
Responses to the 
Loma Linda issue 
are followed by a 
letter in defense o f 
colporteurs.

LLU Debate Continued by 
A Principal in the Dispute

T he August 1992 issue of Spec
trum  on Loma Linda was of 

great interest to me. Of particular 
interest was the section entitled 
“Documentinga Dispute.” The dis
pute over academic due process is 
important to the vitality of Loma 
Linda University (LLU) and has 
important implications for the Sev
enth-day Adventist Church, since 
the General Conference is cen
trally involved in the Board of 
Trustees and its style of manage
ment.

Although there is a serious dis
pute at Loma Linda over academic 
due process, it is a procedural is
sue and simply obscures the real 
underlying dispute. W hat lies b e
neath  is a  dispute over adm in istra
tive m iscon d u ct th a t in clu d es: 
abu se o f  p ow er ; in tim idation  o f  
facu lty , retaliation , exploitation , 
a n d  in fringem en t o f  p a ten t rights.

Y our style of journalism is pecu
liar in as much as you are “Docu
menting a Dispute” without any 
investigation! You have not inter
viewed the individuals who are 
central to the dispute. If Spectrum  
is interested in “Documenting a 
Dispute,” it will require investiga
tive journalism.

You chose to publish President 
Behrens’ letter to the American 
Association of University Profes

sors (AAUP) originally dated June 
3, 1992, in response to the AAUP 
article in the May-June issue of 
A cadem e. Her letter is extremely 
misleading, and I trust that you will 
publish the following response: 

President Behrens begins by stat
ing that “you would not be sur
prised that the incongruity between 
the stated mission of LLU and the 
reported performance is easily ex
plained by the fact that there is 
‘another side of the story.’ I am sure 
you would agree that the merits of 
these cases cannot be discussed 
outside of appropriate institutional 
forums for due process or other 
appropriate legal forums.”

This statement bears comment 
because the terminated faculty 
members never had the opportu
nity to hear or refute the “other side 
of the story” since it was presented 
to the Executive Committee of Loma 
Linda Faculty Medical Group, Inc., 
(LLFMGI) and subsequently, to 
Loma Linda Board of Trustees in 
the absen ce o f  the accu sed ! Fur
ther, due process has nothing to do 
with “the story,” but rather with the 
appropriate method of protecting 
the rights and reputation of the 
“accused.” President Behrens pro
ceeded in her letter “to speak to 
some issues which cause me grave 
concern at this time.”



Behrens: “Formal predismissal 
meetings occurred in each case 
during which administration pro
vided to a faculty committee, the 
reasons and the documentation for 
the dismissal of each faculty mem
ber. Further, the vote by the faculty 
members of that committee to sup
port the recommendation of termi
nation was conducted by secret 
ballot and was unanimous.”

Response: This fa cu lty  com m it
tee she refers to consists of chair
men of clinical departments who 
do not challenge administration. 
Academic due process requires a 
predismissal hearing before an 
e le c ted  fa c u lty  b od y . President 
Behrens’ strained attempt to equate 
her predismissal m eeting  with an 
appropriate predismissal hearin g  
is quite transparent.

Behrens: “The grievance com
ponent of the faculty academic 
due process could have been initi
ated prior to the effective date of 
the termination of the faculty ap
pointment. Specifically, this could 
have occurred in the intervening 
30 days from notice of this in
tended action and its taking effect 
which was a provision expressly

You chose topublish 
President B ehrens’ 
letter to the Am eri
can Association o f 
University Profes
sors (AAUP), origi
nally dated Ju n e 3, 
1992. H er letter is 
extremely mislead
ing, a nd  I  trust that 
you will publish the 
following response.

designed for this purpose. In actu
ality, the formal predismissal meet
ings, the 30 day notice, the lengthy 
opportunity for grievance after the 
30 day period, and provision for 
arbitration clearly provided due 
process in these three dismissals.”

Response: The expression athis 
in ten ded  action  ” implies that the 
terminations were not completed 
prior to the offer of grievance. 
Quoting from President Behrens’ 
letter of July 19,1991 .. the B oard
o f  Trustees o f  Lom a L in da Univer
sity h as voted  to term inate y ou r  
fa cu lty  appointm ent as P rofessor o f  
M edicine . . . effective August 12, 
1 9 9 1 . . .  you have available to you 
the grievance procedures . . .’’ As 
stated by President Behrens “this 
provision was specifically designed 
for this purpose,” that is, to offer 
the grievance a fter  the termina
tion. There is no doubt that it was 
“specifically designed” to offer the 
grievance after the termination has 
been voted on by every appropri
ate administrative body and the 
Board of Trustees.

The facts are these: On July 16, 
1991, without any prior warning or 
counseling, I was handed a letter 
dated July 16, 1991, recommend
ing termination of my faculty ap
pointment and informing me of the 
meeting of the executive commit
tee of LLFMGI on the next day.

On July 17, I wrote a letter 
requesting copies of the documents 
and papers that supposedly sup
ported the allegations against me 
and I requested a few days to 
formulate a response. Later the 
same day, I hand delivered the 
letter to Drs. David B. Hinshaw 
and Douglas Will. I did not receive 
a reply, and the committee met as 
scheduled.

On the following day, (July 18, 
1991), the Board of Trustees voted 
to terminate my faculty appoint
ment without a hearing. The entire 
process was completed within 48 
hours!

President Behrens also refers to 
the “arbitration” as part of the due 
process. Please note that the faculty 
handbook states that the arbitrator 
shall not have the authority to ren
der an award “ w hich has the effect o f  
altering, am ending, ignoring, a d d 
ing to o r  subtracting fro m  existing 
University p o licies an d  practices. ” 
Incredibly, despite these facts, Presi
dent Behrens claims that these pro
visions “clearly provided due pro
cess in these three dismissals.”

Behrens: “Suspension of their 
faculty activities did not jeopardize 
their access to any faculty due 
process.”

Response: The AAUP report did 
not claim that suspension jeopar
dized access to due process. Rather, 
AAUP’s position was that suspen
sion was unjustified because there 
was “n oth reat o f  im m ediate h a rm .”

Behrens: “Each faculty member’s 
opportunity to grieve continued 
beyond the time of the discon
tinuation of their faculty appoint
ment.”

Behrens: “Faculty appointment 
and employment for clinical fac
ulty at LLU are with separate 
501(c)(3) corporations. This rela
tionship is well publicized and 
clearly defined and has existed 
since 1978.”

Behrens: “For each of the three 
dismissed faculty, policies relating 
to the terms of their employment 
and termination were enumerated 
in their employment contract.”

Response: These three state
ments of fact are irrelevant to the 
issue of due process.

Behrens: “Termination of the 
faculty appointments did not ter
minate the individuals’ salaries 
which continued beyond the entire 
time available to them to initiate a 
grievance. It should be further noted 
that, at the subsequent time when 
their employment was discontin
ued, there was additional payment 
to these individuals as per their 
employment contract.”



Response: A letter from Roy 
Jutzy (Medicine Department chair
man) dated September 17, 1991, 
reads as follows: “This is to inform 
you that the LLUPMGI Operations 
Committee has made a preliminary 
decision to terminate your em
ployment and your employment 
agreement. . .  The relevant factors 
include the following: D ue to the 
term in ation  o f  y ou r fa cu lty  ap 
poin tm en t, you can no longer teach 
or perform services at facilities 
leased from LLFMGI . . . ”

Undisputedly, we lost our sala
ried positions with even greater 
clarity: “ 14. Term ination. This agree
ment and Employee’s employment 
shall be terminated by the board or 
its designate upon the happening 
of any of the following events: (d) 
Em ployee's loss o f  facu lty  appoin t
m ent in  the Lom a L inda University
School o f  M edicine__ "Is there any
doubt concerning the intent of the 
administration in this regard?

Behrens: “The policies on aca
demic freedom were not breached 
in determining the cause for termi
nation for any of the cases men
tioned. More specifically, none of 
the faculty that were dismissed for 
cause were terminated for reasons 
that involved academic freedom.” 

Behrens: “LLU most particularly 
believes that academic freedom is 
the right of every member of our 
academic community, whether the 
individual is an instructor, a non- 
tenured, or a tenured professor.” 

Response: President Behrens is 
apparently referring to Loma Linda 
University policies on academic free
dom, rather than those established 
by the academic community. Aca
demic freedom includes freedom to 
criticize which, as stated in the AAUP 
report, is a “crucial component of 
academic freedom and of the 
institution’s ultimate vitality.” Never
theless, LLU policies on academic 
freedom, prior to policy revisions in 
1991, read as follows: “A cadem ic 
freed om  allow s a  facu lty  m em ber to

question institutional p lan s , objec
tives, o r  policies  . . . w ithout fe a r  o f  
adm inistrative reprisal. ”

This phrase does not appear in 
the 1991 faculty handbook, which, 
ironically, was approved by the 
Board of Trustees on July 18, 1991, 
the same day that it voted to termi
nate our faculty appointments. 
Therefore, the revised policies of 
1991 could not have been appli
cable to us. President Behrens’ state
ment that “none of the faculty that 
were dismissed for cause were ter
minated for reasons that involved 
academic freedom” is simply not 
true, and the “cause” has never 
been publicly stated.

Behrens: “Why did AAUP staff 
refuse to urge the grievants to use 
the policy available to them that 
would have provided for proper 
adjudication as noted previously?” 

Response: Such a request was 
made by President Behrens to Jor
dan Kurland in a letter to the AAUP 
dated October 28, 1991. His re
sponse dated November 5, 1991, 
was as follows: “We would have 
done so at the outset, were we able 
to agree with you that ‘appropriate’ 
procedures are available. As reiter
ated in my October 3 letter, how
ever, we view the existing proce
dures as “severely d eficien t w hen  
m easu red  ag ain st g en era lly  a c 
cep ted  p roced u ra l stan dards gov
ern ing d ism issalfrom  a  fa cu lty  p o 
sition ; key  d e fic ien c ies  in clu d e  
im plem entation  o fad ism issa lp rio r  
to a  hearin g  on  ad equ acy  o f  cau se  
a n d  p lacem en t o f  the bu rden  on  
the p ro fessor to p rove that the a d 
m in istration  a n d  b oard  v iolated  
in stitu tional p o lic ies in effectin g  
the dism issal. I f  you  w ill reinstate 
theprofessors to their positions p en d 
ing the ou tcom e o fth e  proceed in gs, 
a n d  i f  you  w ill assum e the bu rden  
in the p roceed in gs o f  dem onstrat
ing a d eq u a te  ca u se  f o r  a c tio n  
again st the professors, w e sh a ll b e  
p lea sed  to con sid er recom m ending  
th eir p articip ation  in the p rocess . "

Behrens: Brown and Bessman 
incorrectly state that “The selection 
of the Loma Linda University griev
ance panel, in contrast, is largely 
controlled by the president . . . ” 
This statement is poorly informed 
and reflects ignorance of the policy. 
The president has very little control 
over the grievance panel. For each 
open seat on the grievance panel, 
Clinical Science Faculty Advisory 
Council (CSFAC) provides the presi
dent with two nominees. “The presi
dent, in collaboration with the vice 
president for medical affairs and 
the dean of the School of Medicine, 
will appoint the faculty grievance 
panel from these nominees. . . . 
Thus CSFAC largely controls mem
bership of the grievance panel, and 
the panel serves as an independent 
standing committee. Brown and 
Bessman appear to have missed 
this important fact.”

Response: Who controls CSFAC? 
Approximately half of CSFAC are 
administrative faculty who are ap
pointed chairmen of departments 
and are in lock step with the ad
ministration. The remaining mem
bers are either appointed by the 
department chairmen, or elected

This adm inistra 
tion has acted in a 
most unchristian  

fashion a n d  it is 
difficult to fin d  any  
truth in these state
ments except fo r the 
reference to Chris
tian philosophy be
ing the foundation  
o f our institution 
a nd  our church.



by their respective departments. 
Moreover, P residen t B ehren s is 
know n to h av e sim ply rem oved cer
tain  nam es fro m  the list o f  depart
m en tal n om in ees to CSFAC! Fur
ther, the one individual in CSFAC 
who voted against the administra
tion on May 14, 1991, was subse
quently given the ultimatum: e i
th er support the adm in istration  o r  
seek  oth er e m p l o y m e n t is no 
question that President Behrens 
and her administration, in large 
part, control the selection of the 
Loma Linda University grievance 
panel. Brow n a n d  B essm an  d id  
n ot m iss this im portant fa c t!

Behrens: “In our opinion, your 
Committee on Academic Freedom 
and Tenure has failed to demon
strate careful scholarship, modera
tion, fairness and thorough analy
sis in its report. . . This has led to 
the publication of an inaccurate 
and biased report.”

Response: An incredible state
ment from President Behrens who 
failed to investigate issues of vital 
importance to LLU, terminated fac
ulty without due process, manipu
lated the electoral process, and

I found your recent Spectrum  
issue on Loma Linda very inter

esting. There were references to 
the “controversy” in several ar
ticles without actually stating what 
the controversy was all about. The 
WASC and AAUP reports dealt with 
whether or not the p roced u res  for 
disciplining the faculty and hear
ing grievances were appropriate, 
but nowhere were the issues that 
prompted the “controversy” dis
cussed.

Stated in its simplest form, I 
believe the “controversy” centers

refused to testify in the investiga
tive hearings of the AAUP.

President Behrens’ closing re
marks are difficult to accept at face 
value. “The faculty and administra
tion will implement all policies and 
procedures with fa irn ess  a n d  ju s
tice  . . . ” The administration will 
continue to “respect, value, nur
ture, an d p rotect a ll the m em bers o f  
our campus community not only in 
the fullest sense of the academic 
community, but also according to 
the Christian philosophy which is 
foundational to our institution and 
our church.”

In light of the well-documented 
performance of the administration, 
these words are empty because 
this administration provides no “fair
ness and justice” for dissenting fac
ulty. Further, this administration 
has acted in a most unchristian 
fashion and it is difficult to find any 
truth in these statements except for 
the reference to Christian philoso
phy being the foundation of our 
institution and our church.

George M. Grames 
Redlands, California

around the following issues:
1. Who determines what the ac

tual goals are for the university?
2. Who monitors the ethical be

havior of administration in achiev
ing these goals? (Does being a 
“religious institution” exempt it from 
standards of behavior required of 
“secular institutions”?)

3. How does one disagree, or 
even discuss these issues when all 
the publications and organizations 
of “faculty representation” are con
trolled by the administration?

It seems to me, both from ob

servation and reading your edito
rial introduction, that the real, un
stated, primary goal of Dr. Hinshaw 
and his younger associates is for 
Loma Linda to become and remain 
famous. Being famous is not alto
gether bad. However, being an 
example to students and patients 
of how Christian service is to be 
delivered should be the primary 
goal.

The basic reason that Stewart 
Shankel was fired was that he kept 
investigating instances where he 
felt that the LLU administration was 
mistreating its faculty and staff. The 
inability of administration to ex
plain its behavior and its persistent 
suppression of any efforts for an 
independent investigation is sap
ping the vitality of the institution.

An even more fundamental is
sue is that of control and power. In 
that regard, Loma Linda University 
is but a microcosm of denomina
tional structure. The efforts of the 
Pacific Union and North American 
Division presidents to control the 
Southeastern California constitu
ency meeting in the fall of 1992 are 
conspicuous recent examples.

In this “Father Knows Best” 
environment, participatory manage
ment is an oxymoron. Board mem
bers are advised against talking to 
faculty lest they appear unsup- 
portive of administration. Adminis
tration is eager to tell all who will 
listen how happy the faculty are, 
but have consistently suppressed 
and refused to discuss evidence to 
the contrary. Examples of this in
clude the 1990 Abrahmson report, 
the October 1991 Department of 
Internal Medicine poll and the In
terfaculty Advisory Council (IFAC) 
poll of May 1992.

At the October 1992 meeting of 
IFAC, the Faculty of Religion 
brought the following request* for 
the Board of Trustees to establish a 
“blue ribbon commission” to inves
tigate the problems at the univer
sity. Administration spoke long and

“Crown Jew el” or “Historical 
Adventist Institution”?



hard against the proposal and the 
meeting was adjourned without 
any action being taken. Subse
quently, a university vice president 
wrote a letter to the framers of the 
request. The letter could be con
sidered an act of intimidation 
against the faculty of religion for 
having suggested that administra
tion had acted inappropriately.

One of the outcomes of this 
faculty dissatisfaction is that many 
more SDA faculty are leaving the 
medical school than can be re
cruited. The vacancies, when filled, 
are frequently filled by non-Ad- 
ventist physicians. In the latest is
sue of Loma Linda University School 
of Medicine’s alumni journal, a 
university vice president shared 
with the readership, in the “Letters 
to the Editor” section, unarguable 
statistics on the truthfulness of this 
concern. If you disregard the good 
performance of the Department of 
Internal Medicine in retaining SDA 
faculty, one can see how severe 
the problem is for the rest of the 
School of Medicine.

This inconspicuous but very 
significant change in background 
and attitudes of the clinicians who 
are the role models for the students 
and house staff will have a pro
found effect on the LLU graduates 
and the future of the university.

Kudos to the Editor-in-Chief, 
and to the writers of each of 

the pieces in Spectrum ’s August 
1992 issue on Loma Linda Univer- 
sity/Medical Center. The task of 
capturing the history, the essence, 
and the promise of an institution so 
complex and so intertwined with 
the history of the Seventh-day Ad
ventist Church is formidable in
deed.

I have taught at Loma Linda as 
a faculty member for the past 27

Loma Linda may very well have 
been the crown jewel of an Ad
ventist educational system, but it is 
rapidly becoming a “historical Ad
ventist” university. When this rap
idly changing faculty is eventually 
given a voice, it may well decide 
that denominational affiliation no 
longer advances its goal to be fa
mous.

Finally, there is the story of the 
pilot who announced to his pas
sengers that they were flying higher 
and faster than ever before, but 
unfortunately, he didn’t know 
where they were— and didn’t care 
to discuss it.

Richard L. Sheldon 
Redlands, California

* REQUEST FROM THE FACULTY 
OF RELIGION TO I.F.A.C.

Wre the Faculty of Religion are 
deeply concerned about the ero
sion of the credibility of Loma 
Linda University, both locally and 
world wide because of the pain on 
our campus the last couple of years. 
We ask that I.F.A.C., through the 
Faculty Forum, request of the Loma 
Linda Board of Trustees the estab
lishment of a Blue Ribbon Com
mission to address these issues and 
work towards healing.

years— a period that overlaps much 
of the history presented by Bonnie 
Dwyer. I found her piece “Pursu
ing That Vision Thing” balanced, 
informative, and virtually error-free. 
There is. I believe, one minor his
torical error. In discussing the pro
ton accelerator project, she indi
cates that the idea arose out of 
discussions in the department of 
radiology, discussions that were 
supported by Hinshaw as “cutting 
edge” activities.

There is no doubt that the dis
cussion arose out of radiology, and 
that Hinshaw deserves the lion’s 
share of the credit for bringing the 
proton accelerator project to frui
tion— there is, after all, the matter 
of $20 million that he played a 
crucial role in securing from Con
gress. The Medical Center Board 
had, however, discussedthe project 
on more than one occasion and 
had already given the go-ahead 
directive before Hinshaw became 
Vice President for Medical Affairs 
in 1986. These events all occurred 
during the closing months of Dr. 
Harrison Evans’ tenure as vice presi
dent. I remember well the argu
ments advanced by a faculty com
mittee that reviewed the initial pro
posal from Dr. James Slater in radi
ology, collected data on the two 
other machines operating in the 
U.S. (Berkeley and Harvard), and 
eventually recommended to the 
board of the university that the 
project was feasible and deserved 
support.

The “Who Pays the Bills?” piece 
by Kent Seltman is a remarkable 
gallop through a half-billion dollar 
general ledger. To give it some 
perspective, this figure is almost 
three times larger than the annual 
General Conference budget. This 
fact no doubt accounts for the 
attention that Loma Linda has re
ceived and continues to receive 
from the GC. Attention, perhaps, 
but a surprisingly small (relatively 
speaking) amount of m oney. 
Seltman’s highlighting of the major 
share of the medical school budget 
borne by the clinical faculty is 
timely and probably not well un
derstood by many outside of the 
Loma Linda city limits.

The varied and extensive Loma 
Linda research enterprise is nicely 
delineated by Clark Davis in “Re
search at the Cutting Edge. ” Clark’s 
interest in research at Loma Linda is 
partly that of of a journalist, partly 
personal. He was operated upon

Kudos to Spectrum’s Coverage



by Dr. Len Bailey (newly appointed 
as chair of surgery) some years ago.

There is always the question as 
to how much of an article should 
be devoted to the journalist’s per
sonal assessment and how much 
to background material. In “Docu
menting a Dispute” the editors have 
eliminated personal assessment 
entirely and have provided for the 
readers of Spectrum  a balanced 
selection of original documents in 
chronological sequence. Given the 
contentious nature of this long- 
running controversy, this is a stroke 
of genius. It allows the reader to 
form his or her own conclusions

W e have had many ups and 
downs at LLU over the past 

seven or eight years. The August 
1992 issue of Spectrum  gave the 
overall picture pretty well. Of 
course I would make some changes. 
The one that I want to point out is 
a discrepancy between two ver
sions of the events surrounding 
President Norman Woods’ resigna
tion and the trustees’ decision to 
divorce Loma Linda from La Sierra. 
A1 Karlow’s account is closer to the 
way I remember that famous day 
and year.

I would also have given more 
emphasis to Dr. Woods’ role. He

W hen the article “Pursuing That 
Vision Thing” in the August 

1992 Spectrum  came to my atten
tion recently, it opened a hurting 
memory mixed with a flare-up of 
smothered indignation.

As one who has known Marlowe 
Schaffner well for more than 50

and ensures that the source docu
ments will be readily available for 
those who will again write about 
this unique institution. I am an 
editor myself. I am certain that this 
issue of Spectrum  will become the 
definitive work on Loma Linda for 
the three decades— 60s, 70s, and 
80s. You have provided an invalu
able resource for future historians 
of Adventism’s institutions and have 
every right to be proud of your 
accomplishments.

Brian Bull 
Chair, Pathology 

Loma Linda School of Medicine

faithfully carried out the instruc
tion of the trustees and carried out 
an even-handed study of consoli
dating LLU at Loma Linda. He 
corrected the money deficit at Loma 
Linda. He forced the trustees to 
face the fact that the two-campus 
two-provost structure did not work. 
During that time, he was the target 
for a great deal of heat— much of it 
ill-tempered and some of it vi
cious. His demeanor gave me a 
lesson in what it means to be a 
Christian gentleman.

Bruce Wilcox 
Loma Linda, California

years— from the time he was a 
co lleg e  freshm an until the 
present—I can say that I have been 
impressed by his great integrity 
and by his unswerving, sacrificial 
devotion to his God, his principles, 
his church, his friends, and his co- 
workers— undimmed, I may say,

by his experience at Loma Linda 
University Medical School. I feel 
the urge, therefore, to speak out.

First, one could question the 
carefulness of research that desig
nated him as “the new dean, ” when 
that was not his title or role; that he 
succeeded Dr. Hinshaw when ac
tually he succeeded Dr. Harrison 
Evans; that he was dismissed when 
actually he resigned. And there is 
the pejorative implication that he 
was merely an impractical dreamer 
in his effort to serve Loma Linda 
University— an insinuation that ig
nores both his planning and fund
ing, for instance, the present basic 
sciences building and his less vis
ible contributions.

Further, there is an unbalanced 
comparison, or assessment, which 
reports that Dr. Hinshaw’s dreams 
came true in the face of malfea
sance of a subordinate, but fails to 
mention that Dr. Schaffner also 
suffered such malfeasance.

Also, much of Dr. Schaffner’s 
prior or subsequent contributions 
were not offered in a balanced 
referendum. No mention is made 
of the prominent assignments of
fered by the General Conference 
and even later by the university; of 
his election as president of the 
Medical Alumni Association; of his 
ongoing chairm anship of the 
Alumni Fund Council in which he 
coordinated the raising to date of 
$7 million for his alma mater.

Finally, to have the word scan 
d a l used in any way regarding 
Marlowe Schaffner is almost un
bearable for one who has known 
him through his college days (from 
a faculty viewpoint as I did), through 
medical school, through his mili
tary experience, through his prompt 
willingness to leave an excellent 
and growing medical practice to go 
to Africa, where levels of responsi
bility rose until he was medical 
officer for the division, and through 
his 11-year presidency at the 
Kettering Medical Center.

Spectrum’s Picture Pretty Good; 
More Needed on Norman Woods

In Defense of Marlowe Schaffner



I have known a few unem
bittered men who have seen their 
life work taken from them. Marlow 
Schaffner is one of them. His 
sacrificial life pattern has never 
wavered as he has responded to 
calls that might tend to redirect his 
life, even when years later his abili
ties were impugned, or, as one 
high official has said, “unduly ma
ligned.”

Dorothy Foreman Beltz 
Loma Linda, California

Bottom  Line
As one of the “lay minds” inter

ested in learning “WHO PAYS 
THE BILLS?” at Loma Linda, I was 
appropriately impressed with the 
detailed facts and figures presented 
by Dr. Seltman. When I attempted 
to tie the figures from his analysis to 
the table provided (page 20, not 
page 26 as referenced) I failed mis
erably.

I do not see how “the medical 
center has doubled its total operat
ing revenue since 1986” ($204 mil
lion to $306 million). I also fail to 
see how “net income in 1991 totaled 
$306 million” ($5.2 million). Itseems 
to me that Dr. Hinshaw and associ-

T he best response to the ques
tion asked by your title, “How 

Much Longer for the Colporteur?” 
[October 1992], is “As long as pro
bation continues, there will be op
portunity for the canvasser to 
work.”1

As a conference publishing di
rector, I especially appreciated

B onnie D wyer responds:

In  covering 3 0  years o f  Lom a L inda  
University history, Dr. S ch a ffh er’s 
b r ie f tenure as v ice p resid en t fo r  
m edical a ffa irs Qess than  two years), 
u nfortunately  d id  not w arran t a  
fu ll d iscussion  o f  his en tire career. 
You a re  correct in saying that his 
title w as v ice president, not dean , 
w hich u n accou n tab ly  rep laced  the 
p rop er title in the editing process. 
Thank you  fo r  prov id in g  a  b road er  
perspective on  his contributions.

ates would be pleased to have 
Dr. Seltman’s growth rate in their 
total operating revenue, and I am 
certain they would it worth his 
while to show them more about the 
$306 million in 1991 net income.

This article is on target because 
we “lay minds” want to know, but 
not badly enough to do our own 
research. So, rather than worry over 
the veracity of the other facts and 
figures in the article, I’m writing my 
confusion off to the uncollectible 
thoughts account.

John R. Hughes 
Placerville, California

reading this and one other article 
on literature ministry in the Octo
ber issue. I believe Spectrum  read
ers may be interested to learn of an 
alternative to the new, tri-union 
publishing program that has been 
proving fruitful.

One of the three unions in the 
combined program, the Atlantic

Union Conference, has one confer
ence (Greater New York) that de
cided not to join FER (Family En
richment Resources).2 Our deci
sion was based on the belief that a 
locally based, hands-on program 
would best serve the needs of the 
ethnically diverse metropolitan New 
York area. This local conference 
program has been operating for a 
full year, so some analysis is now 
possible as to whether the decision 
was correct.

From the start, Greater New 
York’s new publishing program has 
operated on the following basis:

1. Efforts should be made to 
involve members of every Greater 
New York Conference church in 
literature ministry.

2. To work on a cash-only 
(C.O.D.) basis.

3. To work in cooperation with 
church pastors and administrators.

4. The conference continues its 
established pattern of supporting 
the program with a maximum of 
2.5 percent of gross tithe income, 
out of which the Home Health 
Education Service (HHES) pays the 
salaries and benefits to the direc
tor, publishing assistants, and of
fice staff, and benefits (medical, 
educational, car insurance, etc.) 
and incentives to the publishing 
assistants and L.E.’s.

5. The program follows Spirit of 
Prophecy guidelines on finance, 
recruiting, training, and methods 
of canvassing.

6. Book prices have been low
ered by 25 percent.

We have been thankful to see 
the following results: From Febru
ary 1992 to December 1992, Greater 
New York Conference literature 
evangelists delivered $543,000 
worth of books. More than 50 per
sons were baptized as a result of 
this ministry, representing an in
crease of 44 percent over the pre
vious year.

The success of this program 
occurred despite a very reduced
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office staff consisting of the pub
lishing director, a part-time secre
tary, 2 full-time assistants, 1 HHES 
manager and 1 part-time assistant. 
The reduced staff, however, means 
overhead is very low, freeing more 
money for advertising; sales pro
motions such as quarterly “Big 
Months,” when the colporteurs re
ceive special financial help for their 
expenses; and monthly Sunday 
training seminars.

If you wish to make a compari
son with the rest of the Atlantic 
Union (conferences that joined 
FER), you will find that Greater 
New York’s book-delivery totals 
for 1992 were double those of the 
combined FER conferences in the 
Atlantic Union during that period. 
In addition, we have seen steadily 
increasing numbers of applicants—  
both men and women—who wish 
to serve as colporteurs, many as a 
result of other L.E.’s, pastors, etc. 
(The total number of fiill and part- 
time L.E.’s in our conference rose 
from 40 to 63 in the past 12 months.)

The sales for the past two years

show a continued pattern of in
crease, except for 1991 (the transi
tional period during the reorgani
zation of the publishing ministry in 
our union):

1989 - $316,093.16
1990 - $412,523.30
1991 - $377,756.36
1992 - $543,000.00

In my estimation, the secret of 
such a positive record in publish
ing is due to several factors:

•Steady, systematic recruiting.
•Faithful, thorough help of con

secrated publishing assistants in 
training, motivating, and working 
with L.E.’s.

•Training seminars on an on
going basis.

• Involvement with church mem
bers and pastors. (A recent suivey 
of pastors’ attitudes toward pub
lishing ministry in the Greater New 
York Conference is available on 
request.)

• Involvement of only local 
members in publishing ministry, 
rather than bringing colporteurs 
from other countries or states.

•The C.O.D. method allows lit
erature evangelists more frequent 
opportunities for contact with cus
tomers, which has resulted in more 
sales, Bible studies, and baptisms.

In light of all the above, we can 
say with confidence that while pro
bation lasts, the publishing minis
try will endure. Our daily prayer is 
that the Lord will continue to put 
his hands on this ministry and 
make it prosperous for him.

Nahor Muchlutti 
Publishing Director 
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1. E. G. White, C olporteur M in
istry (Mountain View, Calif.: Pacific 
Press Publ. Assn., 1953), p. 11.

2. Northeastern Conference is 
another non-FER conference in our 
union. However, their publishing 
ministry has been in conjunction 
with that of other regional confer
ences (FHHES) since its inception. 
Northeastern Conference also con
tinues, therefore, independent of 
FER.


