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Who brought this lawsuit against Folkenberg to the Admin- 
istrative Committee’s attention?

I d o n ’t know  specifically. I heard  it w as som e officers 
th a t f irs t heard  and  took  it to  th e  re s t o f  th e  officers, so g ro u p s  
o f  officers becam e aw are.

Why did ADCOM create the Ad Hoc Group?
Som eone exp la ined  to  m e th a t th ey  w an ted  to  have a 

rev iew  done by a g ro u p  th a t w as n o t exclusively  in th e  G en e ra l 
C onference, th a t rep re se n te d  a b ro ad e r se g m e n t o f  th e  church , 
in c lu d in g  som e in te rn a tio n a l people to  g e t a little  d istance  
betw een  th o se  w ritin g  th e  p ap e r and rece iv ing  it.

Who picked the group members?
A D C O M  did it th ro u g h  a vote. T h a t  vo te  included  a 

fo u r-p a rt a ss ig n m e n t for th e  co m m ittee  and th e  m em b ersh ip  
thereof, and th e  tim e fram e in w hich it had  to  w ork . T h e  ass ig n - 
m e n t w as to:

• receive and  evaluate  in fo rm ation  re la tin g  to  issues th a t 
have com e to  lig h t as a re su lt o f  a llega tions m ade 
ag a in st R o b e rt S. F o lk en b e rg  by Jam es M o o re
• to  iden tify  p e r tin e n t issues th a t p o te n tia lly  affect th e  
w orld  church
• d e te rm in e  if  th e  issues a re  o f  such a n a tu re  as to  
w a rra n t fu r th e r  co n sid era tio n  a n d /o r  action
• p rep a re  a re p o r t  w ith  any  a p p ro p ria te  recom m enda- 
tions

Given that the lawsuit deals with financial issues, why were 
not more CPA’s included on the Ad Hoc Group?

I d o n ’t know. I did n o t have a n y th in g  to  do w ith  th e  
selection . I w as to ld , th o u g h , th a t every  m em ber o f  th e  co m m it- 
tee is also  a m em ber o f  th e  G e n e ra l C onference E x ecu tive  
C om m ittee . T h e y  w an ted  th a t connection  deliberately.

Do you think Executive Committee members were used 
because that is the committee that actually has to take 
action?

I t w as m ade v e ry  c lear in several s ta te m e n ts  th a t o u r

Editor's Note
hen the General Conference 
officers were informed 
the lawsuit by James E. 

Moore against President Robert S. 
Folkenberg; the General Conference 
Corporation, the Inter-American Divi- 
sion, and legal counsel JValter Carson 
(among others), two actions were taken: 
outside legal counsel was retained and an 
ad hoc group was created. Niels-Erik 
Andreasen, president o f Andrews Uni- 
versity, was selected to chair the group. 
After the group completed its work, and 
Elder Folkenberg had resigned, Spec- 
trum  talked with Andreasen about the 
process in which his group had been 
involved. Note that the following inter- 
view refers to three different committees:

• The Administrative Committee (ADCOM):
The working committee of officers at the General 
Conference

• The Ad Hoc Group: The special committee 
created by ADCOM to review information about 
the lawsuit and make recommendations back to 
ADCOM on related issues

• The Executive Committee: The worldwide 
committee of the General Conference empowered to 
act for the General Conference between the five- 
year official sessions of the General Conference



It seemed that they moved pretty quickly.
And I am pleased they did. I think the news has 

been that in least this case the General Conference did 
move quickly on solving a difficult problem. I would say 
the brethren are to be congratulated on not letting this 
simmer for a long time to the hurt of many people.

What did that mean to you when they said you 
weren’t supposed to look at the office, just the 
issues, did that make you set up the meeting differ- 
ently?

Well, that could have been. I never thought 
about how I would have set it up if they had said “look 

at the office.” But it was clear to 
me from the very beginning what 
my policy should be given that 
our committee had no constitu- 
tional authority. Fact-finding was 
our responsibility to ADCOM. 
Knowing that, it was also clear to 
me that we should not focus our 
attention on the office of the 
president. It was simply not our 
assignment. We should stay clear 
of it to avoid any kind of misun- 
derstanding by people about the 
policies of the General Confer- 
ence and how they would work. 
Our committee is not anywhere 

in the policy book. It was just set up to assist ADCOM 
in getting an assessment of the seriousness of these 
issues. And the committee truly did not ever talk about 
the office of the General Conference president. That 
language did not come up. Now I think that everyone 
knew that our assessment of the seriousness of the 
issues would, after two or three links in the process, of 
course, impact the presidency. It was in people’s minds, I 
am sure, but it was never expressed. I think that helped 
the committee to focus precisely on the terms of refer- 
ence it was given. It preserved a certain decorum. There 
was no conversation ever about the suitability of the 
General Conference president for office or whether he 
should be there or shouldn’t be there or what should 
happen to him. It was not discussed. That helped to keep 
the committee focused and not get wandering all over 
the field making ad hoc editorials about things. I think it 
was the best way, as it turned out.

What did you ask for?
I asked that both written and verbal information 

be provided. I asked for the committee to be able to do

committee had no responsibility concerning the presi- 
dency, to determine what action should be taken. That is 
the prerogative of the General Conference Executive 
Committee. The committee I chaired was assigned only 
to look at issues and recommend on the seriousness of 
them. But I think that certain members felt that having 
General Conference Executive Committee members 
would create a connection between the committee 
making recommendations to ADCOM and the commit- 
tee which might then be acting on the recommendation. 
But the link between the two would be ADCOM which 
had to turn the recommendation into an action vis-a-vis 
calling the General Conference Executive Committee.

T h e  co m m ittee  I chaired  
w as to  r e p o r t  to  A D C O M , n o t on 
th e  office, b u t on  th e  seriousness 
o f  th e  issues. A nd  th a t recom m en- 
da tion  w ould  th e n  be taken  up by 
A D C O M  to  be dea lt w ith  it as it 
p leased. A s it tu rn e d  ou t,
ADCOM turned the recommenda- 
tion of our special committee into 
an action that led to the calling of 
the General Conference Executive 
Committee on March 1. Now I 
had to leave ADCOM before that 
happened because of the flight I 
had to take to California, so I left 
right during that process. But I 
was informed subsequently that this is exactly what 
happened later in the evening on the 27th of January.

Who named you chair?
I d o n ’t  know. I w as ju s t  asked a fte r th e  nom in a- 

tion  by A D C O M , and  I d id n ’t  ask. I’m  n o t a cu rious 
p e rso n .

Did you argue? Did you say, “No, I don’t want to do 
this?”

Well, the person with whom I have an actual 
relationship in Washington, the board chair of Andrews 
University, contacted me. Whenever I talk to people I 
always go through him, because that’s protocol. He’s the 
one who called me. I was surprised and very hesitant 
about it. But I saw that maybe that was the right thing 
to do, precisely because it might help ADCOM to have 
some group that was somewhat removed from the hot 
house of the General Conference look at the issues that 
are being discussed, I am sure, in the meetings and 
hallways for a number of days and perhaps even some 
weeks.



follow ed by one and  h a lf-h o u rs  o r  so o f  p re se n ta tio n  by 
E ld e r F o lk en b e rg ’s legal team , follow ed by tw o  o r tw o 
and  ha lf-hou rs o f  clarification . So th e  to ta l am o u n t o f  
tim e for each o f  th ese  tw o  se ts  o f  ac tiv ities w as app rox i- 
m ately  th e  sam e. T h a t  w as all laid o u t in th a t in itia l 
d iscussion  w hich, I d o n ’t th ink , w as tw o  hours. W e had  a 
devotion  and  c e rta in  p re lim in a ry  p ro ceed in g s and 
in tro d u c tio n s  and  so on.

How would you describe the atmosphere of the 
meeting? Was it like a committee or a court pro- 
ceeding?

It evolved like a com m ittee . W e needed  to  be 
very  focused to  m ake su re  we fulfilled o w en t a round  
the  tab le  ask in g  fo r issues th a t had  em erged . O n one 
level, w e w ere  try in g  to  u n d e rs ta n d  specific even ts  in a 
lo n g -te rm  re la tio n sh ip  and  the  s tream s o f  re la tio n sh ip s 
flow ing  o u t from  the  one. T w o, w e w ere  ana lyz ing  
specific re la tionsh ips. T h ird , w e needed  to  tu r n  these  
o b serv a tio n s in to  analyses o f  th e  issues th a t arose—  
such as conflict o f  in te re s t and  business invo lvem en t o f 
the  chu rch  w ith  n o n ch u rch  en tities. So w e w ere  th e re  to  
d istill issues, and th e re  w ere  re la tio n sh ip  concerns. T h a t  
w as q u ite  a lot. W e m ade ru b ric s  o f  th e  in fo rm ation . 
F ro m  these  w e iso la ted  issues:

• conflict o f  in te re s t
• m isuse  o f  office
• re la tio n sh ip s w ith  co lleagues
• p o ten tia l dam age to  th e  w orldw ide  chu rch
U n d er each one o f  th ese  issues w e n o ted  a

n u m b er o f  specifics. O n som e, th e re  w ere  ju s t  a couple 
o f  po in ts and on o th e rs  as m any  as fou r o r five poin ts. 
W e talked abou t th e  p o ten tia l im pact on  confidence in 
chu rch  leadersh ip . M o st o f  w h a t w e talked  ab o u t w as 
n o t in th e  law su it, b u t in ev idence th a t show ed up. A s we 
w en t over th e  even ts it seem ed like th e  m iss in g  in g re d i-  
e n t w as an in te rco lleg ia l re la tio n sh ip  w ith  o th e r  leaders. 
You w ould  ex p ec t th a t w hen  q u estio n s abou t business 
dea lings cam e up th a t counsel w ould  be so u g h t from  
o thers , b u t it w as no t. T h e  b ig  lesson  from  th is is n o t to  
go  it alone. T h e  sam e is tru e  o f  th eo lo g ian s w ho  w a n t to  
do th eo lo g y  alone.

Did you listen to the tapes mentioned in some news 
reports that James Moore made of his conversations 
with Elder Folkenberg?

No. I declined  rece iv ing  o r h e a rin g  th e  tapes, 
because th e ir  leg a lity  w as u n d e r question . T h e y  w ere  
offered to  m e to  be played for th e  co m m ittee  and  th en  
destroyed . I declined.

its  w ork  w ith o u t any  o th e r  people p resen t. T h e re  w ere a 
lo t o f  peop le  w ho  w an ted  to  be th e re  lis te n in g  and  to  
m ake speeches and so on. I asked for none o f  th a t to  
happen . I w an ted  on ly  s ta te m e n ts  by th e  G en era l 
C onference legal counsel and by E ld e r  F o lk en b erg  and 
his legal team  to  help hold  us to  th e  issues, and th en  the  
o p p o rtu n ity  to  call th em  back for clarification . P lus 
peace and  qu iet, and  w e g o t all o f  tha t. A nd a few 
techn ica l too ls to  keep track  o f  o u r th o u g h ts .

Such as?
N o th in g  m echanical. Ju s t th in g s  to  w rite  on  for 

everyone  to  see— flip c h a rts— because we w ere  d ea ling  
w ith  m asses o f  m ateria l. A nd on th e  second day it w as 
rea lly  d ifficult to  t r y  to  pu ll all th a t to g e th e r  in to  
so m e th in g  th a t w e could w o rk  w ith . So w e did w ork  on 
th a t. A nd  th en  b roke in to  team s to  t r y  to  g e t a h and le  on 
it.

What record was made of the meeting?
W e had  a se c re ta ry  w ho  reco rded  actions. B ut 

w e did n o t take s ta te m e n ts  m ade by p re se n te rs  and 
co m m ittee  m em bers. I w as asked if I w an ted  a c o u rt 
re p o r te r  and I said, “No, I d id n ’t th in k  so.” I d o n ’t know  
w h e th e r  I w as r ig h t  o r w ro n g  abou t tha t. Som ebody 
th o u g h t th is  m e e tin g  w as so h isto ric , we shou ld  reco rd  
ev ery th in g . I th o u g h t p robab ly  not. B ut I m ay have been 
w ro n g  on th a t. I d o n ’t know. I had one day to  th in k  
ab o u t it. I m ade a qu ick  decision. I t w as v e ry  im p o rta n t 
to  m e to  achieve tw o  goals in a case like th is  w here  a 
ch u rch  office w as a t stake:

1. G e t a t th e  facts and  g e t an a d ju s tm e n t on 
th o se  in an open and  free-flow ing  session  w here  
n obody’s op in ion  w as d ism issed.

2. As m uch  as possib le p ro te c t th e  ind iv iduals 
w ho  w ere  stu ck  in th is  m ess. T h e re  w as no need to  stick  
so m e th in g  on th em  for the  re s t o f  th e ir  lives. T h e  
find ings w ould  s tan d  by them selves.

One of the reports from the General Conference 
mentioned that at the beginning of the meetings the 
process was discussed for two hours. What was the 
discussion?

W ell, th e  d iscussion  w as on how  we w ould  do 
th e  w ork. W h o  w ould  speak to  us and w hen. T h e re  w as 
a b it o f  ten sio n  before th e  m e e tin g  began, because som e 
people th o u g h t th a t th ey  w an ted  speeches and so on. W e 
finally, a fte r som e discussion , cam e dow n to  a w o rk in g  
so lu tio n  and  th is  w as ag reed  to  by all. T h a t  is, one h o u r 
o f  p re se n ta tio n  by G en e ra l C onference legal counsel and 
th e n  th re e  o r four h o u rs  o f  d iscussion. T h e n  a break,



How were votes taken?
T h e re  w ere  tw o  vo tes taken. T h e  f irs t vo te  w as 

th e  m o st im p o rta n t and  it w as done by sec re t ballo t. T h e  
q u estio n  w as p u t to  th e  com m ittee: “A re  th ese  issues o f  
such im p o rtan ce  th a t th ey  need to  be g iven  to  A D C O M  
for co n sid era tio n ?” W e knew  w e could  n o t g e t th e  ex ac t 
w o rd in g  in th a t ballo t. B ut w e had  to  know. D id  th ey  
th in k  th is  w as flu ff o r  real? T h e  vo te  w as n o t u nan i- 
m ous, b u t it w as an o v erw h e lm in g  “yes” to  th e  question . 
O n th e  final reco m m en d a tio n  w e took  a voice vo te  and  it 
w as unanim ous.

T h e re  w as d isa g re e m e n t over how  th e  chu rch  
shou ld  resp o n d  to  this. B ut th a t  w as n o t o u r job. T h e re  
w as n ever any  d o u b t abou t o u r recom m endation . T h e  
sec re t b a llo t w as v e ry  clear.

Was Elder Folkenberg there for the vote?
N o he w as not.

Who told him of the committee vote?
E ld e r H u m b e rto  R asi and  I m e t w ith  him .

What are your reflections on the process?
I w ould  say th a t it w as n o t a p leasan t a ss ig n - 

m en t. E v ery o n e  th e re  had a p e rso n a l re la tio n sh ip  w ith  
E ld e r  F o lkenberg . Yet w e w en t ahead  and  did  w h a t w as 
asked o f  us. A s for E ld e r  F o lkenberg , I w ou ld  say th a t 
we need to  love h im  m ore  n o t less a fte r all o f  this.

In conclusion , w hen  I w as a y o u n g  th eo lo g ian  I 
th o u g h t th e  chu rch  really  needed  to  le a rn  som e th in g s—  
probab ly  w ith  good  reason . N ow adays I see th e  chu rch  
n o t as a pow erfu l m ono lith , b u t as vu lnerab le . I see m y 
ro le  as b e in g  supportive . I t r y  to  build  it up and n o t te a r  
it dow n. I t  is n o t th is  b ig  th in g  th a t w e need  to  beat on 
it. I really  care  abou t th e  church . I d o n ’t  w a n t to  be 
n e u tra l abou t it. I w an t to  help  build up th e  c o m m u n ity  
o f  fa ith .

Special Ad Hoc Group Members
N ie ls-E rik  A ndreasen , cha irm an , M au rice  T. B attle, 
M a tth ew  A. Bediako, Selm a Chaij, Low ell C. C ooper, 
L au rie  E vans, W illiam  G. Johnsson , H aro ld  J. Lance, 
R uben M atiko, R uy N agel, R u th  E. P arish , Jere  Patzer, 
Juan  R. P resto l, H u m b e rto  H. Rasi, R ick R em m ers, 
C alvin  B. Rock, V irg in ia  Sm ith , M ax  T rev in o , B ertil 
W ik lander, and R o b e rt W  N ixon , legal counsel.

Was the legal presentation all about Folkenberg? 
What about Carson? What about the General Con- 
ference Corporation?

T h e re  w as no  co n v ersa tio n  abou t C arson . T h e re  
w as no  G en e ra l C onference involvem ent. In te r-A m erican  
D iv ision  invo lvem en t— a little , b u t th e  G en e ra l C onfer- 
ence had no involvem ent.

Were Folkenberg and Carson present? Did they 
address the committee?

E ld e r F o lk en b e rg  w as p re sen t. H e had  tw o 
law yers w ith  him . H e spoke freely  and  easily  to  the  
com m ittee . H e also ag reed  to  th e  procedures. C arso n  w as 
on ly  th e re  for th e  devotion.

What materials were shared with the committee?
Was there a written report?

T h e re  w ere  several v e ry  b ig  vo lum es o f  docu- 
m en ts  th a t w ere  sum m arized  in  a re p o r t  by P h il 
H iro sh im a , th e  counsel re ta in ed  by the  G e n e ra l C onfer- 
ence. I t  to ld  w ho  th e  m ain  c h a ra c te rs  w ere, etc. T h e n  
E ld e r  F o lk en b e rg  and  his law yers used an  overhead  
p ro je c to r  and  had handou ts.

Who drafted the committee’s report to ADCOM?
T h e  co m m ittee  broke up in to  g ro u p s  to  p u t 

to g e th e r  th e  re p o rt. I t  had  four p a r ts  w hen  it w as p re - 
sen ted  to  A D C O M :

• Process— I spoke to  th a t  topic
• Orientation to the story— th a t w as h and led  by
Bob N ixon  from  th e  G e n e ra l C onference’s
g e n e ra l counsel office
• Issues that had arisen— th a t w as d ra fted  by a
su b g ro u p
• Recommendations— a n o th e r su b g ro u p
T h e  f irs t tw o  p a r ts  w ere  n o t w ritte n . N ixon  tried  

to  p ick key issues to  p re se n t in fo rty -five  m inutes. T h e  
th ird  p a r t  w as v e ry  sh o r t— a lis t o f  issues w ith  bu lle ts  
and  th e n  th e  recom m endation .

T h e  issues cam e up as people looked a t the  
m a te ria ls  and  d iscussed  them . W e asked th e  question : 
how  do w e e x p ec t an officer o f  th e  chu rch  to  co n d u c t his 
office? People began  ta lk in g  ab o u t th e  necessity  o f 
co lleg ia l decision  m ak ing , th e  d ig n ity  and  confidence 
re q u ire d  by an  office. I t  w as sim ilar to  w hen  w e held  a 
w o rk sh o p  on  th e  A n d rew s U n iv e rs ity  cam pus co n c e rn in g  
conflict o f  in te re s t. T h e  g ro u p  d iscovered  th in g s  th a t 
th e y  had  n o t h and led  before. W e d iscussed  how  com m on 
sense  m o re  th an  policy w as used. W e shared  feelings o f  
how  th in g s  o u g h t to  be.



Documenting the General Conference Process of Evaluation
he lawsuit by James E. Moore against Robert S. Folkenberg, Walter Carson, the General Conference 
Corporation, the Inter-American Division, and others prompted the General Conference Administrative 
Committee (ADCOM) to create an Ad Hoc Group to investigate the matter. The specific assignment was 

“(1) to receive and evaluate information relating to issues that have come to light as a result of allegations made 
against Robert S. Folkenberg by James Moore; (2) to identify pertinent issues that potentially affect the world 
church; (3) determine if the issues are of such a nature as to warrant further consideration and/or action; (4) 
prepare a report with any appropriate recommendations,” according to Adventist News Network.

In a January 27, 1999 news release, ANN reported the vote by ADCOM to hold an Executive Committee 
meeting came after the Ad Hoc Group summarized the issues. “The group said that the matters that emerged reveal 
a pattern of widespread personal activities of the president which give rise to concerns. The ethical concerns 
included conflicts of interest, inappropriate business associations, and misuse of the office of the presidency for 
business advantages. The group also expressed concern about the potential impact on the world Church as well as 
the president’s reluctance to accept the advice of colleagues.”

T h e  new s re lease  also con ta ined  th e  te x t  o f  th e  Ad H oc G ro u p ’s R eport:

Text of the Report of the Special Ad Hoc Group
“T h e  co m m ittee  recogn izes and  affirm s th e  v isionary, en e rg e tic  and m ission-focused  lead ersh ip  w hich E ld e r 

F o lk en b e rg  has g iven  to  th e  w orld -w ide  S even th -day  A d v en tis t C hurch  since 1990. M an y  and  varied  aspects o f  
ch u rch  life and  ac tiv ity  have received a new  sense o f  in sp ira tio n  and  p u rp o se  th ro u g h  in itia tives he has in troduced . 
H is infectious en th u sia sm  and tire less  trav e l have endeared  h im  to  chu rch  m em b ers  a ro u n d  th e  w orld .

“W ith  deep  re g re t  th e  co m m ittee  acknow ledges th a t recen t issues have surfaced  and ra ise  co n ce rn s  in connec- 
tion  w ith  E ld e r  F o lk en b e rg ’s p e rso n a l business activ ities and th e  office o f  th e  presidency. T h e  n a tu re  and  g ra v ity  o f  
th ese  issues and th e ir  cum ula tive  effect is such as to  e rode  confidence in th e  functions o f  th e  p re s id e n t and  to  
in tro d u c e  d o u b ts  ab o u t lead ersh ip  in teg rity .

“W h ereas , th e  S even th -day  A d v en tis t C hurch , from  its earlies days, has been firm ly  co m m itted  to  th e  h ig h es t 
s ta n d a rd s  of e th ica l co n d u c t for its  leaders and subscribes to  lead ersh ip  p rinc ip les as se t fo rth  in S crip tu re , the  
S p irit of P rophecy, th e  C hurch  M anual, the  M in is te rs  M an u a l and th e  G en e ra l C onference W o rk in g  Policy, and;

“W h ereas , th e  C hurch  is th e  ob ject o f  G o d ’s sup rem e re g a rd  and  its leaders a t all levels a re  called to  serve  and 
p ro te c t th e  b est in te re s ts  o f  th e  church , and;

“W h ereas , issues p rev iously  identified  in th is  re p o r t se riously  im pact th e  good  nam e o f  th e  chu rch  and  d im in- 
ish m em b ers  confidence in th e  c red ib ility  and in te g r ity  o f  th e  office o f  th e  p re s id en t, and;

“W h ereas , in the  view  o f  th is  com m ittee , th e  m a g n itu d e  o f  th ese  issues calls in to  q u es tio n  E ld e r  F o lk en b e rg ’s 
ab ility  to  p rov ide  co n tin u ed  effective leadersh ip  as G en e ra l C onference p res id en t, and;

“W h ereas , acco rd in g  to  th e  G en e ra l C onference C o n s titu tio n  and Bylaws, the  G e n e ra l C onference E x ecu tiv e  
C o m m ittee  is th e  on ly  body  w hich, betw een  G en e ra l C onference sessions, can deal w ith  decisions affecting  G en e ra l 
C onference elected  leadersh ip , it is

“R ecom m ended , th a t, a t th e  ea rlie s t o p p o rtun ity , th e  G en era l C onference E xecu tive  C o m m ittee  be convened  to  
h ea r th is  m a tte r  and  to  ex p ress  itse lf  on a q uestion  o f  confidence co n c e rn in g  E ld e r  F o lk en b e rg ’s co n tin u ed  lead er- 
sh ip .”

Summary Statement Sent to Spectrum  Anonymously
In  th e  p re p a ra tio n  o f  its re p o rt, the  Ad H oc G ro u p  p rep ared  a su m m a ry  s ta te m e n t th a t lis ted  th e  specific 

actions th a t  p ro m p ted  them  to  ra ise  an issue. T h e  S u m m ary  S ta tem en t o f  th e  A d H oc G ro u p  has n o t been re leased  
by th e  G en e ra l C onference. W h e n  m em bers o f  the  E xecu tive  C o m m ittee  req u ested  m ore  in fo rm atio n  ab o u t the  
law su it d u r in g  th e ir  m ee tin g s on M arch  la n d  2, G en era l C onference se c re ta ry  R alph T h o m p so n  said d iv ision  
p re s id en ts  w ere  free to  re lease  in form ation .

O n M arch  10, 1999, a copy o f  the  S u m m ary  S ta tem en t w as received by Spectrum in th e  m ail. I t w as sen t 
anonym ously . A fte r verify ing  th e  in fo rm ation  w ith in  th e  s ta tem en t, Spectrum has decided to  p r in t  the  docum ent.



Summary Statement of the Ad Hoc Group's Report on Issues 
Relating to the Presidency of Robert S. Folkenberg

in te re s t, o r in the  in te re s t o f  family, friends, o r  associ- 
ates. In  such cases, a lead e r’s in te re s ts  a re  in conflict. I t 
is alw ays w ro n g  to  act o u t o f  a conflict o f  in te rests .

• E ld e r  F o lk en b e rg ’s o n g o in g  invo lvem en t w ith  
M r. M o o re  and  (perhaps o th ers), in v arious n o t-fo r-  
p ro fit and fo r-p ro fit c o rp o ra tio n s  is a serious issue. E ven  
if th e  u ltim a te  ob jective o f  such invo lvem en t is som e 
benefit to  ch aritab le  o r re lig ious p ro g ra m s, th is  ty p e  o f  
invo lvem ent s tan d s  in conflict w ith  th e  G e n e ra l C onfer- 
ence p re s id e n t’s exclusive re sp o n sib ility  fo r the  w elfare 
o f  th e  C hurch  itself, and  his a tte n tio n  to  its  m ission.

• E v idence show s th a t E ld e r  F o lk en b e rg  a t- 
tem p ted  to  influence A D R A  to  ad o p t a te lecom m unica- 
tions v e n tu re  th a t w ould  p rov ide  som e financial su p p o rt 
o f  A D R A ’s p ro g ram s, w ith o u t d isc lo sin g  th a t  a g re a te r  
financial benefit w ould  accrue to  his friend  and  business 
associate, M r. M oore . I t  appears fu r th e r  th a t E ld e r  
F o lk en b erg  w as b e in g  p re ssu red  by M r. M o o re  to  g e t 
A D R A  to  sign  on to  th is  v en tu re . T h is  re p re se n ts  a 
d irec t conflict o f  in te rests .

• U n d e r p re ssu re  a n d /o r  th re a t  from  M r. M oore , 
E ld e r  F o lk en b erg  secu red  financial su p p o rt from  g e n e r-  
ous su p p o rte rs  o f th e  C hurch  and  its  m ission  to  help  
cover M r. M o o re ’s p e rso n a l business expenses. A to ta l 
o f  o n e -q u a r te r  m illion  d o lla rs  o f  p e rso n a l and ra ised  
funds appear to  have been fo rw ard ed  to  M r. M o o re  to  
help  cover his business expenses. A dd itiona l a tte m p ts  to  
se ttle  E ld e r  F o lk en b e rg ’s and  M r. M o o re ’s d ifferences 
ap p a ren tly  w ere  m ade w ith  an effort by E ld e r 
F o lk en b erg  to  ra ise  f irs t  six  h u n d red  th o u san d  do llars, 
la te r  increased  to  n ine  h u n d red  th o u san d  do llars. Such 
efforts, w h a tev er th e ir  m otive, are  incom patib le  w ith  th e  
accep ted  ac tiv ities o f  th e  office o f  p re s id e n t in the  
G en e ra l C onference.

B. Inappropriate Associations. W h ile  a 
m in is te r  o f  th e  gospel is called  to  reach  o u t w ith  G o d ’s 
g ift o f  sa lva tion  to  everyone, a C h u rch  lead er re p re se n t-  
in g  the  C hurch  th ro u g h  an ap po in ted  office, can m ain - 
ta in  on ly  such associa tions as a re  a p p ro p ria te  fo r th e  
C hurch  o rg an iza tio n .

• E ld e r  F o lk en b e rg ’s associa tion  w ith  M r.
M oore, a conv icted  felon, w en t beyond th e  ty p e  o f 
re la tio n sh ip  th a t e x is ts  betw een  a m in is te r  o f  th e  gospel 
and a parish ioner. I t  co n tin u ed  th ro u g h  M r. M o o re ’s 
p riso n  te rm . I t  included  financial p lan n in g , som e on a 
p u re ly  p e rso n a l na tu re , and business re la tio n sh ip s  o f 
various types, som e o f  w hich  w ere  n o ted  above. T h is  
p u ts  th e  in te g r i ty  o f  th e  C hurch  a t risk.

Introduction
T h e  G ro u p  h ea rd  re p o r ts  from  th e  G en e ra l C onference 
law yers and  from  R. S. F o lk en b e rg  and  his law yers, b u t 
m ade no  a tte m p t to  deal d irec tly  w ith  th e  law su it 
b ro u g h t ag a in s t E ld e r  F o lkenberg , A tto rn e y  C arson , the  
G e n e ra l C onference and  o thers . T h e  specific a ss ig n m en t 
o f  th e  g ro u p  w as to  rev iew  ce rta in  issues th a t surfaced 
in con n ec tio n  w ith  th e  law su it and  to  a sce rta in  th e ir  
se rio u sn ess  re la tive  to  th e  office o f  th e  G en era l C onfer- 
ence p resid en t. T h e  g ro u p  m ade  no a tte m p t to  consider 
these  issues from  a legal perspective . I ts  co n cern  
th ro u g h o u t w ere  th re a ts  to  th e  w elfare o f  th e  w orld  
C hurch  a lo n g  w ith  risk s  to  th e  dignity , au thority , and 
in te g r i ty  o f  th e  p re s id e n t’s office th a t w ere  b ro u g h t 
abou t by th ese  issues. T h e  g ro u p  w as aw are  o f  th e  h igh  
pro fessional, eth ical, and  perso n a l ex p ec ta tio n s C hurch  
m em b ers  w orldw ide  ho ld  o u t for any  C h u rch  officer, 
especially  th e  p re s id e n t o f  th e  G en e ra l C onference.

The Issues
T h e  issues w ere  m an y  and  varied  and  accum ulated  over 
a period  o f  m ore  th a n  tw e n ty  years d u r in g  w hich E ld e r 
F o lk en b e rg  m ain ta in ed  p e rso n a l and  business re la tio n - 
sh ips w ith  M r. M oore , a businessm an  in  C alifornia. T h e  
available ev idence d o cu m e n tin g  these  re la tio n sh ip s w as 
accum ulated  by th e  law yers for R. S. F o lk en b e rg  and  for 
th e  G e n e ra l C onference w hile  p re p a r in g  a defense 
ag a in s t th e  law suit. A d d itiona l te s tim o n y  has been 
em erg in g . T h e re  is no  ind ica tion  in th is  m ate ria l th a t 
th e  G e n e ra l C onference itse lf  has been im plicated  o r 
th a t th e  law su it p re sen ts  a serious th re a t to  th e  C hurch . 
M uch  o f  th e  de ta iled  ev idence is n o t co m p lim en ta ry  o f 
E ld e r  F o lkenberg . C onsequently , it w as n o t d isclosed in 
th e  g ro u p ’s r e p o r t  to  th e  G e n e ra l C onference A dm in is- 
tra tiv e  C om m ittee . In stead , th e  re p o r t  iden tified  th ree  
g e n e ra l a reas o f  concern . E ach  area  included  issues 
w hich  in th e  g ro u p ’s op in ion  ro se  to  a level req u ir in g  
a tte n tio n  by th e  G e n e ra l C onference E xecu tive  C om m it- 
tee. T h is  m eans th a t  the  g ro u p  felt s tro n g ly  th a t these  
issues did ra ise  serious q u estio n s ab o u t th e  eth ical, 
p ro fessional, and  p erso n a l in te g r i ty  o f  th e  office o f  the  
P re s id e n t in th e  G e n e ra l C onference. T h e  fo llow ing  are 
ex am ples  o f  th ese  issues and  concerns.
1. Ethical Concerns. T h e se  m a tte rs  re la te  to  ce rta in  
ac tiv ities in o r  d irec ted  from  th e  p re s id e n t’s office, th a t 
cast a cloud  over th e  in te g r i ty  o f  th e  office.

A. Conflict of Interest. C onflict o f  in te re s t 
m eans th a t  a p e rso n  in lead ersh ip  is m ak in g  o r  a tte m p t-  
in g  to  m ake decisions th a t  are  also in h is /h e r  ow n



• E vidence reveals th a t  E ld e r  F o lk en b erg  did n o t 
in form  his associates in a d m in is tra tio n  abou t his deal- 
ings w ith  M r. M o o re  un til litig a tio n  caused its d isclo- 
sure.

• D o cu m en ts  reveal th a t E ld e r F o lk en b e rg  w as 
advised to  te rm in a te  his lo n g -te rm  business re la tio n - 
ships no ted  above. H e failed to  do so, n o r  d id  be seek 
w ider counsel on th e  m atter.

• T e s tim o n y  reveals th a t  E ld e r  F o lk en b e rg  w as 
advised  d irec tly  th a t in his capacity  as G e n e ra l C onfer- 
ence P re s id e n t he shou ld  s tan d  back from  q uestionab le  
p e rso n a l financial involvem ents, on  th e  g ro u n d s  th a t 
th ey  w ere  incom patib le  w ith  C hurch  activ ities. N ev er- 
theless, he proceeded.
3. Potential Impact on the World Church. T h is  issue 
re fers to  th e  fact th a t th e  G en e ra l C onference P re s id e n t 
is a v e ry  public  figu re  bo th  in th e  C hurch  and  in th e  
w orld , and th a t ac tiv ities o f  th e  k ind referenced  above 
can n o t be kep t secret, and  since th e y  are  in som e cases 
h igh ly  in ap p ro p ria te  and  in o th e rs  u np ro fessional and 
uneth ical, th ey  w ill have n egative  consequences for the  
C hurch , un less a quick  and  com ple te  se p a ra tio n  betw een  
these  m a tte rs  and the  office o f  th e  G e n e ra l C onference 
p re s id e n t is b ro u g h t about.

• T h e re  w ill be w idespread  m isu n d e rs ta n d in g  on 
the  p a r t  o f  m em bers  re g a rd in g  such p e rso n a l business 
activ ities w hich fall com ple te ly  ou ts id e  th e  ex p ec ta tio n s 
th e  m em bers o f  th e  C hurch  have o f  G e n e ra l C onference 
leadersh ip .

• M an y  w ill ex p erience  a loss o f  confidence in 
C hurch  leadersh ip  w hich m ay negative ly  im pact th e ir  
invo lvem ent in the  m ission  o f  the  C hurch . Such confi- 
dence, once lost, w ill be slow  in re tu rn in g , and  w ill 
seriously  h am p er th e  m ission  o f  th e  C hurch .

• T h e  C hurch  is a lready  exposed  to  u n n e c e ssa ry  
and costly  litiga tion . T h e  lo n g e r  th e  process, th e  g re a te r  
th e  cost.

• L o st confidence in C hurch  lead ersh ip  b rin g s  
w ith  it loss o f  p e rso n a l c red ib ility  on  th e  p a r t  o f  the  
leader, w hich is e ssen tia l fo r a co m m u n ity  o f  believers.

• T h e  C h u rch ’s failure to  m ake c lear decisions in 
such m a tte rs  w ill lead to  p ro tra c te d  negative  pub lic ity  
for the  C hurch , and  th a t in tu rn  w ill h am p er its  m ission .

• T h e  office o f  p re s id e n t has alw ays se t th e  to n e  
for the  w orld  C hurch  since th e  b e g in n in g  o f  o u r h isto ry . 
T h e  recen t call to  to ta l and  und iv ided  co m m itm en t, the  
call to  accountability , th e  call for sp iritu a l m atu rity , th e  
call to  p u r ity  o f  life, th e  call to  fa ith  and  m ission  —  all 
these  are  tied  up w ith  th e  c red ib ility  o f  th e  office o f  the  
p resid en t. As th a t office is ta in ted  by d o u b t and  c o n tro -  
versy, e rosion  o f  c red ib ility  occurs, and  th e  cause o f  
G od  is se t back.

•As a p ra c tic in g  C atholic  believer, M r. M oore  
appears to  have had business associa tions w ith  a h igh  
ra n k in g  R om an C atholic  official, akin to  th e  associations 
w ith  th e  G e n e ra l C onference P res id en t. W h ile  th a t in 
itse lf  m ay n o t be w rong , it appears unw ise  for a Sev- 
en th -d a y  A d v en tis t lead e r to  g e t involved in th is  way. 
T h is  is p a rtic u la rly  tru e  if, as appears to  be the  case, 
asse ts  d esig n a ted  to  benefit bo th  A d v en tis t and  C atholic  
ac tiv ities and ind iv iduals w ere  held o r  p lanned  to  be 
held  in s ing le  c o rp o ra tio n s  a n d /o r  tru s ts . T h e se  types 
o f  associa tions and  activ ities are  in ap p ro p ria te  fo r the  
G en e ra l C onference p residen t.

C. Misuse of Office. T h is  m eans th a t  th e  
office o f  th e  G en e ra l C onference P re s id e n t e stab lish ed  
“to  fu r th e r  th e  ob jec tives o f  th e  C hurch  and  its m issio n ” 
w as used  to  advance o th e r  ob jectives th a t, a t th e  v e ry  
best, w ere  m ere ly  ta n g e n tia lly  re la ted  to  th e  ob jectives 
o f  th e  C hurch .

• In  o rd e r  to  a ssis t M r. M oore , E ld e r F o lk en b erg  
p rov ided  in tro d u c tio n s  to  overseas C hurch  and w orld  
lead e rs  for th e  p u rp o se  o f  p ro m o tin g  p riv a te  business 
ven tu res . D ue  to  th e  h igh  profile  o f  th e  G en era l C onfer- 
ence p res id en t, such efforts inev itab ly  involve the  
p re s tig e  o f  th e  p re s id e n t’s office, and th e  p re s tig e  o f  the  
S even th -day  A d v en tis t C hurch , in w h a t is essen tia lly  a 
secu lar business activity, and  as it tu rn e d  out, a m is- 
gu ided  one. T h is  re p re se n ts  an in ap p ro p ria te  use o f  the  
G e n e ra l C onference p re s id e n t’s office.

• C erta in  C hurch  d o n o rs  w ere  solicited  for funds 
to  help  sa tisfy  p e rso n a l business needs, and  it is said th a t 
th e y  w ere  in fo rm ed  abou t th e  p u rp o se  for these  funds. 
N everthe less , th e  u n d e rly in g  in te n tio n  w ith  th is  type  o f 
so lic ita tion  and  th e  su b seq u en t pay m en ts  ra ise  serious 
q u es tio n s  ab o u t th e  use o f  the  p re s id e n t’s office.

• A n u m b er o f  th e  activ ities re ferenced  above 
w ere  ca rried  o u t w ith  th e  assistance  o f  G en e ra l C onfer- 
ence legal counsel. Som e o f  these  activ ities w ere  p u re ly  
p e rso n a l in na tu re , o th e rs  re p re se n te d  a conflict betw een  
p e rso n a l and  official in te rests . In e ith e r  case, serious 
q u estio n s a re  a ttach ed  to  such use o f  G en e ra l C onfer- 
ence perso n n e l.
2. Relationship to Personal Advice. T h is  m a tte r  
re fe rs  to  th e  re la tio n sh ip  betw een  th e  G e n e ra l C onfer- 
ence p re s id e n t and  his fellow  officers and su p p o rt staff. 
W h ile  th e  S even th -day  A d v en tis t C hurch  has a p resi- 
d e n t a t each d enom ina tiona l level, it also  has a lo n g - 
s ta n d in g  p re ced en t o f  colleg ial decision  m ak in g  and 
m an ag em en t. I t is he re  a serious issue has arisen . I t  does 
n o t re la te  to  real o r  perceived  su p p o rt of, o r lack o f 
su p p o rt of, th e  P re s id e n t by his fellow  officers, it deals 
w ith  v e ry  specific m atte rs .


