Southern Union Conference, they had to
come, not as officials directing what should be done, but as pleaders urging
the local constituency to make certain changes. The authority to make the
changes remained entirely with the people. Now maybe this is desirable. I
am not contending that it is wrong. I am merely pointing out the situation
that exists.

STOKES: One of the things we must do in analyzing any organization is
to compare the “blueprint” organization with the informal organization.
Almost every organization operates in terms of personalities and circum-
stances, shortcutting the official procedures. Thus, to describe the General
Conference or a local conference without describing particular events and
particular people, and the way particular decisions were made, does not
show how things really work. We see on one hand the theory, but quite a
different thing in practice. It is very difficult to describe something that is
alive unless you describe what the live people do, not what they are sup-
posed to do.

RANDALL: I would say that it is a weakness to rely on personalities for
procedure. We can get ourselves into trouble with that kind of thing.

WILSON: You must remember that beyond the constitution, we have a
“working policy,” which is far more detailed than most people suppose.
The most recent edition of the General Conference working policy came
out after the 1970 General Conference session in Atlantic City. Now we
are developing a North American Division policy book, which will apply
the principles of the General Conference working policy to a North Amer-
ican setting.

These policy books should be available for purchase at our conference
Book and Bible Houses. There’s nothing mysterious about them. There’s
nothing to hide. They are well prepared. They are well thought through.
They have been sifted and combed and refined. I'd just as soon let anybody
have them any time.
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The working policy spells out some of the relationships that are given
very briefly and in a technical way in the constitution and bylaws. Further-
more, practice establishes certain relationships. And when it comes to prac-
tice, the office of the General Conference president is not as weak as it may
sound in the constitution. There are much greater powers given to an indi-
vidual than you might assume. However, should one abuse the authority
that is given to him by the General Conference Committee, the committee
and the constituency can withdraw it. So the constitution is a safe one. And
personally, I think this is a very wise type of organization.

As to a union conference president dominating a local conference com-
mittee — this may take place in very isolated situations, but it is not the
general practice. No union conference president can dominate any commit-
tee if the members of that committee will truly fulfill their responsibility
and exercise the authority that the constituency vested in them. If they do
not have the wisdom and the conscience to stand up and say, “This is what
I believe, and this is the way I am going to vote,” I don’t think they ought
to continue as members of that committee. One of the greatest weaknesses
of the church is that those who are constitutionally asked to carry a respon-
sibility will allow somebody else to do it. Somebody will say, ““Well, he
may find himself out of a job.” So what? There are plenty of other jobs in
this world, and I would be very discouraged if I felt that a committee mem-
ber, purely to hold on to his position, would allow someone to come in and
dominate a meeting.

When it comes to the General Conference being controlled by the union
conferences, this is not really correct. It's true that they choose the delegates
to the General Conference session, but they do not dominate the General
Conference or its personnel. They have a voice, and that voice should be
heard. But let me remind you that the constituency of every union confer-
ence always includes all of the General Conference Committee members
who may be present at a union conference session. If some union confer-
ence were going completely off course, the full General Conference Com-
mittee could move in at the next session and could probably swing the
constituency in any direction it wanted to take it.

It is true, however, that there is resistance to change. While people
should not be so gullible as to swallow every suggestion for change, we
should not be so staid and so protective and so cautious and defensive that
we can’t see that some changes may be desirable. I think we have come to
a time when some modifications should be made.

ALEXANDER: In the beginning, many of the people coming into the
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church were of the lower middle class, and the pastors were the “hierarchy
type.” Where the people have not been helped to understand how the
church is structured and how it functions, so that the local church selects
the right kind of delegates to the meetings where the business of the church
is done, the church automatically falls into the hands of ministers who have
been prepared largely to preach. This is a historical problem that perhaps
we can’t quite solve at this point.

1LES: If we would give the pastors the opportunity — in fact, require
them — to have an understanding of the organization of the church, we
would be taking a large first step toward having a more effective organiza-
tion. And I think a young man going into the ministry should have an
understanding of management — how to conduct a meeting, how to set up
bank accounts, how to keep a set of church books and analyze a balance
sheet, how to transfer real estate. Sometimes a fine young man comes into
a local church and is immediately propelled into the position of chairman
of the board, and then brings contempt upon himself and his education by
his complete lack of understanding. His total experience is what he learned
in the dormitory men'’s club.

wiILSON: This type of education should not be limited to pastors. The
church ought to develop an ongoing program of education in group dy-
namics and leadership not only for pastors but also for administrators —
conference and union conference presidents — and everyone else who deals
with people. It is true that some individuals have natural ability in the art
of leading people and maximizing the strength of organization, but this
can always be enhanced by summer courses, workshops, and the like.

STOKES: One of the sins of the church in North America is that we have
developed a civil-service mentality. We have made it appear that unless a
man is promoted first to a better church (whatever that means), then to a
conference position, then up the line, he really isn’t successful.

WILSON: I want to assure you that there are a great many men in North
America who are not seeking a conference office. There are too many who
are, but a great many are not. Unfortunately, the church has hurt itself by
making it appear that it’s a reward or promotion to be given a particular
responsibility, and people think that if they are ever going to “succeed,”
they must get appointed to an office. We have probably given the wrong
emphasis, and we ought to develop new perspectives and values.
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BARCLAY: Let’s move now to the subject of authority in the church, and
whether it comes from the top down or is generated from the bottom up.
We are told that a General Conference in session is the highest authority;
but then we say that the authority in the church rests in the church member-
ship, with the executive responsibility delegated to representative bodies
and administrative officers. Can we clarify or reconcile these two concepts?

WILSON: Personally, I see no real conflict. The basic authority (which is
the constitutional authority, since we are talking about organization)
comes from below. But that authority is delegated by the constituency to
organizational leaders because that appears to be the best way for the
constituency to carry out its objectives. Thus it sometimes appears that this
authority is coming from the top.

Something that has concerned me a good deal is the matter of under-
standing what responsibility and authority resides on the various levels. We
have been guilty of almost carelessly insulting people by calling them to a
constituency meeting without giving them any information about the items
that are going to be discussed. We are really asking them to come and just
sit and listen and nod their heads and applaud and go home. I think the
delegates should know, well in advance, what issues may be coming up at
the meeting, and they should have a paragraph or two of background infor-
mation on each item so that they can do a little personal research if they
want to. Furthermore, I think they ought to have a copy of the constitution
and bylaws, so that they will know what their authority is, what their lim-
itations are, and what possibilities are open to them. And after the meeting,
they ought to be kept informed on what progress has been made on these
matters which they determined should be given priority. These things
could greatly strengthen the constitutional base of authority.

Some of us really want to see greater participation by laymen who are
knowledgeable, interested, and willing to get involved. At the last session
of the Central Union Conference, the constituency amended the constitu-
tion so that the delegations to the next session will have to include at least
twenty percent laymen.

ILES: I know of churches where we have to go out and turn over rocks
to find people willing to be delegates.

JONES: For a recent constituency meeting, one conference in the Lake
Union sent out the entire program booklet and the constitution at least two
weeks ahead of time. And the union conference has done the same thing.
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RANDALL: But in a still different area, one conference sent out a letter
instructing the delegates not to have any meetings among themselves, or
give any thought as to what should be considered or what their position
should be; they were to wait for the Holy Spirit to guide them at the time
of the meeting. That infuriated many of the folks, because what the letter
apparently meant was that they should let the president decide what was
to be discussed and get his program approved before anybody else had a
chance to think about it.

But evidently this is not the case everywhere. In fact, it is my opinion
that the quality and manner of conference administration is not the same
in all parts of the country. A number of policies are being administered
quite differently in different places. This is one of the things that ought to
be straightened out. But I don’t know of any way to bring this about.

BARCLAY: Should the recommendations of the General Conference be fol-
lowed by all the local conferences? How should these policies be enforced ?

wiILSON: I think the recommendations should be followed, but I would
hate to see machinery set up to enforce them. Unless the local people can
be persuaded that the General Conference policy is the better way, we
accomplish very little in the end. The strength of the church is its dedica-
tion to a world mission and the loyalty of individuals to common objectives
and goals. Machinery to enforce policies would take the spirit out of the
church. I have found that where the church leadership levels with the peo-
ple, gives them all the facts, and tells them what the alternatives are, about
eighty percent of the people see the light and say, "It makes sense. Let’s
go with it.”

There have been union and local conferences that have taken a rather
independent attitude: “Well, we’re on our own. We're financially inde-
pendent. We don’t have to follow those antiquated policies. We're an en-
lightened group here.” And they have gotten themselves into some serious
difficulty. With proper counsel it is good to experiment with changes in a
given location, but an independent course by a union or local conference
can give the wrong example to the churches. Some local churches are say-
ing, “Well, we're independent too. After all, we're supplying the finances
and looking after ourselves, and we don’t have to listen to the conference.”
If this attitude were to take hold, we would defeat the very purpose of our
church organization.

RANDALL: This is one of the most delicate issues confronting the church.
I agree with the importance of voluntary cooperation, with everybody
having his heart in the work. But it is very uneconomical to spend thou-
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sands of dollars having a Fall Council make recommendations that are then
ignored in certain places. It seems to me that there should be some way in
which the people — the laymen, the local pastors or teachers — could get
redress if their conference administration is not following the official
church policy. This would increase the unity that is so desirable.

To have the basic authority in the local constituency is fine. But then we
could elect delegates to a top authority, such as the General Conference,
which would then see that its official policies were carried out in the union
and local conferences. If they were not, we could have the proper constitu-
tional means to deal with the situation without having to wait two or three
years for a constituency meeting.

v

STOKES: We have stressed the structure of our local and union confer-
ences and the General Conference. Yet we are, after all, a group of local
churches. And it seems to me that it is precisely here that we are weakest.
Is it any wonder that the power has tended to migrate elsewhere?

There are problems at the local church level that make it difficult for
authority to rest where it ought to. For example, the frequent change of
ministers means that in many churches there is no continuing leadership
except that provided by laymen; and frequently the laymen, because of this
change, are left uninstructed and wonder what comes next. The smaller the
church, and often the smaller the conference, the more likely this is to be
the case. And we have a large number of churches that do not have a regu-
lar minister at all; the average conference has only about half as many
pastors as it has churches. I see no reason why we could not provide a pastor
for every church in North America — we could well afford it — and con-
tinue pastors for much longer periods, making changes far less frequently
than we do. Though the top looks quite impressive, the bottom of the pyra-
mid is weak indeed.

JONES: This reminds me of a story about two fellows who wanted to
drive a big tractor-trailer truck. But they didn’t have the right kind of li-
cense. They went to the 1cc office and asked why they couldn’t drive the big
trucks, since they had driven all the other kinds. One of the examiners said,
“Well, what would you and your pal do if you were in a truck going down
a hill, with the truck going as fast as possible, and all of a sudden someone
pulled out in front of you?” “Well,” one of the fellows said after he had
thought a while, “I wouldn’t do but one thing. I'd wake up my partner
and say, "You ain’t never seen a wreck like we gonna have now!"”
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From what I have seen recently, I think that if we don’t make a turn, the
Adventist church is “‘gonna have a wreck like we ain’t never seen.” I believe
we have to start at the bottom and strengthen the people to believe that
they are part of this program — partners with the ministers.

ALEXANDER: We have been stressing the relationship of the pastor to the
local congregation — where, I think we have stated, the authority really
lies. One of the biggest problems facing the church is that individuals see
themselves brought into the church and recognize some spiritual relation-
ships here, but do not know what it means to be the church. If they would
see this responsibility, even if they never had a pastor, they could still be a
functioning group, taking seriously what it means to be a church.

This may sound a bit protective of ministers, but we have asked the min-
istry to do just about everything that everybody else does. If there is going to
be a change, there must be a division of labor here, in which the lay person
(and he is a lay person in the sense that he is not professionally trained
and ordained to preach) does his part.

ILES: That is all too true. We are asking our ministers to be architects,
fund raisers, contractors, baby-sitters, and handholders; and I am afraid
that some of them are leaving the ministry because they are having to do all
these things when they really entered the ministry so that they could be
preachers and pastors. One of the things we have failed to teach our min-
isters is to recognize the talents in the churches and make use of them by
delegating authority.

ALEXANDER: Is it possible that the reason this happens is that the lay
person still doesn’t know his responsibility in the church? The pastor has
been asked by the conference committee to be the leader of the church. He
has been taught, we hope, to delegate responsibility. But when he steps into
the church situation and finds the saints so busy that they are not able to
take that responsibility except here and there, he has to take over some
things himself. And when he does, they seem to be glad to let him do it.

ILEs: The whole world is made up of those who turn the wheel and
those who let others turn the wheel. But I say again that there are more who
could become wheel turners if the pastors would give them the opportunity
and then encourage them along. The laity is not going to come forward
spontaneously to do the job. The pastor has to be the catalyst.

RANDALL: It would be very helpful if the conferences, back of the pastors,
would encourage this sort of attitude.

STOKES: There is a problem here to which we need to refer: What is the
mission of the church — not just overall, but in Berrien Springs, Michigan,
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or in Bridgeport, Connecticut? Does our overall structure really permit
enough differentiation so that we can look at the mission of the individual
church? With all the programs that come down the line, we need to be
thinking very seriously about reaching the people in the next block, about
meeting specific needs in specific areas.

I recognize that this is not entirely the job of the pastor. My plea was that
the pastor remain long enough to become familiar with the needs and learn
how to meet them. But beyond that, it seems to me, the conference should
help draw out the lay leadership. Perhaps with constant training sessions,
our conference sessions would be more meaningful in terms of what needs
to be done in particular places. In effect, this is already going on in South
America. One of the reasons for the success of the church in Brazil is the
concentration on specific problems in particular places and the alerting of
the laymen to their responsibility. In North America we have a good organ-
ization at the top, but the job must be completed at the local level — by the
pastor and all the members. If that’s where the authority really is, that is
also where we have been failing as a church.

One other element in the church organizational structure (and another
source of our problems) is the institution — the school, the hospital, and
the like. In the Southern New England Conference, one in every four dol-
lars received by the conference goes directly or indirectly into the institu-
tions. These institutions have very definite roles to play in the development
of the church. Some see them as dangerous; some see them as great sources
of strength. In any case, they are very important seats of power — what-
ever that means.

VI

BARCLAY: The next question is, What is the role of the ministry in
church organization and administration ?

1LES: I would like to repeat that a pastor should be a catalyst in his church.
Even in a small church the laity should be assigned chores, and I think lay
persons can be depended on to do these chores. People come up to what is
expected of them. I don’t think we are giving to our young men coming
into the ministry a sufficient understanding of church administration.

On the other hand, our administrative processes lack a way to evaluate
ministers. Are they producers or nonproducers? If they are nonproducers,
how can they become producers? And if they refuse to become producers,
how can we move them on? It seems that ordination is tantamount to job
security for the rest of one’s life.

STOKES: I am wondering just what we mean by “production.” We can
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look at the amount of tithe received from a church, or the number of bap-
tisms there, or the Ingathering report. I agree that there must be some
measure for evaluation, but I am afraid that we are using only statistical
measures. As an economist I could hardly reject these, but they are only the
beginning. We need to rethink the task of the church in each place, or its
“productivity” tends to become a matter of one report after another. I don’t
think that we have really prepared our pastors for the most important task
they have — the ministry of the gospel.

ALEXANDER: The role of the minister is changing from what it was when
our church first began. His role as spiritual leader has not changed a great
deal; but with the local, union, and general conferences preparing and pro-
moting various programs, his role in the church organization has become
that of a pastoral director. He is also a liaison person between the church
members and the conference, representing the church to the conference, and
is also responsible to the conference committee for the various programs of
the church. He is, in a way, “caught” between the conference and the peo-
ple to whom he ministers; and in preparing him for this ministry, we have
to take account of both sides.

One way in which we could use the developing organization of the church
to help the pastors is to have the various departmental secretaries — youth
activities, stewardship, Sabbath School, and so on — serve as resource per-
sons who would go to the various churches to help the people meet their
responsibilities. Then the pastor could do more of his own work.

STOKES: I hope I can say this with love and understanding. There are
very few local departmental men who really take their responsibilities as
seriously as they ought to. I think we could remove many of them and not
miss them.

When we have a sick teacher, I have called the educational superintend-
ent and said, ""What shall we do?” And he said, “That’s your problem,
brother, I'm busy. You get someone locally and take care of it.” Or when
we are in trouble in the Ingathering campaign, what we get is, “I'm awfully
sorry, but my schedule is filled up, and I can’t make it down to Bridgeport.
But we'll be praying for you.” Or there is a serious problem coming up with
respect to our dealings with another church. “I hope you come out all right,
but we can’t make it there. You are a little out of the way, you understand.”
That happens over and over again.

People resent being left alone. If you are going to say to the laymen,
“This is what you ought to do,” then you have to help them, you have to
guide them. You have to know what will actually work in Dowagiac, or in
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South Bend, or in New York City, so that you make sense when you say,
“This is what you should do.” And you have to stay with them a little bit.

If that were happening, I think there would be a little more satisfaction,
and a little more success. If we have this wreck to which Elder Jones re-
ferred, it will occur at the local level. And it will occur in spite of our
sincerity, despite our hard work, partly because we have very, very difficult
assignments given to us. Carrying the gospel to the central city, for ex-
ample, is a very tough task.

ALEXANDER: As to statistics, I hope there will be a swing to a whole new
philosophy, as we have had in regard to stewardship. At first we looked at
Madison Avenue, and we got some money out of our people; but we hurt
our churches. Then we moved to the principles of stewardship we had all
the time, voiced by Ellen White, and we have had great revival.

RANDALL: Along with this, we ought not to overlook Mrs. White’s
statement that the administration of business matters in the church should
be turned over to business people. In a small church a pastor has to do all of
these things himself; but in large churches we need to divide the responsi-
bilities between ministers of the gospel and administrators. Let’s keep in
mind that our primary mission is spiritual work, and that’s what the min-
isters are ordained to do. When they are looking after the church books and
fixing up the lights and the plumbing, they are not doing their main work.
Wherever possible, we should free them from that sort of work by providing
competent administrators to whom they can turn over these responsibilities.

STOKES: There are some crucial issues here. Let’s take a medium-sized
church and suppose that we need a business manager. No layman could do
this job without some financial assistance. Should we use the tithe for this
purpose? Should we use these funds to build the kind of staff that a pastor
needs so that he can do his work? Should all the staff be ordained ? If the
conferences can exchange tithe funds for nontithe funds to support institu-
tional and other programs, shouldn’t the local church have this same option
to exchange funds? This would make it possible for some churches to
strengthen their administrative staff.

VII

BARCLAY: The next question concerns the role of the laymen and their
responsibilities and rights in the church structure.

RANDALL: The laymen have the responsibility of doing the best they can
to support the church. But different laymen have different capacities. In
some churches there is not very much lay capacity, and so the laymen there
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are not going to have very much responsibility or very much authority. But
in other churches there is a good deal of lay capacity, and the laymen there
should be responsible for a lot of things. They have a duty to help the
church, and they should have some authority to go with it.

This brings up the related question of the organization’s attitude toward
these laymen, and here administrative flexibility is extremely important.

A conference president, for example, might deal with a church of a thou-
sand members differently from the way he would deal with a church of
sixty-three members. Also, some laymen, by virtue of their education and
experience, are entitled to be listened to. It's our policy now that at all
levels of organization laymen are included in committees, and that’s good.
The organization men should see to it that the laymen are given the respon-
sibility and authority for which they are competent. Surely the writings of
Ellen White are clear that we should turn over as much work as possible
to persons other than the preachers.

ALEXANDER: There is sometimes a fear on the part of lay members that
may stop them from exercising either their responsibilities or their rights.
“We should not touch the Lord’s anointed. He’s ordained, he’s been called
to speak the word to us, and we must listen.” It’s hard for some laymen to
perceive the minister as another member of the body in which they too
are members.

A process of education is needed here, so that every person coming into
the church — not after he gets in, and begins to wander around and won-
der who he is and what his rights are — understands what church member-
ship means, in terms of its structure and its work. Here, I think, the ministry
may have failed, for we have taken our own role too seriously.

RANDALL: I would like to say that the little book Christian Service is a
gold mine of instruction for laymen’s activities. Its message, basically, is
that the ministry will never finish the work of the church; the work will be
finished by concerned, dedicated, working laymen, with the ministry guid-
ing them in the various areas of their work.

Now, as lay activities leader in our little church I took this idea to our
advisory group, made up of our minister (who is an older man) and some
young seminary graduates (who are studying at the University of Chicago)
and said, "Do you think this is a credible plan?” They said, “Definitely.
We will buy it.” I said, “Okay, if you will buy it, will you act as counselors
to help every one of our laymen know how he can use his ability in his own
working, social environment to be a more practical Christian witness?”
They said, “Stop right there. We have never been trained to do this kind of
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counseling.” 1 was flabbergasted. I hadn’t realized that we have in the
church an army of officers who are unable to train the troops. We must
come to grips with this problem. We must come to a point where the min-
istry has the capacity and the time to train every individual layman to do
his job according to his ability.

Thinking of the responsibilities and the rights of laymen, some time ago
I worked on this subject to see what I could develop. I will read off to you
the results, for whatever value they are. The responsibilities of a layman:
(1) to strive consistently to improve his relationship with Christ; (2) to
make a total commitment to the soul-winning objective of the church; (3)
to qualify himself in at least one service area for the church; (4) to advance
God'’s cause through the judicious use of his time and money, applying the
principles of economy and sacrifice; (5) to participate actively in the
decision-making processes of the church at whatever level he is qualified.

In the area of the rights of the layman, I concluded that (1) he should
have free access to information about the church, including (2) financial
matters, (4) major problems and proposed alternative solutions, (¢) work-
ing policy, and (4) committee actions; (2) he should have freedom of
speech and the opportunity and time to respond to the information he re-
ceives; (3) there should be representation by qualified laymen at all policy-
making levels, in equal numbers with qualified church administrators; (4)
he should be able to expect denominational employees at all levels to ac-
cept, follow, and teach the principles set forth in the Bible and the writings
of Ellen White; (5) he should be taught how the church structure actually
functions.

VIII

BARCLAY: The next question is whether there should be a reduction or an
increase in the number of levels of church administration in North Amer-
ica. Should the present sixty-one local conferences and ten union confer-
ences be continued as they are now structured ? Could the union conferences
be eliminated ? Could the local conferences be eliminated?

STOKES: My overall proposal is that we pretty well scrap the local con-
ferences and replace them with smaller, more local units that would bring
churches together for the discussion of local problems. We could have
perhaps a thousand such conferences in North America, without very much
authority and with more temporary personnel. The job of president would
be only for a year or two, and might circulate among the pastors in an area;
but it would have no great honor and no great power and would not be
something to be sought after. The union conferences would perform the
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essential administrative functions; and it would have the role of guiding,
setting the pace, and providing technical direction. Since there would be
relatively few union conferences and many, many local conferences, pre-
sumably there wouldn’t be the struggle to get on top, and we could focus
on the task which we have to do. As it is, the local conference is a fifth
wheel — basically unnecessary in carrying on the task of the church, and it
has complicated the problem of evangelism. We have developed an organi-
zation that has become top-heavy and has shifted us away from our basic
task. Therefore, I am prepared to make a radical suggestion: we should
downgrade the local conference to the minimum essentials.

Now in order for this to happen, we have to do something about the
handling of funds, because this is the source of power. What happens to
our money? Where does it go? We must face the problem of what we do
with the tithe. We also have to face the problem of the institutions. We
have too many colleges in North America. Possibly we have too many of
many kinds of things. We cannot afford them at the current level, and they
are not essential to the performance of our task.

WILSON: There are many, many things that could be said on the other
side of this question. But this is a very real issue, which we must not shrug
off or take lightly. We are becoming almost muscle-bound with organiza-
tion. There is perhaps too much superstructure, and it is going to topple
one of these days if we are not careful.

At present we have a task force reviewing and assessing the entire church
program in North America — the geographical and numerical size of vari-
ous units, their financial strength, their efficiency, their interrelationships,
their problems of communication and transportation. All of these things
are being looked at, and we have asked this task force to come up with
several options.

Personally, I am very reluctant to see the conference weakened in any way.
There needs to be a point of reference to which the local churches tie. There
needs to be a combat unit big enough, strong enough, effective enough to
pull together the various elements needed to do the job. It may be that some
of these combat units are now much too small, and we may be able to en-
large these conferences considerably.

There are other areas that we ought to look at. The union conferences
came into existence for a particular purpose, and I think that purpose
might be accomplished with less than ten of them. And there may be areas
of overlapping or duplication in departmental work that can be trimmed.
If you have any ideas, share them; we need all the help we can get.
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IX

BARCLAY: To close our discussion, I have asked Doctor Alexander to
talk about the role of the Holy Spirit in church organization.

ALEXANDER: In the preface of his translation of the Book of Acts, J. B.
Phillips says that before the church was fat and muscle-bound from over-
organization, a group of people were open to the Holy Spirit in such a way
that even their enemies had to say, “These men have turned the world
upside down.”

A Baptist preacher once said to a group of his fellow ministers, *‘Ninety-
five percent of what the church is doing could go on if there were no Holy
Spirit, and we would still be building a vast institution and getting the
credit. But what we must be concerned about is that other five percent.”

We have talked about solidarity and unity, about authority, about the
life and vitality of the church. Historically, whenever something other
than the Holy Spirit has brought these things, the church has suffered and
its mission has not been accomplished. The Catholic church had institu-
tional authority; the Protestant Reformation found its authority in Scrip-
ture, but soon transferred it to doctrine. The enthusiasts and Pentecostals,
tired of organization and institution, have gone for experience. I think that
we can see that something has happened in our own church; we have tried
by organization and education and promotion to carry on the work of the
church.

The church is an organization, but it is also an organism that depends
for its life and vitality on the Holy Spirit, to whom every church member
and every committee should come for guidance. We have nothing to fear
for the future except as we forget how the Spirit has led in the past.
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The Apocalyptic Overtones
in Rock Music

RAJMUND LADYSLAW DABROWSKI

I'm gonna listen to the cries
From the people

Who make this

Worlds End.

ANDWELLA, "Worlds End.”

I

When the WHO, a British rock band, first came to America, its members
could hardly play instruments. “They put on an apocalyptic stage show to
cover up.”* Today, six or seven years later, the WHO still puts on an
apocalyptic stage show, but its function is not to make up for inadequacies
of technique. It is the representative of the counterculture, announcing
through its compositions that this world is about to die.

To many Christians, rock music is itself a sign of the world’s end; it is a
fulfillment of the prophetic revelation that strange things will occur at the
“end of time.” And to many, the WHo still represents the degenerate, sex-
and-drug-ridden, young-and-angry men of the counterculture. But the
WHO is more than just a product of reaction to the establishment. It offers
the world not merely a symptom of a problem, but a solution.

To consider in detail rock music’s apocalyptic preoccupation, one should
have the background of certain general observations. Often both the films
and the music of today are evaluated in Christian circles for their recrea-
tional and moral values rather than for the message that they try to com-
municate. This approach is a mistake, really, because many (if not most)
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rock compositions are commentaries on the modern scene. A few rock
songs succeed on sound alone, but the majority that are strong are so be-
cause of their lyrics. Whether the music is combined with words or not,
however, most rock compositions are serious attempts at communicating.

A number of articles and books have been written on rock music’s influ-
ence in the spreading cultural revolution. But relatively little has been
written by Christians about the messages that effectively mirror American
society. Some of these messages have a certain apocalyptic significance, but
this aspect is generally ignored by both qualified and unqualified critics.
For Seventh-day Adventists, the strong apocalyptic overtones in rock music
ought to be more relevant than its various other themes.

The idea that apocalyptic concepts belong exclusively to ecclesiastical
circles is no longer valid. Not only churchgoers sing about fire and brim-
stone. Nor are ministers in their pulpits alone in proclaiming the “end.”
Today’s “secular man” often talks about doomsday as much as the nominal
or dedicated Christian does; and rock songs contribute heavily to the uni-
versal (both geographic and ethnic) awareness of the approaching end of
the present world.

II

The rock music scene, with its starry “age of Aquarius,” its en masse
events like Woodstock and Altamont, and its individual idols like Bob
Dylan and John Lennon, is very much involved with the apocalyptic. The
wide use of narcotics in the rock culture can be interpreted as an attempt to
experience a different-than-present reality —a world without violence,
greed, and hypocrisy. There is also among rock fans a revived interest in
comic books in which the climax is the deliverance — often on a cosmic
scale —of the oppressed from the tyrants. And, in the words of Leon
Russell, a rock hero, a “master of space and time,” “The only way to stay
with it is to read science fiction, because if you study contemporary science,
you're constantly in the past.”?

Some talk about the destruction of the world, others talk about better
days ahead, and still others simply warn the world that the end is at hand.:

Just like the Seneca,

I have lost my place.

And where I've been planted now,
Soon will be shakin’ . . ..

Too soon tomorrow will come.

BREWER AND SHIPLEY, "Too Soon Tomorrow.”
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Bob Dylan, probably the greatest minstrel of our times, and sometimes
regarded as the John-the-Baptist of the rock apocalypse,3 predicted a few
things about the future of this poor world, but was relatively vague about
the particulars of the end.

Among those who talk of the end of the world in terms of destruction,
there is a two-way development. On the one hand, there are some who
strongly suggest that the end will be caused by the direct intervention of a
supernatural force. On the other hand, a majority say that it is man who
is destroying the world by his irresponsibility toward this earth and its
inhabitants:

What have they done to the earth?

What have they done to our fair sister?

Ravaged and plundered and ripped her and bit her,
Stuck her with knives in the side of the dawn,

And died her with fences,

And dragged her down.

THE DOORS, "When the Music Is Over.”

Adventists are reminded here of John the Revelator, who linked both ideas:
“Thy wrath came, and the time for the dead to be judged, for rewarding
thy servants, the prophets and saints, . . . and for destroying the destroyers
of the earth.”™*

In the rock compositions, however, the coming destruction can usually
be avoided; mankind still has a possibility of survival, and even a better
life on this earth. Some songs encourage us to believe that if we “give peace
a chance” (Lennon), there will be brighter days ahead, while others warn
us to ““get on the right road” today, because tomorrow might be “too late
to get started” (Gary Wright).

Since one of the causes of the approaching end is ecological negligence,
some of the rock musicians urge mankind to get involved in an endeavor
to “save the planet” (Edgar Winter) in order to avert “the end” (The
Doors) on “doomsday afternoon” (Earth Island). For others, the crucial
issue is man’s lack of love — violence, crime, hate — that is “‘about to
destroy the human race.” So they sing:

Flame of love is about to die.
We're gonna fan the fire,
Come on along.

EARTH, WIND, AND FIRE, ‘‘Fan the Fire.”
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There is admonition, hope, and determination:

We ¢an change this world. . . .
Please, let’s make it happen.
For our children,

For our women,

Change the world.

Please make it happen.

Come on.

Can’t stand it no more.

The people cheating,
Burning each other.

They know it ain’t right.
How can it be right?

Better end soon, my friend.
It better end soon, my friend.

CHICAGO, "It Better End Soon.”

But the apocalyptic outlook in rock music also includes despair and vio-
lence. Some rock compositions, for example, depict an individual struggle
for survival in a world of boredom, pessimism, hate, and self-destruction
— a struggle that is something like a “dance of the lemmings” (Amon
Duul). From the nightmare of “fire and rain” (James Taylor), many seek
a pathetic way out in drugs and suicide: “Isn’t It a Pity?” (George Harri-
son). Other compositions portray the end in terms of revolution, in which
the hero is the “street fighting man” (Rolling Stones).

In turning toward the East a few years ago, some participants in the
counterculture found apocalyptic significance in the appearance of Meher
Baba, an avatar from India, who proclaimed himself a messiah, and whose
following is still strong both in the Western hemisphere and in India.
Among other devotees, Peter Townshend of the wHO dedicated two pri-
vately produced albums to promoting the message of a returning Messiah.

And rock music has by no means isolated itself from the traditional
Christian expectation of the Second Coming of Jesus. Besides the *Jesus
rock” music produced by the *Jesus people” within the rock culture, a few
other musicians have used the biblical theme of Jesus’ return at the end of
the world: “Oh, Happy Day” (Edwin Hawkins Singers), “The Lord Is
Back™ (Eugene McDanniels).

III

What do we Adventists have to say about this apocalyptic emphasis in
the rock culture? What does it mean — in itself and for an Adventist?
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An unusual article entitled “The Apocalypse of Our Time Is Over,”
notes that “properly used, apocalyptic always demands attention. Which
is a major reason for its recent popularity. We are passing through terrible
times, when everybody wants attention, but nobody quite knows how to
command it.” The article insists, however, that “the apocalypse of our
time is over. And no veil was rent, no revelation deciphered. No antichrist
led us astray. No messiah delivered us. Nor did we check into the New
Jerusalem.” Instead, the doomsday awareness developed into a “popular
hysteria,”and what we have left is a generalized paranoia about the future.®
According to this analysis, rock music doesn’t look for the end of the
world, or wait for a messiah, any more.

But Adventists still do. Their apocalyptic anticipation is based on their
belief in the Word of God. And it is not merely the expectation of the end
of the present world, or the hope of mankind learning to love, but the
confidence of being “heaven bound” — destined for eternal life. If their
message is better than that of recent rock music, one would suppose that
Adventists would want to give it to the world all the more vigorously.
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1t Is Insane
[ Beat

6 My Plowshare

ALAN DAVIES

It is insane I beat my plowshare
at a stone until it turns to sword

in the stiff grip of my armed fist.
I have planted at the furrowed turf

for all the years there are from twelve
to middle age, and just beyond,

and know with certain certainty
the pull of plow against the fallow ground.

I know, as others do who till from time
to time, from that year to this other

summer, gold in its iniquitous harvest,
I know the ox out in front

and the plow behind from end to end
and back again up the long hot field,

and back, and again, till the plow stops
and the summer begins its stint

as fertilizer and as god of growth.
I've seen the thistle, as it were,

of wheat grown solid into air,
have felt rain moistening the earth

from brown to black, and have fled
the house, angry, to see cracked soil

drink at the well in the sky.
I know the crop grown full for harvest.

I know the curl of fingers at a scythe,
and its low sweep through the field

and its work of righteous devastation
as it flattens the wheat to obeisance

at the feet of the creator-sun.
And the harvest in the bins, I know also.

This chapter in the lives of men, this farm journal,
I know as I know not the bitter taste of war.

I take the word of others gone before
that slaughter and slow harvest are not one.
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Are Adventists Protestants?

HEROLD D. WEISS

From its very inception, the Adventist church has claimed to be carrying the
torch of Protestantism, fully sharing the Protestant Christian tradition. We
trace our ancestry through Wesley, Luther, and the Waldenses, to the
earliest Christian Church and to Jesus himself. Therefore Adventists dislike
very much being classified among the cults on the fringes of Christianity.
In the 1950s the church put forth a serious effort to refute once and for all
the charge of “cultism” that had bothered us for some time. The dialogue
with “evangelicals” at that time may not have convinced them of the Ad-
ventist claim to be the unique inheritors of the Reformation; but it suc-
ceeded, at least to some degree, in defending the authenticity of our Chris-
tian heritage. The legitimacy of the church’s mission was recognized and the
possibility of genuine dialogue with other Christians was established on a
more solid foundation.

We Adventists see ourselves as reformers who, not quite satisfied with
what the Reformation of the sixteenth century accomplished, wish to ex-
tend the spirit of the Reformation to its logical limits in order to prepare a
people for the Second Coming of Christ. But reformers must keep in mind
that they must remain inside the tradition while they wish to reform. Those
who attack from outside are not reformers but invaders. In the zeal for re-
form, it can happen that a person or a group goes beyond the limits estab-
lished by the foundations for reform. It is indeed legitimate to carry out a
reformation to its logical conclusions, but that must be done standing on the
foundations originally set forth. If we wish to see ourselves as carrying out
the Protestant Reformation, we Adventists must remain true to the axioms

of that reformation. Otherwise, no claim can be made to be working from
within.
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It is no idle pastime, therefore, to review the axioms of the Reformation
of the sixteenth century. Protestantism stands squarely on four affirmations:
“Faith alone,” "Grace alone,” ““Christ alone,” “‘Scripture alone.” These are
the criteria by which Protestantism has historically been measured. Any of
the four has veto power over any claim to belong to Protestant Christianity.
In this essay I would like to concentrate on one of these criteria, because I
believe that, while no Adventists would openly challenge any of these
axioms today, in practice some are denying their Protestant heritage. There
was a time when, in practice and even in theory, some Adventists stood in
judgment under the axiom ‘‘Faith alone.” But the battles over “righteous-
ness by faith” and “grace and law” are over; the ghost of the “Galatian
heresy’” has been laid to rest.

Today the church must face up to the challenge of “Scripture alone.”
This confrontation has become unavoidable because of the way in which
some Adventists misuse the writings of Ellen G. White. I am convinced that
Mrs. White herself would rise to the challenge if she knew of the role her
writings are being forced to play in the church.

I

In order to put this challenge in perspective, we must first establish what
“Scripture alone” meant as a basic axiom in the Reformation. And this in-
cludes understanding what “tradition” meant as that to which “Scripture
alone” was opposed. It is easy on a superficial basis to dismiss the word
“tradition” as non-Protestant, and to react negatively at the very mention of
the term. But it has different meanings in different contexts. Some historical
considerations, therefore, are in order.

First of all it must be said that until the time of the Renaissance no clear
distinction had been made between Scripture and tradition; the possibility
that the two could be in tension had not been conceived. The early Christian
fathers were aware of the existence of apostolic tradition in Holy Scripture
and in oral form, but the matter was not a serious concern. From the fathers,
the medieval Church inherited a theological understanding in which *“sacred
page” and “sacred doctrine” were seen as one indivisible whole. Either
could serve equally well to establish truth, for the Scriptures meant what
the Church believed. It was the Reformation that made it necessary to for-
mulate with some precision the relationship between Scripture and tradi-
tion. This was done by the Roman Catholic church when it formally defined
the canon of Scripture for the first time at the Council of Trent.?

But tradition did not become a Catholic monopoly. The Reformers also
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used tradition and in turn created several variants. Some of these took a
rather definite configuration when they were embedded in the Protestant
Confessions of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Melanchthon
showed great concern for tradition and allowed it to play an important role
in the formation of what he viewed as Protestant orthodoxy.? When con-
troversies arose between Reformers, the legitimacy of a particular view was
defended by appeals to the early Church. This clearly indicates that it is a
misunderstanding to think that those who affirm the priority of Scripture
thereby deny the value of tradition. “Scripture alone” is not in itself hostile
to tradition. It cannot be. But it must be understood that in this context
“tradition” means the form taken by the faith when it is expressed in terms
of the ongoing cultural development of Western man. History conditions
the expression of the Christian faith. And these various expressions are not
only valid for their own time but may also play a legitimate role in inform-
ing future expressions of the faith.

In a different context, one could ask the question, “What is Scripture it-
self, if not a form of tradition?” By their appeals to Scripture, Protestants
have correctly emphasized the exclusive authority of the original tradition:
the body of information and teaching contained in the Old and the New
Testaments. It is original and irreplaceable. The gospel reaches man today
in the form of a history at the center of which is Jesus the Christ; and if that
history is to serve as a guide to the lives of men today, not only the shaping
of the original tradition but also the transmission of that tradition till this
day must be given serious consideration.

At times it has been claimed that concentrating on “Scripture alone”
gives undue weight to the letter of Scripture, without regard for the fact
that before the written word there was the oral word. Biblical scholarship
today is very much aware indeed of the historical priority of oral transmis-
sion carried on by living witnesses. Even the Reformers, when they spoke of
“Scripture alone,” knew of the oral as well as the written transmission of
the word.* It is impossible to think that Christianity began with the New
Testament. It cannot be repeated enough that the fundamental fact of reve-
lation is not a book. The New Testament is the deposit of previous preach-
ing; it is the result of revelation. The whole pattern of the New Testament
makes clear that its ortgin was in oral tradition. In the middle of the second
century, Papias spoke of the written gospels as second best to the oral re-
ports of the disciples of those who had been disciples of the Lord.® The
“word of the Lord” was originally the word of preaching and only sec-
ondarily the written word.
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II

At the time of the Reformation a controversy arose as to the nature and
the function of the living word. At issue was the question of whether the
word could transmit to believers more than mere conceptual information.
There was no question that the word could give instruction, orders, exhorta-
tions, understanding. But could it transmit the Holy Spirit? Could it trans-
mit grace? The Catholic hierarchy claimed that for the transmission of grace
the sacraments were the only means. The Reformers challenged this, espe-
cially because the Church claimed a monopoly over the sacraments on the
basis of apostolic succession. To the Reformers “Scripture alone” meant to
oppose the claim that the living activity of grace, operative in the sacraments
of the Church, was what gave the Roman hierarchy its authority. They were
not denying the historical priority of oral tradition or setting up the written
over the oral tradition. They were denying that the activity of grace operat-
ing through the sacraments gave the Church its authority. They found
authority for themselves in the gospel, in the power of the word, so that
even Scripture was to be submitted to the exclusive authority of the gospel.
It was on this basis, for example, that Luther could judge the Epistle of
James to be “a rather strawy epistle””® in comparison to the more substantial
letters of Paul; Christ is not in it with as resplendent a force as he is in Ro-
mans. This means that the authority of Holy Scripture rests, paradoxically,
on the gospel — that is, essentially on the living, the spoken, word.”

It was only later (in the seventeenth century, when Protestantism experi-
enced a hardening of the arteries) that, in order to buttress itself against
the advances of historical research on the biblical traditions, Protestant or-
thodoxy carved out the doctrine of verbal inspiration. But this timid at-
tempt to safeguard the word of God by freezing it in the words of a book,
seen from today’s perspective, only serves as a further indication of the loss
of vitality suffered with the passage of time. To be sure, verbal inspiration
was a doctrine developed in order to defend the principle of Sola Scriptura.
But defend this principle, it could not. In fact, it quite soon became a threat
to it. Thus before historical science could affect the word of God, it finished
with the doctrine of verbal inspiration.® Protestantism thus returned to its
historical position of not identifying the word of God with letters on a
page, be these even the letters written by the hand of Paul himself on the
original parchment that had his signature.

After these preliminary considerations it may now be understood clearly
what the Reformers were denying when they affirmed “Scripture alone.”
They were not denying the fact of tradition, nor were they denying the im-
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portance of tradition in either of the two contexts discussed above. Im-
plicitly they recognized the origin of Scripture in tradition, and explicitly
they took recourse to the historical tradition of the faith. What they were
denying was the right of tradition to set forth the meaning of Scripture.
They were denying to tradition hermeneutical mastery over Scripture. They
were defending the right of Scripture to be its own interpreter.

For Scripture to be the only source of revelation it must also be the only
source for its own interpretation. When in his debates with representatives
of the Roman hierarchy Luther insisted that he be proved wrong from
Scripture, his opponents insisted that the fathers they were quoting were
rightly interpreting the Scriptures. And there is where Luther planted his
flag and refused to recant: he denied the authority of any tradition that sets
itself up as the interpreter of Scripture. Historically speaking, it cannot be
said that Luther’s appeal to Scripture was his desperate attempt to save face
after all other foundations had crumbled under his feet.® It was not the case
that between 1517 and 1520 Luther suffered a collapse of authority and
then as a last resort made his appeal to Scripture. Luther had been con-
strained by the Scriptures under the influence of his Augustinian teacher,
Trutvetter, who had already used the “Scripture alone” principle, even if
not in the same way Luther later employed it. It was because Luther was
apprehended by Scripture and its power that he found himself free from all
other authorities and was able to consider them as subordinate to Scripture.

Luther was the first one to make it clear that the question of the authority
of Scripture in relation to other theological authorities is dependent on the
question of the interpretation of Scripture. Although he was indeed defend-
ing the uniqueness of the word of God in Scripture, his appeal to "'Scripture
alone” was not primarily a battle cry to defend inspiration or revelation.
Luther was denying that anybody or anything outside Scripture could ex-
ercise hermeneutical control over Scripture. He was determined to test the
prevalent ecclesiastical attitude toward Scripture, which in effect was driv-
ing people’s attention away from Scripture and toward the authorized inter-
pretation of it. If the people are told that the meaning of Scripture can be
gotten immediately from an authorized interpreter of Scripture, the in-
evitable result is the neglect of Scripture. It does not take long before the
Scriptures are no longer able to speak with their own voice.

The Church buttressed its position by claiming that Scripture cannot be
privately interpreted. It was generally agreed that the willful interpreta-
tion of Scripture by one individual was the root of heresy. One man’s inter-
pretation was the affirmation of one’s own will, and Luther as a monk had
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renounced his own will when he took monastic orders. Luther knew all this,
of course; and the possibility that his theological battles were only a battle
for the affirmation of his own self never ceased to torture him. But soon he
became aware that the danger of individual interpretation was not avoided
by acceptance of a traditional interpretation.

If one were to accept the interpretation of Saint Augustine, who guaran-
teed that Saint Augustine had not been guilty of individual interpretation ?
Besides, even if one were to accept Saint Augustine’s interpretation as au-
thoritative, how could one be sure that he was not interpreting Saint Augus-
tine in his own individual way? Luther insisted that the tradition could not
guarantee the meaning of Scripture. Rather, Scripture was to exercise au-
thority over the meaning of the tradition. The only way to safeguard one-
self against Saint Augustine’s individual interpretation was to interpret
Saint Augustine according to Scripture, and not Scripture according to Saint
Augustine.

So if there is danger in individual interpretation of Scripture, the thing
to do is to turn to the text of Scripture itself and not to other writings. It is
only in Scripture that one may draw upon the Holy Spirit in order to judge
all other commentaries, pagan or Christian.

What is at issue is the nature of Scripture itself. If Scripture is considered
a difhicult, strange, ancient, opaque book that lets itself be understood only
stingily, then it might be argued that other lights are needed in order to
throw light upon it for its treasures to become more easily accessible. In the
process, however, these other lights will attract attention to themselves, since
the nature of their light becomes important. But if Scripture is a true light
itself, if it is lucid and transparent, then its light is what illumines every
other source of light. Then the study of the text of Scripture itself becomes
imperative because all others are to be judged on the basis of it.

“Scripture alone” means that Scripture is its own only interpreter. It
speaks for itself. It does not need to seek elsewhere for sources of under-
standing. The word of God is in Scripture. The Holy Spirit and grace are
not an ecclesiastical monopoly. The word of God is the subject of Scripture
and is illumined by it.

In the search for God’s word, all other sources are subordinate, and under
the judgment of Scripture. For the study of Scripture all the tools of re-
search are to be used conscientiously and with the rigor the discipline de-
mands. But no preconceived ideas may be brought to Scripture in order to
validate it, or to be validated by it. Methods of research may be brought to
it, but Scripture must be allowed full control over its own meaning. It must
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have full sway in its own interpretation. The interpreter must surrender all
his own notions to the mind of Scripture so that the Holy Spirit may work.

III

There is no question that Ellen G. White stands squarely in agreement
with this classic Protestant understanding of “Scripture alone.” Her appre-
ciation of the Scriptures as the only source of Christian access to the word of
God is well documented throughout her writings. Her understanding that
the Scriptures are their own best interpreter is amply demonstrated.® It
would be preposterous to suggest that she considered herself the one called
upon to exercise hermeneutical control over Scripture. Never did she wish
to become the one who stands over the word of God and judges it as to
what it means. Her words in these matters are quite explicit. In no way did
she envision becoming a distraction from the study of the word of God. She
never claimed that her writings were a shortcut to the meaning of Scripture.

Thoughtful investigation and earnest, taxing study are required in order for this
word to be understood. . . . The evidence of the truth of God’s word is in the word it-
self. Scripture is the key that unlocks scripture. The deep meaning of the truths of
God’s word is unfolded to our minds by His Spirit.1!

Mrs. White did not see herself as a guarantor of the meaning of Scripture,
in this way drawing people away from Scripture to her own writings, where
the meaning of Scripture, supposedly, could be obtained more easily. On
the contrary, she insisted on the necessity to study the Bible, because only
there are the treasures of God available. She said: “There are truths in the
word which, like veins of precious ore, are hidden beneath the surface.”*
“These Scriptures are a treasure-house of precious pearls, and all need
them.”’*® “"Precious treasure will be secured by those who study God’s Word
with earnestness, for heavenly angels will direct the search.”**

Anyone familiar with her writings knows Mrs. White’s position on the
principle of “Scripture alone.” It is ironic, therefore, that her writings have
come to be used by some as a means of drawing students away from the
Scriptures and of establishing the meaning of a certain passage. "Scripture
alone” demands, rather, that the meaning of the writings of Mrs. White be
determined by the biblical word.

There is no shortage of people who feel that if Mrs. White has interpre-
ted a text of Scripture in a particular way, that is the on/y meaning of the
text, and that anyone who interprets the text differently is thereby challeng-
ing the authority of Mrs. White. Nothing could be more contrary to her
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own spirit and practice, and nothing could paralyze Seventh-day Adventism
more effectively. At no time did Mrs. White think that when she comment-
ed on a passage of Scripture she was declaring its meaning once and for all.
This is clear from the fact that she gave different interpretations to the same
passage on different occasions. An example of this practice is her interpre-
tation of the parable of the ten virgins (Matthew 25:1-13) : in Christ's Ob-
ject Lessons she interprets it in terms of the Second Coming of Christ;*® but
in The Great Controversy she applies it to the period before the 1844 dis-
appointment, saying that it “illustrates the experience of the Adventist
people.”*® This indicates that as far as she was concerned the application of
a passage of Scripture she had made at one time in no way was to be consid-
ered the o7/y meaning of the passage.”

Mrs. White repeatedly encouraged students of the Scriptures to dig deep-
er in order to find further meaning. She promised that earnest students
would be further illumined by the Holy Spirit and given a deeper view into
the mysteries of God.

Those who dig beneath the surface discover the hidden gems of truth. The Holy
Spirit is present with the earnest searcher. Its illumination shines upon the Word,
stamping the truth upon the mind with a new, fresh importance. ... The precious-
ness of truth is realized as never before. A new, heavenly light shines upon the Word,
illuminating it as though every letter were tinged in gold. God Himself has spoken to
the mind and heart, making the Word spirit and life.1®

The worship of the living God is to be continually assisted by an ear that is
open to the words “Holy, Holy, Holy,” when these are spoken in a new
voice. The Scriptures themselves already said it well: “"Every scribe who has
been trained for the kingdom of heaven is like a householder who brings
out of his treasure what is new and what is old” (Matthew 13:52). This
means that there can be no conflict between what Mrs. White may have
brought out of a passage of Scripture in her time and what an earnest stu-
dent of the Scriptures may bring out today. And if with the tools of scholar-
ly research a biblical student establishes the meaning of a passage of Scrip-
ture in its original setting, he is in no way contradicting or challenging the
meaning that Mrs. White may have given to the same passage. Nor was
Mrs. White contradicting herself when she gave a second meaning to a
passage of Scripture by considering it from a different perspective.

v

It is imperative for the church that wishes to carry the Protestant Refor-
mation to its logical limits to strictly enforce in its practice the principle of
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“Scripture alone.” The Adventist church must therefore insist that Mrs.
White is to play the legitimate role for which she was called of God. She
was not called to draw people away from an earnest study of the Scriptures,
or to offer herself as a shortcut to its meaning. Rather she was a witness to
the necessity of earnest and prayerful Bible study so that new meaning, new
veins of precious ore, may be tapped to the glory of God. She is in no way to
be considered the guarantor of the meaning of Scripture that makes all fur-
ther searching unnecessary, and that exercises hermeneutical control over
the Bible. No book, in either black covers or red covers, can control the
word of God.

The Holy Spirit is still active to energize the mind and the heart of one
who diligently searches the mysteries of God’s word. The Spirit alone can
guide a man to the presence of the Eternal. As Mrs. White herself said it:

“Only by the aid of the divine Teacher can we understand the truths of
God’s Word.”?®
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REVIEWS

Parallels and Divergcnces n
Christianity and Science

IAN M. FRASER

THE ENCOUNTER BETWEEN CHRISTIANITY AND SCIENCE
Edited by Richard H. Bube

Grand Rapids, Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company 1968
318 pp $5.95 (paper $2.45)

In its ranks the Seventh-day Adventist church now has a modest number of scientists,
nearly all of whom have been raised in the church but have taken their advanced
training in public universities or in private universities with no particular religious
emphasis. Although few have attained great scientific distinction, Adventist scientists
represent a technically competent group capable of experiencing their own encounter
between Christianity and Science. The early development of Seventh-day Adventism
took place during a period when this encounter was proceeding with great vigor.
Consequently, it is not surprising that the inspired counsels of Ellen White include a
significant body of material that has served as a basis for the church’s historical posi-
tion in this area.

In the course of their education and experience, today's Adventist scientists have
found that this historical position is not always adequate to meet the challenges of
current scientific thought and knowledge. Scientists of other relatively conservative or
evangelical groups have faced or are facing similar problems. Although published
several years ago, The Encounter between Christianity and Science represents a re-
sponse of current interest from one group of competent scientists who are also con-
vinced Christians.

I

Bube (recently appointed editor also of the Journal of the American Scientific Af-
fliation) is an able spokesman for the viewpoint that he represents. He contributes
the book’s four opening chapters — ““The Nature of Science,” "The Nature of Chris-
tianity,” “‘Natural Revelation,” and “'Biblical Revelation” — and in them presents his
view of the nature of Science and of Christianity and their relation to revelation.

I enjoyed particularly his discussion of the nature of Science. He says something
I have tried many times to say about the so-called “scientific method,” but he manages
to phrase it much better than I ever have: A mythology of the scientific method has
developed in which ‘the method’ is pictured as a kind of efficient machine. If observa-
tions are poured into one end and the crank is turned, the method automatically pro-
duces valid and useful results from the other. There are scientific methods. Of more
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importance, however, is the scientific attitude or frame-of-mind. The work of science
is done by people and not by some automatic process. It is carried on with liberal doses
of intuition, frustration, hard work and dogged persistence”” (p. 20).

Bube views Science as a way of life that must be lived to be understood fully. He
draws a parallel between the scientist as a member of his community and the Christian
as a member of his community; and he bases a call for mutual understanding on the
many similarities he finds in these experiences. Perhaps one of the most striking paral-
lels noted is that of the constant exercise of faith. The individual scientist accepts
much information by faith and many concepts on the basis of trust in the testimony
of others. The proposition that the natural world can be described in an orderly fash-
ion through the application of precise language is also viewed by Bube as an article of
scientific faith.

Bube challenges the air of finality and assurance often conveyed by the assertion
that something is a “scientific fact” or a “scientific law.” He emphasizes the tentative
and transient nature of some scientific “facts,” but claims that this is not an argument
against the general validity of scientific endeavor. Further, he makes the point that
“normally science is not advanced by the discovery that a whole field of knowledge
must suddenly be discarded as completely unreliable” (p. 35). However, he recog-
nizes that a new model may need to be constructed; this is the approach suggested by
some Adventist apologists in dealing with several problems in Science and Chris-
tianity.

In discussing the nature of Christianity, Bube clearly reveals himself as an evangel-
ical Protestant with a deep personal commitment to Christ: “Success in science is
achieved by coming to know things, whereas ‘success’ in Christianity is the result of
knowing a person, that unique person, Jesus Christ” (p. 43). Bube believes in a
Jesus Christ who provides deliverance from the power of sin and forgiveness for the
guilt of sins — a Jesus who came as God and who died and rose again that man might
be restored to fellowship with God.

Bube also discusses what he calls caricatures of Christianity. Among them his dis-
cussion of the “God of the Gaps” particularly interested me. "It has been natural for
man to assign God as the direct and immediate cause for all the unknown and un-
explainable phenomena of his experience. . . . As time passes and knowledge in-
creases, the number of phenomena that defy natural explanation decreases. Thus there
is a tendency to push the relevance of God and His activity into ever decreasing orbs
of influence, to confine God to the gaps of ignorance” (p. 60). Bube believes that the
biblical view is quite contrary to this and that God’s power is manifest in every aspect
of nature: "If we know that a force called gravity keeps the planets in their orbits,
this does not remove God from the picture; it adds the how to the Who” (p. 61).
(Ellen G. White’s comments are in harmony with this view.!) He goes on: "If we
suspect that God worked through processes interpreted as evolution by biologists to
accomplish His purposes in creation, we have not minimized the creative power of
God” (p. 61). Obviously, Mrs. White and Seventh-day Adventists in general would
not find this extension of Bube’s viewpoint acceptable.

In the third chapter Bube addresses himself to the question of what kind of under-
standing of God can be obtained through a study of the natural world. Starting from
Paul’s statements in Romans 1:20-22, he develops what he believes to be a Christian
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approach to natural revelation: that there is indeed strong evidence for the power and
existence of God in the natural world, but that such evidence may be interpreted
otherwise by one who has not yet met God in Jesus Christ. Consequently, he returns
to an emphasis on knowledge of God obtained through the Bible and a personal re-
lationship with Jesus Christ as the true basis for an understanding of natural revela-
tion.

Part of the groundwork for Bube’s resolution of conflicts between natural revela-
tion and biblical revelation is also laid out in the third chapter. Science — the inves-
tigation and communication of natural revelation — is held to be “concerned pri-
marily with the immediate or secondary causes of events. The Biblical revelation on
the other hand speaks primarily of the ultimate causes of events. Apparent conflicts
between the interpretation of the natural revelation (science) and the interpretation
of the Biblical revelation (theology) have often arisen because of an attempt to find
ultimate causes in nature (i.e., to subordinate the Biblical revelation to the natural
revelation) or of an attempt to find secondary mechanisms in the Bible (i.e., to sub-
ordinate the natural revelation to the Biblical revelation). The two revelations are
different in purpose, in scope, and in means of apprehension. Failure to recognize,
however, that the two revelations are complementary and not contradictory is a con-
stant source of confusion” (pp. 69-70).

How miracles relate to natural revelation also receives Bube’s attention: “The prop-
er way to think of miracles is not as a suspension of natural law by God, but rather as
the utilization by God of a mechanism about which we are ignorant” (p. 77).

Bube argues that man does not possess a soul or a spirit that is independent of his
body. Rather, man’s spiritual capabilities are viewed as the result of complex inter-
actions of the many parts of which man is composed. Although this view has some
elements in common with Adventist theology, his further use of it does not. For ex-
ample, this suggestion is regarded as resolving the question “If man’s body was
formed through an evolutionary process, when was man’s spirit created ?"

In his fourth chapter on biblical revelation, Bube comes to the heart of some of the
great issues inevitably raised in the encounter between Christianity and Science. Lead-
ing men to Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior is presented as a principal purpose of bib-
lical revelation. To reveal much about the nature of God and the nature of man, and
their interrelationships, is also, he believes, the intent of the Bible. Adventists can
hardly fault him thus far.

On the nature of biblical inspiration, his position is not much different from that
generally adopted by Adventists on the basis of Ellen White's statements.2 Bube be-
lieves that "no single mechanism of inspiration seems to suit all instances of Biblical
writing. . . . A kind of dynamic inspiration seems most suitable, a special guidance
by God without violation of the individuality or personality of the author” (pp. 89-
90).

In arriving at his solution to the major problems of the encounter between Chris-
tianity and Science, Bube diverges from general Adventist viewpoints: “Understand-
ing the revelational content of the Bible means getting out of the Bible what God put
there by inspiration. Understanding the revelational purpose of the Bible means ask-
ing the right questions to find out what God put there. . . . The right questions are
essentially theological questions, taking that term in its broadest sense to include ques-
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tions about the nature of God, the nature of man, the relationship between God and
man, and the relationships between man and man in the fulfillment of the God-to-
man relationship. The wrong questions are those that seek to establish natural mech-
anisms for God’s activity by looking for these mechanisms in the Bible; there is no
information in the Bible, for example, that is either in favor of or opposed to theories
of organic evolution” (p. 97). How a man of Bube’s apparently strong Christian
convictions can make this last statement is doubtless mystifying to most Adventist-
oriented minds. However, we must remember the major impact Ellen White’s writings
have on Adventist thought on these matters. Of course, our arguments for Sabbath-
keeping are also based in no small measure on an interpretation of the revelational
intent of Genesis 1 and 2 and Exodus 20, which Bube obviously does not accept.

Inevitably, Bube discusses the classic conflict between biblical revelation and Sci-
ence involved in Galileo’s defense of the concept of a heliocentric universe. "It is
clear to us today . . . that the mistake of the church fathers was to ask the wrong ques-
tions of the Biblical revelation. Having asked the wrong questions and received a
false concept of the revelational content, they were forced to the paradoxical impasse
of facing a contradiction between God’s Natural revelation and God’s Biblical revela-
tion” (p. 100). It is tempting to speculate where Seventh-day Adventists would have
stood in this controversy had they been around at the time. However, we should be
careful not to exaggerate the significance of this controversy. To my mind, it does not
afford a very good parallel to the evolution-creation controversy — either in terms of
the extent of the biblical reinterpretation necessary to resolve it or in terms of the
implications of such reinterpretation.

Bube concludes this chapter by summarizing his views on the general issues of
evolution and creation. He simply accepts what he believes to be well-established sci-
entific positions on the great age of the earth and the special theory of evolution. He
is less convinced about the general theory of evolution, which he considers a specula-
tive working hypothesis, and discounts evolutionism as not being a scientific position.
He regards any apparent disagreement between his views and biblical revelation as
due to failure to ask questions consistent with the revelational purpose of the biblical
author involved. Thus, for example, he asks (on Moses) : "'Is it really consistent with
the testimony of the Bible about the purposes for which it was written to demand
that the Genesis accounts be intended to convey information about the mechanisms
of creative activity? Is it not much more in keeping with the whole tenor of Biblical
revelation to see in these accounts the triumphant proclamation of God as Creator
and Sustainer of the universe, and of man as the highest creation of God, destined for
a life dedicated to serving God but fallen into the depths of sin by substitution of
self for God at the center of life?” (p. 107).

Bube closes with a rather specific statement of his position: “The answers to evolu-
tionary questions are not to be found in Genesis. Present interpretations of the pale-
ontological record may or may not accurately describe the mechanisms involved in
the origin of man. But such answers as will be forthcoming on these problems will
come from scientific studies. The Christian must not react in fear to the fossil record.
The reliability of the Bible and the vitality of a life with Jesus Christ do not depend
in any way on the proof or the disproof of even the general theory of evolution” (p.
107). This posture for an evangelical Christian is an intriguing one that easily pro-
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vokes various lines of thought leading to vigorous rebuttals, particularly among those
of us who hold historical Seventh-day Adventist views.

II

I have devoted a disproportionate amount of this review to Bube’s portion of the
book, because he deals in general terms with the major issues which the other authors
then amplify in various areas of science. For this reason (though not wishing to do
them an injustice), I will not attempt to review the discussions of the other authors
in detail but will only comment on some of them.

In the chapter on astronomy, Owen Gingerich deals with the problems of the na-
ture and origin of the universe. Adventist thought has developed some solutions in
this area, but Gingerich discusses some problems that Adventists have not considered
very seriously. Evangelists have often used the wonders of the starry heavens in an
effort to impress audiences with the majesty and power of God. This device may be
quite appropriate, but usually it ignores interesting questions about God’s creative
activity which can be raised by many details of our knowledge of astronomy, at least
in certain idealized versions of a perfect creation.

The chapter on geology by F. Donald Eckelmann is disappointing. There is little
real analysis of the geological evidence for evolution; the author tends to appeal
largely to scientific authority. He does discuss the evolution of man and concludes
that “organic evolution has been verified with sufficient evidence to justify scientific
acceptance . . . and applies to man. . . . Adam is representative of all men. The fall
represents universal sin and imperfection in humanity. . . . Acceptance of paleon-
tological evidence bearing on mechanisms of organic development in no way conflicts
with our personal confidence that the Biblical records are completely trustworthy in
all matters of ‘faith and practice’ ”* (pp. 168-169).

Again, Walter R. Hearn's chapter on biological science is largely uncritical of cur-
rent evolutionary thought in biology. Rather, it is devoted to a brief and (in my view)
unconvincing exposition of the validity of the theory of evolution by natural selection.
“In the opinion of the author of this chapter, opposition on Biblical grounds to the
theory of evolution by natural selection is unwarranted and actually harmful to Chris-
tianity” (p. 220). He regards Henry M. Morris, coauthor of The Genesis Flood and
author of The Twilight of Evolution, as a well-meaning and intelligent Christian who
has become convinced by his own arguments that evolutionary thinking is completely
contrary to science as well as to biblical revelation. Without necessarily implying en-
dorsement of Morris's arguments, one might suggest that Hearn is also a well-meaning
and intelligent Christian — but that he uncritically accepts evolutionary arguments
that go considerably beyond the demonstrated facts, and he disregards many major
scientific problems of the evolutionary hypothesis.

In addition to the four general chapters, Bube contributes a chapter on physical
science. He points out that common sense may be adequate as an approach to both the
physical and the spiritual world, and he finds interesting relationships between
physical scientists and theologians in the way in which they attempt to use ordinary
words or phrases to express ideas that transcend common sense. Bube analyzes the
collapse of classical determinism and then proceeds to relate the new indeterminism
to the questions of chance and providence. A successful analysis of these questions
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(in Bube’s view) is that of W. G. Pollard in Chance and Providence. Bube surveys
this book briefly and agrees with Pollard that God's providential activity as commonly
viewed by Christians can be better reconciled with the modern evidence for statistical
processes in nature than with the viewpoint of classical determinism. In the physical
concept of complementarity (particle and wave are complementary when applied to
light, for example) , Bube finds a parallel to some of Christianity’s apparent paradoxes.
The chapters on psychology and social science also offer some useful thoughts on
the relationship of these areas to Christianity. Since I feel much less secure in these
sciences, I do not propose to review these chapters. (This should not be construed to
imply that I consider myself an authority in the areas I have chosen to examine.)

II1

This review is not the place to elaborate my own views on the general issues raised
in this volume, but let me make a point or two in conclusion. Adventist scientists who
have looked at the facts and issues raised in this volume are well aware of the many
problems raised in the encounter between Christianity and Science. Two types of re-
actions usually occur, one frequently labeled conservative and the other liberal.

The “conservative” viewpoint tends to accept biblical revelation as being as literally
scientifically true as possible within reason and common sense. The approach to ap-
parently conflicting scientific data is to attempt to prove it wrong in some way. This
approach is not as unscientific as the “liberals” would tend to suggest — as even Bube
more or less concedes (p. 106). Those who have concerns and ideas in these areas
should be encouraged and supported as long as they follow sound scientific principles
in testing their hypotheses. There is nothing unscientific about testing a hypothesis
developed on the basis of an interpretation of biblical revelation. Many scientific hy-
potheses have been developed on a much flimsier basis!

The “liberal” viewpoint tends to move to various degrees in the direction followed
by Bube and his colleagues. Perhaps the greatest significance of his book is to show
that such movement does not necessarily require the abandonment of basic Christian
convictions. But those who choose to move down this path must surely be concerned
about the impact on their own personal Christian experience. It seems to me only ap-
propriate that they should maintain also a frankly critical attitude to the scientific evi-
dence rather than what sometimes appears to be an overzealous espousal of current
and possibly transitory scientific views. It should be possible to develop a viewpoint
considerably more compatible with current Adventist theology and well-established
scientific facts than that offered by Bube’s book. In fact, a few such suggestions have
been made, but not generally discussed nor adequately analyzed yet.

My greatest concern is that both groups and those who stand somewhere between
(where I place myself!) be tolerant of each other in the best spirit of Christian love.
Let each man seek truth, but not disparage or disregard the insights of another. And
may God guide us all.
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Theology and Comedy

ROY BRANSON

THE FEAST OF FOOLS
By Harvey Cox
Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press 1969 204 pp $5.95

More than anything else Harvey Cox wants to get several theological and social
movements to sit down at his Feast of Fools. He wants the death-of-God theologians
to break bread with those propounding the theology of hope, and he wants the neo-
mystics or hippies to celebrate with the militants or radical-revolutionaries. He thinks
that festivity and fantasy will bring the death-of-God theologians and hippies, who
are absorbing the present, into fellowship with the theologians of hope and the
militants, who are busy creating a new future.

Because festivity draws men away from their ordinary lives into a new existence,
it appeals to the hippies. Because festivity inevitably puts value in the uncommon,
the unprescribed, and the disorganized, it undermines authority and so should appeal
also to the militant. If the two groups can celebrate together, the hippies will learn
to “transform celebration into a way of being 7n the world, not a way of getting out
of it” (p. 112), and the militants will learn that “in certain festive and fanciful
moments history allows us to taste in the present the first fruits of what we hope for
in the future” (p. 119).

Cox glories in the fact that his feast is a Feast of Fools. He lectures to the death-
of-God theologians that it is the very oddness, incredibility, and even at points
weirdness of traditional faith that makes it interesting to us today” (p. 132). The
clash of symbols precious to the past with experience of the present and visions of
the future creates incongruities that are the essence of the comic. Cox suggests pre-
serving these incongruities through juxtaposing symbols of the past and future with
the activities of present experience. He realizes that fostering discontinuities and in-
congruities may result in chaos and silliness and that *“the juxtapositional approach is
a method for theological jesters” (p. 133). He admits there are dangers in a juxta-
positional theology, just as there are in any comic style — “‘when comedy fails it be-
comes ridiculous.” Still, “when comedy succeeds it shakes us into a new stance, it
prepares us for new experiences” (p. 137). So Cox invites theologians announcing
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the death of God and those propounding hope to join him at the Feast of Fools,
where theologians, as jesters, will perform Cox’s juxtapositional method.

Cox is a virtuoso at showing everything that festivity and fantasy can do. But
after the performance is over, one realizes that he has left his audience confused as
to what festivity and fantasy are — especially festivity, his more important category.
Cox would justify his exercise in showing us the benefits of festivity if he held to his
statement that “festivity is never an end in itself. It expresses our joy about some-
thing” (p. 46). But forty pages earlier, Cox has said, “‘Festivity, like play, contempla-
tion, and making love, is an end in itself” (p. 5). If it is, then Cox would have a
difficult time showing that it is of the essence of festivity to achieve social change.

Cox discusses festivity inconsistently. When he describes the nature of festivity, he
tries to describe too much of human experience with the one term. His description
refers to human experiences that can be regarded as ends in themselves, but also in-
cludes aspects of festivity that are instrumental.

Cox says, "'A festive occasion has three essential ingredients: (1) conscious excess,
(2) celebrative afirmation, and (3) juxtaposition” (p. 22).

Conscious excess is that “overdoing it” and “living it up” that we call revelry. The
discharge of energy implied conforms to analyses of play found in many contem-
porary psychologists and those theologians building on their work (notably Johann
Huizinga, Ralph Neale, and David Miller). According to these men, play can be in-
strumental but can also be engaged in for its own sake. It can lead to a freer future or
it can be a frolicking in the present.

Celebrative affirmation, according to Cox, is “'saying yes to life,” and “includes
joy in the deepest sense” (p. 23). For Langdon Gilkey, to experience joy is to en-
counter ultimacy. For Peter Berger, it is a sign of transcendence. For both men, and
surely for anyone who has experienced it, joy is an end in itself. It does not depend
on future events to make the present a delight. Instead of using his omnibus word
“festivity,” Cox would have been clearer if he had said that play sometimes and joy
always are ends in themselves, and if he had analyzed each as clearly distinct from his
third aspect of festivity, juxtaposition.

Juxtaposition actually describes the comic. Festivity as juxtaposition is the contrast
and incongruity of special occasions with everyday life. *‘Festivity, however, cannot
be reduced merely to the unusual. It is not just not working; . . . the reality of festivity
depends on an alternation with the everyday schedule of work™ (p. 23). Juxtaposi-
tion is the essence of comedy. It is never one thing soaring by itself, but one element
or incident or quality encountering another in surprise and the resulting clash leading
to a laugh. Comedy is instrumental; it does aim at a target; it can undermine pom-
posity and authority; it can contribute to social change, to the making of a better
future.

Cox performs a service by showing that contemporary theological and social move-
ments emphasize the present or the future. He succeeds in showing how the comic
relates to the theologians of hope and to the political radicals who wish to undermine
present authority to create an improved future. But before he can use the idea of
festivity to bring these groups into closer proximity with the death-of-God theo-
logians and the hippies, more thinking needs to be done. Fisst, on the distinctive
nature of play and joy, and then on their relation to the comic.
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Kinematics of the Sabbath

WILLIAM BLYTHE

THE LORD’S DAY ON A ROUND WORLD

By Robert Leo Odom

Nashville, Tennessee: Southern Publishing Association 1970 (revised edi-
tion) 254 pp $5.95

Anyone who has bothered, or dared, to consider the problems associated with the
definition of the biblical Sabbath will be familiar with most of them. One class of
problems, of course, is theological and includes those questions posed by “higher
criticisms.” Another class is primarily historical, and deals with the preservation of
the weekly cycle. Other questions can be classed as kinematical. Some examples in
this class are: (4«) How is the Sabbath to be defined in the extreme northern and
southern latitudes? (4) How is the Sabbath to be defined by the astronaut or the
space colonist? (¢) What is the significance of the international date line and longi-
tude 180 degrees?

Those who consider such questions to be of the “chicken and egg’ variety, or too
legalistic to merit attention, will have little interest in Robert Leo Odom’s book,
The Lord’s Day on a Round World. Those who consider that such questions merit
attention, and who seek rational and ethically satisfying answers, will likewise have
little interest.

Odom attempts, and indeed purports, to provide logical answers to many questions
of the kinematical class. Herein he fails. In his determination to produce explanations
and to establish the rationality of these explanations, unintentionally he succeeds only
in establishing the absurdity of the attempt. Beyond this basic flaw, the book is not
pleasant reading. The text consists largely of quotations. Their relationship to the
principal theme is often obscure at best; if these quotations are pertinent at all, they
would be better treated as footnotes.

Early in the first chapter Odom points out that the day, month, and year are
basically natural time periods and that the week, hour, minute, and second are #7-
natural. After explaining the basis of the natural time periods, in the third chapter he
develops his first solution to the kinematical problem:

Let us designate as X the unknown meridian at which nightfall first occurred on earth
and thus marked the beginning of creation week’s first day. Furthermore, let us re-
member the fact that evening — or sunset — does not now, and did not then, happen
simultaneously at all meridians of the globe. For example, when night was falling at
meridian X, day was breaking on the extreme opposite side of the world. Hence, any
given meridian, except meridian X, had to wait until the rotation of the globe turned
it to the dividing line between light and darkness in order for the first complete day
of creation week to begin at that specific locality. It did, however, experience an in-
complete day before its first evening occurred to mark the beginning of its first f«//
day. The length of the partial day depended on the distance the meridian happened to
be from the terminator.

Was the partial day counted as the first day or as the second day for such regions?
Neither. It was not counted at all in the time reckoning. God started the time count

SPRING 1972



88

for the world with the beginning of the first whole day that came to any given
meridian. The description of the first day of creation week — "The evening and the
morning were the first day” — proves it {p. 23].

Now if such a problem really requires an answer, it would seem only fair to point
out that there may be other answers than the one suggested. With some control over
the extent and intensity of the illumination (which I presume Odom would not deny
the Creator), no “partial day” would ever have had to occur. This is especially so if
the source of the illumination were not the sun, but some other “light” provided by
God. Further, if the sun is meant to be implied as the source of the illumination,
Odom does not reconcile this with the biblical record, which is variously interpreted
within the Seventh-day Adventist church to state that the sun was either created or
“revealed” on the fourth day of creation week.

More interestingly, in Odom’s terminology, X must equal 180 degrees, to make
the book’s thesis complete, even though he states that “'the Holy Scriptures do not
reveal it {the meridian of the first nightfall]. God has not considered it essential that
we know it.” This would seem to be a conclusion consistent with Odom’s acceptance
(although more implied than explicit) of longitude 180 degrees as the natural loca-
tion of the international date line:

The reason for the date line goes far back in history. After the Noachian Flood the
human family began to multiply in the Middle East and to spread both toward the
east and west. Because of the world’s spherical shape, naturally the two waves of
people would eventually meet. And they did [p. 65].

Adam’s descendants spread both eastward and westward over the globe. . . . Starting
from the mountains of Ararat, the descendants of Noah spread eastward and west-
ward until the two streams of migrants finally met {p. 87].

In spite of the implications apparently intended by the above statements, the his-
tory of the permanent setting of the initial meridian (longitude zero), through the
center of the transit instrument at the Royal Astronomical Observatory of Greenwich
(proposed in 1884), and the resulting confirmation of longitude 180 degrees as the
international date line, is fairly well documented. In fact, the political origin of
the international date line is explicitly noted in chapter eight: “The date line, which
runs north and south in the Pacific Ocean, is the point on the earth’s surface where
the world’s governments consider the day to officially begin and end” (p. 90). “Not
a law of God, but rather an agreement between the nations, fixed the date line’s
precise location” (p. 91). The implication is still present, however, that at least the
general location of the international date line is a natural phenomenon.

Although Odom points out in chapter seven that “the nations agreed to make the
date line swerve a little either to the west or to the east as the case should demand, to
avoid crossing any populated land masses” (p. 78), the primacy of longitude 180 de-
grees in his thinking seems obvious when he discusses the situation in the Tonga
Islands. Situated between longitudes 174° W and 176° 10" W/, these islands never-
theless lie west of the international date line, which swerves, in those latitudes, to
follow longitude 172° 30" W. This deviation from longitude 180° — so that the
Tonga Islands, a part of the United Kingdom, would lie west of the date line — is
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probably related to a desire to simplify commercial relationships with Australia and
New Zealand, as Odom points out. Seventh-day Adventists on Tonga, however, do
not accept the governmental agreements relating to the location of the date line, pre-
ferring to use longitude 180° as their reference. The result is that Adventists wor-
ship on the same day as other Protestants and Catholics — the day officially recognized
as Sunday.

Odom considers the Adventist position in Tonga justifiable and correct, and re-
sorts to some slight distortion of the facts to support this position. In chapter fifteen
are the following two statements: "“The time count in the Friendly Islands [ Tonga}
[is} out of kilter in relation to that of all other peoples east of the 180th meridian
[Odom’s emphasis}. . . . We should not be surprised to see the Tongans of the
Friendly Islands rectify their time count and fall into line with other Christian peo-
ples in their relationship to the international date line” (p. 167).

Neither of these statements is strictly correct. Portions of Siberia on the Bering
Strait lie east of the 180th meridian, but the date line there swerves east to longitude
169° W, so that this portion of Siberia bears the same relationship as Tonga to the
180th meridian and the international date line. As for the second statement, the
Tongans are in accord with all other peoples in their relationship to the international
date line; it is the Adventists who are not.

For those travelers puzzled by the time adjustment required when crossing the date
line, Odom offers in chapter eight, a set of “how-to-do-it”" examples that -illustrate
most clearly the impossibility of any rational definition of the Sabbath, although that
certainly was not his intention. In apparent recognition of the difficulties, however,
he states that “the logical thing to do is to keep the Sabbath at a given place when
it comes there” (his emphasis) (p. 97). Unfortunately, he fails to note at this point
that when it comes depends on accepting (4) the international date line, or (4) the
180th meridian, or (¢) some other reference. And he seems unable to state clearly
and without ambiguity that, as far as we mortals know, ary such reference, although
necessary, is guite arbitrary.

Where does this leave us? The recognition of inability to define rationally the
Sabbath, and thus the Sabbath commandment, paradoxically, just may help to clarify
our relationship to the Sabbath and to the God who commands that we keep it.
Seventh-day Adventists believe that the Sabbath will be a crucial issue — or perhaps
more correctly, the symbol of a crucial issue — in last-day events. “The Sabbath will
be the great test of loyalty.”? Isn't it possible that the very irrationality of the Sabbath
commandment enhances its ability to be the great test of loyalty? If we could answer
with irrefutable argument all the kinematical objections to Sabbath observance, and
lay to rest with geometric certainty all lingering doubts as to its precise definition,
where would be the need of faith and trust in the Creator? Did Abraham view God's
command to slay his only son Isaac as rational ? If God had presented Abraham with
a logical justification for this act, would it have been the great test of faith that it
otherwise was? As Robert Short says:

Both love and faith can never give a reason for their love; they can only say, "“This is
my beloved” (Song of Solomon 5:16). But perhaps this is just as well; for if the
lover, or believer, could give us a "reason” for loving his love, such as her great
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“beauty” or “‘charm” or “wealth,” then it is quite obvious that the lover would not
actually be in love with his “love,” but that his res/ heart’s desire would be beauty or
charm or wealth or whatever his “'reason” might be for loving the supposed object
of his love. Thus it is impossible for one to have this kind of ulterior motive and re-
main a true lover, whether on the divine o human level; this is why the Christian
faith finally is “dogmatic’’ on one side of the coin, “confessional’’ on the other.2

Can we do any more (or any less) than say: "My God, whom I love, has asked me
to do this thing. I cannot explain it; I cannot otherwise justify it. But he has asked
me to do it; and since I love him, I will do it to the best of my ability and under-
standing.” This is an act of faith, and of love, and of loyalty. And by this faith we
shall be justified.

Odom closes his book with the following quotation: Do not allow your mind to
wander from the main points of the truth for this time, to grasp unimportant theories
and problems. If anyone gives you unessential problems to solve, tell him that God
has placed in your hands a work to be done. Tell him that you are doing a great work,
and cannot come down to try to solve the problem of the day line.”? One could wish
that the author had followed this advice.
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Joseph Bates: Outrider of the Apocalypse. By Godfrey T. Anderson. Pacific 1972.
pp. 143. $2.25 (paper).

Latter-day Saints and the Sabbath. By Russel ]J. Thomsen. Pacific 1971. pp. 160. $1.95
(paper).

Martin Luther's Religious Thought. By William M. Landeen. Pacific 1971. pp. 218.
$1.95 (paper).

Mission to Black America; the True Story of James Edson W hite and the Riverboat
Morning Star. By Ronald D. Graybill. Pacific 1971. pp. 144. $1.45 (paper).

Seventh-day Baptists: Their Legacy to Adventists. By Russel ]J. Thomsen. Pacific
1971. pp. 95. $2.25 (paper).

Walk God's Battlefield. By Godfrey T. Anderson. Southern 1971. pp. 160. $1.85
(paper).

The Wisdom Seekers. By E. K. Vande Vere. Southern 1971. pp. 288. $7.95.
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LETTERS

Irene Wakeham's discussion of the missionary wage question forms an introduction
to the problem and suggests a few possible solutions. But her introduction seems
superficial. It fails to state the significance of the problem to the national worker, all
the financial and behavioral ramifications it has for him, and how its existence influ-
ences his eagerness to accomplish the objectives of the church; and it does not convey
the viewpoint of the typical Seventh-day Adventist missionary influenced by the vari-
ous financial demands made on him.

The national and the missionary have different perspectives. If their outlooks were
generally the same, no problem would exist. Hence an introduction that does not con-
sider both viewpoints is unavoidably shallow.

First, Doctor Wakeham proposes that the church consider changing its salary struc-
ture from a “‘communistic” to a more “capitalistic” one — that is, determine an em-
ployee’s salary by the value of his contribution (p. 27). Such a policy is the one gen-
erally adopted by a profit corporation. The Seventh-day Adventist church is not aim-
ing to give its employees a solid economic position in middle-class society. The pri-
mary objective of the church is to maximize, per dollar of investment, the number of
converts to Christ. Presumably anyone working for the church holds this as his pri-
mary goal and will be satisfied with a salary that covers his family’s basic needs, in-
cluding education.

It is believed that as affluence increases, enthusiasm for missions often decreases —
possibly because one feels less needful of God. An administrator salaried at $35,000
a year (reasonable for an administrator of a hospital corporation) in a Seventh-day
Adventist hospital in Thailand might perform an efficient managerial task; but if he
does not discover how to make his hospital a means for gaining converts, the “high”
salary becomes a new problem. Thus the first suggestion would be unwise to imple-
ment even if it were financially feasible.

Doctor Wakeham's second suggestion is to reduce the size of overseas staff and use
the saved funds to raise the national salaries. She admits that this could cause under-
staffing in some areas where there is a shortage of qualified national personnel.

The solution I would advance enlarges on this second suggestion:

1. The ratio of the American missionary’s salary to the cost of living for the coun-
try in which he works should be no greater than the same ratio for the person who
holds a comparable job in the United States. For example, if a Seventh-day Adventist
college professor receives annual pay of $10,000 in the United States, then a mis-
sionary professor in the Philippines should receive about $8,000, for $8,000 has ap-
proximately as much purchasing power in the Philippines as $10,000 has in the
United States (according to the 1970 Statistical Abstracts of the United States, p.
809). Doctor Wakeham points out that “the missionary already takes a cut of 20-25
percent from what he would be getting if he were working for the church in the
United States”” (p. 26). But a 20 percent cut for the missionary is in fact no decrease
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at all; in some years it might well be an increase. Thus the missionary professor in
the Philippines should receive no more than $8,000.

2. An attempt should be made to reduce the size of the overseas staff by organizing
training programs with target dates for sending overseas personnel back home. This
should be primary in all missionary strategy regardless of the wage problem.

3. The salary scale for all missionaries and church employees in the United States
should be reduced by about 5 percent. This would involve only giving up some of the
luxuries that their salaries allow — one of two automobiles, the television, etc.

4. Funds from the reduction of salary expense should be allocated equitably to the
national workers in other countries. This might allow some of them not now owning
cars to purchase them. Certainly many more spiritual seeds can be sown by the Bible
worker with an automobile than by one who must travel on foot. In the parts of the
world where the religious involvement and enthusiasm are high, the only obstacle to
a greater growth rate is technical restraint. Thus, providing enthusiastic workers with
salaries sufficient to permit purchase of vehicles can be seen as a policy of following
where the Holy Spirit leads.

Doctor Wakeham suggests that reducing the missionary wage (as recommended
here) would make difhicult the recruiting of missionaries. The aim of the Seventh-day
Adventist church is not to maximize the number of overseas personnel, but rather to
maximize the number of gualified overseas workers and consequently the size of its
church. Need for overseas persons is proportionately decreased as the national church
increases in size, as young church members are trained by missionaries, as national
technicians and existing professionals are converted, and as these people are then able
to take over many of the positions held by the missionary.

The more equitable the salaries are, the more acceptable overseas personnel will
be to the people for whom they labor. The degree of cooperation and success should
increase. Certainly the whole problem can be considered in the light of Paul’s state-
ment to the Corinthian church: “"God has combined the various parts of the body,
giving special honour to the humbler patts, so that there might be no sense of di-
vision in the body, but that all its organs might feel the same concern for one another”
(1 Corinthians 12:24, 25 NEB).

STEWART BAINUM
Berrien Springs, Michigan

With much of my estimate of Schwantes the reviewers agreed, but they ended by
caricaturing me. It is true that I faulted Schwantes for making articles of faith into
operational tools, true also that I commended him for recognizing the substantive
uniqueness of courses taught within the framework of Christian education. Yet I do
not advocate a “parochial variety” of history “for the Adventist classroom,” nor
answer to the “pious fraud of an overzealous Christian.”

A middle ground between the tendentious historian and the pretended neutral,
secured through honest disclosure of my biases in the tradition of Dilthey, Croce, and
Weber, is what I seek. The awareness that I am unavoidably value-oriented, while not
licensing me to “read” into history my metaphysical and theological a prioris, does
permit me in lesser ways to “Christianize” my courses, and if I but knew the nature

SPECTRUM



)

of those “lesser ways” I would be found invoking them. What Schwantes did was
protreptic in nature: he unwittingly renewed the search for such solutions. For this
I'shall continue to applaud him.

GARY M. KOSS
Waltham, Massachusetts

NOTES ON CONTRIBUTORS

BEN JACQUES (The Gardener) completed requirements for the bachelor of arts degree at
California State College at San Bernardino in 1969 and has worked for newspapers since then.
He expects to begin graduate study in creative writing in the fall of 1972.

ARTHUR L. WHITE (Ellen G. White the Person), the grandson of Ellen White, has been on
the staff of the White Estate for forty-two years, much of the time serving as secretary of the
estate trustees. At the request of the General Conference of Seventh-day Adventists, he is at
work preparing a biography of his noted grandmother.

LAWRENCE T. GERATY (Heshbon — A Case of Biblical Confirmation or Confutation ?) will
begin a teaching appointment at Andrews University in the fall of 1972. He is a graduate of
Pacific Union College (bachelor of arts 1962), Andrews University (master of arts 1963, bach-
elor of divinity 1965), and Harvard University (doctor of philosophy 1972).

ROGER S. BORAAS (Comments on the Geraty paper) is professor of religion at Upsala Col-
lege in New Jersey. He holds degrees from Gustavus Adolphus College (bachelor of arts 1948),
Lutheran School of Theology (bachelor of divinity 1952), and Drew University (doctor of
philosophy 1965). He was director of the area study program on the ancient Near East in 1968
at Upsala College.

OYSTEIN LaBIANCA (Comments on the Geraty paper), a Norwegian citizen, is an alumnus
of Andrews University (1971). He has been engaged in graduate study at Loma Linda Uni-
versity during the 1971-72 school year and will be at Harvard University beginning in the fall
of this year.

RAJMUND L. DABROWSKI (The Apocalyptic Overtones in Rock Music), an alumnus of

Newbold College (England) and Andrews University, has been managing editor of the Student
Movement this past school year at Andrews and has written for Insight, the Seventh-day Ad-
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ventist youth publication. In September he will become managing editor of Znaki Czasu (Signs
of the Times) in Warsaw, Poland.

ALAN DAVIES (It Is Insane I Beat My Plowshare), a graduate of Atlantic Union College
(bachelor of arts 1972), is interested in writing, modern literature, and religion. Other of his
poems have appeared in earlier issues of SPECTRUM.

HEROLD D. WEISS (Are Seventh-day Adventists Protestants?) is chairman of the religious
studies department at St. Mary’s College and associate chairman of the theology department at
Notre Dame. He was born in Montevideo, Uruguay, and completed his early education there.
He earned the master of arts and the bachelor of divinity degrees (1957, 1960) at Andrews
University. Other of his articles were published in 1969 and 1970 issues of SPECTRUM.

IAN M. FRASER (Parallels and Divergences in Christianity and Science) — chairman of the
pharmacology department at Loma Linda University — is a 1949 graduate of the University of
Sydney (Australia) and has the doctor of philosophy degree from Cambridge University
(1952). He is author and coauthor of a number of articles published in scholarly journals. His
first article for SPECTRUM appeared in the Autumn 1969 issue.

ROY BRANSON (Theology and Comedy) — a graduate of Atlantic Union College (bachelor
of arts), Andrews University (master of arts), and Harvard University (doctor of philosophy)
— is assistant professor of Christian ethics at Andrews University. As one of the founders and
officers of the Association of Adventist Forums, he has worked diligently to encourage the par-
ticipation of graduate students in activities and discussions that further the work and growth of
the church.

WILLIAM BLYTHE (Kinematics of the Sabbath) is chairman of the civil engineering and
applied mechanics department at San Jose State College. A graduate of the University of Cali-
fornia at Berkeley (bachelor of arts 1955 and master of science 1957) and of Stanford Uni-
versity (doctor of philosophy 1962), he is the author of numerous technical papers and reports.









