
Among the religious groups that 
emerged in the early Republic, 
Seventh-day Adventism was the only 

one to assign the United States a negative prophetic 
role. A dventists argued tha t the governm ent of the 
United States was to be the final enemy of God’s people and 
that, in alliance with the Papacy, it would impose a national 
Sunday law and persecute those like themselves who worshiped 

on Saturday Theories as to how and why this doctrine came to be 
adopted will differ. But there is some evidence to suggest that it was not 

the innovation it appeared, but the culmination of a dissenting tradition 
in America that went all the way back to the Antifederalists and their 
original objections to the existence of the Republic.1

The biblical locus of Adventist beliefs about America is the thirteenth 
chapter of Revelation, which describes a beast that rises from the earth 
with two horns “like a lamb” and speaks “as a dragon.” It is distinguished 
by the fact that it imitates or “makes an image” to the first beast that 
appears in Revelation 13, a beast that comes out of the sea. A full 
explanation of these creatures was first given by J. N. Andrews in 
1851. The beast from the sea was the Papacy, but the two-horned 
beast was America—its respective horns denoting “the civil and 
religious power of this nation—its Republican civil power, and its 
Protestant ecclesiastical power.” Its rise from the earth signified the 
rapid expansion of the United States in the nineteenth century, and 
the “lamb-like character” of its republican horn was typified by the 
proclamation in the Declaration of Independence that “All men are 
born free and equal, and endowed with certain inalienable rights, such 
as life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.”2

Although this beast was in appearance “the mildest power that 
ever arose,” Andrews argued that its capacity to speak “as a dragon” 
and govern tyrannically was revealed by the existence of slavery and by 
the expulsion of Millerites from their churches that had taken place in 
the 1840s.3 The mark of the beast was the observance of Sunday as a 
Sabbath, and its number, 666, was perhaps the “six hundred three 
score and six” Protestant sects (a view that had been in circulation 

among Saturday-worshiping Adventists since the mid-1840s).4 
Andrews’s interpretation quickly gained ground, and in an
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article published in 1854 J. N. Loughborough supplied 
some of the evidence needed to sustain it. Statistics 
were supplied to show that the United States really 
was “coming up” and becoming a major power in the 
world, and a long and passionate denunciation of 
slavery s incompatibility with the Declaration of 
Independence emphasized the discrepancy between the 
beast’s lamb-like appearance and dragon-like voice. As 
for the number of the beast, Loughborough argued 
that it applied to the “Anti-christian church,” which 
was united until broken up by Luther and Calvin, and 
then divided and subdivided “until, according to the 
Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, they now 
number about six hundred three score and six.”5

Loughborough acknowledged that some would 
“doubtless start at the idea” that the United States 
had the number of the beast and would persecute the 
saints. William Miller had held the common Protestant 
view that the two-horned beast was another manifes
tation of papal power, and other former Millerites, if 
they still looked to contemporary political developments 
for signs of the fulfillment of prophecy, focused on the 
great powers of Europe.6 However, the Seventh-day 
Adventist theory did not emerge fully formed. The 
monster was initially identified as a quasi-Catholic 
beast with papal and Protestant horns whose number 
was its 666 sects.' Analysis of the articles that preceded 
Andrews indicates that its papal horn was then changed 
into a republican one before he re-identified it as the 
United States of America.8 This interpretation endured, 
and even survived the eventual abandonment of the 
theory that the number of the beast was the number 
of recognized sects.9

With its Protestant and republican horns and 
dragon voice, it was immediately apparent that the 
two-horned beast conveyed some sort of dark warning 
about the union of church and state in America. It may 
have been expressed more epigramatically than was 
usual, but it was a fear that had been voiced by other 
dissenting groups ever since calls for closer cooperation 
between church and state were suggested when the 
Constitution was unveiled after the Philadelphia 
convention of 1787. The arch-Federalist John Jay saw 
in the new plan the opportunity, among other things, 
to unite “a people . . . professing the same religion.”10 
Quoting Queen Anne, he made clear that the purpose 
of the union then being formed was, like that of the 
union between England and Scotland in 1707, to 
secure the people’s “religion, liberty and property.”11

After the Constitution was ratified and the Federalists 
formed the Republic’s first government in 1789,

partnership between religion and politics was further 
encouraged. President George Washington proclaimed 
national religious thanksgiving days in 1789 and 1795, 
and his successor, John Adams, introduced humiliation 
and fast days in 1798 and 1799.12 The first Congress 
reenacted in 1789 the Northwest Ordinance, a preex
isting statute for incorporating new states. Clause 
three stated: “religion, morality and knowledge, being 
necessary to good government and the happiness of 
mankind . . . shall forever be encouraged.”13 Washington 
in his farewell address of 1796 declared that “Of all the 
dispositions and habits that lead to political prosperity, 
religion and morality are indispensable supports.”14 The 
effect of the decade of Federalist government was, as 
many authors have noted, to embed the notion of civil 
religion deeply within the culture of the early Republic.15

The Antifederalists were the first group to react 
against this national consensus. They argued that the 
greatest enemies to the liberties of the people were 
“those who have covered their ambitious designs under 
the garb of a fiery zeal for religious orthodoxy” and 
worried that the Federalist habit of mixing religion and 
politics made it quite likely that the tyranny that had 
“happened in other countries and in other ages may . . . 
happen in our own country.”16 Their preferred way of 
forestalling such a catastrophe was the rejection of the 
new centralizing Constitution altogether. But failing 
that they campaigned for a Bill of Rights in order to 
establish that “no authority can or ought to be vested in, 
or assumed by any power whatever, that shall in any 
case interfere with, or in any manner controul, the right 
of conscience in the free exercise of religious worship.”17

Although the Antifederalists lost the overall 
constitutional debate and were in a minority in the 
inaugural Congress of 1789, they secured nationwide 
commitment to a Bill of Rights. Their suspicion of 
state-sponsored religion also reemerged as one of the 
elements in the opposition politics of James Madison and 
Thomas Jefferson. Madison took charge of the drafting 
of the amendments that comprised the Bill of Rights. 
These were ratified in 1791 and perhaps ought to be 
seen not so much as the last act of the constitutional 
settlement as the first statement of principles of 
Jefferson’s emerging Republican party. The first clauses 
of the First Amendment—“Congress shall make no law 
respecting the establishment of religion, or prohibiting 
the free exercise thereof ”—directly contradicted the
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sentiments of clause three of the Northwest Ordi
nance. Jefferson himself allowed his own anticlerical 
views to be articulated by the Republican mouthpiece, 
the Philadelphia National Gazette,; edited by Madison’s 
friend, the poet Philip Freneau. In one editiorial, the 
paper satirized the nation’s clergy for their support 
for “one common religion.”18

The Republican critique of the Federalists, however, 
also took on an apocalyptic tone. For it was during the 
adminstrations of Washington and Adams that the 
first connections between the infant republic and the 
two-horned beast were made. These began with Isaac 
Backus, who opposed the influence of Federalist 
clergy in his native New England, where the church 
was still established. In 1791, in commenting on the 
second beast in Revelation 13, he said it “hath carried 
blood and slavery around the world . . .  as far as the 
first beast ever did. . . . Yet the spiritual tyranny,, which 
came from Rome and England, is continued in several 
of the United States of America.”19 In 1793, in the 
Testimony o f the Two Witnesses, he expanded the 
thought: “The two horns are the officers of church 
and state, uniting their influence in schemes of power 
and gain, under the name of religion and government.”20 
Backus’s interpretation was then applied nationally by 
another anti-Federalist campaigner, John Bacon. In his 
Conjectures on the Prophecies written in 1799, he defined 
the beast’s dragon voice as the Protestant intolerance 
he believed was taking hold in America: “With the 
‘Horns of a Lamb’, do not some of them who call 
themselves Protestants,; already begin to ‘speak as the 
Dragon?’—to court his favor?— . . .  to advocate with 
vehemence the cause of civil despotism, and to thunder 
out anathemas against all who oppose.”21

Both Backus and Bacon had been Antifederalists who 
opposed the federal Constitution (although Backus 
eventually voted for it) and both were Jeffersonians 
who opposed Federalist rule throughout the 1790s. 
Backus was a prominent Baptist minister whose Appeal 
to the Publiĉ  fo r Religious Liberty set out the need for the 
separation of church and state as early as 1773. Bacon 
was by turns a Presbyterian and Congregationalist 
minister, a judge and politician. He was described by

one opponent “as bitter an enemy, at heart, to the 
federal government and its measures, as any man in 
existence.”22 He vehemently opposed the draconian 
Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798, and may well have 
had these in mind when, in the following year, he 
claimed to hear Protestants in the land speaking 
“as the Dragon.”23

Prophetic interpretation might have developed 
further along these lines if Jefferson had not assumed 
power in 1800. But when the Virginian became president 
he carried out changes in the governance of the country 
that, for the time being, removed the reasons for any 
further association of the two-horned beast with 
America. He put the clergy in their place, built further 
upon the Antifederalist legacy by erecting his famous 
“wall of separation” between church and state, and 
dispensed with the religious practices of his predeces
sors.24 Elias Smith, one of the founders of the Christian 
Connection, proclaimed in 1805 that “As the government 
of this country is loved, so kingand priest religion, under 
the name of Federalism dies away.”25 As a consequence 
of this general feeling, Bacon in 1803 transferred the 
two-horned beast from America to France.26

Although Jefferson came close to banishing the fear 
of church-state despotism in America altogether, that 
hope foundered on several developments that occurred 
after he left office. The first of these was the creation 
of a plethora of voluntary Sabbatarian associations 
that were set up by Federalist clergymen such as Lyman 
Beecher. They included the American Bible Society 
(1816), the American Sunday School Union (1824), the 
American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions 
(1810), the General Union for Promoting the Observance 
of the Christian Sabbath (1828), the American Home 
Missionary Society (1826), the American Tract Society 
(1814), and the American Temperance Society (1826). 
Whatever the primary objective of these associations, 
they all shared the aim of reversing the supposed 
desecration of Sunday in the early Republic, as their 
campaigning literature showed.

For instance, the American Bible Society came into 
being after an anonymous correspondent in The Panop list 
and Missionary Magazine argued that the “neglect



of the Sabbath,” among other vices, necessitated the 
formation of a nationwide Bible association.27 The 
American Sunday School Union was organized “to 
strengthen the hands of the friends of pious instruction 
on the Lord’s day.”28 The American Board of Commis
sioners for Foreign Missions, whose self-styled task 
was the “mission to the heathen,” announced itself to 
the public by conjuring up a nightmarish future for 
“this favored land” should the Sabbath “become extinct.”29 

The General Union for the Promotion of the Chris
tian Sabbath was even starker in its inaugural address to 
American citizens. “The liberties of your country, the 
welfare of the world, are at stake,” it declared. “If this 
nation fails in her vast experiment, the world’s last hope 
expires—and without the moral energies of the Sabbath 
it will fail.”30 The Sabbatarian motif of the American 
Home Missionary Society was soon evident from the 
emphasis it placed on the network of “Sabbath Schools” 
it started running from its second year of operation.31 
The American Tract Society specialized in publishing 
titles such as Remember the Sabbath Day to Keep it Holy, 
and the American Temperance Society’s publicizing 
of an 1825 study that showed that abstinence made men 
“more attentive at public worship on the Sabbath” 
indicated its Sabbatarian bias from the beginning.32

With the Federalist party approaching final disin
tegration, these institutions were also planned to act 
as a focus of opposition to the Republicans who Beecher 
and others held primarily responsible for the abuse 
of the Lord’s Day. As the Unitarian William Ellery 
Channing said at the time, this “artful multiplication 
of societies, devoted apparently to different objects,” 
are “all swayed by the same leaders,” and are “all intended 
to bear against a hated party.”33 Channing, though, 
thought they represented a new kind of “despotism” 
and in language reminiscent of the Antifederalists he 
said: “the associations for promoting the observance 
of the Sabbath, propose several objects,” which “are 
not susceptible of precise definition or regulation, and 
which, therefore, ought to be left, where Christianity 
has left them, to the consciences of individuals.”34 

The second event that took place after Jefferson’s 
retirement was the long campaign to halt the Sunday 
mail. This was sparked by the passage of the Act 
Regulating the Post Office Establishment in 1810. The 
key ninth section required postmasters on every day 
of the week, including Sundays, to deliver “any letter, 
paper or packet, to the person entitled to or authorized 
to receive the same.”35 The law was designed so that 
communications in the rapidly expanding country 
could pass without hindrance. But on January 4, 1811,

the Presbyterian Synod of Pittsburg, fearing for the 
spiritual future of the nation, presented a memorial to 
Congress, “praying” that post offices be kept shut on 
Sundays.36’ There then followed an unprecedented 
petitioning effort that resulted in 150 such memorials 
being deposited at Congress by 1814, and 300 by 1817.37

Masterminded again by the ubiquitous Beecher, the 
postal campaign drew support from a wide cross section 
of people that included the Boston lawyer Jeremiah 
Evarts and, from the business community, the brothers 
Lewis and Arthur Tappan. At heart, the crusade was an 
attempt to override the First Amendment clauses that 
kept the church out of the state. These Antifederalist 
addendums to the Constitution had never really been 
accepted by the Federalists, as one of their ministers, 
Thomas Robbins, admitted at the height of the postal 
dispute. “The great evil of our country,” he said “has 
been, that we have attempted to strike out a new path to 
national prosperity . . . without any national religion,” 
and as far as he was concerned that was the cause of all 
the nation’s ills. “When a people are generally remiss 
with regard to the duties of religion” and “when the holy 
sabbath is disregarded . . .  God is forsaken, and those who 
forsake him are ripe for his judgements.”38 The central 
government, still under the sway of Jeffersonianism, was 
immune to the argument, however. Different Postmasters 
General rebuffed the Sunday lobbyists in 1811, 1815, and 
1817, as did House and Senate Committees on Post 
Offices and Post Roads in 1812 and 1815.39 Indeed, when 
the postal regulations were overhauled in 1825, the 
offending clause was reinstituted in full, provoking 467 
further petitions to Congress by 1829.40

The Sunday mail campaign aroused a more wide
spread fear of religious tyranny than perhaps at any 
time since the Constitution was first made public.
A countermemorial sent to Congress accused the 
Sabbatarians of trying “to enslave the consciences 
of the free citizens of this great republic.”41 In 1828, 
a judge declared that the mail petitioners planned an 
“ecclesiasticalhierarchy” as “oppressive and dangerous” 
as the Papacy, and in 1830 an engraver likened the 
Sabbatarians to the reactionary “Holy Alliance” that 
controlled much of Europe.42 The Jacksonians, fresh 
from their electoral triumph in 1828, were equally 
alarmed. Two reports by Richard Johnson, who was 
successively Democratic chairman of the Senate Com
mittee on Post Office and Post Roads and chairman of

http://www.spectrummagazine.org


the House Committee on Post Office and Post Roads, 
demonstrated that they were just as fearful of the mail 
petitioners as their Jeffersonian forebears had been.

The first report, issued in 1829, which was to resonate 
later with the Seventh-day Adventists, claimed that the 
object of government was “not to determine for any 
whether they shall esteem one day above another.”43 The 
second, published in 1830, effectively brought the argument 
back to where it began:

Congress acts under a Constitution of delegated 
and limited powers. The committee look in vain to 
that instrument for a delegation of power authorising 
this body to inquire and determine what part of 
time, or whether any, has been set apart by the 
Almighty for religious exercises. On the contrary, 
among the few prohibitions which it contains is 
the one . . . that declares that Congress shall pass 
no law respecting an establishment of religion, 
or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.44

The Johnson reports were hailed by some as “a 
supplement to our Bill of Rights.”45 Certainly they were 
the clearest statement of the separation of church and 
state since the case made out by the Antifederalists.

There the issue might have rested were it not for 
a third development—the advent of the Whigs as a 
party of government. In contrast to the Jacksonians, 
the Whigs believed in a theocracy. Their creed was 
best summed by an anonymous article that appeared in 
the American Review. The state “must recognize those 
great truths of Christianity,” the author said. “It must 
recognize the Almighty God who holds in his hands 
the destinies of nations,” and “acknowledge an eternal, 
immutable, and religious morality.” The state must 
also “recognize that doctrine of penal sanctions and 
of a true retributive justice, both in divine and human 
law, without which government has no real foundation,” 
and it must have “its supernatural revelation . . .  by 
means of an acknowledged written standard.” Lastly,

“it must have its holy time, set apart, not simply for rest 
or worship, but for the religious and moral instruction 
of the people.” It was these things, the author contended 
that “constitute a nation’s true life,” and not the “paper 
constitutions” of the kind, the reader was left in no 
doubt, that had been embodied in the First Amendment 
religion clauses.46

With this philosophy of government, the Whigs 
won power in 1840. To no one’s surprise the Whig 
Postmaster General, Charles Wickliffe, promptly 
halted Sunday service on numerous postal routes, 
which caused new Sabbatarian associations like the 
American and Foreign Sabbath Union to rejoice.47 
In addition, Wickliffe started the United States City 
Despatch Post, which began initially in New York. The 
regulations, in keeping with the new administration’s 
reverence for the Christian Sabbath, ensured the 
network’s offices were open “every day except Sundays.”48 
The Whigs governed in this vein until they lost the 
presidential election of 1844. However, they returned 
to the White House in 1848 after running once more 
as the “Christian party.”49

It was during this second Whig term that Andrews 
wrote his article on the two-horned beast. With his 
declaration that the two horns “denote the civil and 
religious power of this nation—its Republican civil 
power, and its Protestant ecclesiastical power,” he was 
essentially offering an opposition view of a “church 
and state” government, precisely as Backus and Bacon 
had done in the 1790s. Andrews’s uncle, Charles 
Andrews, whom he had once planned to follow into 
politics, had entered the House of Representatives as a 
Democrat two months before he wrote the piece, so 
the article may have reflected the family line on the 
Whig administration.50 Andrews’s claim that the mark 
of the beast was Sunday observance seemed particu
larly aimed at the Whigs who had asserted the state’s 
need for “holy time” and had acted to curtail the 
Sunday mail. The same could even be said about the 
number of the beast—the 666 corrupt Protestant



groups that presumably made up (or were about to 
make up) the Whig religious coalition—although in 
fact many denominations supported the Democrats.51

Andrews’s overall purpose, however, was to dramatize 
the dangers of the union of church and state in Whig 
America. He considered the two-horned beast to be 
actually “a church clothed with civil power and authority” 
that would, like the Papacy’s elimination of dissenters, 
inevitably “put the saints of God to death.”52 A lot of this 
had to do with the Adventists’ own fear of persecution 
and their attempt to substitute the Saturday Sabbath 
for its Sunday counterpart. However, in identifying the 
two-horned beast with America at a time when it had 
a Whig executive, Andrews was following the exact 
example of church-state separatists in the Federalist 
period. This was the only previous time, significantly, 
when the United States had a theocratic government, 
and the only other time when the two-horned beast 
was applied to the Republic.

John Loughborough’s article, published three years 
later, was equally wedded to the principles of the First 
Amendment. However, Loughborough singled out the 
campaign to end the Sunday mail as the chief example 
of the tyranny that lay just below America’s surface. 
He thought the massive petitionary campaign organized 
by Beecher and his friends demonstrated the ease with 
which the United States could be coerced into a union 
of church and state: “If a memorial should be sent into 
congress with 1,000,000 names signed to it, declaring 
their rights were infringed upon, and praying them to 
pass a solemn enactment that the first day should not 
be profaned by labor, how soon the result would be a 
law upon the point.”53 Loughborough also sided with 
the Jacksonians by quoting approvingly from Richard 
Johnson’s congressional reports.54 It is possible that 
Loughborough concentrated on this issue because he 
was writing at a time when the Democrats were back in 
the White House and, unlike Andrews, did not actually 
have a church and state administration to rail against. 
But he considered his approach equally valid. That 
America matched the description of the two-horned 
beast, he said, would not surprise the “observer of the 
movements of the United States for a few years past.”55

Loughborough was probably not only referring to 
the mail campaign. He may also have been thinking 
about the development of the voluntary associations, 
even though they often pursued activities Adventists 
themselves promoted. The American Temperance 
Society’s prohibitionist crusade, for example, was 
totally in keeping with Adventist principles, as was, 
in these early days, the Board of Commissioners’

campaign for Native American rights.56 But Adventists 
shunned both organizations because of their overt 
Sabbatarianism. Adventist support for abolitionism 
was similarly tempered by the fact that parts of the 
antislavery movement were linked to the Sunday mail 
campaign. The American Anti-Slavery Society, for 
example, was founded in 1833 by Lewis and Arthur 
Tappan, who were veterans of Beecher’s petitioning 
operation and ex-officers of the General Union for 
the Promotion of the Christian Sabbath.57

One of the pieces of evidence another Adventist 
pioneer, Merritt Cornell, adduced to show that Protes
tantism and republicanism were together making an 
image to the beast in the United States was that they 
“are united in measures and action in their anti-slavery, 
temperance and Sunday-keeping reform movements.”58 
Adventists took their cue here from William Ellery 
Channing, who believed that “all associations aiming 
or tending to establish sway by numbers, ought to be 
opposed. They create tyrants as effectively as standing 
armies . . . whether the opinions which they intend to 
put down be true or false.”59 But it was the mail 
campaign on which Adventists remained fixed, in the 
belief it would be “the principal agent” that would 
bring about America’s final descent into tyranny.60

In their suspicion of theocratic governments and 
their antipathy to the Sabbatarian associations and 
Sunday mail campaigners, the Adventists revealed 
themselves to be fairly orthodox defenders of the 
separation of church and state. But their similarity to 
the original Antifederalists in this respect was perhaps 
even better illustrated by their claim that slavery was 
the real manifestation of the beast’s dragon voice. The 
argument they put forward was that slavery contravened 
the principles of the Declaration of Independence. It 
was this that exposed the hypocrisy of “the boasted 
land of liberty.”61

This theory, too, began with the Antifederalists and 
their opposition to the Constitution. On their analysis, 
the document of 1787 contained at least four clauses that 
gave immoral support to slavery.62 These were dealt with 
in the key Antifederalist text, the “Genuine Information” 
by the Maryland lawyer, Luther Martin, who concluded 
that America had taken an historic wrong turn. The 
Constitution should have provided for “the gradual 
abolition o f slavery.” Instead it propped up an institution 
that was “ inconsistent with the genius o{ republicantsml’ and
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that “habituates us to tyranny and oppression”̂  Martin 
believed the new Constitution ended the common rights 
philosophy that had motivated American legislators in 
the revolutionary period. The Continental Congress had 
produced the Declaration of Independence. By contrast, 
the delegates at Philadelphia had, as another outraged 
Antifederalist put it, reduced “the impious principle of 
slavery to a constitutional system.”64

The Antifederalist view that the Constitution was 
a proslavery document that breached the ethos of the 
Declaration of Independence was later picked up by the 
abolitionist William Lloyd Garrison. First signs of this 
came with the birth of the American Anti-Slavery 
Society in 1833. Though largely the child of the Tappan 
brothers, Garrison authored the association’s address to 
the public where he pointed out that “Congress, under the 
present national compact, has no right to interfere with any 
of the slave states.”65 Soon, this national compact turned 
into Garrison’s “covenant with death” and “agreement 
with hell.”66 He urged the North to secede from a union 
“founded in unrighteousness” and “cemented with 
blood,” and his allies advised abolitionists, North and 
South, to withdraw from politics completely since 
“no-one can take office, or throw a vote for another to 
hold office under the United States Constitution, 
without violating his anti-slavery principles.”67 

Garrison’s contempt for the Constitution caused 
him to stand outside the idea of the Christian republic 
so favored by the old Federalist churchmen. “M y hope 
o f the millennium begins where Dr. Beecher’s expires” he 
declared, “AT THE OVERTHROW OF THIS NA
TION .”68 In 1848, he organized an anti-Sunday 
convention where, in the year the Whigs reentered the 
White House on a program of religious reform, he 
attacked the nation’s theocrats.69 Garrison presented 
the United States as a doomed alliance of ecclesiastical, 
political, and slaveholding interests. In fact, just as the 
Adventist interpretation of the two-horned beast later 
did, he construed America as “a union of church and 
state in support of slavery.”70

The idea that the Constitution was a proslavery 
instrument was heavily contested and in 1844 the 
Garrisonians buttressed their arguments by publishing 
a book of the original Antifederalist writings on the 
subject, including a lengthy extract from Luther Martin’s 
“Genuine Information” that emphasized the discontinuity 
between the revolutionary and constitutional phases in 
American history.71 The Adventist interpretation of 
the two-horned beast reflected this view. The animal’s 
lamb-like horns in effect represented the country’s 
revolutionary phase that had produced the egalitarian

Declaration of Independence. However, this lamb-like 
appearance was contradicted by the nation’s constitutional 
voice, which had given authority to the “national execu
tive body,” as Loughborough put it, to “pass laws by 
which 3,500,000 slaves can be held in bondage.”72 The 
law uppermost in Loughborough’s mind was the 1850 
Fugitive Slave Act, for he attacked that infamous 
statute at length.73

The Andrews and Loughborough articles established 
Adventists in the same dynastic line as the Antifederalists 
and Garrisonians as far as their attitudes to slavery 
and American politics were concerned. Merritt Cornell 
quoted the passage in Luther Martin’s “Genuine 
Information” commenting on the inconsistency of 
slavery “with the genius of republicanism.”74 Adventists 
adopted a Garrisonian posture toward elections, refusing 
to use their “votes and influence” in the abolitionist cause 
because they were certain “things will not be bettered.”75 
Their hope of the millennium, too, began with the 
overthrow of America, in their case by the establishment 
of the “eternal kingdom of the King of kings.”76 Inter
estingly, passage of the Thirteenth Amendment, which 
finally abolished slavery, and whose necessity perhaps 
indicated there was indeed something defective about 
the Constitution, persuaded Garrison that America 
was redeemable after all.77 But even though they had 
lost a key part of the evidence, Adventists continued 
to hold out: America was as doomed as ever.78

Seventh-day Adventist apocalyptic developed from 
a distinct political tradition that provided the 

Church with the ingredients to put together its view 
of the United States. The Antifederalists provided the 
basic framework with their claim that the Constitution 
threatened the achievements of the Revolution and 
had opened the way for a tyrannical, slaveholding 
theocracy in America. The Republicans of the 1790s 
supplied the apocalyptic symbol, the two-horned beast, 
which, with its lamb-like horns and dragon voice, 
perfectly described a nation whose slogans of liberty 
disguised its actual tyranny. The opponents of the 
voluntary associations and mail petitioners originated 
the idea that the campaigns to establish Sunday as a 
national day of rest were acts of religious oppression. 
This provided Adventists with the basis for their 
argument that Sunday observance was the beast’s mark 
and Sunday legislation would be the decisive issue in 
the final stages of human history. Garrisonianism, 
with its utter detestation of the Republic, established 
the notion that America would be overthrown at the 
arrival of the millennium.



The Adventist two-horned beast is of historical 
importance because it is possible to read in its symbolism 
a synthesis of all the fears that had been raised about 
America during the period of the early Republic. It 
came right at the end of a well-worn path that led 
back to the Antifederalist critique of the Constitution. 
It is worth noting that it was also very similar to the 
Slave Power hypothesis that was being advanced more 
or less at the same time by the abolitionist Theodore 
Parker and others. The Slave Power was not identical 
to the United States, as the two-horned beast was, but 
was considered to be a diabolical third-party force that 
had taken control of America.79 The advocates of the 
Slave Power thesis were also not Garrisonians in that 
they tended to believe the Constitution was an antislav
ery document that had been misused and misrepre
sented by the Slave Power.80

But as David Brion Davis noted, the language used to 
describe the Slave Power was also apocalyptic: Parker 
called it an ‘Apocalyptic Dragon,” and abolitionists of 
similar ilk referred to it as the “Angel of Death,” a 
“Nebuchadnezzar,” an “unclean spirit that must be cast 
out from the hearts of the people before they can be 
saved.”81 According to Davis, such apocalyptic utterances 
are the keys to understanding the religious character of 
many of the dissenting movements of the period. “Only 
by arousing people to the menace of an absolute despo
tism,” he observed, “could the inner sanctuary of 
individuality be breached and a cohesive community 
created.”82 Davis did not have Adventists in mind, but his 
formulation may be applicable to the emergence of the 
Church. The two-horned beast alerted Adventists to the 
peril of an absolute despotism, and successfully forged a 
new community out of the individualism of the time.
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