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FROM THE EDITOR

T'went in [to Project Whitecoat] really thinking that
Twas going to be belping God and country, that I
was going to be a buman subject in a voluntary
medical, experimental project that was going to
yield information to the United States that would
belp defend us in the event that some mad person
started a biological war with us. So Isaid, ‘ves, this
is something I as a Christian can support, because
this is bealing.’

—Arthur R. Torres, senior pastor, Sligo church

institutions that compete to govern not only our

bodies, but our imagination and trust. Contem-
porary Seventh-day Adventists are committed to all
three. One of the dramas of Adventism, examined in
our special section, is how members manage simulta-
neously to demonstrate loyalty to this powerful trinity.

Adventists show loyalty to their church in very
concrete ways. Not only do Adventists construct their
own hospitals, they send their children to Adventist
schools. Beyond their offerings, Adventists pay a tithe
of their income to the world church. When Adventists
choose a spouse it is usually another church member,
and when they select a profession many members
continue to choose one valued by the church. Advent-
ists are never more characteristically loyal to Adventism
than when they pursue education. One result is Advent-
ists who feel in the marrow of their beings the com-
plexity of relating the commitments Adventism has
fostered within them to God, Caesar, and science.
Adventists assume allegiance to government.

Adventism has believed that the New Testament,
particularly the Epistle to the Romans (chapter 13),
advises respect for government. The laws of govern-
ment, at least in principle, can express a moral order

C hurch, government, science—three powerful
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God, Caesar, and
A Science

in human affairs that in some times and places—
however dimly, however waveringly—reflects God'’s
order. Adventists have sometimes naively endorsed
specific regimes as godly. Other times, Adventists have
courageously condemned rulers as demonic. What
Adventists have never done is regard government as
irrelevant to the moral life or to the history of salva-
tion. Government matters so much it should be
obeyed, or, if need be, fought to the death.

Adventists also accept the validity of science. Ad-
ventism’s historic commitment to health has led us to
accept not only medical science, but the assumption
that our bodies and the universe operate according to
reliable, recurring patterns. Adventists, along with
scientists, believe that human reason knows what those
recurring patterns are. Not only that, Adventists demand
that those who wish to call themselves Adventists must
live in accordance with those patterns of healthful
living that our reason and science tell us are true.

In this issue, John Berecz explores just what kind of
a God Adventists encounter as they relate their varied
commitments to one another. James Hayward narrates
how, over the past 15 years, Adventists have increas-
ingly found diverse ways to relate revelation of God in
scripture and revelation of God in nature. In her case
study of Project Whitecoat, Krista Thompson Smith
sharpens the complications and ambiguities within an
Adventism that recurringly brings church, government,
and science into dramatic convergence.

One senses that all three authors believe that the
glimpses of divinity encountered within churches,
governments, and scientific institutions, point to a
greater reality—the holy, powerful, and true God
sustaining and transcending all institutions.

—Roy Branson
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ARTICLES

The Baby and
The Tintoretto

In defense of immersing students in great art and literature:
The Good is beautiful.

by Nancy Hoyt Lecourt

“70 write poetry after Auschwitz is bar-
baric.”—Adorno

“The ‘Ode on a Grecian Urn’is worth any
number ofold ladies™—Faulkner

he struggle between the Good and the
Beautiful finds passionate expression
in the 20th century. An Adorno may

Sake” movement, that sunny knoll where the
New Critics pitched their tents,1is a disinter-
ested space where the flood water of ethical
dilemmas cannot reach. In a 1987 Harpers
essay entitled “Goodness Knows Nothing of
Beauty,” William Gass makes clear where he
keeps his sleeping bag. He begins by posing
the hypothetical dilemma often used to illus-

argue that even tc consider the aesthetic asteate this conflict: The water is rising in Venice.

category is immoral in so corrupt a culture as
our own. To spend time and energy creating
or contemplating the beautiful is to be complicit
in human suffering. Yet writers like Faulkner
are adamant that beauty must have its own
territory, separate but equal. “If a writer has to
rob his mother, he will not hesitate . . .”
(quoted in Booth, p. 131).

This aesthetic high ground, first glimpsed
by Kant and staked out by the “Art for Art's

Nancy Hoyt Lecourt, an associate professor of English at
Pacific Union College, isonstudyleal® completinga Ph.D. in
English literature at the University of New Hampshire. She is
the author ofseveral booksfor children, including Abraca-
dabra to Zigzag (Lotbrop, 1991), and Teddy, the Better-Than-
New Bear (Pacific Press, 1993)m

A baby in a basket is being washed out to
sea—and so is a Tintoretto. Which to save? As
the title of his essay implies, Gass doesn’'t
really hesitate: “No one is so essential he or
she cannot be replaced a thousand times
over . ..” (p. 39). Sorry, baby . ..

But the waters of morality—now known as
Political Correctness—have risen far higher
than the New Critics ever could have imag-
ined. Marxism, Feminism, Post-colonialism:
these proclaim that art does matter, it does
matterwhatyou say, aboutclass, aboutwomen,
about “people of color.” Your language, your
hidden assumptions, your basic attitudes to-
ward the “Other"—these will inevitably affect
your behavior. What people read changes
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how they act. “A book,” (agrees Sartre) “is a
good or bad action” (quoted in Booth, p. 24).

And so the battle of the Good and the
Beautiful rages on. Teachers of literature at
Adventist colleges may sometimes feel as though
the fight is being fought in their very offices.
Several times a year, they hear the following;:
“Why do we have to wade through all this trash
in order to get one good idea?” (Translation:
Why care about the formal qualities of the work
[the Beautiful]l when the author could simply
hand us the meaning

arrows, slanders and censorship, prison, scaf-
folds, burnings and beatings. . . . Throughout
history, goodness has done more harm than good
(p. 38).

What a relief it was when Kant taught us to
contemplate beauty disinterestedly! But some
people just don’t get it. Some peoplet go on
feeling that literary texts have power to change
people’s lives—and that is what makes them
potentially dangerous.

As Adventist Christian readers we believe in

that power. We know

[the Good] in a nut-
shell?)

“I refuse to read fic-
tion.” (Translation:
Beautiful lies are Bad,
not Good.)?

“Why should I waste
my time with entertain-
ing stories when Jesus
is coming soon and the
world needs to be
warned?” (Translation:
To read poetry prior to
the Apocalypse is sin-
ful, if not barbaric.)

“These stories are
dangerous. I'm afraid

1990).

1988).

Books Discussed by
Nancy Hoyt Lecourt

Literature Through the Eyes of Faith,
by Susan V. Gallagher and Roger
Lundin (Harper and Row, 1989).

Love’s Knowledge: Essays on Phi-
losophy and Literature, by Martha C.
Nussbaum (Oxford University Press,

The Company We Keep: An Ethics
of Fiction, by Wayne C. Booth (Ber-
keley: University of California Press,

thatbooks—beginning
with the Bible—have
changed our lives and
continue to do so. We
want to choose wisely
the books we will read
and recommend to oth-
ers. How can we find a
balance between the
Good and the Beauti-
ful that allows us both
to enjoy aesthetic con-
templation and to ac-
cept ethical conse-
quences? How can we
find a way to read lit-
erature that acknowl-

that if I read them I

won'’t enjoy the Bible or Ellen White. In fact,
I'm not sure this book has a place in this
classroom.” (Translation: Plato was right: po-
etry does dishonor the gods and should not be
used to educate the young.)

Censorship. Plato started it, and literary
criticism ever since has been licking its wounds.
And it is censorship more than anything else,
of course, that gives moral criticism its bad
name. Gass is positively hysterical:3

It is the moralists who want to bully and beat up
on the artist, not the other way around. .. .
Authors do not gather to burn good deeds in
public squares. . . . On the other hand . . . We
know what the other hand is full of; slings and

edges the suffering in
the world, yet embraces its beauty? Three
recent books attempt, all more or less success-
fully in my opinion, to answer just these
questions.

Writing as a Tool for Action

he first of these books, Literature Through

the Eyes of Faith, is designed to be used as
a companion to an Introduction to Literature
class at a Christian college, and I suspect it
would be quite effective. As I read it I couldn’t
help wishing I had known about it sooner;
certain chapters (especially chapter 10, “Was
This Author a Christian?”) would have been
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very useful in dealing with some of my more
literal-minded students. In fact, the book not
only discusses the “main point” (Why should
Christians read literature?), but also explains
where the canon came from (and why we
should have reservations about it), what the
essential difference is between tragedy and
comedy (and how they relate to Christian
views of history), and why there are so many
different interpretations of the Bible (1.

Gallagher and Lundin’s thesis is highly
utilitarian: “Literary texts are not merely imagi-
native creations, but also instruments com-
posed of language that we use to perform
certain activities, such as thinking about social
issues, moral questions, or personal feelings.
A piece of writing is a tool for action” (p. xxv).
However, they do make room for aesthetic
experience; they see “aesthetic ends” as one of
the many purposes that literature fulfills (p.
xxvi). And they are careful to point out that
“our delight in God’s gifts should include . . .
our delight in the literary activities of our
fellow human beings. . . . We have no right to
conclude that literature that primarily instructs
us is somehow better in God’s eyes than
literature that primarily delights us” (p. 48).

The authors deserve kudos on many points.
Rather than emphasizing what not to read, they
have tried at all times to throw a wide net, to
include rather than exclude: “Within our per-
sonal reading we should strive for variety and
deliberately place ourselves in new reading
experiences” (p. 115). This impulse to inclusive-
ness extends toward feminism and multi-
culturalism, something not often enough seen in
conservative Christian circles. Indeed, they rec-
ognize a fact often overlooked: The same force
that excluded women and minorities from the
canon has more recently been excluding overtly
Christian literature as well. More important, they
recognize that the Christian duty to the op-
pressed extends to reading as well: “Christians
should. . . have a special concern to recover the
literature of minorities” (p. 111).

MarcH 1996
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Finally, I would like to thank them for
tackling the common misunderstanding that
Christians should read “Christian” literature,
written by Christians or based on Christian
beliefs. They state very clearly that a “Chris-
tian” author does not necessarily write books
that every Christian will agree with, and that
an “unbeliever” can write in a way that is very
valuable for Christians. Most important, they
debunk the whole idea of “Christian” litera-
ture. “Our desire to label works of literature
Christian or non-Christian, while common, is
misdirected” (p. 120). Bravo, Gallagher and
Lundin!

owever, I do feel a need to remark on the

limitations of this book’s basic assump-
tions about literature; we oughtto read it, we
ought to enjoy it, we oughtto learn about life
from it. Surely it is one thing to defend
literature against attack, or to explain why one
reads; it is another to suggest a moral impera-
tive to read. With this attitude, all reading
becomes required reading—a dreadful thought!
Can we really “delight” in poetry because it is
“part of our Christian vocation”?

Even more troubling is the authors’ empha-
sis on “understanding.” To suggest that the
purpose of literature is to help us explain
everything reflects, perhaps, a theology that
leaves no room for mystery: “Everything in our
experience has significance, and our attempt
to discern that significance—as well as we
can—is part of our calling as God’s servants”
(p. 5). This rational element in the Protestant
tradition, this emphasis on explaining every-
thing, needs some healthy challenging, I think.
Where is mystery? Why must all be explained?
Beyond the good and the beautiful shimmers
the Sublime: experiences and phenomena
that we cannot explain. Instead of ignoring,
repressing, or misrepresenting them, let us
accept them for what they are: evidence that
God and the universe are far more Other than
we have ever imagined. Sublime theory, with

5



its emphasis on the inability of the mind to
grasp certain concepts, should be an impor-
tant part of any attempt to look at “literature
through the eyes of faith.”

“Consider the Lilies of the
Field, How They Are
Particular”

artha Nussbaum'’s is a
group of essays collected from such
sources as the Journal ofPhilosophy, the Yale
Journal ofLaw and the Humanities, and the
Proceedings of the Aristotelian 5
Nussbaum is obviously addressing a much
different audience from that of Gallagher and
Lundin. Perhaps because ofthis, the reasoning
is more precise and the judgments more finely
tuned than anything in their book. A more
important difference, however, is that it pro-
vides an ethical approach to reading that is
compatible with Christianity without being
explicitly B
Many of Nussbaum’s essays touch on the

Adapted from Jacopo Tintoretto’s “Self Portrait”

relationship between ethics and literature. She
has a particular love for Henry James, as a
couple of titles will demonstrate: “Flawed
Crystals: James’ The Golden Bowland Litera-
ture as Moral Philosophy”; “Perception and
Revolution: The Princess Casamassima and
the Political Imagination.” Her readings of
James’ novels embody what she values in
literature: They demonstrate for us the process
of delicate moral reasoning that we need to
live life well.

We need, then . . . texts which display to us the
complexity, the indeterminacy, the sheer difficulty of
moral choice, and which show us, as this text does . . .
the childishness, the refusal of life involved in fixing
everything in advance according to some inviolable
rules. . . .

Finally, without a presentation of the mystery, conflict,
and riskiness of the lived deliberative situation, itwill be
hard for philosophy to convey the peculiar value and
beauty of choosing humanly well. . . . (pp. 141, 142)

Nussbaum'’s project is double: She argues
for a literary theory that is friendly to moral
philosophy, that recognizes “the sense thatwe
are social beings puzzling out, in times ofgreat
moral difficulty, what mightbe, for us, the best
way to live. . .” (p. 170). She also demon-
strates just what she means in many fine
essays. The title essay, “Love’s Knowledge,”
examines (and critiques) Proust’s approach to
the question, “How do | know | am in love?”
This is not a question we somehow expect a
philosopher or a literary critic to handle, and
yet we ask few questions more urgently. Why
do we assume that we will get no help from
philosophers when it comes to questions of
feeling? Nussbaum rejects that assumption:
“To make room for love stories, philosophy
must be more literary, more closely allied to
stories, and more respectful of mystery and
openendedness than it frequently is” (p. 284).

Asyou have already noticed, where Gallagher
and Lundin ask, “How does reading this book
help me fulfil my vocation as a Christian?”



Nussbaum asks, “How does this book help
answer the question, ‘How should one live?”
(p. 173). The difference will seem slight to
some, monumental to others. Be that as it may,
like Gallagher and Lundin, Nussbaum wants to
make room for both the Good and the Beauti-
ful. She does so by recognizing the simple truth
that neither exists apart from the other:

We grasp the practical content of a literary text
adequately only when we attentively study the
forms in which it is embodied and expressed; and
... we have not correctly described the literary
form of, say, a James novel if we have not asked
what sense of life it expresses (p. 172).

Nussbaum argues further that literature
shares knowledge that simply cannot be com-
municated in any other way. Philosophy gen-
eralizes from particulars. Yet is there not a
sense in which it is the particulars themselves
that matter?

For stories cultivate our ability to see and care for
particulars, not as representatives of a law, but as
what they themselves are: to respond vigorously
with senses and emotions before the new, to care
deeply about chance happenings in the world,
rather than to fortify ourselves against them; to
wait for the outcome and to be bewildered—to
wait and float and be actively passive (p. 184).

While this may not be Christian “doctrine,”
I would argue that this willingness, this joyful
acceptance of whatever happens to us, is a
more deeply Christian approach to life (and
literature) than the willful can’ts and ougbhts
often associated with Christianity. “Consider
the lilies of the field,” says Nussbaum, “how
they are particular.”

In her love of life and her commitment “to
wait and float and be actively passive,” how-
ever, Nussbaum has by no means forgotten
the necessity for ethical action. She sees the
other disciplines—economics, the law, psy-
chology— influence the way our society makes
its mostimportant decisions, yet literary theory
has been silent. And because of that silence,

MarcH 1996
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“we . ..goonbeing governed from day to day
by conceptions of rationality that seem impov-
erished next to the ones we know well and
care about in novels that we love.” She argues
that literary scholars should join the debate
about what it means to be human, to live life
well, to be a person, because “the hungry will
be fed (or not fed) according to some idea of
the person. . . . If we do not take a hand in
these choices they will be made by default
without us” (p. 192).

Books as Good Friends

inally, I would like to recommend Wayne

Booth’s latest book, The Company We
Keep. The title of this book points to its rich
central metaphor: when we read a book we
are spending time, keeping company, with a
friend. Booth’s central question, to simplify—
though not, I hope, to mislead—is “What kind
of personam I spending time with whenIread
this book? Who am I when I read it, and who
am I becoming?” To answer this we participate
in a guided tour of the history of ethical
criticism, an explanation of the “threat” of
subjectivism, an essay on what it means to be
a “self” or a “character,” an appraisal of the
workings of desire in the act of reading, an
explanation of “coduction,”” and several other
fascinating critical/philosophical discussions,
enlivened by many examples of what he means
in terms of specific authors, including detailed
analyses of Rabelais, D. H. Lawrence, Jane
Austen, and Twain.8 Further, each chapter has
a thorough bibliography, supplemented by
another of 30 pages at the back. And the whole
is seasoned with apt quotations from wonder-
fully wide-ranging sources (including my open-
ing epigram from Faulkner) and personal, often
humorous, footnotes.? Inevitably, one comes
to feel that this book, at least, is indeed a friend,
and its “implied author,” Wayne Booth, a lively,
thoughtful, and honest human being with whom

7
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to spend several hours.

Booth makes clear at the beginning what his
basic assumption is about books: “Some expe-
riences with narrative are beneficial and some
harmful. No one who is unshakably skeptical
about that notion will be likely to follow any
argument about how a given narrative might
nourish or poison those who take it it in”
(p. 40). While this may already sound
frighteningly close to censorship, anyone ac-
quainted with Booth’s other books will not
worry: the reading life is just not that simple for
him. While he does argue that “some experi-
ences” are good and others are not, he quickly
complicates things by insisting, over and over
again, that the “goods” which may come from
narrative are many. “We must avoid at all costs
the effort to reduce literary ‘goods’ to one
kind; instead, we
should seek to clarify
and embrace a plural-
ity of goods” (p. 115).

Further, whatis good
for me, today, may not
be good for me tomor-
row, or for you ever,
because what “good”
means is, “will help a
given person grow ata
given time.” In Booth’s
words: “For some
people, in some cir-
cumstances, Spark is likely to prove ethically
more valuable than Dante, and for others—
perhaps those who are a bit too comfortable
with perpetual questioning— The Divine Com-
edy . . . would provide the superior gift” (p.
58).

Booth'’s central metaphor, of books (or their
implied authors) as “friends,” may sound sim-
plistic at first. Yet he uses it to develop a fertile
range of questions to be asked and issues to be
raised when we read. Here is an interesting
passage in which he compares Anne Tyler’s
Dinner at the Homesick Restaurant and

8

Reading well may just belp us
prevent another Auschwitz.
Perbaps we will even come at
last to a sunny island where
the Good and the Beautiful
live together in peace, with a
Tintoretto on the wall and a
baby crowing in its crib.

Norman Mailer’s The Executioner’s Song:

I know much less about the “real” Tyler than I
know about the public image “Norman Mailer,” or
about the career author I have met in reading most
of his books. “My” Tyler’s range and daring are
much more limited than “my” Mailer’s, but I feel
that she is giving me everything she’s got, and she
cares a great deal about what will become of me
as I read. My Mailer, in contrast, is simply playing
games with me; he does not care a hill of beans
for my welfare—he would obviously be happy to
sacrifice me and any other reader to further his
own ends. This does not mean that he is not worth
talking to—but it may mean that I finally regret
spending quite so long with him, when I might
have been reading more of Anne Tyler (p. 208).

Not only does the “friend” metaphor allow
for careful analyses of this type, it also encour-
ages us to give the pro-
cess of rejecting an au-
thor the seriousness it
deserves. He would not
have us refuse to keep
company with a book
any more off-handedly
than we would refuse
the company of a real
person. “To appraise a
complex literary friend
according to some
single standard is criti-
cal bigotry” (p. 210).

Wayne Booth, then, like Martha Nussbaum,
Susan Gallagher, and Roger Lundin, believes
that something does happen when we read
poetry. As T. S. Eliot says in his essay, “Religion
and Literature,” “though we may read literature
merely for pleasure, of ‘entertainment’ or of
‘aesthetic enjoyment,’ this reading never affects
simply a sort of special sense: it affects us as
entire human beings . . .” (p. 350). Reading has
serious moral consequences, and narratives
help us to understand who we are and who we
can become in a world of difficult choices.

It is not barbaric to read and write poetry

VorumEe 25, NUMBER 3



after Auschwitz; rather, reading well may just
help us prevent another Auschwitz. Perhaps
we will even come at last to a sunny island

THE JOURNAL OF THE ASSOCIATION OF ADVENTIST FORUMS

where the Good and the Beautiful live to-
gether in peace, with a Tintoretto on the wall
and a baby crowing in its crib.

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Please imagine with me that this knoll is large
enough to accommodate the differences between these
three.

2.Idon’t suppose that this student would find Oscar
Wilde persuasive: “Lying, the telling of beautiful untrue
things, is the proper aim of art.”

3. T use hysterical in full knowledge of the irony
implied by using it to describe a man. I consider it only
fair, since his article is not only full of sexist language,
but also informed by sexist attitudes. For Gass, people
are “men” who value many things, including the
“beauties of women” (p. 38). In fact, he only uses
inclusive language when he is pointing out that people
are expendable: “That attachment to human life which
demands that it be chosen over everything else is
mostly humbug” (p. 39).

4. Am I getting hysterical now? This topic is emo-
tional, isn’t it?

5. I would like to thank Lucerne French Snipes for
introducing me to this book.

6.1 personally value such an approach because I feel
it gives me opportunities for connecting with other
readers of literature who care about the moral effects of
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literature but are essentially excluded by Christian
terminology.

7. Booth’s method for comparing one’s own experi-
ence of a work with those of many other good readers,
in order to make an evaluative judgment.

8. He begins the book with an anecdote from the
University of Chicago in the mid-sixties, when an
African-American art teacher in the humanities core
refused to teach Huckleberry Finn on moral grounds.
Booth remembers how embarrassed he and the other
literature teachers were that one of their colleagues
could not “read” properly. “Poetry,’ we were fond of
quoting to each other, ‘makes nothing happen.’ To have
attended to Paul Moses’ complaint would have been to
commit . . . ‘the affective fallacy’” (p. 4). The Company
We Keep is dedicated to Moses.

9. Like this: “Brooks and Warren performed a clever
annihilation of ‘Trees,’ for example . . . and generations
of students were taught that what they and their home
folks had loved was contemptible. At its worst, such
teaching—some of which I engaged in myself—was no
more than an attempt to demonstrate one’s own clev-
erness” (p. 220, n. 13).



SPECIAL SECTION: GOD, CAESAR, AND SCIENCE

by Jobn M. Berecz

HE ADVENTIST GOD IS AN INTERVENTIONIST

I God. He dispatches guardian angels to

keep approaching drunk drivers from
swerving over the yellow line and snuffing out
my life. When I'm hitchhiking home from
college during a blizzard, God sends angels
disguised as people to pick me up.

From his or her earliest years, the Bedtime
Stories provide the Adventist child’s about-to-
go-to-sleep mind some of the most vivid
scenarios of divine intervention. And as drowsi-
ness blurs the boundaries of reality, and the
child slips from the world of consciousness to
nebulous realms of the unconscious, he or she
is carried along on angels’ wings and on the
assurance that all will be well—and especially
so if he or she is a good boy or girl. Stories like
“Little Miss Grumplestone,” “The Hollow Pie,”
“Saved From the Flood,” “The Boy Who Ran
Away From Home,” “Four Chocolate Eggs,”

Y
Jobn M. Berecz, a graduate of Columbia Union College,
receivedbis Ph.D. in clinical psychology from Indiana Univer-
sity, and a diploma in clinical psychology from the American
Board of Professional Psychology. He is currently professor of
psychology at Andrews University, and practices in the area.
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Uncle Arthur’'s God
Or Probability?

In praise of a God who sustains an orderly universe and

intervenes—but rarely.

“Saved From an Earthquake,” “Peter and the
Pumpkin Seed,” “Walter and the Wolves,”
“Boy in a Well,” all teach that God intervenes
in our smallest affairs, as well as dramatic
disasters—most willingly when we’ve been
good.

Adventist children around the world are
taught, about the same time they learn their
mother tongue, that Jesus cares and that Jesus
intervenes. Adventist toddlers are regaled with
stories like the Red Sea splitting for the He-
brews while simultaneously drowning the
Egyptians, or Jonah’s ride in the submarine
that belched. With biblical stories available,
Adventism has little need for fairy tales. Jack
and the Beanstalk pales alongside the story of
a shepherd boy who, with only a slingshot and
a small stone, saves his country by slaying the
evil giant and later becoming king. It’s hard to
upstage the image of three Hebrew lads se-
renely standing unsinged in a furnace so hot
it kills the captors who threw them in. Who
can be impressed by Grimm’s tales, when he
or she can hear about faithful old Daniel
calmly petting the lions who would have
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ferociously devoured anyone less faithful?

This fundamental Adventist assumption, that
God takes care of those who are good, runs
through a recent book entitled College Faith,
edited by Ron Knott. In this book, which can
be seen as a representative, if not truly ran-
dom, sample of Adventist thought leaders, we
are treated to numerous accounts of how God
has intervened to help find a spouse, provide
money for college, save the author’s life, or
prevent great harm from befalling him or her.
Numerous examples abound, but I'll limit
myself to two.

G. Nelson, the president of Walla
« Walla College, tells of driving home
from his job in the rugged mountains of
northern California one summer, when he
heard a voice say, “Don, slow down.” Round-
ing the next corner he found himself facing
two huge logging trucks—one passing the
other—bearing down on him. Although he
admits the “voice” he heard urging himto slow
down wasn'’t actually an audible voice, after
telling us about his safe stop, he nonetheless
concludes that, “With the extra speed I had
been traveling at before I heard the voice, my
little car, with me in it, would certainly have
been smashed against that big truck. That
experience showed me that God is indeed a
loving Father meeting our needs. He had truly
sent His angel ahead of me to guard the way”
(pp. 180, 181).

Floyd Murdoch tells of being lost for 10
desperate days in the jungles of eastern Peru.
Finally, on a Sabbath, he heard a moo. Cor-
rectly concluding that where there was a cow
there must be people, he stumbled into an
Adventist village while the community was at
church. He concludes, “Except for the cow,
we might still be lost. We had been ‘saved’ by
aone-word ‘sermon’ from the Sabbath people’s
cow—mo0” (pp. 34, 35).

At first blush, such stories seem innocent,
even inspirational. After all, why question
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someone who “hears a voice,” slows down
and avoids serious injury? And what should be
more inspiring to someone like me, who grew
up on a Wisconsin dairy farm, than the story
of God saving life through the divine moo?

G. A. Bryant recounts how his friend Elaine
promised to show him a shorter route home
for Thanksgiving/Christmas break. They
planned for him to follow her in his own car.
However, he encountered car trouble, and
was unable to leave. Not wishing to delay her
further, he relates that:

Finally I gave up and told Elaine to go on ahead.
I'd go the old way, which would take three hours
longer. . . . About an hour after they left, my car
repair work suddenly came together quickly and
smoothly. Soon I was on the road, driving the old
route home. . . .

Getting sleepy, however, he stopped to call
home to get a relative’s phone number.

When the phone was answered, I was greeted by
a hysterical voice on the other end. It was my
father, and he was frantic, asking where I was and
if I was all right.

When he calmed down, he told me that Elaine had
been killed in an accident, and several others in
her carhad been injured. Tears ran down my face.
My friend was gone. And I recalled how upset I
was with God just a few hours earlier because of
the condition of my car. Now I realized that God,
in His wisdom, had been looking out for me the
whole time (p. 59).

What about this last sentence—“God, in His
wisdom, had been looking out for me the
whole time”? What about Elaine? Wasn’t God
looking out for her? Why didn’t she develop
car trouble? Why didn’t her water pump, or
carburetor, or transmission, or something go
on the fritz and save herlife? And what about
the many good people who’ve gotten lost in
the jungle and died without ever hearing the
saving moo of God’s cow? Were they not as
faithful as Floyd? Was their mission not as
important?

11



SPECTRUM

And what about the cars that have crashed
head-on into trucks, instantly killing innocent
passengers? Where was the warning “voice”
for themurging a slower speed? Why were the
lives of two of my most promising students,
Boband Elfrieda Oster, tragically ended weeks
after their honeymoon, when they collided
head-on with a drunk driver who had swerved
into their lane? Where was the warning voice
telling them to “pull over to the shoulder and
wait for the next car to pass™

I'd like to discuss three major problems with
such deliverance stories: probabilities, selec-
tive sampling, and linear theories of causality.

Possibilities vs. Probabilities

recall one of my professors saying, “Chil-

drenunderstand the possibilities, but not the
probabilities.” I've never forgotten that. Ever
had your child engage you in this kind of
conversation?

“Dad, could a lion get out of the zoo?”

“Yes, but it’s not very likely.”

“If a lion got out, could he walk as far as our
house?”

“Yes, but something like that would prob-
ably never happen.”

“But at school our teacher said on the news
there was a story 'bout a lion on the freeway.”

“I know, but it doesn’t happen very often.”

“Could a lion eat Taffy (pet Cocker Spaniel)
if he got in the yard?”

“I'suppose, buta lion isn’t going to get in the
yard.”

“But you said a lion could . . .”

In a child’s world, anything is possible. As
adults, we automatically temper our view of
happenings with projections of probabilities.
So even though I know it is possible that I will
be killed on the highway before this article is
published, I nevertheless continue to drive.
Accidents are low-probability events. Some-
times when traveling by air, I occasionally find
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that as my plane slowly starts down the
runway, gunning its engines and gathering
speed, I consciously remind myself that this is
even safer than driving!

Christians, like children, sometimes speak
eloquently about God’s limitless power—about
the possibilities—but seem to forget probabili-
ties. Let's begin with the biblical rescue stories,
and remind ourselves that typically there are
hundpreds of years interspersed between most
recorded miracles. Even in the Bible, miracles
are low probability, low frequency events.

In our storybook and children’s Sabbath
school versions, it seems that a few years after
God created the earth, Noah built the ark and
God flooded the planet, people built the tower
of Babel, and Moses was born. We seldom
reflect on how long all this really took. Noah,
for example, was 500 years old before he even
began a family. And it was hundreds of years
after the Flood that God parted the waters of
the Red Sea for the Exodus.

Although a veritable explosion of miracles
accompanied the birth, life, and resurrection
of Jesus, even here we lose time perspective,
leaping in our minds from one miraculous
event to another, as if there were no moments
of ordinary living in between.

Historically condensing divine history in
our minds, we naturally fit the pieces into the
only time frame we understand—our own.
And since historians tend to record events
rather than nothingness, we lose the many
moments—even in sacred history—of ordi-
nary, possibly even boring, life. Jesus and his
disciples presumably ate, slept, shaved, cleaned
their teeth, changed clothing, used the bath-
room, polished their sandals, and engaged in
a host of ordinary events. Even in their lives,
miracles weren’t exploding with the pop-pop-
pop of popcorn.

Assimilating some 5,000 years of sacred
history into our heads and trying to imagine it
in our time frame produces “miracle over-
load.” We feel surrounded by the supernatu-
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ral, mired in miracles thick as glue, and that’s
a distortion. It's especially a distortion when
compared to our daily lives, where ordinary
events predominate. It’s a distortion that we
maintain through selective sampling.

Selective Sampling

It is well known among researchers that
people are prone to bias in everything from
memory to prediction. It's a part of being
human to always color perceptions. With
respect to deliverance stories, this means that
the narrator’s recollection may become en-
hanced as the story is retold, much as family
stories often become embellished with details
as they are passed down from generation to
generation.

But even granting that each narrator is
recalling details with reasonable accuracy,
there is usually an institutional biasin printing
any compilation of rescue reports because we
do not include stories of “failed” miracles.
Where is the companion volume to College
Faithtitled College Reality Checkor Failures of
Faith? We are not likely to get one of those as
the next missionary book of the year. Every-
one wants to write and hear about success, not
failure. I don’t think 7he Plague by Camus or
Nausea by Sartre would ever have been Pa-
cific Press best sellers. We leave it to pessimis-
tic existentialists to deal with the darker side of
life. In the process, we fool ourselves.

Since I've been at Andrews University, nearly
every year someone in this community meets
an untimely death. A teacher drowned when
he jumped off a pier to rescue the family dog.
Others have lost their lives in car crashes. I've
never seen any books about them, nor do I
expect to. Yet most were splendid Christian
people, individuals whom we cherished,
prayed for, and even anointed. But they died.
Where was God? Why no miracle? Finding
comfort during the loss of a loved friend is
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perhaps enough of a miracle. Under such
circumstances, possibly a greater miracle than
spectacular healing is a renewed faith in
resurrection.

Christians are biased reporters, telling of
“miracles” when things turn out in the prayed-
for direction, but retreating to a quiet spiritual
solace when—most of the time—miracles don’t
happen. We need to write about such things
more honestly.

When I was in graduate school, I wanted to
be a positive influence on a classmate who
came from a Christian background but had
abandoned his faith. One day I told him how
my bicycle had been stolen from the bike rack
in front of the psychology building, and that
I'd asked God to help me find it. He laughingly
interrupted my story, asking me why I had left
it unlocked. But I had the last laugh, because
I was able to tell him that a few days later,
while driving near an elementary school, I
spotted my bicyclebeing ridden by one of the
hundreds of students. After retrieving my bike
and taking the thief to the principal’s office, I
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fairly glowed with gratefulness to God and
anticipation of how I would “witness” to my
friend regarding the miracle of finding my bike
among hundreds of school children.

However, in typical Christian fashion, I did
not witness to him several weeks later when,
due to my negligence in leaving it unlocked,
my bicycle was again stolen. Although I re-
peatedly prayed and searched, I never saw my
bike again. Of course, the Christian rebuttal
might be that God worked a miracle once, but
since I was too stupid to learn my lesson, he
could not continue to bail me out. This story
illustrates what we Christians know privately,
but seldom admit publicly. We “witness” about
the good events and remain silent when things
don’t work out.

Nonlinear Causality

hilosophers of science, social psycholo-

gists, and others spend significant efforts
analyzing how we arrive at conclusions about
what caused something to happen. We will
not explore a full discussion of causality, but
it is necessary to touch on the most important
points.

During the heyday of Newtonian physics,
scientists thought they understood the uni-
verse, viewing it as similar to a giant clock. The
celestial clockwork of orbiting planets was
analogous, on a grand scale, to the clockwork
motion of bodies on earth, circulation of
blood, etc. Everything, it was thought, ran in
vast harmonious order, following clearly un-
derstood laws of motion, thermodynamics,
etc. In this milieu it was hardly surprising that
God was seen as the divine clock maker, the
vast intelligence, the Master Designer behind
the scenes—a kind of divine engineer who
makes sure all the gears are working. Of
course, this picture of God isn’t particularly
warm and fuzzy.

Just as Copernicus suggested that the earth
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is notthe center of the universe, Einstein came
along and updated Newtonian mechanics and
causality with the theory of relativity. Planck,
Heisenberg, and Bohr opened things up even
more by asserting that it is impossible to
measure, predict, or precisely know both the
position and momentum of a particle. Known
as the Heisenberg uncertainty principle, this
suggests that while we may calculate prob-
abilities of how things will occur, we can
never be certain in the case of an individual
electron. This cuts to the very core of the kind
of rigorous causality associated with Newtonian
physics.

Even Einstein didn’t like this, arguing in his
famous phrase that “God does not play dice
with the universe.” However, many physicists
today would argue that God does play with
probabilities, rather than absolute certainties.
Many equate quantum theory with the end of
causality. Unfortunately, theology and psy-
chology have not kept pace, and many psy-
chologists (especially behaviorists) speak as if
behavior always moves forward in time—
each action caused by discrete prior events.
Although this sort of billiard-ball approach to
causality (analogous to Newtonian physics) is
still prevalent in the behavioral sciences and
even theology, newer theories of causality are
slowly changing the linear ways in which
we’ve thought behavior was caused.

Early Adventists reacted against mecha-
nistic deism by infusing all of nature with
God. Kellogg took this to the extreme of
pantbeism, but Ellen White was not far
behind with her vitalism. And although she
reacted strongly against pantheism, her vi-
talism seems a close cousin to Kellogg’s
ideas. Though she did not equate nature
with God, she sees God as actively and
constantly energizing the system:

Itis God’s power continually exercised that keeps
the earth in position in its rotation. It is God who
causes the sunto rise in the heavens. He opens the
windows of heaven and gives rain. . . .
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The mechanisms of the human body cannot be
fully understood; it presents mysteries that baffle
the most intelligent. It is not as the result of a
mechanism which, once set in motion, continues
its work, that the pulse beats and breath follows
breath. In God we live and move and have our
being. The beating heart, the throbbing pulse,
every nerve and muscle in the living organism,
is kept in order and activity by the power of an
ever-present God” (The Ministry of Healing, pp.
416, 417).

I would suggest that if we believe God
causedan event to occur, and we want to share
this faith with another, we need to “flavor” our
witness with the “spices” of uncertainty: “Do
you think maybe God helped us out on this
one?” “Could it be possible that Someone was
looking out for us?” “Is there any chance we got
some help from upstairs?” Far from watering
down our witness, such probabilistic nuances
would invite discussion and increase the likeli-
hood that others might consider an interven-
tionist explanation once in awhile.

Public Relations for God in
the Late 20th Century

We still search for and try to find God in
our daily lives. Can I not thank God for
the blessings of a logical world? Is snow any
less a miracle if the flakes form according to
principles of crystallization?

Are the snowflakes that provide me cross-
country skiing in the pastures surrounding my
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house any less “miraculous” than the Israel-
ites’ instant-breakfast manna in the wilder-
ness? Is the rainbow I see after a storm less a
miracle than the “bow of promise” God gave
Noah that he would never again destroy the
world with a flood?

When it comes to understanding if, when,
or how God intervenes in our lives, we must
proceed with utmost prudence and respect.
Remembering that God’s ways are not our
ways, it might be egocentric, narcissistic, or
even arrogant to suggest that we know when
and how God has intervened on our behalf.

A related point is that we ought to develop
pictures of God and models of praise that do
not depend on immediate divine intervention
on demand. We need to praise God for the
orderly universe in which we live, without
necessarily assuming that God constantly in-
terrupts his normal ways of acting. This doesn’t
make our witness less potent, and it makes
more sense to our late-20th-century colleagues.
I think that most of the time God does not
intervene.

I find comfort in believing that a caring God
created the probabilities of the universe. I'm
inclined to believe that although the “dice” of
the universe usually roll randomly, God occa-
sionally “loads” them in my favor. I find it easy
to admire a God who designed events to
unfold in specifically unpredictable, yet
probabilistically lawful ways. When it’s all
over, I only need one miracle; it's known as
the resurrection.
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by James L. Hayward

S ADVENTISTS APPROACH THE 21ST CENTURY,
Asome continue to hold to a literal six-
day Creation, though they question the
universality of the Flood. Others remain com-
mitted to the notion of a universal flood, but
believe that life is considerably older than
6,000 years. Still others argue for an extensive
and complicated history of life on earth in-
volving considerable change. Adventist cre-
ationism wears more faces now than ever
before.1
Adventists have never enjoyed universal agree-
ment on earth history. But by 1980, rumblings
from Adventists impressed with evidence for
long ages, fossil progression, and biological
evolution became even more audible. Church
leaders, still reeling from Ford, Davenport, and
Rey, responded by installing one of their most
effective apologists, Ariel Roth, as director of the
Geoscience Research Institute, and another,

"
James L. Hayward is professor of biology at Andrews Univer-
sity, and has conducted research in paleobiology and bebav-
ioral ecology. He received bis Pb_.D. in zoology from Washing-
ton State University and bhas taught at several Adventist
colleges.
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The Many Faces

Of Adventist
Creationism: ‘80-"95

As the millennium nears, Adventist views get more diverse.

Gerhard Hasel, as dean of the SDA Theological
Seminary. Roth and Hasel would shape the
conversations of church scientists and theolo-
gians on this issue for the next 15 years.

During the second half of 1994, two events
upset the uneasy equilibrium that had been
established. The first was the death of Gerhard
Hasel. Hasel had flown to Ogden, Utah, to
present a paper on the days of Creation to the
annual Biblical Research Institute Science
Council (BRISCO) meetings to be held there.
On the afternoon of August 11, the day before
the first session, he was killed when his rental
car was struck by another vehicle as he
attempted to make a left-hand turn. The next
day his paper was read to a somber group of
creationist scientists and theologians by John
Baldwin, but his loss was keenly felt by both
friend and foe.2

The other event was Ariel Roth’s October 1
retirement as the third director of the Geo-
science Research Institute (GRI). The 67-year-
old apologist had led GRI almost as long as his
two predecessors put together, and had previ-
ously served on both their staffs. During his
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tenure as director, Roth continued to edit
Origins, the flagship creationist journal, and
he had supervised a complete transformation
of GRI's scientific staff. Following retirement,
he stayed on to participate in institute activities
and to complete a long-awaited book on
science and faith. Staff scientist L. James Gibson
was appointed as the new director.3

The Roth-Hasel era was an important, con-
tentious, and until now unchronicled period
during which official attempts to contain plu-
ralism on the issue of earth history were met
with a profusion of Seventh-day Adventist
views on the topic. While some church mem-
bers find the growing diversity of opinion
during this era distressing, others see it as
compelling evidence that Adventists continue
to take the Christian doctrine of Creation
seriously.4

Ariel Roth and the
Geoscience Research Institute

n 1980, Ariel A. Roth became the third

director of the church’s apologetic think
tank for issues related to earth history. Trained
as a parasitologist with a Ph.D. from the
University of Michigan, Roth had chaired the
biology departments at both Andrews Univer-
sity and Loma Linda University.

A cautious and intelligent man, Roth had
been exposed by Richard Ritland, the first
director of GRI, to the problems of earth
history and biblical interpretation, but unlike
Ritland had remained loyal to Flood geology
and a literalist interpretation of Scripture.>

From nearly the time of its inception in
1958, the GRI staff had been divided over the
issue of how to interpret the past. Frank L.
Marsh, Harold G. Coffin, Robert H. Brown,
and Roth were biblical literalists who also took
the writings of Ellen G. White as authoritative
sources on earth history. By contrast, P. Edgar
Hare, Harold E. James, Jr., Edward N. Lugen-

MuarcH 1996

beal, and Ritland believed that the earth and
life were very old and searched for ways to
interpret Scripture in light of this view. Under
pressure from church administrators, Hare
had resigned in 1964, while Ritland remained
until 1971. When physicist Robert H. Brown
took over directorship in 1971, the days for
progressive thinking at GRI were clearly num-
bered. Indeed, before passing the cloak to
Roth in 1980, Brown had collected resigna-
tions from the two remaining staff liberals,
James and Lugenbeal. In 1980, for the first time
since its formation, the GRI staff was solidly
conservative.6

Soon after assuming directorship, Roth
moved the institute to Loma Linda University,
where it could collaborate with the newly
created geology program at La Sierra College,
a few miles to the southwest. Also, over the
next 10 years, he created an entirely new staff.
While some diversity of personality and opin-
ion characterized the new GRI, staff members
were not as split over fundamental approaches
to earth history as they had been during the
institute’s first two decades.

When Roth assumed GRI directorship in
1980, attempts by creationists to bring their
views into the public schools through court
action had gained momentum. Indeed, during
the 1970s, hardly an issue of Origins, the
journal published by GRI, had failed to carry
a sympathetic news update on this movement.
GRI found itself in an awkward position over
this issue, given the church’s strong historic
stand on the strict separation of church and
state. Ultimately, however, Adventist antipa-
thy toward evolution and the threat it seemed
to pose for the integrity of creation week and
the Sabbath drew GRI into the fray.”

In March 1981, Roth provided the keynote
address to a televised hearing of the Oregon
House Education Committee. It was consider-
ing a bill to force Oregon’s public school
teachers to introduce students to the notion of
special creation as an alternative to evolution.
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In his address, Roth suggested that “science
should allow the free examination of all the
issues, and that to limit alternatives is to limit
truth.”8

Later that year, in December 1981, GRI
plunged into the now famous Arkansas “Scopes
II” trial. Earlier in 1981, Frank White, the
governor of Arkansas, signed into law legisla-
tion designed to provide public school stu-
dents with the scientific evidence favoring
both Creation and evolution. Predictably, the
American Civil Liberties Union challenged the
law. It argued that teaching creation science
violates the First Amendment of the U.S.
Constitution, which re-

cently and instantaneously. Ironically, this
interpretation was shared by few other Ad-

ventist scientists.10
In the end, Judge Overton ruled in favor of
the prosecution, noting that the “proof in
support of creation science consisted almost
entirely of efforts to discredit the theory of
evolution through a rehash of data and theo-
ries which have been before the scientific
community for decades.” Some observers,
though, saw the testimonies of the three
Adventist creationists at the trial to be a direct
fulfillment of prophecy. “Does not Ellen White
state that God’s people in the last days will
testify about their be-

quires separation of . liefs in the courtroom?”
church and state. The GT'OZUlﬂg numbers Of Ad- asked the Adventist
ACLUs list of witnesses ventist scientists were be-  Review!!

read like a Who's Who Even more than par-

roster—Yale biophysi-
cistHarold J. Morowitz,
University of California
geneticist Francisco J.
Ayala, geologist F.
Brent Dalrymple, Har-
vard paleontologist
Stephen Jay Gould, and
University of Chicago
theologian Langdon B. Gilkey, among others.?

Of the 11 witnesses called to testify, three
were Seventh-day Adventists: Ariel Roth and
Harold Coffin, both of GRI, and maverick
physicist Robert V. Gentry, who had taught at
Columbia Union College. Roth’s testimony
focused on evidence for rapid growth in coral
reefs and gaps in the fossil record. Coffin
discussed the uniqueness of life, the sudden
appearance of complex life forms in the
Cambrian rocks, the presumed paucity of
evidence for transitional life forms in the past
and present, and also explained his Seventh-
day Adventist beliefs to Judge Overtonand the
court. Gentry reviewed his work on polonium
radio halos in granites and mica, which to him
suggested that these rocks were created re-
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coming wary of the Geo-
science Research Institute,
but it was receiving strong
support from powerful
voices in the church’s theo-
logical community.

ticipating in these
legislative and court-
room adventures, GRI
seemed concerned
with convincing rank-
and-file Seventh-day
Adventists that a liter-
alist interpretation of
Genesis was crucial to
the integrity of Adventist doctrine. Roth took
up this internal mission with particular fervor.
In a 1988 article in Adventist Perspectives, he
expressed dismay that “[plublished statements
by Adventists, seminar discussions, and state-
ments released to the press by Adventists
indicate that alternatives to creation are being
given serious consideration in some Adventist
circles.” These “intermediate views between
creation and naturalistic evolution” included
the gap theory, progressive creationism, the-
istic evolutionism, and deism.12

By 1995, GRI was one of the few creationist
organizations sponsoring “scientific research”
as the term is understood in the wider scien-
tific community. Growing numbers of Advent-
ist scientists, however, were becoming wary
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of Roth and his institute, feeling that they
consciously overlooked or even misrepre-
sented data from the physical world in order
to maintain a literalist view of biblical inspira-
tion. But GRI had little to fear from denomina-
tional scientists—it was receiving increasingly
strong support from powerful voices in the
church’s theological community.

Gerhard F. Hasel and the
Adventist Theological Society

f Ariel Roth provided the scientific warp of

conservative Adventist creationism during
the 1980s and early 1990s, Gerhard F. Hasel
wove its biblical woof. Hasel joined the faculty
of the SDA Theological Seminary at Andrews
University in 1967 and quickly rose to promi-
nence as a conservative biblical scholar and
apologist for his church. In 1976, he assumed
directorship of the seminary’s Ph.D. and Th.D.
programs, and five years later became dean of
the seminary. These positions gave him enor-
mous influence over the training of Adventist
pastors and biblical scholars. Considering his
leadership in the seminary, his influence with
church administrators, his extensive writing,
and his widespread public speaking, it would
be difficult to overstate Hasel’s impact on the
Seventh-day Adventist Church during the lat-
ter part of the 20th century.13

Hasel championed many causes, but none
seemed more dear to him than conservative
Adventist creationism. He served as a member
of BRISCO for many years, and as an editorial
consultant for Origins from its first issue in
1974 until his death in 1994. He contributed
five feature articles to Origins between 1974
and 1980—more than any other author. Three
of these essays focused on interpretations of
the Genesis flood narratives, while the re-
maining two called for a literalistic interpreta-
tion of the genealogies of Genesis chapters 5
and 11, which he called “chronogenealogies.”4
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Hasel fashioned “a powerful coalition of
conservative thinkers and wealthy and gener-
ous Adventist entrepreneurs” from which, in
1989, emerged the controversial Adventist
Theological Society. Membership in the new
society was open to anyone nominated by two
existing members and willing to sign a “Mem-
bership Affirmation,” which included as one
of its seven tenets:

We affirm the literal reading and meaning of
Genesis 1-11 as an objective, factual account of
earth’s origin and early history; and that the world
was created in six literal, consecutive 24-hour
days; that the entire earth was subsequently
devastated by a literal worldwide flood, and that
the time elapsed since creation week is to be
measured in terms of “about 6,000 years.”

Words like literal, objective, and factual
discouraged application by anyone tempted
to interpret the church’s statement of belief on
Creation too loosely. Moreover, inclusion of
Ellen White’s “about 6,000 years” phraseology
underscored ATS’s acceptance of her Spirit of
Prophecy writings as authoritative on matters
of earth history and warned members that
only minor disagreement with Archbishop
James Ussher’s 17th-century chronology for
the world would be tolerated.15

The Journal of the Adventist Theological
Society (JATS), launched in 1990, provided
conservative Adventists with a formal outlet
for their traditional creationist views. For ex-
ample, in 1992 E. Edward Zinke, an ATS vice-
president who, with Hasel, had been an
editorial board member for Origins since
1974, confessed in JATS that he had once
accepted a six-day creation and short chronol-
ogy for the world through rational consider-
ation of the evidence, not as a result of an
abiding faith in the authority of Scripture. He
came to see that “divine revelation as identi-
fied with Scripture has priority and must
function as the foundation of all knowledge,
even revelation found in nature.”16
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John T. Baldwin, who at Gerhard Hasel’s
invitation had joined the seminary faculty in
1988, was a frequent contributor to JATS and
an increasingly significant voice for conserva-
tive Adventist creationism. Baldwin had com-
pleted his Ph.D. at the University of Chicago
under theologian Langdon Gilkey, and like
Gilkey displayed a strong interest in the theol-
ogy of creation, albeit from a decidedly more
conservative perspective. In a critique of pro-
gressive creationism and theistic evolution,
Baldwin suggested in a JATS article that by
accepting the notion “that death existed prior
to Adam for long ages,” one would begin to
discount everything from the occurrence of a
“universal ‘wet flood’” to the importance of the
Sabbath and the promise of Christ’s return. In
a second article, Baldwin opined that Advent-
ists needed to remain “fully and dynamically
concordist with respect to the relation of
science and religion.” Thus the first 11 chap-
ters of Genesis are “not merely to be taken
seriously, but historically.” Biblical history, not
natural history, should exert ultimate control
over how Adventists interpret the past.17

In yet a third JATS article on the topic,
Baldwin suggested that:

Responsible strict concordist scholars willing to
risk the whitewater ride through the spray-filled
canyons of the creation texts and nature itself will
surely discover additional new harmonies be-
tween Scripture and science about which to write,
not only as it were with breathless excitement but
above all with deeply compelling academic power.
This effort can continue to show that concordism
is not an anachronistic effort, but is very relevant
indeed in the post-Darwinism age . . . Now is the
time to tremble at the words of the God of Israel,
paricularly in the creation and flood narratives,
and not to tremble at the words of Darwin whose
theory is in crisis. Strict concordism’s day in court
may have come.18

George McCready Price could not have
articulated the hopes of conservative Advent-
ist creationism with more style or optimism
than this. Of course, never before could tradi-

20

tionalist-minded Adventist creationists claim,
as they could now, a growing coterie of
properly credentialed, well-funded scholars
willing to voice their views so openly and
persuasively.

Adventist Academia

nder pressure from church leadership for

his liberal views, Harvard-trained pale-
ontologist Richard M. Ritland had resigned
from directorship of Geoscience Research
Institute in 1971 to join the biology depart-
ment at Andrews University. General Confer-
ence officials hoped this move would curb
Ritland’s growing influence on the church at
large. But much to the chagrin of his critics,
Ritland continued his proselytizing, this time
among biology graduate students.1?

In 1978, one of Ritland’s colleagues in the
biology department discussed, with Ariel Roth,
Ritland’s influence on students. Roth sug-
gested that Andrews contact a former Loma
Linda University graduate student, W. William
Hughes, who would serve as an ideal counter-
point to Ritland. Gregarious and charismatic,
Hughes was completing a post-doctoral fel-
lowship with the prominent geophysicist S. K.
Runcorn at the University of Newcastle. Most
importantly, he was committed to a short-term
chronology.20

Roth’s proposal impressed the Andrews
University administration, and Hughes was
courted for a faculty position in the biology
department. He accepted, but only to discover
later that his appointment had been arranged
without knowledge of Ritland’s friend and
biology department chair, Asa C. Thoresen.
Nevertheless, once the gentle-spirited Thoresen
learned of the hiring, he set aside his dismay
at this breach of protocol and collegiality, and
did what he could to make Hughes feel
welcome.?1

For the first few months after Hughes ar-
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rived in 1979, he and Ritland remained cordial
yet wary of one another. Soon, however, Rit-
land invited Hughes to join him on a paleon-
tological field trip to Indiana, Ohio, and north-
ern Kentucky. Ritland showed him evidence
for multiple levels of in situ fossil reefs with
delicate preservation of crinoids, bryozoans,
and other ancient reef denizens. This evi-
dence, along with extensive discussions with
Ritland and others on theology and biblical
exegesis, convinced Hughes that traditional
Adventist interpretations, such as those pro-
moted by Roth, were untenable.22

The attempt to balance Ritland’s influence
had backfired—now Andrews University was
saddled with two old-earth paleontologists
instead of one. Moreover, Hughes was less
subtle about his newfound views than Ritland.
Hughes wrote an essay for the university
newspaper, Student Movement, in the fall of
1982, entitled, “Darwin: 100 Years On,” com-
memorating the centennial anniversary of the
evolutionist’s death. The article itself was
relatively innocuous but, unfortunately for
Hughes, was accompanied by a portrait of
Darwin and a drawing that depicted the de-
scent of humans from ape-like ancestors. A
concerned parent of an Andrews University
student sent a copy of Hughes’' essay to
General Conference officials, who were un-
happy with what they saw.23

In subsequent years, when Hughes applied
for “continuous appointment” status and then
full professorship, he faced opposition from
university administrators. The battle-weary
Hughes eventually won his advancement, but
in 1989 he applied for, and was granted, a two-
year leave of absence, after which he chose
not to return to Andrews.24

Southern California was the site of the
church’s other center of creationist activity,
Loma Linda University. Not only had GRI
moved there from Berrien Springs by 1981,
but this was also home to the denomination’s
only Ph.D. program in biology and its only
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degree program in geology. GRI and the two
academic programs developed close ties. Be-
yond the convenience of their proximity, all
three had been organized around common
assumptions regarding earth history, and both
GRI and the biology department had experi-
enced the leadership and vision of Roth.25

The geology department had been orga-
nized in 1980, by the charismatic Lanny Fisk,
with the goal of producing Adventist geolo-
gists who could work in industry as well as
teach in denominational schools. Fisk had
earned his Ph.D. in biology at Loma Linda
University during the early 1970s, and during
the latter part of the decade entered the
doctoral program in geology at Michigan State
University.26

Unfortunately, the three-faculty geology
program never took off. Few Adventist stu-
dents had any background or interest in
geology, and by 1984 the job market for
geologists had plummeted. So, by 1989, the
Loma Linda University administration felt it
could no longer afford to support the geolo-
gists. One accepted a position in Loma Linda
University’s biology department. Fisk, how-

“Says the Lord: Heaven is my throne and the earth is my footstool® (Isaiah 66:1). The

following illustrations, unless otherwise noted, are adapted from the work of an
anonymous 15th-century German illustrator of Petrus C ’s Historia Scholastica
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ever, felt betrayed by closure of the depart-
ment he had worked so hard to establish, and
moved to Oregon, where he began an oil-
exploration business.2’

Back at Andrews University, several faculty
at the SDA Theological Seminary brought a
deep interest in creationism to their research
and teaching. A young archaeologist, Randall
W. Younker, joined the seminary faculty in
1988. Younker, who was completing a Ph.D.
in archaeology at the University of Arizona,
had earned a master’s degree in biology from
Pacific Union College. He and John Baldwin
teamed up to teach a
required course for the
Master of Divinity stu-
dents called “Issues in
Origins” for which they
flew in several GRI lec-
turers from California
each year. Richard
Davidson, a former
Th.D. student under
Hasel, was an Old Tes-
tament scholar who dis-
played a strong com-
mitment to traditional
Adventist creationism.
Davidson and Younker,
along with Baldwinand
Hasel, were all members of the Adventist
Theological Society.28

To these Andrews Seminary faculty, the
biggest problem with taking the fossil record
at face value was the apparent need to assume
that animal death occurred before the appear-
ance of humans and the Fall. If death had
occurred before sin, the apostle Paul’s state-
ment that “by one man sin entered into the
world, and death by sin” (Romans 5:12, KJV)
lost significance and the whole economy of
Adventist Christianity seemed to vanish. In the
face of this prospect, no scientific evidence
favoring the appearance of humans after mil-
lions of years of animal death could be taken
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Bytheend of 1995, Adventist
creationism stood at an im-
portant crossroad. Leader-
ship could encourage open
and honest discussion of evi-
dence. As it approached the
new millennium, Adventist
creationism would be re-
shaped by an ever more di-
verse army of practitioners.

seriously.29

One solution to this knotty problem was
proposed by Loma Linda University’s theolo-
gian and physician Jack Provonsha, who be-
lieved that the very foundation of Adventist
belief was “placed in jeopardy by this issue.”
Unlike his Andrews’ colleagues, however,
Provonsha was unwilling to skim over the
implications of the bulk of scientific data.
Instead, he resurrected the once-popular “ruin
and restoration” theory, suggesting that when
Lucifer was cast to earth from heaven he was
given “a long period of time” to work out his
principles. This in-
cluded genetic experi-
mentation resulting in
the evolutionary pro-
cess which ultimately
led to the development
of human-like apes. At
some more recenttime,
Provonsha suggested,
God stepped in and
created the Garden of
Eden with Adam and
Eve.30

Outside of Flood ge-
ology, which many
Adventist scientists
found increasingly ir-
relevant, Provonsha’s model was the most
serious attempt to take both conservative
Adventist theology and scientific data seri-
ously. His effort, however, was met with little
enthusiasm on the part of progressives who
saw too much evidence for continuity in the
history of life. Where in the fossil record or
among exant living things, for example, did
one find evidence for two creations, one
demonic and the other divine? All life, human
and nonhuman, seemed to operate by the
same rules and was subject to the same
limitations.

Conservatives, for their part, were even less
impressed with Provonsha’s brainchild. Not
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only was God excluded as “the all-inclusive
Creator,” but the devil was given too much
power. Moreover, there was no mention in
Scripture of any such devilish creation. The
solution to the geological riddle, it seemed to
them, must be found in Flood geology.3!

But if Provonsha’s model was rejected and
Flood geology accepted as the answer, which
of its many versions should be embraced?
George McCready Price had provided the
early “scientific” inspiration for Adventist Flood
geology, but some of his extremist views had
been jettisoned by thoughtful Adventists when
Harold W. Clark’s “new diluvialism” appeared
in the 1940s. Clark had proposed that the
rising Flood waters had wiped out successive
ecological zones, which were now preserved
as the organized layers of the geologic col-
umn. His ingenious model had provided a
working hypothesis for Adventist apologists
for nearly half a century. By the 1980s, how-
ever, his “ecological zonation theory” had
sustained so many blows that it was rapidly
fading into the background. While conserva-
tive Adventist scientists remained conceptu-
ally committed to Flood geology, they did so
without a generally agreed-upon substitute for
Clark’s model.32

Asecond nagging problem involved the
genealogies of Genesis 5 and 11. These
had long formed the framework for traditional
Christian chronologies of prehistory. Though
many Christians had come to view these
genealogies as highly stylized texts, Adventist
biblical literalists, including Gerhard Hasel,
continued to insist that they had chronological
significance. During the early 1980s, Hasel
asked Colin House, an Australian Ph.D. stu-
dent at the seminary, to critique a Ministry
article by Warren H. Johns on the topic. Johns
had hinted that the genealogies were some-
what stylized. After a time, House began to
side with Johns’ view—and soon began to feel
unwelcome in Seminary Hall. His Andrews
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University education was salvaged by a switch
to the religious-education program in the
School of Education. House’s dissertation,
completed in 1988, provided an exhaustive
numerical analysis of the Genesis genealo-
gies. According to House, Genesis 5 and 11
could not provide a chronological framework
for the history of the earth.33

In contrast to House’s study, several Ad-
ventists engaged in creationist-inspired re-
search projects that seemed to support the
traditional Adventist paradigm of a young
earth and universal flood. Some of this re-
search was eventually published in peer-
reviewed journals. Harold Coffin, for ex-
ample, published his finding that some of the
trees blown into Spirit Lake during Mount St.
Helens’ 1980 eruption ended up at the bot-
tom of the lake in an upright position; thus,
he opined, not all upright fossil trees are in
position of growth and may have floated into
position before fossilization. An article by
Lance T. Hodges and Ariel Roth provided
data to suggest that at least some reef depos-
its in the fossil record had been transported
into place by “storm action.” Leonard Brand
and Thu Tan provided experimental support
for his view that many fossil footprints were
made by animals running on a water-sub-
merged substrate, and that many of these
animals were moving uphill. None of these
papers contained overt references to cre-
ationist philosophy or Flood geology, but
they demonstrated that young-earth creation-
ists were capable of asking interesting ques-
tions and of doing publishable research.34

Many Adventist academicians, however,
seemed unaffected by the views of their more
activist creationist colleagues. Indeed, several
Adventists, active in their local congregations,
were making contributions to science with
conclusions that were decidedly out of step
with traditional Adventist views. For example,
Ervin Taylor, a radiocarbon expert at the
University of California, Riverside, published a
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significant volume discussing applications of
radiocarbon dating to archaeological research;
and P. Edgar Hare, staff scientist at Carnegie
Geophysical Laboratory, was using his amino
acid racimization dating technique to provide
a temporal framework for prehistoric human
artifacts. Most Adventist scientists busied them-
selves with answering safer, more functional
questions about nature.35

Field Conferences and
Publications

Conservatives and progressives seemed
to agree on one thing during the 1980s
and early 1990s: Both publications and field
conferences were crucial means of educating
the masses. Numerous articles appeared in
Adventist periodicals during this period ad-
dressing a variety of issues impinging on earth
history. Moreover, field trips, usually held in
connection with conferences, were commonly
arranged events.

The most regularly scheduled conference
and field trip was the annual BRISCO meeting
sponsored by the General Conference. In
addition to regular BRISCO members, inter-
ested scientists and biblical scholars from
denominational institutions as well as other
individuals were invited to attend the meet-
ings and to present papers. The Geoscience
Research Institute coordinated these forays.
GRI’s paradigm of Flood geology and short-
term chronology provided the framework for
presentations and discussions, though in later
years considerable diversity of opinion on
geology and time was openly expressed.3¢

Several recurrent topics dominated the dis-
cussions at BRISCO. Biblical scholars such as
Gerhard Hasel and William Shea often pre-
sented exegetical treatments of the Genesis
creation and flood accounts, attempting to
demonstrate that the meaning of the Hebrew
words supported traditional Adventist inter-
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pretations. Many papers wrestled with the
issue of time and the geologic column, with
considerable effort devoted to identifying lev-
els in the column where the Flood left its mark.
Particularly contentious were arguments
over ancient “lakebed sediments” in south-
western Wyoming. H. Paul Buchheim, a Loma
Linda University geologist, had found what he
considered to be incontrovertible evidence
that these were true lakebed deposits laid
down over many seasons. However, given
their intermediate position in the geologic
column, others preferred to assume these
sediments had resulted from late paroxysms of
the Flood. Meetings also featured periodic
updates on a “paleocurrent” model under
long-term development by Southwestern Ad-
ventist College biologist Arthur V. Chadwick.
Chadwick had expended enormous energy to
develop a computer simulation of the pre-
dominant orientations of water currents at
various levels of the geologic column. The
remarkable consistency of these orientations
ateach level he interpreted as evidence for the
ebb and flow of the Genesis flood waters.37
One member of BRISCO, Warren H. Johns,
represented a minority of Adventists formally
schooled in both science and theology. After
seminary training and a brief stint as a pastor,
Johns completed a master’s degree in paleon-
tology at Michigan State University before
assuming associate editorship of Ministry
magazine. After four years at Ministry, he
entered the Ph.D. program in theology at
Andrews University, while at the same time
serving as seminary librarian. Johns, a conser-
vative by nature who assiduously trawled the
scientific, theological, and creationist litera-
ture, brought a sense of realism to Adventist
creationism. In papers presented at BRISCO,
he cautioned participants to read both science
and Scripture carefully to look for actual,
rather than contrived, harmonies. During the
early 1990s, he coordinated an annual field trip
to southern Indiana where participants, mostly
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from Andrews University, inspected Pennsyl-
vania rocks containing at least six years’ worth
of tidal cycle activity. Adventists usually thought
that Pennsylvania coal-bearing rocks were
laid down during the year of the Genesis
flood, but according to Johns, these preserved
tidal cycles suggested that the Flood deposits
must occur either above or below this level.38

In addition to BRISCO, the Geoscience Re-
search Institute coordinated other tours and
conferences in North America, Europe, and
Australia. Participants were often pastors, sec-
ondary-level science teachers, and church
administrators. GRI speakers pointed out prob-
lems with standard evolutionary interpreta-
tions of geologic formations and in their place
offered Flood-based explanations. One such
conference was held in the summer of 1991 for
North American Division college and union
conference presidents. Even newly elected
General Conference President Robert S.
Folkenberg and his predecessor Neal Wilson
attended. Roth took the occasion to inform the
new president and other participants that
large numbers of Adventist scientists had
become evolutionists. After the meetings,
alarmed administrators returned to their posts
wondering how to deal with the problem at
their institutions.39

In 1985, the Association of Adventist Fo-
rums conducted a geology field conference in
the Wyoming Rockies. Modeled after GRI field
conferences held before GRI's “conservative
restoration,” the event was led by former GRI
director Richard Ritland and fellow revisionist
colleagues P. Edgar Hare, Edward Lugenbeal,
and Bill Hughes. A few attendees like Hughes
were regular BRISCO participants, but the
overlap was minimal. The 104 registrants
participated in one of two field trips and an
intervening five-day conference.

Conference presenters dealt with three
themes: earth history, the biblical record, and
responses by Christians seeking to reconcile
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their faith with the evidence from science. The
field trips featured some of the classic geologic
sites in the Rockies, including the Cretaceous
coal seams of Price, Utah, the Green River
Formation of Wyoming, the spectacular Wind
River Mountain deposits, and Yellowstone’s
fossil forests. As Karen Bottomley reported in
Spectrum, “The conference generated some
feelings of apprehension, partly because not
all of the familiar answers seem adequate to
explain what we saw, and because partici-
pants were concerned that the issue of origins
might be divisive for the Adventist Church.”
But it also generated “excitement and spiritual
commitment” in the context of the “Adventist
tradition of progressive truth.”40

While field conferences provided partici-
pants with firsthand exposure to the evidence
and opportunities to discuss issues with the
experts, publications reached a wider audi-
ence and established a more permanent record
of thought and activity. Origins, published by
GRI, devoted itself completely to the topic of
earth history and the Creation/evolution con-
troversy. Origins made its debut in 1974 with
Roth as its editor. From its first issue, the
masthead carried an impressive roster of pro-

From Historia Scholastica: “God Separated the light from the darkness . . . the first day”
(Genesis 1:4).
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duction personnel, board members, and con-
sultants, nearly all with “Ph.D.” appended to
their names. The journal was well edited and
carried articles on topics ranging from the
significance of cruelty in nature to the cosmo-
logical implications of data from Jupiter and
Venus. While articles were generally support-
ive ofconservative creationism, several pieces
debunked some of the more egregious ere-
ationist claims. For example, in 1981, Arthur
Chadwick tried to lay to rest the recurring but
false creationist assertion that pollen grains
had been found in the Precambrian rocks of
the Grand Canyon. In the same year, Richard
Ritland countered the creationist perception
that the geologic column was the concoction
of infidel geologists intent on propping up the
theory of evolution.4l

hile GRI focused primarily on geology,
paleontology, and geochronology, top-
ics of biological interest also appeared in
Origins. Two such articles were particularly
noteworthy for breaking new ground in the
official Adventist press. The first, coauthored

From Historia Scholastica “God made two great lights . . . and the stars . . . the fourth
day” (Genesis 1:14-19).

by Leonard R. Brand and Ronald L. Carter,
both of Loma Linda University, argued in print
what several Adventist biologists had been
teaching for some time: that both animal and
human social behavior is under the influence
of Darwinian natural selection. The implica-
tions of this notion for concepts of human sin,
free will, and judgment were, of course, enor-
mous; but, ironically, the article generated
little discussion. The second article, co-authored
by Brand and L.J. Gibson, provided a ere-
ationist rationale for accepting not only natu-
ral selection, but also the possibility of some
biological change at the macroevolutionary
level. Previous comments on the extent of
change in the official church press generally
embraced microevolutionary change, but
balked at anything termed macroevolution.
Now, even traditionalists within the church
were beginning to push for higher levels of
biological change.42

Spectrum, which had, during the 1970s,
catalyzed a shift in the views of its readership
on issues related to earth history, carried fewer
articles on the topic during the 1980s and early
1990s. Nonetheless, several significant contri-
butions appeared. Gordon Shigley provided a
historical analysis of the intended meaning
and subsequentinterpretations of Ellen White’s
ambiguous “amalgamation of man and beast”
statements. Both F. E.J. Harder and Larry G.
Herr sought to bring readers beyond an el-
ementary reading of the Genesis creation
accounttoward a grander view of the doctrine
of Creation. By comparing the 1953 and 1978
editions of the Seventh-day Adventist Bible
Commentary, Bill Hughes documented a sig-
nificant shift in Adventist views from Price’s
unyielding Flood geology to Harold W. Clark’s
more accommodating “new diluvialism.” Fritz
Guy reminded readers that when it comes to
paradigms of earth history, there is no free
lunch—each requires some from of compro-
mise. Gary Gilbert shocked even some of his
more liberal readers with the suggestion that
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genetic evidence strongly favors a common
ancestry for chimpanzees and humans. James
Hayward argued that Adventists need to con-
sider a broader spectrum of biological evi-
dence than is customary when they attempt to
model the past, and examined the history of
Adventist interpretations of dinosaurs. John
Baldwin dusted off William Paley’s “argument
from design” and brought it center stage to the
Adventist Creation/evolution debate.43

The Adventist Review, official organ of the
church, contained several informative and
thought-provoking pieces on the topic of faith
and the natural world. During the summer of
1993, for example, when excitement over the
movie Jurassic Park had reached fever-pitch
levels, the Review commissioned an article on
dinosaurs. When printed, it was accompanied
by a flashy color illustration of the prehistoric
creatures on the cover. “Dinomania has hit the
Adventist Review'” one pastor responded. “And
why not, if you can deal with it in such a
forthright and balanced manner?” But another
pastor pled instead for “more covers of Jesus,
the ministering church, His body, and people
taking their stand for the Lord.”44

Thus, through field conferences and pub-
lications, Adventist creationism influenced
many people in many different ways. That
influence was never greater, however, than it
was on Seventh-day Adventist church admin-
istrator Richard L. Hammill.

The Journey of Richard L.
Hammill

ichard L. Hammill completed a 44-year

tour of duty in denominational service in
1980, retiring as a general vice-president of the
General Conference. As a theology major at
Walla Walla College, he said he had learned
“progressive Adventism” from William
Landeen, Frederick Schilling, and George
McCready Price. Doctoral studies in Middle
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Eastern studies at the University of Chicago’s
Oriental Institute had made him aware of
problems facing Adventists hoping to cling to
Ussher’s chronology. After completing his
Ph.D., however, he soon became absorbed
with church and academic administrative re-
sponsibilities and for many years was unable
to pursue this interest.45

In the late 1950s, when he was with the
Department of Education at the General Con-
ference, Hammill had lobbied for a church-
sponsored program to help Adventist science
teachers deal with issues of earth history. As a
result, the Committee on the Teaching of
Geology and Paleontology was established
which, in 1958, gave birth to the Geoscience
Research Institute. Hammill took great per-
sonal interest in GRI—he sat on its board of
directors until his 1980 retirement, partici-
pated in most of its earlier field trips, and
poured over staff-member reports.46

When, in the fall of 1980, Hammill drove out
of Washington, D.C. and into retirement—
“singing at the top of my voice”—he headed
west and soon found himself reading the earth
history he had reluctantly set aside following
his Chicago days. He used his time to re-
evaluate the theories of continental drift and
plate tectonics, to reconsider human history in
light of the Pleistocene fossil record, and to troll
the literature on radioactive isotope dating,47

Nine years later, the septuagenarian scholar
would report his conclusion that

animals [were] living in the earth . . . millions of
years ago before these [continental] plates sepa-
rated. And, moreover, as I got to looking into the
geologic column, I had to recognize . . . that the
geologic column is valid, that some forms of life
were extinct before other forms of life came into
existence. I had to recognize that the forms of life
that we are acquainted with mostly, like the
ungulate hoof animals, the primates, man himself,
exist only in the very top little thin layer of the
Holocene, and that many forms of life were
extinct before these ever came in, which, of
course, is a big step for a Seventh-day Adventist

27



SPECTRUM

when you are taught that every form of life came
into existence in six days. . . . I had feltit for many,
many years, but finally there in about 1983 I had
to say to myself, That’s right. The steadily accumu-
lating evidence in the natural world has forced a
reevaluation in the way that I look and under-
stand and interpret parts of the Bible.

Hammill said he hadn’t turned into an
evolutionist, though he thought that “evolu-
tionists have a lot of things on their side. . . .
I am what people would call a progressive
creationist. I do believe that all forms of life
came into existence by the creative power of
God.”8

Hammill’s about-face was met with horror
on the part of church conservatives.
Progressives, on the other hand, could scarcely
control their glee over Hammill's shift. When
Lawrence Geraty introduced Hammill to an
Association of Adventist Forums group in
Seattle in 1989, he recalled how, during the
1960s and 1970s, he had, as a young seminary
professor at Andrews, chafed under then-
President Hammill’s efforts to rein him in. “In
those days I could hardly have imagined
inviting our speaker to share his testimony on

From Historia Scholastica: “God created . . . every living creature that moves . . . the
fifth day” (Genesis 1:20-23).
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his journey as a progressive believer,” con-
fessed Geraty, “but to his credit he is one of the
few converts to Adventism that I know who,
after his retirement, has truly made a transition
to a progressive faith.”49

Spectrum and Adventist Today ran articles
in which Hammill reviewed his history within
Adventist creationism and chronicled the shift
in his thinking. In 1992, Andrews University
Press published his memoirs, noting on the
dust cover that, “because of its openness,
Pilgrimage breaks new ground in the field of
Adventist autobiography.”50

Hammill remained faithful to the Adventist
Church, though admitting that he felt “most at
home with committed, loyal Adventists who
like to investigate new ideas.” In his “spiritual
pilgrimage,” he had

sought through the years to grow in my under-
standing of God, of Biblical teachings, of the
universe, and of the marvelous and complex
environment, physical and social, in which God
has placed us. This search for ever-increasing
truth was carried on within the freedom, the
nurture and the context of the Seventh-day Ad-
ventist Church and, I believe, under the guidance
of the Holy Spirit and the blessing of God.>!

Ironically, the freedom and nurture that
sustained Hammill during his quest for truth
would soon be challenged at the highest level
of church administration.

1994 Panel Discussion at
Loma Linda University

Raymond F. Cottrell, following a distin-
guished career asa member of the church’s
“Daniel Committee” and associate editor of
Adventist Review and Seventb-day Adventist
Bible Commentary, in 1993 became founding
editor of Adventist Today, an independent,
bimonthly periodical devoted to “news, analy-
sis, and opinion.” On April 2, 1994, Adventist
Today sponsored a panel discussion on Ad-
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ventist creationism, moderated by Cottrell, in
the Loma Linda University Church youth chapel.
Attended by an overflow crowd, the event
would send shock waves through the world
church.52

Though billed as a panel discussion, the
interaction functioned more like a debate.
Sitting at Cottrell’s right were Ariel Roth,
Robert Brown, and Clyde Webster, of the
Geoscience Research Institute. Seated to his
left were Richard Hammill, Ervin Taylor, and
P. Edgar Hare. Taylor, professor and chair of
the department of anthropology, University of
California, Riverside, and an expert on radio-
carbon dating, had long been a critic of GRI.
Hare, a staff scientist at Carnegie Institution’s
Geophysical Laboratory in Washington, D.C.,
was an original member of the Geoscience
Research Institute team and had pioneered the
development of the amino acid dating tech-
nique.>3

Hammill, Hare, and Taylor had been as-
signed to “present problems,” while Roth,
Brown, and Webster were charged with ex-
plaining “what the church has done and is
doing” about these problems. Hammill began
by recounting how GRI had been established
to “deal adequately with the problem” of
geochronology in relation to the
Adventist understanding of scrip-
tural history. “The book of Genesis
correctly describes events in the
development of human culture but
telescopes or foreshortens the time
factor,” he said.>4

Hare explained that fossils of
different organisms appeared at
different levels of the geologic
column, with the earliest appear-
ing in rocks about three billion
years old. He reviewed the evi-
dence for continental drift and
changes in climate indicated by
the Greenland ice core and deep
sea cores. He concluded that “mod-
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ern humans are a very recent life form on
earth,” and that “most fossils and geologic
activity are not the result of a single event.”>>
Taylor argued that not only should the time
frame for the fossil record be “measured in
hundreds of millions of years,” but that hu-
man-like fossils extend the record of our own
ancestry “back hundreds of thousands and
even several million years.” He opined that
GRI's “attempt to gather information that re-
futes the mass of existing scientific data con-
cerning the vast age of the fossil and archaeo-
logical record” was “reminiscent of tobacco
interests which seek to discredit evidence that
the use of tobacco causes lung cancer.”56
Brown initiated the conservative response
by reaffirming his belief that the Bible is “the
ultimate means for understanding the past,”
and that “the testimony of the Bible can be
validated by scientific enterprise, if conducted
correctly.” He said that Jesus’ “conversion of
about 150 gallons of water into choice grape
juice” and his feeding of “over 10,000 hungry
people” with the five loaves and two fish show
that God intervenes in the normal course of
events. “The challenge before us today is not
to explain these events but to accept the
divinely-attested historical records of their




SPECTRUM

occurrence. . . . There is no need to prove that
a man might survive three days in the stomach
of a whale. The need is to . . . recognize that
God could create an animal, or miniature
submarine, specifically designed to preserve
Jonah'’s life.”57

oth contrasted the variety of views of earth

history with the “biblical model of cre-
ation by one God in six days.” For example, “it
would be a strange God who would create
varied forms of life over billions of years and
then ask us . . . to keep the Sabbath because
he created all in six days.” Moreover, belief in
the occurrence of death and evil before the
origin of humans “challenges the story of the
fall and its consequences on nature.” Rather
than drifting toward evolutionism, said Roth,
we should note that “the rapidly growing
churches in the United States are those with
firm beliefs,” and that we should do all we can
“to bring salvation to as many as we can.”>8

For information on how God created and
interacts with the world, Clyde Webster said
he looked to “Scripture, not science.” The
“standard interpretation of the fossil record
found within the geologic column” needs
reinterpretation in light of the progressively
older radiometric dates obtained for pro-
gressively lower rocks in the earth’s crust.
But according to Webster, there was reason
to hope this problem could be resolved in a
way consistent with the belief in a recent
six-day creation and subsequent worldwide
flood.>?

After time for rebuttal on both sides, the
panel fielded questions from the audience.
Hammill found opportunity to comment ex-
tensively on appropriate and inappropriate
uses of Scripture, as well as the nature of
evidence for an old earth. As far as he was
concerned, he said, the battle for a short
chronology “is already over.” Taylor and Brown
got into several verbal tussles over the accu-
racy of radiometric dating versus a Flood-
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based chronology, with an exasperated Brown
finally losing his composure:

Well, the question is, Do you want to believe in
the flood? Believe in it! If you don’t, don’t believe
in it! That’s your choice. . . . I choose to place my
faith on taking the Bible straightforward in the
way it reads. I may be wrong in doing that, but I
think the risk is much less that way than any other
way I could go.60

Cottrell had given listeners two opportunities
to leave during the afternoon, but three hours
into the meeting most of the audience remained,
mesmerized. The fact that revisionist comments,
particularly those of Hammill, had generated the
most applause gave reason for hope to some,
but to others gave cause for alarm.

President Folkenberg Reacts

t did not take long for an official reaction.

On April 4, church president Robert S.
Folkenberg, though not personally present at
the Loma Linda discussion, reported to Advent-
ist leaders throughout the world, in his “From
the GC President” newsletter, that the

historicity of the Scripture and the Genesis account
of creation came under attack last Sabbath after-
noon, not by secular forces but by two retired
church workers, Raymond Cotrell [sic] (retired
associate editor of the Adventist Review) and Rich-
ard Hammill (retired vice-president of the General
Conference and former president of Andrews
University), during a panel debate in California.

Folkenberg then noted that Roth and his col-
leagues from GRI had “pointed out that inter-
pretation of frequently-conflicting data can
vary widely, depending on the presuppositions
of the scientist,”61

Two weeks later, Folkenberg devoted the
entire issue of his newsletter to the topic of
“creation/evolution.”

We believe that God created life on this earth in
six literal days, just a few thousand years ago. . . .
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Some Seventh-day Adventist theologians debate
the historicity of Scripture and its inspiration. To
accept the Scripture as authoritative means ac-
cepting the reality of creation and the flood as
described in the first eleven chapters of Genesis.
Seventh-day Adventist scientists, on the other
hand, must struggle with the tension between
“scientific integrity” . . . and “theological integ-
rity.” Is it possible to be a Seventh-day Adventist
(creationist) and a scientist? There seems [sic] to
be two likely outcomes.

The first, hoped-for outcome, wrote Folken-
berg, would be a scientist who “searches for
that which supports (a) a short chronology
(thousands versus millions of years), and (b)
Catastrophism versus the gradual or uniformi-
tarian deposition of the geologic column, or
which (¢) demonstrates weaknesses in the
evolutionary arguments.” “Evidence is grow-
ing,” he wrote, “that [a] second outcome is
increasingly common in several divisions of
our world church.” This “accommodationist”
outcome results in the scientist trying to “rec-
oncile the Bible to contemporary scientific
interpretations” including the reinterpretation
of “the six days of creation to represent
millions of years. . . . Of these the questions
can legitimately be asked, are they really
creationists, as Seventh-day Adventists under-
stand that term to mean?”62

In the aftermath of the April 2 meeting,
Adventist Today published the results of a
1994 survey it commissioned of science fac-
ulties at Adventist colleges and universities in
North America. Of 121 respondents, 92.6
percent held that the “Bible is God’s word
with human thought forms and perspec-
tives,” 64.5 percent accepted the notion that
“most fossils result from the worldwide, Bible
flood,” and 43 percent believed that “God
created live organisms during six days less
than 10,000 years ago.” But a troubling 28.1
percent of the respondents favored some
form of progressive creation or the evolution
of life over extended periods of time. “Per-
haps the biblical account of so momentous
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an event as creation is purposefully brief,
allowing us the freedom to struggle over a
universal reality,” wrote Loma Linda
University’s Floyd Petersen, the biostatisti-
cian who assembled the report. “We mightall
be surprised when someday we hear the
details explained by The One who was
there.”63

Folkenberg, however, hoped for an earlier,
more earthly resolution. As a result of his
concern, a blue-ribbon panel of Adventist
scientists was established by early 1995 to
study the problem; moreover, John Baldwin
was invited to make a presentation at the 1995
Autumn Council on Adventist worldviews
related to science and faith. For his part,
Folkenberg was touring North American
churches and institutions, questioning the
loyalty of anyone who felt free to stray froman
historic Adventist faith. “Nurture,” which pre-
sumably allowed for such freedom, he de-
clared, was a “four-letter word.”64

By the end of 1995, Adventist creationism
stood at an important crossroad. Earlier
voices were fading. A larger and more diverse
generation of scientists and theologians was
setting the terms of conversation now than in
1980. Indeed, the Loma Linda panel discus-
sion, and articles in independent Adventist
publications, showed just how variant Ad-
ventist views on earth history had become.
Church administrators could attempt to con-
tain the growing diversity of opinion by intimi-
dation or force—counterproductive and inef-
fective approaches, given the complexity of
the issues involved. By contrast, leadership
could encourage open and honest discussion
of evidence from as many sources and per-
spectives as possible in the traditional Advent-
ist belief that truth will endure scrutiny. Either
way, as it approached the new millennium,
Adventist creationism would continue to be
reshaped by an ever-growing and ever more-
diverse army of practitioners.
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by Krista Thompson Smith

combatant servicemen participated in

defensive biological warfare research
for the United States Army. The program,
based at Fort Detrick, Maryland, was known
as Project Whitecoat. Approximately 2,200
Adventists volunteered for medical research
experiments. Another 800 assisted in the pro-
gram as laboratory technicians, ward atten-
dants, and clerks.!

Both the Adventist Church and the Army
praised this project highly. Members of Con-
gress, scientists, and the press criticized the
Adventist Church’s involvement. Some of the
questions raised about this largely forgotten
project remain unanswered. Was Project
Whitecoat a humanitarian program, devoted
solely to the development of vaccines and
treatment for disease? Or were critics correct
when they charged that the Adventist Church
collaborated with the U.S. Army, risked the

F OR 20 YEARS, SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST NON-

Krista Thompson Smith is currently pursuing graduate studies
in political science at the University of Amsterdam, the Neth-
erlands. She originally wrote this essay for the bistory seminar
at Walla Walla College, led by Professor Terrell Gottschall.
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.2 Biological Warfare

Project Whitecoat enlisted hundreds of U.S. Adventists into
hazardous biological experiments for the good of the country.

health of its members, and even supported the
development of offensive weapons for con-
ducting germ warfare? Project Whitecoat con-
tinues to raise concretely the issue of how the
Adventist Church should relate to government
and its use of science.

In 1953 and 1954, human volunteers partici-
pated in a study of Q-fever, known as the CD-
22 program. The success of this project, and
the authorization to use volunteers for defen-
sive studies, cleared the way for the establish-
ment of Project Whitecoat. The exact origin of
the name is unclear, but the first research
project, using specifically Whitecoat volun-
teers, began in 1958, with the goal of identify-
ing the infectious dosage of P. Tularensis. In
1964, Whitecoat volunteers also began partici-
pating in studies involving immunizations for
both tularemia and Venezuelan Equine
Encephalomyelitis (VEE).2 By the time Project
Whitecoat ended in 1973, with the dis-
continuation of the draft, volunteers had also
participated in research involving Eastern and
Western Equine Encephalomyelitis, sand fly
fever, yellow fever, typhoid fever, Rocky
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Mountain spotted fever, Rift Valley Fever, and
several other diseases. In addition, Whitecoat
men were used to compare gas masks and test
isolation suits for astronauts, and participated
in numerous other experiments that used both
men and animals as subjects.3

Adventists Join Whitecoat

he involvement of Seventh-day Adventists

in Project Whitecoat began in October
1954, when George E. Armstrong, U.S. Army
Surgeon General, contacted Theodore R. Flaiz,
secretary of the Medical Department of the
General Conference of Seventh-day Advent-
ists. Armstrong wished to obtain church ap-
proval for the Army to approach Adventist
draftees about volunteering for a research
program that would contribute significantly to
the nation’s health and security.

Church and military leaders gave various
reasons for the Army’s choice of Seventh-day
Adventist men, ranging from the “well-known
humanitarian ideals” of the Adventist Church4
to the basic need to narrow the pool of
candidates. Although not all volunteers were
vegetarians, nondrinkers, and nonsmokers,
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Adventists did provide a fairly homogeneous
group of research subjects. Col. Dan Crozier,
commanding officer of Project Whitecoat after
1961, explained, “Because of high principles
and temperate living, Adventist men are more
nearly uniform in physical fitness and mental
outlook. We find the soldiers to be coopera-
tive and willing to serve.”>

The Adventist Church had previously dem-
onstrated a strong record of cooperation with
the military, illustrated by the formation of the
Medical Cadet Corps. Also, many Adventist
physicians, with the full support of the church,
attended medical school on government sti-
pends. In World War II, Adventist doctors and
nurses from the White Memorial Hospital
staffed the 47th Army General Hospital (re-
portedly with the best dance band in the
Pacific Theater).6 As J. R. Nelson expressed it,
“Adventists, even though considered non-
combatant, are willing to serve their country in
time of war.”’

Church leaders praised Adventist war he-
roes from World War II, giving special atten-
tion to the accomplishments of Corporal
Desmond Doss, a noncombatant medic. Doss,
who in 1945 saved the lives of more than 75
men in one battle on Okinawa, received the
Congressional Medal of Honor. Several years
later, the Adventist War Services Commission
established a training camp for the Medical
Cadet Corps, and named it Camp Desmond
T. Doss.8

With such events in mind, Flaiz responded
positively to Armstrong’s proposal. Flaiz wrote
that “if anyone should recognize a debt of
loyalty and service for the many courtesies
and considerations received from the Depart-
ment of Defense, we, as Adventists, are in a
position to feel a debt of gratitude for these
kind considerations.”®

These considerations were most likely re-
lated to Sabbathkeeping problems encoun-
tered by Adventists in the service. To maintain
a positive relationship with the Army, some
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measure of participation was expected. As
one denominational leader expressed it, “The
MCC [Medical Cadet Corps] was set up to help
the youth to be partially trained in medical
military matters as noncombatants so they
could be assigned to the medical service
where the problems of Sabbath observance
are much simplified.”10 In part, the church
supported Project Whitecoat for the same
reason.1! One critic of church policy, in a
poem about the project, wrote, “We're trained
to serve, not think. . . . Our country right or
wrong, we say—/Just let us keep our holy
day.”12

Conscientious Cooperators

In the United States, most healthy males
registered 1-A, for regular combat duty,
while conscientious objectors, who totally op-
posed war and refused military service of any
type, chose the 1-O option. The Adventist
Church recommended filing for the compro-
mise status of 1-A-O: conscientious objectors
who would enter the military as noncomba-
tants. Noncombatants would serve as medics,
but would not bear arms.

The church found ways to support the
government while it waged war. On numer-
ous occasions, church leaders equated the
1-A-O position with “conscientious coopera-
tion.” Clark Smith explained,

... we are not a pacifist church in the technical
sense of the way the word is used. Certainly we
abhor war. However, war is in the realm of the
political rather than the religious and is a matter
which we as a church have felt that it is inadvis-
able to comment as to whether or not the govern-
ment should wage that war.13

In spite of this seemingly neutral position,
the church strongly encouraged its young men
to register as 1-A-O.14 A number of men who
wished to receive 1-O (conscientious objec-
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tor) status felt that the church did not support
their decision. The 1969 Autumn Council
voted to recommend that young men first
consider the 1-A-O classification, but that
anyone who made the personal choice of 1-O
would also receive the support of the church.15
Even after this, however, it was sometimes
difficult to obtain support for a 1-O position. 16

By advocating the 1-A-O draft position,
denominational leaders presented the church
in a positive light to the Army. The resulting
relationship between the Adventist Church
and the U.S. Army Medical Unit (USAMU, later
USAMRIID—U.S. Army Medical Research In-
stitute of Infectious Disease) lasted 20 years
(195410 1973). Army personnel selected Project
Whitecoat volunteers twice a year from non-
combatant servicemen completing Basic and
Advanced Individual Training at Fort Sam
Houston, Texas.

To be considered for the project, the men
had to have a 1-A-O draft status and indicate
the Seventh-day Adventist church as their
religious preference.l’ The official Whitecoat
recruiters were the commanding officer and
detachment commander, USAMRIID. The Di-
rector of the National Service Organization
(NSO) of the General Conference accompa-
nied these Army officials to Fort Sam Hous-
ton.18 The General Conference official was
present to answer questions, and to ensure
that there was no coercion on the part of Army
recruiters. Eligible individuals received a com-
plete explanation of the project, including
discussion of the risks involved. Additional
opportunity for the men to question the Army
officials was provided the next day, following
individual interviews. At that point, those who
wished to volunteer for the program signed a
consent statement with the understanding that
“volunteers may become ill and that the pro-
gram is not without hazard.”19

Project Whitecoat became especially attrac-
tive in the mid-1960s, when the majority of
draftees received assignments to Vietnam.
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Despite the lofty ideals of service proclaimed
by some volunteers, the majority of Adventists
volunteered for medical research for more
pragmatic reasons—primarily the desire to stay
in the United States. Others wished to further
their medical knowledge or avoid Sabbath
confrontations, while some were encouraged
to join by friends and family.20 Some of the
participants were selected because of their
athletic ability, since the project’s commanding
officer liked to have a good baseball team.21
Some participants say the program was well-
known for its easy life-style. If the volunteers
were not ill while on projects, they watched
TV, played volleyball, horseshoes, and cro-
quet, and worked on hobbies and crafts.22
Cooperators received promotions quickly. In
addition, the Army paid volunteers for blood
“donated” for research.23 Some military per-
sonnel who did not qualify for the program
tried to discredit the project out of jealousy.

Entering the Experiments

Upon arrival at Fort Detrick, Whitecoat
volunteers underwent complete medical
examinations. If health problems were discov-
ered, volunteers were dismissed as research
subjects.

All personnel then received regular assign-
ments as lab technicians, animal caretakers, or
office clerks. When a research project had
reached the level that the directors felt was
safe enough to involve human volunteers, the
commanding officer summoned the Whitecoat
members. He described the proposed experi-
ment, including the purpose and risk in-
volved, and then allowed the potential sub-
jects to ask questions. Each member could
then choose to volunteer for that particular
project. After volunteering for each project,
participants (with two witnesses) signed a
release statement. During their term of duty,

Promises Betrayed: One Whitecoat’s Experience

by Doug Morgan

In 1963, Arthur R. Torres, now
senior pastor of the Sligo Sev-
enth-day Adventist church, was a
medical student at the University of
Mexico in Mexico City, unaware
that he had committed a felony by
leaving the country without receiv-
ing permission from the draft board.
Upon learning of his status, he vol-
untarily returned and, along with
other Adventist draftees claiming
1-A-O status, was stationed at Fort

Sam Houston, Texas. There he was
I 000

Doug Morgan, assistant professor of bis-
tory at Columbia Union College, is a
graduate of Union College. He received
a doctorate in American religious bis-
tory from the University of Chicago; bis
dissertation, The Remnant and the Re-
public, will be published by Indiana
University Press.
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introduced to Project Whitecoat—
an alternative form of service with
advantages both practical and ideal-
istic. However, the experiences
would belie much of the promised
advantages.

An assignment stateside is the
first practical advantage Torres cites.
It guaranteed that one would not be
sent to Vietnam or even to field
service in Europe. The project of-
fered very good duty—working in a
laboratory. Moreover, one would
be near the world church headquar-
ters and Columbia Union College,
and enjoy abundant dating oppor-
tunities.

Torres recalls that a General Con-
ference representative who accom-
panied Col. Crozier of Fort Detrick
in a recruiting trip to Fort Sam Hous-
ton also employed an idealistic ap-
peal in very strongly encouraging

participation in the program. He
depicted Project Whitecoat as “a
wonderful opportunity to serve the
Adventist Church and your coun-
try.” Additionally, church represen-
tatives conveyed the sense thatthose
selected to participate constituted a
kind of Adventist elite. The project
was primarily carried out by soldiers
who were members of the Adventist
Church in good and regular stand-
ing. The Adventist chaplain at Fort
Sam Houston screened out Advent-
istapplicants known to be smoking,
drinking, or not keeping the Sab-
bath. “It became a badge of honorto
be selected,” observes Torres.
Volunteers were assured, says
Torres, that the project served only
to help develop defense against
biological warfare. “What they didn’t
tell us,” he adds, “is that we would
also be supporting the cultivation of
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most Whitecoat members participated in one
or two experiments. A few volunteered for
five or six.24 After admission to the research
ward, volunteers received another thorough
medical examination before experimentation
began.

In addition to the Adventist volunteers, early
experiments involved inmates from the Ohio
State Penitentiary. However, the arrangement
was not made public to prevent identification
of the patriotic Adventist soldiers with prison-
ers.2>

Medical research at Fort Detrick fell into
three general categories. The first sort of ex-
periment studied the basic nature of disease-
producing microorganisms. Researchers ex-
amined the effects of diseases introduced by
unnatural methods, such as spreading infec-
tious agents through aerosol sprays. In a
biological warfare attack, microorganisms
would most likely be released in an aerosol
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cloud from an airplane, allowing the disease-
producing agents to enter the body through
the lungs. Pulmonary diseases generally pro-
gress more rapidly and are more difficult to
treat than other types.26

The second kind of experiment studied
ways to avoid and treat infectious diseases.
The major focus was developing vaccines to
combat potential biological warfare agents.

The third research category involved devel-
oping means to diagnose infection within the
shortest possible time. Obviously, more lives
could be saved if a disease were identified and
treated before the onset of clinical symptoms.

Fort Detrick maintained one of the largest
animal farms in the nation. Experiments there
used more than half a million animals a
year.2’ Before exposing any human volun-
teers to a disease, researchers performed
experiments on mice and guinea pigs, then
rhesus monkeys. At the point where animal

all sorts of toxins—anthrax and other
viral and bacterial strains.” Torres
explains that toxins milked from
organisms in the research conducted
in the Project Whitecoat section of
Fort Detrick were transferred to
another section of the fort, beyond
afence, called the “hotarea,” foruse
in chemical warfare. Torres himself
frequently carried anthrax to the hot
area in an extremely secure con-
tainer, a task for which “top secret”
clearance was required. “We were
told,” he reports, “that this toxin is
so virulent that just two or three
ounces could destroy a city of
100,000 if it got into the water sup-
ply.” He questioned his command-
ing officer, Col. Martha Ward, but
continued to receive assurances that
their project was for defensive pur-
poses only. “And yet,” he observes,
“all the time I was carrying this toxin
over to the hot area”—the side of
Fort Detrick dedicated to chemical
warfare.
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(44 y difficulty with the whole
thing,” says Torres, “is that
I went in really thinking that I was
going to be helping God and coun-
try, that I was going to be a human
subject in a voluntary medical, ex-
perimental project that was going to
yield information to the United States
that would help defend us in the
event that some mad person started
a biological war with us. So I said,
‘Yes, this is something I as a Christian
can support, because this is healing.”
That Project Whitecoat resources
would be used to create a toxin of
such virulence and massive destruc-
tive capability represents, for him, a
betrayal of the spiritual values that in
part prompted him to volunteer.
Not only were participants not
fully informed about the true pur-
poses of their work, but Torres also
believes “informed consent” con-
cerning the impact of the experi-
ments on the health of volunteers
was not achieved. “In one particular

area,” he says, “I believe that seven
out of the 10 died within five years
after they got out of the service.”
Others, he says, have had long-term
difficulties such as kidney and liver
problems. He acknowledges that
the cause-to-effect relationship be-
tween Project Whitecoat and these
deaths and illnesses has never been
established, but adds that the rela-
tionship seems “more than coinci-
dental.”

The implications of Project
Whitecoat for the relationship be-
tween church and state also trouble
Torres. “It was obvious that the
Adventist Church and the United
States Army were in partnership
trying to find volunteers,” he says.
That partnership sought volunteers
for a project which, though fre-
quently billed as a humanitarian
endeavor, apparently supported, at
least indirectly, development of
chemical weaponry with horrifying
destructive capacity.
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experiments could not be extrapolated to
humans, and Army investigators believed the
projectto be safe, human volunteers could be
used to test defensive measures against the
disease.

The Military Praises Adventists

he General Conference proclaimed this

research to be humanitarian and worth
the risk, while saying that the church did not
“support” Project Whitecoat—joining it was
entirely an individual decision. The official
position of the church was that it merely had
no objection to its members participating.
From the beginning, however, denomina-
tional leaders praised the program highly. In
the 1955 “Statement of Attitude Regarding
Volunteering for Medical Research,” W. R.
Beach, secretary of the General Conference,
said:

There are still conspicuous blank spaces in our
knowledge of disease and its treatment. Research
in these areas calls for some of the same selfless
devotion in the search for lifesaving knowledge as
was manifest by the pioneers of modem medi-
cine.

Itis the attitude of Seventh-day Adventists that any
service rendered voluntarily by whomsoever in
the useful necessary research into the cause and
the treatment of disabling disease is a legitimate
and laudable contribution to the success of our
nation and to the health and comfort of our fellow
men.28

In the fall of 1966, a denominational repre-
sentative at Whitecoat selection gave the re-
quired statement that the Seventh-day Advent-
ist Church “has investigated the Project
Whitecoat and feels that this activity would be
in the best Christian tradition.” He then as-
sured the volunteers that “your church feels
thatyou are doing a very commendable thing”2?
and gave the usual list of advantages to joining
Project Whitecoat.
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The Army also seemed to be under the
impression that the General Conference fa-
vored the program. Military officials often
praised both the volunteers and the church for
assisting with valuable research. In a letter
from S. B. Hays to the chairman of the SDA
War Service Commission, the army surgeon
general mentioned that “we have had the
active support of several members of the
General Conference.”3® And in a recorded
speech addressed to a 1965 youth congress,
Col. Dan Crozier gave the names of a number
of church leaders who “have all been active in
this project and have played a significant role
inits continuing success.” The names included
Joseph R. Nelson, National Service Organiza-
tion director; Clark Smith, National Service
Organization associate director; and Thomas
Green, civilian chaplain for the Washington,
D.C., area.3!

For a number of years, the Army paid Clark
Smith’s expenses to travel with the Whitecoat
recruiters32 to explain the church position and
ensure that all questions were answered. In
1973, Col. Crozier presented Smith with an
Army award—the Outstanding Civilian Ser-
vice Medal—for his work as associate and
then director of the NSO, praising him for
“distinguishing himself by outstanding service
to the U.S. Army.”33

The level of General Conference support
varied through the years. Some prospective
volunteers reported feeling no church urging
at all, 34 while others felt strongly encouraged
to join the research program.3> But even if the
General Conference did not always specifi-
cally urge Adventist draftees to join Whitecoat
atrecruiting sessions, it certainly came close to
doing so in church publications. There, the
enthusiastic praise is in black and white. A
Review and Herald article in November 1955
stated:

It is with pride in the courage and unselfish
devotion of the men who participated in this
project that we indicate that they properly belong
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in the ranks of those who have gone “above and
beyond the call of duty.”

Sustain these men with your letters and your
prayers as they carry on for God and Country.36

A later article called the program “humani-
tarian service of the highest type.”37

The General Conference National Service
Organization printed a pamphlet for prospec-
tive Whitecoat volunteers, which also painted
the program in glowing colors. The pamphlet,
written by chaplain Thomas Green, glossed
over many negative aspects of the program.
Instead, Green listed some of the benefits of
being stationed at Fort Detrick: knowledge of
assignment location, variety of job opportuni-
ties, fellowship with other Adventists, and
being near the General Conference headquar-
ters and Columbia Union College.

He then addressed the disadvantages. To
those who complained that they missed their
chance to go overseas, Green replied, “Some
have used leave time, however, to take trips
overseas in military aircraft.” To those who
were unhappy with their jobs, or did not get
along with their associates, he said that such
problems could happen anywhere. The most
serious objection involved risking one’s health.
Green stated that of the more than 1,000
Adventists participants, only a half-dozen had
felt that their health had been damaged. He
concluded that “most feel they have benefited
by the very thorough physical examinations
they have undergone upon arrival in the
unit.”38

Despite such defenses, criticism of the
church’s involvement in Project Whitecoat
intensified. National Service Organization lead-
ers claimed that the church was not involved:
“This is a project of the United States Army and
each person engaged in the project makes a
personal decision as to whether or not he will
volunteer for it.”39

Even when an Adventist official told the men
to make their own decisions, having a Na-
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tional Service Organization official from the
General Conference present during the re-
cruitment certainly made Adventist draftees
conclude that the church supported the pro-
gram. One volunteer said that he joined the
program in 1955 because he was naive and
easily influenced, assured by the mere pres-
ence of G. W. Chambers that Project Whitecoat
was perfectly acceptable.40

Adventists Involved in Making
Biological Warfare Weapons?

hemical and biological warfare research

received increasing coverage in the press.
Both the National Broadcasting Company
(NBC) and Columbia Broadcasting System
(CBS) aired programs early in 1969. The
networks linked Project Whitecoat with devel-
opment of offensive biological weapons.4!
Many newspaper and magazine articles ap-
peared as well, some without adequate back-
ground study.

Seymour Hersh, a Pulitzer Prize-winning
journalist and author of a well-documented
book on chemical and biological weapons,42
published an article on biological warfare in
the New York Times Magazine3 that referred
to Adventist involvement. A few months later,
Hersh published an exposé in Ramparts. “Ad-
ventist leadership,” he said, “has elevated
service in Project Whitecoat almost to an act of
faith.” Hersh proceeded to accuse the church
of being “content with a morality of form
without substance, one in which the arts of
disease can be presented as the healing arts,
and in which germ warfare can be embraced
in pious obedience to a divine injunction
against death.”44

Hersh, an otherwise reputable journalist,
failed to contact Fort Detrick before writing
about Project Whitecoat. He believed that
Project Whitecoat was classified, and that he
would therefore receive no information. To
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his credit, Hersh did contact the Adventist
Church.45

In both the New York Times Magazine and
Ramparts, Hersh included a description of
symptoms an anonymous Whitecoat partici-
pant claimed to experience after being injected
with an endotoxin: “Within an hour, the top of
my head felt like all the gremlins in Hades were
inside trying to emerge by hitting the underside
of my skull with sledge hammers.”

This quote also appeared about the same
time in the National Examiner—in a first-
person narrative account written by Steven
Heczke. Heczke claimed that three of his
friends in Project Whitecoat died “horrifying
deaths” from anthrax. He himself eventually
recovered, received $50, and was free to
leave. If he “breathed a word of the experi-
ment,” Heczke was told, he would be “held for
breach of defense secrets.”46

Col. Crozier responded to the National Exam-
inerarticle, stating that none of the four draftees
mentioned had ever participated in any
Whitecoat experiment, nor had anyone died as
a result of experiments at the unit. Crozier con-
cluded, “There are so many errors and falsifica-
tions in this article that further detailed refutation
is not considered necessary.”47

Nevertheless, the amount of negative pub-
licity that Project Whitecoat received led many
Adventists to question the involvement of
their church in the program. Martin Turner, a
leading critic of church participation, wrote:

Even if none of the allegations by NBC, CBS, and
Mr. Hersh are, in fact, true, the fact remains that the
church, rightly or wrongly, has reaped a significant
amount of unfavorable publicity from its involve-
ment at Fort Detrick. This hardly seems in line with
the instruction to “avoid even the appearances of
evil.” Even if the Whitecoats are morally just that—
lily white—the appearances have been such that
two major networks and the author of a well-
documented book have been misled.48

Finally, in 1969, the General Conference
acknowledged the need to examine the project
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more closely. Chair of the nine-person
Whitecoat Study Committee was Neal Wil-
son.49 Although none of the committee mem-
bers was an avowed opponent of Project
Whitecoat, several did have reservations about
the church’s involvement. After a two-hour
interview with Col. Crozier, head of Fort
Detrick, each member of the committee was
invited to ask additional questions. The min-
utes report that the committee “indicated a
complete satisfaction with answers given by
Col. Crozier and a unanimous agreement with
the program now being carried on.” The com—
mittee than recommended that an article ap-

“pear in the Review and Herald, “as clearly and

completely as possible emphasizing the posi-
tive aspects of this humanitarian program.”>0

General Conference officials also explained
Adventist participation on the basis that
Whitecoats engaged in only defensive research—
treatment of communicable diseases. However,
both the offensive and defensive branches of
CBW research were located at Fort Detrick.
Furthermore, funding for offensive and defen-
sive research came from different sources, but
the two facilities were kept together to enable
them to share certain equipment.>! Whitecoat
members did participate in some experiments in
the “hot” area, however, so all were required to
have a security clearance.

At the end of this fateful year, President
Richard Nixon announced on November 25,
1969, that he would submit to Congress for
ratification a ban of chemical and biological
warfare. Nixon stated that the United States
would renounce the use of chemical and
biological weapons and destroy current stock-
piles. However, this did not have a great
effect on Fort Detrick. There was some pres-
sure to demilitarize the institution and reas-
sign the study of infectious diseases to the
National Institutes of Health, or some other
similar organization,>2 but the defensive re-
search remained unaffected by any new
policies.
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Adventists Linked to Offensive
Biological Weapons

he announcement regarding the end of
offensive chemical and biological warfare
experimentation did not end the controversy
over Project Whitecoat. Skeptics claimed that
a mere public statement by the Army regard-
ing a change in intent would not necessarily
involve any real revisions in procedure. Con-
gressman Richard McCarthy, a New York
Democrat leader in the campaign against
chemical and biological warfare, studied gov-
ernment policies and came to the conclusion
that Project Whitecoat was “offensive, not
defensive, and that the Seventh-day Advent-
ists are being duped.”53
At first, church leaders seemed unwilling to
admit that the line between offensive and
defensive research is hazy. Pure research in
and of itself is neither good nor bad; the results
can always be used to help or harm others.
Once results are published, it is difficult to
prevent misuse or misapplication. And any
discoveries made in defensive research labo-
ratories will most likely be adapted for offen-
sive purposes.

GobD, CAESAR, AND SCIENCE

Indeed, some critics believed that Project
Whitecoat experiments were primarily intended
for offensive purposes. The program came
under suspicion for several reasons. First,
vaccines must be available for one’s own
troops before it is safe to use any given agent
in germ warfare. The Army claimed that hav-
ing a known immunization for a disease
would remove that microorganism from the
world’s biological weapons arsenal, but as
Elinor Langer expressed it,

In the context of biological warfare even life-
saving techniques such as immunization take
on a strange aspect: immunity among one’s
own population and troops is a prerequisite
to the initiation of disease by our own forces,
as well as a precaution against its initiation
by others. Some diseases are currently ex-
cluded from active consideration as BW
[biological warfare] agents chiefly because
no vaccines against them have yet been
developed.54

Tobe a serious threat as a biological weapon,
an organism must be highly infectious, pro-
ducible in quantity, stable, suitable for aero-
solization, and, of course, applicable to the
mission. Although these criteria limit the po-

Adventist volunteers for Project Whitecoat. Left to right, FRONT ROW: Harry Galland, David Ludwig, Galen Carruth, Ronald Kwakenat, Fredrick Murray, Albert Wear, Russell Friend, and
Carlos Olivares. BACK ROW: Joseph Calvert, Shannon Goodwin, Gary Norman, Terry Carlisle, John Morris, Robert Read, Charles Creech, Kenneth Thompson, David Green, and Dennis

Gustafson. Ph
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y of General Conference Archives.
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tential chemical and biological warfare arsenal
to some degree, enemy forces could still use
variable strains of familiar microorganisms
that would be more resistant or would pro-
duce slightly different symptoms than the
target population expected.55

The primary use of the research done at Fort
Detrick was for the military. And because the
majority of the diseases researched were tropi-
cal, it seemed likely that the Army was plan-
ning for the safety of its troops overseas. The
program had begun with an emphasis on
developing vaccines, but by the late 1960s,
Army officials had realized the impracticality
of full-scale immunization (even for the mili-
tary) and had shifted the focus to finding more
effective means of diagnosis and treatment.56

The research actually did benefit the public
as well as the military. Col. W. D. Tigertt,
commanding officer of Project Whitecoat be-
fore Crozier, stated in 1961 that despite the risk
involved, the program would have benefits:
“The results obtained will be applicable to the
control of disease, whether or not use of
biological weapons ever becomes a reality.”57
Fort Detrick published much of its work, and
several of the vaccines developed controlled
serious epidemics of disease. For example, a
1969 outbreak of VEE in Ecuador traveled
north and reached Texas by 1971. Thousands
of horses were immunized, 85 to 90 percent of
which would have died without the vaccine.>8

Publication of research results calmed some
fears that Whitecoat members were engaging

A Brief History of Fort Detrick

t Camp Detrick, during World
War II, scientists initially car-
ried out research on animals, believ-
ing that livestock might be the prime
target of a biological warfare attack.
Army researchers developed sev-
eral vaccines before turning the pro-
gram over to the Department of
Agriculture in 1954.1
During the Korean War, many
more soldiers died of infectious
diseases than from wounds. Be-
cause most American servicemen
had never been exposed to such
diseases, they had no natural resis-
tance. Not only were soldiers sus-
ceptible overseas, but such dis-
eases might also be used in biologi-
cal warfare against the United States.
No programs to develop immuniza-
tions for such diseases were under-
way, so the Army established the
forerunners of Project Whitecoat.
The program had a dual purpose:
defense against naturally acquired
diseases and protection from micro-
organisms used in biological war-
fare.
The authorization to use volun-
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teers in the defensive biological
warfare project came in 1955. The
program was required to follow the
criteria for medical research estab-
lished at the Nuremberg Military
Tribunal following World War IL
These requirements included vol-
untary consent, no human experi-
mentation that could “predictably
lead to death or permanent dis-
abling injury,” and adequate medi-
cal care. The experiments had to be
of value to society, the results of
which would be unavailable other-
wise. All unnecessary suffering must
be avoided, and risks should never
exceed the potential benefits. Vol-
unteers could withdraw at any time
from experiments taking them be-
yond the limits of their physical or
mental endurance.2

In 1956, the Army organized and
activated the U.S. Army Medical
Unit (USAMU) at Fort Detrick in
Frederick, Maryland. It was admin-
istratively attached to Walter Reed
Medical Center in Washington, D.C.
USAMU would be responsible for
conducting research and develop-

ment in defensive biological war-
fare.3 The following year, Ward 200
was established at Fort Detrick to
provide medical treatment for mili-
tary personnel in the program. In
1969, the government redesignated
the USAMU as the United States
Army Medical Research Institute of
Infectious Diseases (USAMRIID). Its
mission statement said its purpose
was to conduct “studies related to
medical defensive aspects of bio-
logical warfare” and to develop “ap-
propriate biological protective mea-
sures, diagnostic procedures, and
therapeutic methods.”4

1. Richard M. Clendenin, Science and
Technology at Fort Detrick: 1943-1968
(Frederick, Md.: Fort Detrick Technical
Information Division, 1968), p. 30.

2. United States Army, U.S. Army
Medical Research Institute of Infectious
Diseases, “Project Whitecoat: A His-
tory,” February 14, 1974, p. 2.

3. Clendenin, p. 34.

4. United States Army, USAMRIID,
“Mission Statement: U.S. Army Medical
Research Institute of Infectious Dis-
eases,” n.d.
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in secret offensive experiments. Others, how-
ever, felt that the Army was still capable of
hiding the truth. Part of the controversy
stemmed from questions about whether or not
Project Whitecoat research was classified.

A 1967 article in Science explained part of
the reason that Whitecoat research was not
given more publicity:

The chemical and biological weapons pro-
gram is one of the most secret of all U.S.
military efforts—not because it is the most
important of our military R&D activities, but
because the Pentagon believes it is the most
easily misunderstood and because it provokes
the most emotional distress and moral turbu-
lence.>?

This perceived secrecy contributed to the
conspiracy theories in circulation.

A military fact sheet about Project Whitecoat
defended the program as follows:

The entire research program of this organization
is unclassified and all information accruing from
these studies is reported, if appropriate, in the
medical literature. Thus the results of the total
effort in the Army research program in medical
defenses against biological weapons is made
available to the scientific world.60

Clark Smith reported Col. Crozier as saying
that only one project had been classified
during the whole history of Project Whitecoat,
and that this project was “strictly medicinal in
nature,” having “nothing to do with offensive
warfare.”61 Not all of the experiments resulted
in published articles because many were ei-
ther still incomplete or too inconclusive to be
of value to others. Crozier further explained
that all of the clerks in the office who kept
records and typed up research reports were
Adventists, so there was nothing secretive
about the project; the Army was not hiding
anything from the church.

However, Martin Turner and Emanuel Fenz
also talked with Col. Crozier, and were told
that some of the early Whitecoat research
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(before Crozier arrived) had indeed been
classified. In addition, Crozier said that 73
volunteers had participated in another series
of classified experiments in the mid-1960s.
Turner and Fenz reported their findings in a
letter to the editor of the Review and Herald 52

In this letter, Turner and Fenz confronted
several other issues as well, including the fact
that of the 160 articles and reports that had
been published by USAMRIID, only 23 dealt
with Project Whitecoat volunteers, and only
five had been published during the first 12
years of the program. Although a number of
university campuses tried to deny any connec-
tion to chemical and biological warfare,63
many of the medical research institutions
furnished with vaccines from USAMRIID were
universities and private laboratories that held
contracts to conduct biological warfare re-
search for Fort Detrick.

One member of the General Conference
study committee had stated that “none of the
work of this organization [Project Whitecoat] is
used directly or indirectly to improve bacterio-
logical weapons of the United States,” and that
the offensive and defensive branches were “in
no way related.”64 But in reality, the separa-
tion of the offensive and defensive areas was
less complete. Crozier told Turner and Fenz
that some defensive projects were done in the
high security area, while offensive research
was also done “outside the fence.” Research-
ers in both programs exchanged technical
information and coordinated research.65

However, the letter from Turner and Fenz
was not published in the Review because the
editor felt that “very few, if any, Reviewreaders
have sufficient information to be able to
discuss the question intelligently.” Turner then
wrote to Theodore Carcich, vice-president of
the General Conference, expressing concern
that the National Service Organization de-
fended the church position on the basis that
joining Project Whitecoat was an individual
decision; in fact, Turner said, the church
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wouldn’t allow opposing viewpoints to be
heard.66

Even unclassified Whitecoat research was
not above suspicion. Dr. Matthew Meselson,
microbiologist at Harvard University and con-
sultant to the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency in the area of chemical and biological
warfare, examined the published documents
and stated that about 90 percent of the articles
represented research for offensive purposes.67

D r. Alvin Kwiram, then chemistry profes-
sor at Harvard University, also ques-
tioned the purpose of Whitecoat research. He
examined several published articles, showing
how the research reported could be used
offensively, and how difficult it is to separate
offensive from defensive studies. Kwiram con-
cluded that, in actual practice, the best defense
against germ warfare agents is a gas mask, as
stated in the July 1969 United Nations report
on chemical and biological warfare. Most of
the diseases likely to be used would be viral,
without a known cure.%8 Regardless of the
precautions taken, the results of chemical or
biological warfare would be unpredictable. In
Kwiram’s words,

It could be a disaster of unparalleled proportions,
which every sane person should do everything in
his power to work against. Again it is particularly
important that the Adventist Church as a church
not be found working in close collaboration with
the military.69

Part of the problem was the question of
whether or not the military could be trusted to
tell the truth about its programs. In March
1968, for example, 6,400 sheep in Skull Valley,
Utah, died when a cloud of nerve gas drifted
45 miles from the Army’s Dugway Proving
Grounds. The Army initially denied responsi-
bility.70

In other cases, the Army conducted secret
germ-warfare tests over populated areas, as-
suming the simulants used were totally safe.
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Between 1949 and 1969, various types of
bacteria were released over 239 populated
areas. No monitoring of public health took
place during or after the experiments, and
Army officials denied that increased health
problems in the areas had anything to do with
government tests.”!

The Army’s questionable record of honesty
also brought up the issue of the health risks
involved in Project Whitecoat. Some partici-
pants felt that the Army gave the misleading
impression that the risk was minimal or non-
existent.”2 Others said that although the re-
cruiters were straightforward, officers intimi-
dated the newly enlisted men, preventing
them from asking many questions about the
program.’3

Some Adventists believed that it was noble to
risk one’s life for the sake of medical science,
but others felt that one’s body should be treated
as the temple of God, and that knowingly
taking in disease-producing agents was not
only dangerous but wrong. As one concerned
Adventist wrote to the General Conference
president, “We believe that by maintaining
good health we are helping to maintain clear
channels of communion with God, and yet
these boys are being encouraged to join Opera-
tion Whitecoat which demands that one ex-
pose himself to man-made diseases.”74

Clark Smith acknowledged the risks:

Though no human subject is ever knowingly
exposed to an infectious disease-producing agent
unless it is known that the vaccine, drug, or
method of treatment under study is adequate to
effect a cure or that the disease is self-limiting,
nevertheless it requires courage of a high type to
accept willingly such disease-producing agents
into one’s body.”>

Col. Crozier, who took almost all of the
vaccines himself before allowing them to be
tested on his men, said, “Our boys are soldiers,
and they’re darn good soldiers. They know
that the only promise I make is if they come
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here, they’ll get sick.”76 On recruiting trips,
Crozier met with prospective volunteers to
answer questions, and one of the most fre-
quent concerns was whether or not there
would be any aftereffects. “Of course, we can’t
give them a definite answer on that question,”
he said, “because if we knew the results of
what we are doing, we wouldn’t need them as
volunteers.””7

Ultimately, any vaccine or treatment devel-
oped must be tested on humans. The Fort
Detrick protocol, if followed, provided rea-
sonable safety precau-
tions. Even so, it would
be unusual if none of
the 2,200 Adventist par-
ticipants had any long-
term problems.

One early Whitecoat
member said that al-
though he had had
some health problems
after participating in Q-
fever experiments,
nothing could be di-
rectly linked to his time
at Fort Detrick. He was
unable to receive Vet-
erans Administration
benefits because his records had been sealed.”8
Another volunteer, who was exposed to Q-
fever and observed for several weeks before
being treated, experienced severe pain and
stated that he would not have subjected him-
self to the organisms if he had known how
severe the symptoms would be. The experi-
ence was frightening because he had no way
of knowing at the time if the effects would be
permanent.”?

A later participant said that there could be
more health problems than were reported,
because Project Whitecoat volunteers had to
sign a release form before leaving the service,
stating that they would not hold the Army
responsible for any medical complications
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Col. Crozier, who took al-
most all of the vaccines bim-
self before allowing them to
be tested on bis men, said,
“Our boys are soldiers, and
they’re darn good soldiers.
They know that the only
promise I make is if they
come bere, they’ll get sick.”

that might arise later.80 He explained that the
risk involved was not only from diseases given
intentionally, but from accidents in the lab.
Those volunteers dealing with animal re-
search, for example, had more opportunity for
contact with dangerous microorganisms. Some-
times, patients would arrive on Ward 200 from
behind the “hot” offensive area, and no one
knew what they had been exposed to—often
a virus or chemical without a known anti-
dote.81 Both intentional and accidental infec-
tions resulted in unexpected medical prob-
lems that were never
reported.

In 1966, Fort Detrick’s
Public Information Of-
fice reported that since
1950 there had been
292 accidental infec-
tions which resulted in
illness, and three
deaths. A 1965 study
by Fort Detrick’s safety
office, however, re-
corded 3,3301aboratory
accidents between 1954
and 1962, one-sixth of
which resulted in in-
fections serious enough
to make employees too ill to work. The study
reported 9.06 laboratory infections per million
man-hours of labor during those years, con-
siderably higher than the National Institutes of
Health, which ranked second with 3.41. New
laboratories and improved equipment low-
ered accidental infection rates substantially,
from 11.31 accidents per million man-hours in
1959 to 3.16 in 1962.82

Public Health Service officials agreed, on the
basis of obligations to national security, not to
announce infection cases unless an “epidemic
hazard” existed. Doctors did not report some
diseases, such as pneumonic plague, because
the Army did not want to alarm anyone.83

Military officials believed that Fort Detrick’s
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excellent hospital facilities and first-rate phy-
sicians were qualified to handle any medical
emergencies that might arise. And this may
have been true. If the Army followed all of its
published safety regulations, the risk involved
in Project Whitecoat research was probably
reasonably low—at least when compared to
the dangers of service in Vietnam. Also, the
experiments may not have been as sinister as
Project Whitecoat’s detractors made them out
to be.

Lessons to Be Learned

n light of Seventh-day Adventist views on

the separation of church and state, perhaps
church officials should have been more cau-
tious in their patriotism. The project seemed to
present the denomination as an “American”
church, willing to cooperate with anything
unless the commandments were directly bro-
ken. This position failed to take into account
the potential results of individual actions.
Emphasizing the value of individual thinking
would have discouraged the blind acceptance
of church positions on both Project Whitecoat
and the draft status. Such an attitude on the
part of the General Conference officials would
have led to a more objective presentation of
Project Whitecoat, and an earlier change in the

church position on the draft status—allowing
for full support of any decision based on
honest conviction.

Although both the church and the Army may
have been completely honest and sincere
throughout the relationship, the General Con-
ference praise of Project Whitecoat was prob-
ably a bit excessive. Denominational leaders
should have been more willing to acknowl-
edge the possibility of error: either that church
officials in the 1950s may have been too hasty
in their initial approval of the project, or that
the nature of this important military program
might have changed after it began.

Denominational leaders can be praised for
trying to find Adventist draftees an acceptable
means of avoiding both combat duty and
Sabbath conflicts. However, if church officials
had investigated the project more thoroughly in
the beginning, they would have admitted that
there were moral and philosophical gray areas
involved—such as the health risks and possible
offensive uses of research results. These ethical
issues could then have been discussed pub-
licly. The Seventh-day Adventist Church could
have kept its reputation clear by allowing all
prospective Whitecoat volunteers to hear both
sides of the argument and by supporting those
volunteers neither more nor less than those
who served as medics or went into regular
combat duty.
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A graduate and
current employee
of Columbia Union
College wins an
Emmyfor his short
comedy, Paul
MccCall, and
Healthcare Mid-
Atlantic honors a
female chaplains
ordination to
gospel ministry.

Columbia Union College
Graduate Wins Emmy Award

by Alita Byrd

ick Swartzwelder, a 1993 gradu-
Rate ofColumbia Union College,
recently won first place for a com-
edy film from the Academy of Tele-
vision Arts and Sciences in their
national “Student Emmy” awards.
Swartwelder received a $2,000 grant
from Kodak and $1,000 from the
Academy, as well as an all-ex-
penses-paid trip to Los Angeles for
the awards ceremony and screen-
ing, which took place on March 10,
1996.

“Things really could not have
gone better,” Swartzwelder said.
“The ceremony was great, and the
DGA [Directors’ Guild of America]
screening the following night was
exceptional as well—an outstand-
ing response to the film itself. | was
also fortunate enough to make some
incredible contacts.”

Swartzwelder’s film, Paul Me-
Call, is a 12-minute story about a
shy second-grader with a hyperac-
tive imagination who must do battle
with the class bullies, as well as his
own fears, in order to succeed in
getting a mysterious note from his
teacher to his mom. In this film
about a young boy determined to
do the right thing—no matter
what—the plot weaves in and out
of reality and Paul McCall’s incred-
ibly creative mind.

Entries in the competition spon-
sored by the academy represented
138 colleges and universities from
30 states. Swartzwelder’s film was

Alita Byrd, ajunior English andjour-
nalism major at Columbia Union Col-
lege, is Spectrum 5 office assistant.

produced as his master’s thesis
while at the Florida State University
Graduate Motion Picture Conser-
vatory, which he attended for two
years, graduating in 1995 with an
M.F.A. in Motion Picture Produc-
tion.

Rick Swartzwelder, presently
working in the cooperative educa-
tion departmentatColumbia Union
College, has worked on more than
40 narrative Filmand video projects
and numerous stage productions.
Recently, he produced and directed
a music video for the alternative
band 606, and portions ofhisdocu-
mentary GROUND ZERO: TheMak-
ing of Trinity aired during an epi-
sode of Movie Magic on the cable
television Discovery Channel.

Female Chaplain’s
Ordination Recognized

ventist Hospital, was honored De-
cember 13, 1995, by the board of
Adventist Healthcare Mid-Atlantic.
It formally voted to “recognize Ms.
Shell for her recent ordination to
the gospel ministry.”

Shell was one of the first three
women ordained to the gospel
ministry in the Seventh-day Ad-
ventist Church. The service took
place September 23, 1995, at Sligo
church. Shell is the first woman to
be elected president of the Sev-
enth-day Adventist Healthcare
Chaplains, an association of her
colleagues throughout North
America.
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A dismissal of The
Welcome Table
because its au-
thors accept the
“bistorical-critical”
method, followed
by an apprecia-
tion of both The
Welcome Table
and Women and
the Church.
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At God’s Table, Women Sit
Where They Are Told

by Keith A. Burton

Patricia A. Habada and Rebecca
Frost Brillhart. The Welcome Table.
Langley Park, Maryland.: TEAM-
Press, 1995. $9.95 paper. 408 pages.

y interest in the role of women

inministry of the church deep-
ened as I studied at a United Meth-
odist seminary with a 50-percent
female student population. I read
and studied with such authors as
Rosemary Radford-Ruether, Rose-
mary Skinner-Keller, Phyllis Bird,
and John Scholer.! AsThave probed
into the topic I have come to be-
lieve that the real issue is not ordi-
nation, but officiation. Women are
ordained to serve in the church,
but should not be installed in the
office of pastor.

This approach has led me to
agree with the proponents of
women’s ordination that Scripture
does not deny the right of women
to be ordained to minister. The
Bible makes it clear that the distri-
bution of the Spirit’s gifts is undis-
criminating. However, I also agree
with those who oppose women
I 0
Keith A. Burton is assistant professor of
religion at Oakwood College, Hunts-
ville, Alabama.

occupying a certain ecclesiastical
office—the pastoral ministry. Scrip-
ture and the practice of the earliest
church inform us that this office—
which was not determined by a
person’s spiritual giftedness—was
occupied only by males.

In my evaluation of The Wel-
come Table, 1 focus on those essays
that claim to be involved in the
biblical-interpretive process. I will
show that these essays are deeply
flawed by relying on the historical-
critical method of understanding
the Bible.

Raymond Cottrell, in “A Guide
to Reliable Interpretation: Deter-
mining the Meaning of Scripture,”
says he uses the historical method
to interpret Scripture (as opposed
to historical-critical or bistorical-
grammatical). However, Cottrell’s
application of this method sug-
gests that the qualifying term criti-
calwould not be amiss.

Cottrell’s claim, that Paul’s ad-
monition in 1 Corinthians 14 and 1
Timothy 2 is culturally conditioned,
totally rejects the fact that Paul uses
the Tanak, and not the Talmud, to
lend authority to his interpretation.
Cottrell’s assertion that Paul’s views
and teachings were governed by
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chauvinistic culture means Paul
himself was unable to determine
the meaning of Scripture.
Particularly disturbing to me is
the essay by Donna Jeane Haerich,
which has been strongly influenced
by the historical-critical conclusions
of feminists such as Phyllis Trible
and Rosemary Ruether. Strangely
enough, this essay is placed after
Cottrell’s discussion of biblical in-
terpretation, in which he claims
that, “No Seventh-day Adventist
Bible scholar subscribes to [the
historical-criticall method, or to its
presuppositions or conclusions.”2
Haerich charges that the account of
the creation of humans in Genesis
2 is not history. In advancing her
misinformed charge that the origi-
nal human was an androgyne, she
completely rejects the fact that
Adamis not only a generic term for
“human,” but is actually the name
of the first male himself (as “Eve” is
the name of the first female). As
impressive as Haerich’s scholarly
argument may sound to the uncriti-
cal lay person, any honest biblical
scholar has to admit that it is a
reading of the author’s views into
an understanding of Scripture.
Interestingly enough, the essay
that follows Haerich’s completely
rejects the absurdity of her thesis.
In writing on “Man and Woman as
Equal Partners,” David Larson cau-
tions against the tendency toward
an androgynous interpretation of
the Creation accounts. Larson ap-
proaches the issue systematically
by summarizing the three theologi-
cal prevailing positions concerning
the relationship of male and fe-
male: (1) woman as subordinate
and inferior; (2) woman as subor-
dinate but not inferior; (3) woman
as neither subordinate nor inferior.
He then elevates the weaknesses in
the first two arguments, while pro-
moting a basis for the veracity of
the third position. However, his
critique of the second position is
based on an extremely serious mis-
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understanding of the major argu-
ments supporting it.

I cannot speak for all who fall
under Larson’s second category,
but I do not agree with his asser-
tion that “this interpretation rests
upon a distinction between equal-
ity in being and value on the one
hand and inequality in role and
function on the other.” Larson
deliberately obscures the position
of many adherents of this inter-
pretation when he uses the term
inequality, instead of difference,
to describe the unique, divine
roles assigned by God to male and
female. Just because a man cannot
have a baby does not make him
physiologically unequal to a
woman—ijust different. Similarly,
because Scripture portrays an or-
der in the family structure that is
gender-based does not mean that
a woman is spiritually unequal to
a man,; her spiritual role is differ-
ent—complementary.

Paul does not “reject” the male-
female hierarchy, as Larson claims,
but simply puts it into perspective.
In fact, Larson himself says it best:
“[Paul] does not abolish these roles
and functions [between husband
and wife]. He transforms their moral
meaning with the theme of mutual
submission.” I agree with Larson
that Paul would have voted in
favor of the ordination of women,
but he would not have supported
their occupying the office of
episcopus, Or senior pastor.

Fritz Guy’s essay, describing
“The Disappearance of Paradise,”

I believetheseessays
are deeply flawed
by relying on the
historical-critical
method of under-
standing the Bible.
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also betrays the influence of his-
torical-critical ideologies. Not only
does he constantly refer to the two
Creation stories seen by those who
adhere to the documentary hy-
pothesis, but judging by 12 of his
25 footnotes, his understanding of
the Creation story is chiefly derived
from Phyllis Trible’s charge of the
misogynous nature of the biblical
texts. It appears that Guy feels it his
duty to continue the legacy of Trible
and elevate the female as the more
rational partner of the original pair.
In forwarding his image of a strong
egalitarian female, he diminishes
the male to a compromising wimp.
Adam does not have the ability to
think for himself, quickly shifting
the blame to the female. By con-
trast, Eve, confronted by God,
avoids the male’s scapegoating ex-
cuses.>

further betrayal of Guy’s de-

pendence on the presupposi-
tions of historical-critical ideology
is seen in his assertion that the
curse on the original humans was
“descriptive” rather than “prescrip-
tive.” If, as I suspect, this thought
is borrowed from Carol Meyer’s
monograph Discovering Eve
(which he does allude to in a
footnote), then he is among those
who see Creation as a story, rather
than as history.

Edwin Zackrison’s essay, “In-
clusive Redemption,” is concerned
with elevating the significance of
what he terms the “horizontal” im-
plications of Galatians 3:28. He
suggests that Adventist “folk reli-
gion” has affected the official deci-
sions of the institutional church,
particularly with regard to women’s
ordination. Like many liberals—
who desire to win the sympathy of
Europeans who are afflicted with a
guilt complex caused by their racist
attitudes toward non-whites—
Zackrison suggests thatin the same
way the “church” was wrong in its
support of the notion of white
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superiority, it is also wrong in its
practice of male superiority.6

Like many interpreters, Zack-
rison has totally misapplied the
way in which Galatians 3:28 is to
be contextually understood. In the
passage within which the text ap-
pears, Paul is speaking primarily
about “vertical redemption.” Paul
in no way intended to promote the
dissolution of social, ethnic, and
biological distinctions. That this
was not his intention is evident
from the many places in the Pauline
corpus where he affirms these dif-
ferences. Of course, while Galatians
3:28 does not teach that all humans
are the same, it does herald the fact
that all humans are of equal worth.
In that sense, the concept of equal-
ity is definitely present in this mani-
festo of Paul’s.

Zackrison’s essay raises many
questions, the chief of which is,
“Who is the church?” Like many
well-minded liberals, Zackrison still
appears to be unconsciously
molded by the notion that Europe-
ans are supposed to define the
church’s agenda. He fails to see
that women'’s ordination is chiefly
a white, middle-class concemn.
(Charles Bradford’s brief forward
is the only contribution of non-
whites to this collection.) It ap-
pears to me that Zackrison and his
associates have not yet experi-
enced the type of “horizontal re-
demption” that is inclusive enough
to listen to what non-white Ad-
ventist theologians have to say
about the issue.

Halcyon Westphal Wilson’s ar-
ticle claims that the status and role
of women in earliest Christianity
has been forgotten.” She paints a
picture of Christianity giving voice
to the marginalized women in a
chauvinistic Palestinian society. She
correctly points out that the dis-
ciples of Jesus included both
women and men. Also helpful is
her observation that every believer
in Christ was a disciple, and conse-
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quently a minister.

However, Wilson fails to ask the
fundamental question of whether
the inclusion of women among the
disciples meant that gender dis-
tinctions were no longer important
in God’s religion. After all, many
women were attracted to Judaism,
and any convert to Judaism was
considered a disciple (proselyte).
Therefore, the inclusion of women
in Jesus’ band of disciples was in
no way a violation of societal mo-
res. One could further ask, If Jesus
were intending to go against soci-
etal mores, why didn’t he include
women among his apostles?
Wouldn'’t this have been an even
stronger witness?

Unlike Wilson, I fail to see how
the Adventist Church is mirroring
the chauvinistic attitudes of many
of the inhabitants of first-century
Jewish Palestine. In fact, “Appen-
dix 6” in this collection shows that
from the very beginning of our
movement women have played an
important role both internationally
and locally.

For whatever rea-
son, God decided to
designate the male
asthespiritual bead
of the family and
the church. I will
never know why be
instituted this ap-
parent bierarchy.
I simply accept
my limited under-
standing and allow
God to be God.

he title of Sheryll Prinz-
McMillan’s essay poses the
question, “Who’s in Charge of the
Family?” After conducting exege-
ses of several passages, Prinz-
McMillan concludes that Christ is
in charge of the family, and there-
fore any hierarchical structure
among human beings is built on
the fallacy of male superiority.
Prinz-McMillan’s chief objection is
with the concept of “male
headship,” which she feels is re-
sponsible for abuse of power in
male-female relationships.? It ap-
pears to me that with this ap-
proach, Prinz-McMillan “throws out
the baby with the bath water.” It
reminds me of the reactionary
stance taken by the Nation of
Islam which, by its rejection of
Christianity, demonstrates an ig-
norant acceptance of the distor-
tions place upon Christian doc-
trines by European imperialists.
Christianity is no more a “white
man’s religion” than is biblical
“headship” a concept that gives
men permission to abuse their
women.10 In expressing the mu-
tual dependence of woman and
man later on in the chapter, Paul
establishes that this divine order
does not provide a precedent for
abuse or privilege; it is merely the
way things are.ll
The influence of the form criti-
cal branch of historical criticism on
Prinz-McMillan is evident in her
assertion that Ephesians 5:21-6:9 is
derived from the Greco-Roman
“household codes,” and not appli-
cable to our contemporary situa-
tion. What she fails to see is that
Paul provides a theological ratio-
nale for comparing the husband to
Christ and the woman to the
church.12 This comparison supports
the notion of male headship and
does not suggest the absence of
hierarchical roles among the sev-
eral parties comprising a family.
One can ask Prinz-McMillan if the
egalitarian American family can or
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should be transferred to the eccle-
siastical family.

Joyce Hanscom Lomtz’s article
addresses the issue of “Spiritual
Gifts and the Good News.” Lorntz
reasons that since every Christian
receives spiritual gifts, the church
does not have the right to restrict
the occupation of any church of-
fice to the male gender. I agree
with Lomtz.

Lomtz, though, is under the
mistaken assumption that spiritual
gifts are the sole criteria for ordina-
tion and, consequently, the hold-
ing of church office. While I agree
that the silence of the Scriptures
means the church can ordain those
who possess certain gifts, Scripture
is not at all silent on the subject of
who holds church office.

In building her case, Lorntz pro-
poses that the biblical model of
ministry is based on mutuality rather
than hierarchy. A key foundation
of her discussion is the concept of
the “priesthood of all believers”
that she finds in 1 Peter 2. She
asserts: “The priesthood of all be-
lievers, . . . discredits any system
which teaches that a man or priest
must mediate between humans and
God.”13 But the priesthood of all
believers is derived from Exodus
19:5, 6, and originally applied to
the nation of Israel, which had an
elaborate gender-restricted priestly
system.

For whatever reason, God de-
cided to designate the male as the
spiritual head of the family and the
church. I will never know why he
instituted this apparent hierarchy.
Neither will I know why he chose
to rest on the seventh day rather
than on the fourth; or why he
designated certain animals clean
and others unclean; or why he
chose a woman to be the prophet
to the remnant. I simply accept my
limited understanding and allow
God to be God.

Probably one of the more objec-
tive essays is that of V. Norskov
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Olsen, who basically offers a re-
port of the New Testament records
of people in ministry.14 He makes
no value judgment of the evidence,
and does not attempt to push a
hidden agenda. He simply states
that, “The record clearly indicates
that women were deeply involved
in ministry in the early Christian
church.”!5 In his objective report-
ing, Olsen gives us the opportunity
to discuss whether or not the evi-
dence supports the inclusion of
women in particular ecclesiastical
roles.

In his informative essay, Ralph
Neall addresses the issue of “Ordi-
nation Among the People of God.”
Neall proposes that, since all in the
New Testament church are priests,
there is no longer a need for spe-
cialized offices. If this is indeed the
case, I would like to know how
Neall understands the functions of
the episkopoi (bishops), diakonoi
(deacons), and presbyteroi(elders).
While I acknowledge that Jesus
was indeed the embodiment of the

An unfathomable
divine mandate re-
quires that at God’s
table, men sit in
their assigned seats
and women in
theirs. Regardless of
who the members
call pastor, only
those who have re-
mained faithful to
theendwill bearthe
blessed “well done”
from the Fatber.
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Israelite priesthood, none can deny
that his establishment of an
apostleship—along with the Spirit’s
guidance of the early church—
marked the institution of a new
organizational system.16

n my opinion, Ginger Hanks

Harwood’s discussion of
“Women and Mission” provides the
most compelling case for the ordi-
nation of women to the Seventh-
day Adventist ministry. Although
she does not want to admit that
much of the current discussion has
been fueled by arguments from the
feminist movement,!’ she is justi-
fied in her lamentation over the
backward movement of the Sev-
enth-day Adventist Church which
encouraged and supported women
in ministry in the 19th century, but
now has policies that restrict the
divine right of women to fully prac-
tice ministry. In her chastisement
of the church, Harwood raises a
serious concern with her observa-
tion that ecclesiastical restrictions
on women'’s ordination could have
a negative effect on opportunities
to evangelize, particularly in the
area of chaplaincy.18

Harwood also presents sensible
rationales for ordaining women.
Ordination is a recognition that the
individual has been trained and
adequately examined and is there-
fore worthy to represent the official
church. As Harwood warns, to en-
courage women (or men) to minis-
ter independently without qualifi-
cation by ordination could have
disastrous effects on the stability of
the church in matters of dogma and
praxis.

I find two major weaknesses in
Harwood’s argument. The first is
in her categorization of the vari-
ous schools of thought about
women’s ordination that are
presentin Adventism. She neglects
those who believe that women
should be ordained to minister in
whatever area they have been
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called. However, this would not
include the office of pastor, since
it is an office restricted to ap-
pointed men; being a pastor is not
a spiritual gift, but an ecclesiasti-
cal function.

Harwood is also to be chal-
lenged for her reasoning that the
ordination of women would pro-
vide good public relations for the
church. Many biblical doctrines held
by Adventists are peculiar to on-
lookers—such as Sabbath obser-
vance, dietary restrictions, and
dress. However, if the theological
position of the church can be fully
substantiated from the Bible, and is
not based on tradition or opinion,
there is no need to fear the re-
sponse of onlookers.

Habada and Brillhart have set a
table that already accommodates
those who have attacked the rel-
evance of biblical authority; those
whowish to pretend that the gnostic
image of the primeval and
eschatological androgyne is the
one toward which Adventists
should be moving; those whose
interest is in the acquisition of
corporate power rather than the
evangelization of a dying world,;
and, finally, those who confuse the
undiscriminating distribution of the
Spirit’s gifts with the discriminating
limitation of the familial and eccle-
siastical roles that have been de-
fined by the same Spirit. Of course,
God has also already set a place at
his table for women ordained to
serve as evangelists, teachers, as-
sistant pastors, chaplains, depart-
mental directors, etc.

The two essays by Bert Haloviak
and Kit Watts that commence the
collection remind us that the Ad-
ventist Church of yesteryear was
fully cognizant of the ministerial
roles that God expects women to
occupy in his church.!® However,
one thing they fail to acknowledge
is that an unfathomable divine
mandate requires that at God’s
table, men sit in their assigned
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seats and women in theirs. Since
all seats are in the esteemed pres-
ence of the Almighty, neither com-
plain because they realize that none
is of greater or lesser worth—both
are equal in his sight, both are
uniquely needed in his divine plan.
And when all is said and done,
regardless of who the members
call pastor, only those who have
remained faithful to the end will
hear the blessed “well done” from
the Father. Maranatha!
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“Who is Silvia? What is she?”
When Shakespeare wrote
these words, his patron was a
woman who ruled one of the most-
powerful empires in the history of
the western world. Unfortunately,
even Elizabeth I's effective example
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did not change the social condi-
tions of women during her time.
Nor did it still the debate over what
societal roles women could and
should play. For centuries, men
have written treatises, essays, and
poems about women in an attempt
to answer those questions given
poetic form by Shakespeare 400
years ago. Women didn't enter the
fray in a concentrated way until the
19th century, when a true move-
ment toward self-definition began.

One hundred years ago, God
appointed another woman, Ellen
G. White, to lead his people and to
help establish his remnant church.
We, as Seventh-day Adventists, are
proud of Mrs. White and the effec-
tiveness of her ministry. However,
like England during the Renais-
sance, we are unable to accept our
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female leader as an example of the
capabilities of women. We ignore
the implications of God’s appoint-
ment of a woman whose writings
have shaped both the practicing
pastorate and the governing bod-
ies of the church. We are able to
see her as an exception that in no
way invalidates the rule of an ex-
clusively male ordained pastorate.
How ironic—but life in the 1990s
has made us comfortable with irony.

The debate that has swirled
around the issue of women’s ordi-
nation has deepened the irony.
Much of the written contribution to
this debate has come from men.
Women have participated in the
commissions that were formed to
study the issue, and some have
written insightful papers and re-
ports (Rosa Banks, Iris Yob,
Josephine Benton, Karen Flowers,
and Carole Kilcher, for example),
but this is only a beginning. Women
scholars from other denominations
have contributed mightily during
the past 20 years to the discussion
of women and their roles in minis-
try and society. We need to hear
more from Adventist women.

Unfortunately, women in the
ministry are easy targets. A woman
who writes in support of the ordi-
nation of women is often accused
of seeking after worldly glory for
herself or her compatriots. Her mo-
tivation may be suspected, her in-
tegrity questioned. Some women
feel that it is much better for them
to follow God’s call quietly, dis-
cussing the issue of ordination only
with friends on Sabbath afternoon.
Given the circumstances, this may
be a reasonable decision, but what
aloss to the discussion! What a loss
to our church.

Both The Welcome Table: Set-
ting a Place for Ordained Women
(TEAM Press, 1995) and Women
andthe Church: The Feminine Per-
spective(Andrews University Press,
1995) represent a solid and wel-
come addition by women to the
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discussion of women’s ordination.
A collection of essays edited by
Patricia A. Habada and Rebecca
Frost Brillhart, The Welcome Table
was sponsored by Time for Equal-
ity in Adventist Ministry (TEAM)
and written, in large part, to sup-
port the North American Division
request that divisions be given the
freedom to decide whether or not
women pastoring in their territo-
ries should be ordained. The es-
says included in the collection cover
the range of issues associated with
the ordination of women: Ellen
White’s views on the role of women,
what the Bible says about the role
of women in ministry, the
“headship” issue, the concept of
ordination itself.

Perhaps the primary theme of
The Welcome Tableis best expressed
by a quote from Ellen White (Review
and Herald, July 9, 1895) that a
number of the authors refer to: “Not
a hand should be bound, not a soul
discouraged, not a voice should be
hushed; let every individual labor,
privately or publicly, to help for-
ward this grand work.” Each essay
stresses the inclusiveness of the call
to ministry. To underline the idea of
inclusiveness, the editors have used
the metaphor of the round banquet
table of ministry as the organizing
principle for the book. Each essay
(or chapter) tries to further this
metaphor and to emphasize that
women want nothing more than a
place at the table. In the final essay,
Iris Yob even envisions what the
banquet table of ministry peopled
by both men and women would be
like.

In the true spirit of inclusive-
ness, the editors have also been
careful to choose essays written by
men, as well. Two notable contri-
butions by men are “A Place at the
Table: Women and the Early Years”
by Bert Haloviak and “The Disap-
pearance of Paradise” by Fritz Guy.
However, the most powerful essay
in the collection is “Genesis Revis-
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ited,” in which Donna Jeane Haerich
addresses the plurality of creation.
Whether or not you agree with
Haerich’s conclusions, her exege-
sis draws from many interesting
contemporary sources that are
worth consideration.

The Welcome Table makes its
greatest contribution to the body of
knowledge about women in Ad-
ventist ministry with its appendixes.
The nine appendixes provide, in one
convenient resource, information
concemning Mrs. White’s statements
on ministry, questions and answers
conceming the ordination of women,
past church decisions regarding
women in ministry, and, in the most
moving and telling section, a se-
lected list of 150 women serving the
Adventist Church in pastoral roles.

As with Samson, what makes
The Welcome Table strong also
makes it vulnerable. Because it was
clearly written in enthusiastic prepa-
ration for the General Conference
Session in Utrecht with hope for a
positive vote on the North Ameri-
can Division’s proposal, readers
today will have to contend with
poignant reminders of that disap-
pointment. Some of the essays also
tread over the same ground. Rep-
etition is understandable, and even
desirable, in works written out of
political urgency, but less forgiv-
able as time passes. It would be

It would be interest-
ing to see a posit-
General Confer-
enceeditionof The
Welcome Table.
This book deserves
a wider readership
than the delegation
that met in Utrecht.

interesting to see a post-General
Conference Session edition of The
Welcome Table. This book deserves
awider readership than the delega-
tion that met in Utrecht.

he issue of the ordination of

women is a recurring topic in
Women and the Church, edited by
Lourdes E. Morales-Gudmundsson,
but the scope of this book is not
limited to an analysis of the role of
women in ministry. Morales-
Gudmundsson writes in the pref-
ace that “the book grew out of an
increasing need to know what Sev-
enth-day Adventist women were
thinking about their church, their
beliefs, and the evolving roles of
women in contemporary society.”
What that “need” has given birth to
is an eclectic collection of essays
that cover topics from the feminine
aspects of God’s character to the
feminization of poverty. Each es-
say is a testimony to the rich intel-
lectual life of Adventist women.

Four essays stand out for their
creativity and insightful contribu-
tion to literature produced about,
for, and by Adventist women. In
“Relationships in the Godhead: A
Model for Human Relationships,”
Beatrice S. Neall suggests that the
unity of the trinity and the concept
of three distinct beings acting as
one should serve as the blueprint
for marital relationships. Iris Yob,
in “Coming to Know God Through
Women'’s Experience,” shows how
our understanding of God’s char-
acter can be enlarged by an appre-
ciation for biblical metaphors that
describe God as tender, loving,
self-sacrificing.

The two most thought-provok-
ing essays are “Women, Music, and
the Church: An Historical Approach”
by Estelle Jorgensen and “Ma-
chismo, Marianismo, and the Ad-
ventist Church: Toward a New
Gender Paradigm” by Lourdes
Morales-Gudmundsson and Caleb
Rosado. Both of these essays foray
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into interesting territory. Jorgensen
draws a parallel between the de-
velopment of church music and the
roles that women have tradition-
ally played both in the church and
insociety—a juxtaposition that may
never have been explored before.

The editor has made an admi-
rable attempt to reflect the
multicultural nature of women in
the Adventist Church. The results
of the informal survey distributed
to African-Americans concerning
their beliefs about the role of
women in the Seventh-day Ad-
ventist Church and reported by
authors Frances Bliss and Jannith
Lewis open the door for follow-up
studies. The issues of poverty and
abortion are also addressed in
thoughtful essays by Ramona Perez
Greek and Ginger Hanks-
Harwood.

It is hard to criticize such a
courageous effort to promote seri-
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ous scholarship among Adventist
women. However, the editor seems
so aware of the vast number of
issues affecting Adventist women,
that she is unable to limit her col-
lection, and it is weakened by its
variety. Each essay could become
the first in its own collection de-
voted to women and poverty or the
issue of abortion or gender myths
and the church. Indeed, the great-
est tribute to Women and the
Church would be a series of essay
collections that deepen the discus-
sions begun on these pages.

The Welcome Tableand Women
in the Church show us what
women can bring to our continu-
ing debate. However, more women
need to write and their works
need to be read until there is a
strong feminine voice in the Ad-
ventist community. I have often
seen a parallel between women in
the Adventist Church and William
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Wordsworth’s Lucy who “dwelt
among the untrodden ways/ . .. A
maid whom there were none to
praise/And very few to love.” The
problem with being a Lucy is that
anonymity begins to pall. Women
begin to avoid the untrodden path,
searching for busy boulevards
where they are able to use the
talents God has given them to help
move the traffic of humanity to-
ward the cross.

And as the Lucys wander off,
what happens to the church? Per-
haps a man should have the last
word after all:

She lived unknown, and few
could know

When Lucy ceased to be;

But she is in her grave, and, oh,

The difference to me!

— William Wordsworth
“She Dwelt Among the Untrodden Ways”
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RESPONSES

Women'’s ordina-
tion leads to cel-
ebration, charges
of liberal fanati-
cism, and the bap-
tism of a new
member. Also,

Spectrum goes to
Sabbath school.
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Women'’s Ordination—“My Heart
Nearly Leaped Out of My Chest”

y heart nearly leaped out of

my chest when I read that
Sligo had ordained three women
to gospel ministry (Spectrum, Vol.
25, No. 1). My heart has been
yeaming for this for years.

I still remember my very first
day at an Adventist college back in
1972, hoping to graduate in four
years and eventually become an
ordained minister of the gospel. 1
eventually became a minister, but
as the years went by I was totally
dismayed at the inequality in the
church. I am no longer an active
minister of the Adventist Church,
even though I still preach and still
consider myself “in ministry.” I
work for the government and I am
good at what I do. I've been cha-
grined to see our church treat
women like second-rate citizens
when it comes to ordination.

I don’t know where I've been
and how I could have missed such
a great event, since I belong to
SDAs Online. I live in North Caro-
lina, just five hours away from Wash-
ington, D.C,, and if I had known
that this great celebration was hap-
pening, I would have driven to
Sligo to be there. I am glad, how-
ever, to know that it happened and
I want to thank you for starting that
discussion in your Sabbath school
class back on July 15.1am so elated

as I write, this letter may not be
making any sense. But believe me
when I tell you that I sense a feeling
of deliverance and pride to think
that there are still Adventists out
there who have what it takes to
stand for what is right.

For the past few months I've
been really discouraged with the
church and even though I am a
third-generation Adventist, I've been
rethinking my association with it.
Reading today’s report on what
happened at Sligo gives me hope
and renewed strength—hope that
the future is here and that tomor-
row will not be like today. The
young people who saw this ordi-
nation and even those who heard
about it know it can happen. If that
can happen, other changes can
come. Guys like me canstay around
a little longer and dare to think big
for our church. It’s good to know I
am not alone anymore.

Thank you for Spectrum. T've
been receiving it since the mid-
'70s, and this is the first time I am
writing. I just couldn’t keep silent.
I am so excited and thrilled. I think
I'll take a drive to D.C. soon and
worship at Sligo!

Again, thank you and God bless.

Wilny Audain
Nashville, North Carolina
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Partisans of Women’s Ordination

Exude Arrogance, Fanaticism

f Spectrum was accurate in re-

porting the events and state-
ments surrounding the ordination
of women at Sligo church (Spec-
trum, Vol. 25, No. 1), I have some
real concerns—not with the issue
itself, but with those most inti-
mately involved in that action.

One of the participants in the
Sligo ordination was quoted as
saying on the day of the ordination
“we are more Adventist than we
were last Sabbath” (pp. 33, 59).
The message of that statement isn’t
entirely clear, but taken in one
obvious way it seems to contain an
element of arrogance, pride, and
conceit. Is my church less Advent-
ist than it would be if we ordained
a woman minister? These same
elements appearunder the context
of moral high ground—*“moral in-
sultinflicted at Utrecht” (p. 49); this
issue has not been “handled in
harmony with the morality that
Ellen White called for” (p. 48);
refusing women ordination “is mor-
ally wrong” (p. 52). The implica-
tion here is that anyone or any
church not inclined to concur in
Sligo’s action is morally deficient.
Fritz Guy would apparently brand
every Adventist who does not en-
thusiastically endorse women’s or-
dination as prejudiced and immoral
(p. 52).

This attitude is terrifyingly close
to my perception of the extreme
conservative arm of the church.
Each appears to be equally fa-
natical. In fact, I am as disgusted
with the public attempt to sway
delegates at the General Confer-
ence (p. 20) as I am with the
unabashed attempt to sway mem-
bers of the Potomac Conference
Committee members by ordina-
tion candidates and their friends
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and relatives (p. 45).

This idea of a “grassroots initia-
tive” (pp. 38, 46) also has me
bothered. Certainly, truth can be
discovered and articulated by laity
in the local church, but I would
expect such revelation to come
from a Sabbath school class en-
gaged in deep Bible study and
prayer rather than in a discussion
of strategy to circumvent actions
taken at the last General Confer-
ence (pp. 33, 34). And what would
we do with a localized grassroots
effort to force the accommodation
of polygamy or divorce or drug
use?

Of course, the debate will not
end with this issue of Spectrum or
with the action taken at Sligo and
La Sierra. The conservative side of
Adventism is already sputtering over
the “apostasy” evidenced by rejec-
tion of the Utrecht vote (for ex-
ample, see Our Firm Foundation
[November 1995]). And I suspect
those now demanding ordination
of women will not be satisfied until
credentials are granted in their con-
ference, and then in their union,
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and then . . .

So my objection to this whole
business—and to a lot of other
issues we seem to so gleefully
embrace—is the attitude of the
participants and the inordinate
amount of energy and time we
devote to it. The issue has been
debated; the vote taken. It's time
for Branson to spend more time
studying the Word and consulting
the Spirit in preparation for his
Sabbath school class. It’s time for
Chuck Scriven to direct his passion
and intelligence toward improving
his college. It’s time to quit acting
like defiant children whose mother
just said “No.” It’s time for meto be
out sharing a truthful picture of our
God. If Sligo, La Sierra, any other
church, or even a conference wants
to ordain women, fine. But let them
do it without the arrogance and
attitude of superiority apparent at
both Sligo and La Sierra.

I cannot close this letter without
adding a compliment on the June
1995 issue. The articles on David
Dennis and Russell Hustwaite were
exceptional; we got the informa-
tion without any author bias. And
Crews’ article on repressed memory
was superb.

John A. Johnson
Boulder City, Nevada

Beyond Reporting and Analysis,
A “Luminous Moral Passion”

For the past 25 years, I have
relied on Spectrum for schol-
arly analysis and insightful report-
ing of the Adventist community.
The September 1995 issue (Vol. 25,
No. 1), with its account of the Sligo
ordinations, combined these quali-
ties with a luminous moral passion.
I read all the articles at one sitting
and when I was done, I didn’t
know whether to cry or stand up
and cheer.

I admired the thoughtfulness of
the Sligo debate portrayed in your
pages. But more importantly, I
salute the courage of the church
and the three newly-ordained
women to end that debate—and
simply act. Their action reminds
us that issues of social and eco-
nomic justice are not distractions
or diversions from the gospel
message but an integral part of
that message.
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I only hope that this rekindled
sense of justice will not stop at the
church’s doors but will extend,
invigorated, to the larger commu-
nity that desperately needs the

church to bear witness to this
principle.

Joe Mesar
Harrison, New Jersey

Who Understands the Terms of
This “Ordination Question™?

s there anyone who understands

the terms of this “ordination ques-
tion” (Spectrum, Vol. 25, No. 1)?
Please radio in. Unenlightened con-
fusion can quickly turn, and has
turned in some cases, to incredible
anger and prejudice. What’s been
missing from many ordination dis-
cussions, it seems, has been the
other party—the part of our world
church that is not North America.
Glossing over key information must
obscure the real debate, must con-
tribute to confusion. Can we really
look at North American women’s
needs without looking at African
women’s needs, or South Ameri-
can women’s needs, and not only
the women, but the men’s and
children’s needs? We cannot—if
we are to remain true to the man-
date that God lays on us: a mandate
not only to proselytize in all the
world, but rather to fulfill one aim
which the enormous and multiple
layers of international Adventist
agency and department must boil
down to—loving our neighbor.

If we see that ordination is a
world calling, can we, merely at
Sligo, really rush to cover each
other with approval and confirma-
tion, while pushing further into
shadow the specter of an interna-
tional brotherhood whose needs
and issues we do not fully under-
stand? To carry out an individual
action that flies in the face of a
decision made together seems in-
sensitive at the least. Sligo’s ordina-
tion ceremony seems like such an
action.

There hasn’t been much dia-
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logue about or with the non-Ameri-
can church communities, to even
begin to understand their gender
struggles which, like ours in

America, remain fraught. It isn’t
clear what their women feel and
do, how their hierarchies work—
who these communities are. We
can begin to bring these real pastors
and people out of our own shad-
ows. We don’t know, there may be
a part we can play in helping to heal
their problems, by acknowledging
the impact their actions have in our
lives and reaching out to them in
unconditional love.

Michelle Anderson
Takoma Park, Maryland

Has Spectrum Stopped Being a
Place to Speak the Unspeakable?

s a Spectrum subscriber for
many years, I have been
pleased to see the multiple view-
points brought out in many sub-
jects which the Adventist Review
would never have published. Thave
admired the unadulterated truth in
the many varied and interesting
articles. Lately, I see letters, an
editorial, and several articles re-
garding the ordination of women
to the ministry. I did not see any
article or report from the viewpoint
of the two-thirds of the delegates to
the General Conference who voted
against that issue. Also, at least 35
percent of North American Advent-
ists have yet to be convinced that
the North American Division should
vote for the issue.
The genius of Spectrum when it

was born was that it offered a place
to speak the unspeakable, to think
aloud, to argue, to report—all with-
out orchestration by a liberal or
conservative agenda. It never
seemed to be an official orunofficial
organ of a particular Adventist group.

May it never be said of Spectrum
that it has lost its goal, as stated on
the inside of its front cover: “. . . to
encourage Seventh-day Adventist
participation in the discussion of
contemporary issues from a Chris-
tian viewpoint, to look without
prejudice at all sides of a subject, to
evalute the merits of diverse views,
and to foster Christian intellectual
and cultural growth.”

Danny Oh
Dayton, Ohio

Mormon Joins Denomination
That Ordains Women

he experience of someone who

recently became a Seventh-
day Adventist shows how impor-
tant women’s ordination can be for
Adventist witness and evangelism.
My wife and I had the joy of seeing
a good friend of ours join our

church the same day Madelynn
Haldeman and Halcyon Wilson
were ordained. Judith Jenson was
baptized in the La Sierra University
church on December 2, a few hours
before the ordination service.

It was the culmination of a long
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spiritual quest. Judith became ac-
quainted with Seventh-day Advent-
ists in 1982, when she joined the
outpatient medical office in the
Department of Pediatrics at Loma
Linda University Medical Center. A
pediatric nurse practitioner, she is
now clinical supervisor for
homecare nursing. She grew up
the oldest of seven children in the
home of a prominent surgeon who
put a high priority on education.
One sister is an attorney; her other
brothers and sisters are all physi-
cians. Besides a degree in nursing
from the University of Utah, she
pursued graduate study at Yale and
Harvard Universities, and plans to
complete a doctoral program at
Loma Linda University. She was
raised in a religious home, but one
of the things that increasingly dis-
turbed her about the church of her
childhood was the way it subordi-
nated women to men and excluded
women from ministry.

Judith’s quest for a spiritual home
led her to attend the La Sierra
University church one Sabbath last
spring. During that first visit, she
and her two children all had the
strong conviction that they had
found what they were looking for.
They became regular visitors and
although she had discussed Ad-
ventism with many people over the
years, her interest in Adventist be-
liefs and practices intensified. She
had serious conversations with sev-
eral Adventist pastors and religion
teachers and twice read through a
textbook on Adventist doctrines.

Judith was attracted to Adven-
tism by the spirit of openness she
found and especially by the way
Adventists affirmed women and
gave them an active role in minis-
try. One Sabbath we sat together
through a sermon that raised some
searching questions about the
present state of the church. I knew
she was thinking about possible
membership, and I wondered if
she would be put off by the

MarcH 1996

preacher’s comments. To the con-
trary, she turned to me when it was
over and said, “That was fantastic.
I want to belong to a church where
people can be so open about their
questions and convictions.” She
personally congratulated the speaker
and sent five tapes of the sermon to
friends around the country. She also
made a point of attending the church
business meeting reported in the
last issue of Spectrum, when the La
Sierra church voted to proceed with
the ordination of two women to
gospel ministry.

Judith’s baptism was scheduled
for a time that tragically coincided
with her father’s last illness. But she
left his bedside and made a 12-
hour drive alone to keep her ap-
pointment the next day. Dr. Wilber
Alexander, professor of religion at
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Loma Linda University, and I offici-
ated at her baptism during the
morning worship service. Later that
afternoon she attended the women’s
ordination with some non-Advent-
ist friends who spent the day with
her. Like everyone present, she
was deeply moved by the experi-
ence. Toward the end of the pro-
gram, Halcyon Wilson explained
what it meant to her to be ordained
to the gospel ministry. She said,
“Now I can tell my granddaughter
that she belongs to a church that
ordains women.” Judith turned to
the friends sitting beside her and
said, “And so can 1.”

Richard Rice
Professor of Theology
La Sierra University

Ten Good Reasons Why Men
Should Not Be Ordained

I would like to thank you for the
thoughtful and insightful articles
and discussions provided in Spec-
trum. 1 appreciate being able to
read differing points of view and
not always the party line.

I have enclosed a paper a friend
faxed to me not long ago.

Ten Reasons Why Men
Should Not Be Ordained

1. Their physical build indicates
that men are more suited to
tasks such as picking turnips
or dehorning cattle. It would
indeed be “unnatural” for them
to do other forms of work.
How can we argue with the
intended order that is insti-
tuted and enforced by nature?

2. If men have children, their du-
ties as ministers might detract
from their responsibilities as
parents. Instead of teaching their

children important life skills like
how to make a wiener roasting
stick, they would be off at some
committee meeting Or prepar-
ing a sermon. Thus, these unfor-
tunate children of ordained men
would almost certainly receive
less attention from their male
parent. Some couples mighteven
£0 so far as to put their children
into secular day care centers to
permit the man to fulfill his
duties as a minister.

3. According to the Genesis ac-
count, men were created before
women as a prototype. It is thus
obvious that men represent an
experiment rather than the
crowning achievement of cre-
ation.

4. Men are overly prone to vio-
lence. They are responsible for
the vast majority of crimes in our
country, especially violent crime.
Thus they would be poor role
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models, as well as being danger-
ously unstable in positions of
leadership.

5. In the New Testament account,
the person who betrayed Jesus
was a man. Thus, his lack of
faith and ensuing punishment
stands as a symbol of the subor-
dinate position that all men
should take.

6. The story of Gethsemane also
illustrates the natural tendency
of men to be either unable or
unwilling to take a stand. Men
always hide behind committees.
Itis expected thateven ordained
men would still embarrass them-
selves with their natural ten-
dency toward a pack mentality.

7. If men got ordained, they would
not be satisfied with that; they
would want more and more
power. Next thing, most of the
Conference leaders would be
men and then where would we
be? No, the line must be drawn
clearly now before it is too late.

8. Many if not most men who seek
to be ordained have been influ-
enced by the radical “men’s
movement” or “masculist move-
ment.” How can they be good
leaders? Their loyalties are di-
vided between leading a church
and championing the masculist
drive for men’s rights. The tract
writers haven’t pronounced on
it yet, but the masculist move-
ment is probably profoundly un-
Christian!

9. To be an ordained pastor is to

nurture and strengthen a whole
congregation. But these are not
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traditional male roles. Rather,
throughout the history of Chris-
tianity, women have been con-
sidered to be not only more
skilled than men at nurturing,
butalso more fervently attracted
to it. Women, the myth goes, are
fulfilled and completed only by
their service to others. This
makes them the obvious choice
for ordination. But if men try to
fit into this nurturing role, our
young people might grow up
with Role Confusion Syndrome,
which could lead to such ter-
rible traumas as the Questioning
Tradition Syndrome.

10.Men can still be involved in

worthy Church activities, with-
out having to be ordained. They
can still take up the offering,
shovel the sidewalks and maybe
even lead the singing on Father’s
Day. In other words, by confin-
ing themselves to such traditional
male roles, they cansstill be vitally
importantin the life of the Church.
Why should they feel left out?
(Adapted from the “Mennonite
Report,” by Ivan Emile.)

Sometimes it’s easier to laugh
than cry.
Keep up the good work.

Judi L. Baker
Petaluma, California

Spectrum Goes to Sabbath School

he report on the withdrawal

of the July 1994 issue of Minis-
tryfrom circulation (Spectrum, Vol.
24,No. 2) provided anunusual and
striking example for a Fresno Sab-
bath school class.

The Sabbath school lessons for
the fourth quarter of 1994 dealt
with the Three Angels’ Messages.
As ateacher, I had struggled with a
universal theme that would make
the lessons relevant for today. In
that context, I was shocked on
reading the Spectrumnews update
that the entire issue of Ministrywas
withdrawn from circulation because
of the honest and open admission
of David and LaVonne Neff that
they had withdrawn from the Ad-
ventist church because of a lack of
an “experience of the awe and
majesty of God,” the very theme
that I was trying to emphasize! The
censored paragraph strikingly and
beautifully fit with the lesson. Ad-

ditional impact was provided by
the title of the censored article,
coincidentally emblazoned on the
beautiful banner at the front of the
churchin celebration of the Thanks-
giving season—“Make a joyful noise
to Him with songs of praise”—and
because of my personal acquain-
tance with David and LaVonne
Neff, when they were at Andrews
University. We concluded the study
with the words of that great hymn,
“Worthy, Worthy Is the Lamb.”

The church is to be a forum not
just for smooth talk but for painful
and unsettling messages. Thanks to
Spectrum for openly reporting on
censorship that, in an unexpected
and roundabout way, was to be-
come such a powerful message for
a Fresno Sabbath school class.

C. Thorben Thomsen

Chair, Health Administration
Loma Linda University
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Forums are generous people; support of the Association and Spec-
trurn has long been an important part of who we are. Most people
have good intentions of supporting an organization that they know
is doing important work, but too often those good intentions are not
converted into action.

Have you considered a gift to the Association of Adventist Forums
and S&tu Your gift can be in many forms, including

« a simple gift of cash

« a gift of personal property, such as art, equipment, or a
stamp or coin collection

e a gift of real property

e a contingent gift to be made if primary beneficiaries are
deceased

= a gift of property remaining after the primary beneficiaries

of a trust have received their benefits
a gift of stocks, bonds, or other securities

There are many ways to make a gift to the Association of Adventist
Forums and freven while creating a financial benefit for
yourself and/or your family. Your lawyer or financial adviser can
help you tailor a gift to fit your individual goals. Best of all, it is
really quite simple to do!

If you would like to speak with an experienced financial adviser
about gift-giving opportunities, call the Association of Adventist
Forums’ director of development, Ron Smith, at 503/653-1161, or
simply clip the form below and mail it, in the enclosed, postage-
paid envelope, to Spectrum, PO Box 5330, Takoma Park, MD 20913

I would like more information on how to make a tax-deductible gift
to the Association of Adventist Forums and Spectrum.

Name .
Address
City State Zip

Telephone ( )




oin 14 prominent

Adventist historians,

theologians, and

professionals as they

explore 10 biblical

principles concerning

the ordination of

women and their

expanding role in the
Seventh-day Adventist

Church. How do the biblical
principles of unity, equality, and
spiritual gifts apply to the ordina-
tion of women? Would Ellen White
approve of women and men
serving the church with equal
authority, recognition, and pay?

Daniel and the
Coming King!

Featuring Desmond Ford
and Roy Gee

Jesus put his Finger on only

one book of the existing

Scriptures of his time and

said, “Understand this!” The

Savior admonishes those living on the eve of his Second
Adventto learn from Daniel the truth about the Holy Place, the
“abomination of desolation,” and the last “great tribulation.”

Daniels themes include: the Christ, the Antichrist, the
Church, the Time of the End, and the Kingdom of God.
As is true of all Scripture, the way of salvation is made plain.
—~Patricia A. Habada and
Rebecca Frost Brillhart, eds. *May 31996 5 — Auburn, California
eJune 281996 ,30"— Lake Junaluska, North Carolina
TO ORDER DIRECT, CALL TOLL-FREE: eJuly 191996 21— Riverside, California
(800) 7656955-, or ask for a
copy AT YOUR tocal ABC. (Paper, US$9.99, Cdn$14.49)) For more information, call 916/823-9690, fax 916/823-5338,

or e-mail roygee@aol.com

TAPI'S BOOKS

This unique book features art,
history, a search for truth, searing
conflict, and a thoroughgoing
spiritual interpretation of the
apocalypse of John. Albert
L [ J O Schweitzer wrote over sixty years
ago that “Christianity cannot get
away from the fact that God has
Sigma Audio/Video Asc. is pleased to laid upon it the task of

offer recordings of two historic events: spiritualizing its faith. Our
concern must be to see that the

strength of our faith is not
impaired by this transformation.”1
This volume is a personal
statement reaffirming the
Christian faith. Modern expositors
will be challenged happily by this
singular exegesis. Illustrated with
75 pictures, including 35 original
paintings in color.

O K 'eoe/af/o/t

/A Spiritual Study

e The Fifth National Conference of the
Association of Adventist Forums, “Advent-
ism on the Eve of the 21st Century’—a
12-audiotape set for US$80.00.

e The December 2, 1995,

O rdination to Gospel Minlstry Of Halcyon
Westphal Wilson and Madelynn Jones
Haldeman at the La Sierra University Church—

a videotape recording for US$20.00.

o order, send your check, drawn on U.S.

funds, to Sigma Audio/Video Asc.; Box 51,
Loma Linda, CA 92354. (Prices include
shipping and handling. Overseas customers
add appropriate shipping charges.)

RUSSELL MAIN WOODARD
Interview
GEORGE E. SMOTHERMON

Schweitzer, The Mysticism of Paul the Apostle, 385«
Woman Holding a Balance, by Johannes Vermeer,
Widener Collection, © National Gallery of Art,
Washington, D C

How to order f/leoe/cittO fl - A Spiritual Study
Hardcover, 750 pages, illustrated, color/black & white, US $49.95 +
$5.00 P & H (Maryland + $2.50 ST) / Cdn $72.45 +$7.25 P & H

ISBN (0-9647493-0-0)
To Order, Fax/Write: ReadWrite Publications:
PO Box 10157, Silver Spring, MD 20904-0157 Fax: (301) 236-5969


mailto:roygee@aol.com

EMPLOYMENT

Exciting

opportunities

in

graduate

nursing

education!

ndrews University is currently seeking adoctorally-
prepared nurse practicioner, for the adult NP pro-

gram, who will facilitate a part-time, concurrent practice.

Vacancies are also available for maternal-child and
adult nursing instructors in the undergraduate
program. A master’s degree is required; a doctorate is
preferred. Andrews University’s NLN programs are fully

accredited.

or information, contact Dr. Patricia Scott in the
Dept, of Nursing; Andrews University; Berrien

BOOKS

A guide to understanding, teaching, and

preaching the Word ofGod.

Handbook for Bible

Study

by Leel. Gugliotto

The Handbook for Bible
S/udyhelps you handle Scrip-
ture responsibly, establish-
ing the proper context for

each precious Bible truth. Step-by-step guidelines

and numerous practical examples enable laypeople

and professionals alike to prepare better sermons,
devotionals, and teaching outlines. Includes repro-
ducible exegesis worksheets for contextual, cultural,
structural, verbal, theological, and homiletical analy-

ses. Hardcover, 432 pages, US$39.95, Cdn$57.95.

Springs, Ml 49104; or e-mail to pscott@andrews.edu

oPIRITUA
)

FROm TH

Powerful Passages
Ron and Dorothy Watts

Not only is it possible, but it's hap-
pened time and time again throughout
history. Powerful Passages recounts the
incredible and inspirational true stories
of remarkable Christians
whose “moments of truth”
were their direct encoun-
ters with specific Bible
passages.
144 pages, paper.
US$10.99/Cdn$15.99.

Available at your Adventist Book Center, or

call toll free 1-800-765-6955.

©1996 Pacific Press Publishing Association 223/80700

Prices subject to change

ot
P

Romans
The Abundant Life Bible Amplifier Series
John C. Brunt
The book of Romans may strike some
as being a heavy theological treatise, but
John Brunt doesn't see it that way at all.
Rather, he finds in it the
most precious theme
imaginable: God wants
to be merciful to every-
one! He has no
favorites.
289 pages, paper.
US$12.99/Cdn$18.99.
Hardbound,
US$17.99/Cdn$25.99.

1DfInCE FOR
ACIFIC PRE

To order, call your local Adventist
Book Center at 1-800-765-6955.

Ten Who Left
Fred Cornforth and Tim Lale
In this book, you’ll read why so many
members have left the church. Each of
the “exit interviews” concludes with ques-
tions for discussion or reflection, intended
to help church members
understand why these indi-
viduals have left the
church and how we can
post more lifeguards at
the back doors of our
churches.
128 pages, paper.
US$8.99/Cdn$12.99.

Pacific Press Publishing Association

Visit us at http://www.pacificpress.com


mailto:pscott@andrews.edu
http://www.pacificpress.com

