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FROM THE PUBLISHER:

The publisher and editorial staff of Adventist Currents are committed to the belief that Christian freedom is
enhanced by information that makes judicious choice a possibility.
Adventist Currents represents an effort to put before Seventh-day Adventists, in a careful, creative, and lively way,
information and ideas not usually discussed in official, denominational publications.

Readers should find Adventist Currents stimulating and accurate at all times, even when they disagree with its
editorial posture. Also, it must not be assumed that the publisher of Adventist Currents subscribesto the opinions of its

contributors.

Itis expected that readers will understand the humor sprinkled throughout the magazine as a useful relief to the

curse of protracted seriousness. Amen.
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CURRENTS NEEDS
PEOPLE INFORMATION CONTRIBUTIONS

Adventist Currents needs people in a
variety of geographical locations who
will report to the magazine local matters
that are of interest to the general reader-
ship.

Particularly needed are individuals in
or around church administrative offices
who can help Currents to better under-
stand the minds and actions of confer-
ence, union, and General Conference
officers.

Also needed are reporters from
Seventh-day Adventist college
campuses — continuing sources of in-
formation and news.

Friends of Currents who can assist in
its distribution and/or the acquiring of
mailing lists are essential.

Adventist Currents welcomes carefully
written articles about Adventism’s past,
present, and future — articles about is-
sues, events or individuals (maximum
length, 5,500 words).

Currents needs brief, specific, and
documented news items that provide
information that is generally not avail-
able through the “"General Organ of the
Seventh-day Adventist Church” (maxi-
mum length, 1,800 words).

Guest editorials are welcome, so long
as they do not address the characters of
individuals or employ language that is
untoward (maximum length, 1,200).

Letters to the editor are encouraged.
Those that are not published will be
polled.

Adventist Currents needs contributions
to promote the growth in size, quality,
and readership of the magazine.

Currents needs friends with stamina
who will send tax-free contributions on a
regular basis — what is elsewhere term-
ed “systematic benevolence.”

Adventist Currents’ publisher, Mars
Hill Publications, Inc., intends to publish
books that address various issues of
interest to Currents’ subscribers. Sug-
gestions for topics and potential authors
are welcome.
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A Question of Character

he Ellen G. White Estate representa-

tives continue to demonstrate their

disdain for candid history and for the
right of church members to acquire a realistic
and thorough understanding of the most sig-
nificant figure in their religious roots. In this
instance, the Seventh-day Adventist historical
discovery of the decade—if not the century—
is being studiously ignored by the Ellen G.
White Estate.

If we weren’t already so well acquainted
with how thinking is done at the White Estate,
it would seem absolutely astonishing that peo-
ple who place such a great degree of impor-
tance on Mrs. White are so disinterested in the
earliest, contemporary, public, eyewitness
descriptions of her in-and-out-of-vision
conduct.

The discovery in question is an extended
New England newspaper account (The
Piscataquis Farmer, 7 March 1845) of the
arrest and trial of one of Ellen Harmon’s
friends, Israel Dammon (see this issue
page 18). Dammon had been arrested on the
Sunday morning of February 16, 1845, during
a Millerite meeting at a home in Atkinson,
Maine. Ellen Harmon was present at the
arrest, and fifteen years later (1860) described
Dammon’s apprehension and subsequent trial
(which she did not attend) in Spiritual Gifts
volume two.

In the 124 column-inch Farmer abridg-
ment of the testimony of the thirty-eight wit-
nesses who testified at Dammon’s trial
(twenty against, eighteen for), there are
numecrous incidental references to the activi-
tics of two visionarics who were present at the
Saturday evening meeting that preceded
Dammon’s Sunday arrest; one of them was
Ellen Harmon of Portland, Maine.

La Sierra professor of history and political
science, Frederick Hoyt, ran across the
Farmer account in 1983 while researching the
beginning of Adventism in Maine but did not
share his find publicly until it was published
in Spectrum in August 1987.

One-time Andrews University Seminary
graduate student Bruce Weaver (a casualty of
the Glacier View era) “discovered™ the same
article in March of 1986 independently of
Hoyt. The reading of Mrs. White’s remark-
able Spiritual Gifts 2 account of Dammon’s
arrest and trial had stimulated Weaver’s
search for any mention of it in Maine newspa-
pers. His article in this issue represents a
painstaking effort to bring the available evi-
dence to bear on a comparison of the two
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by Douglas Hackleman

versions—that of the thirty-eight witnesses at
Dammon’s trial, under oath, and that of Mrs.
White fifteen years later, (ostensibly) under
inspiration.

Several of the sworn eyewitnesses
described the activities of Ellen Harmon on
the evening of 15 February 1845, within four
months of the great disappointment, and only
days following an Exeter, Maine, meeting

December 1, 1986. Wrote Olson:

“I read the document through at once but
found nothing in it which, in my opinion,
required an explanatory statement from the
White Estate. The other staff members
agreed with me. The republication of the
[Farmer] article in the August, 1987, issue of
Spectrum has resulted in further discussion of
the matter by our staff, but we still feel that a

The SDA historical discovery of the decade
— if not the century — is being studiously
ignored by the Ellen G. White Estate.

(also with Dammon) at which she later
recalled having had her first vision of the
Bridegroom moving from the holy to the most
holy place in the heavenly sanctuary.

But the White Estate is not interested in
what the witnesses had to say, much less in
sharing its perspective on the document with
Seventh-day Adventists today. In a 21 October
1987 memo to the trustees, staff, and research
center directors of the White Estate, Robert
Olson indicated that he had ‘““received a
complimentary copy of this [7 March
Piscataquis Farmer] newspaper article” on

formal response by the White Estate is not
needed.”

Olson uses the rest of his three-and-a-half-
page memo to discuss with his colleagues
“‘three aspects of the account that™ he
believes “‘might, to some minds, call into
question Ellen Harmon’s activities or charac-
ter.”” But the problem with the account that is
of serious concern is not among his “three
apects.”” Olson does not even hint at the
organic contradiction between the account of

(concluded on page 47)

Donald Muth practices his fine, artistic craft in Sedona, Arizona. His cover rendering contributes
to the unmaking of a longstanding Adventist myth.
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Wilson/White
at odds over
GC move

I n 1903 General Conference president
A.G. Daniells was determined to remove
the church headquarters from Battle Creek,
Michigan. In this endeavor he had the support
of Ellen White, whose counsel he had
requested concerning a new location.

In August of 1903 Daniells wrote to J.J.
Wessels describing three letters that Mrs.
White had recently written him. The first
indicated that she had no specific light as to
location. (Danicells had been vetting locations
near New York City.)

A few days later she had written again to
say that “‘she had received light that New
York City was not the place and in the same
communication she said that Washington,
D.C., had advantages that we ought to care-
fulty consider.”

“Just a little later,” Daniells continued,
“a letter came from Sister White telling us
that the Lord had made it plain to her that we
should locate in Washington, D.C., [and] that
our books and papers should have the imprint
of Washington, D.C. ... The printing house,”
Daniells informed Wessels, “will be located
just inside the District line, so that our publi-
cations can rightly bear the Washington
imprint” (A.G. Daniells to J.J. Wessels, 3
August 1903).

Daniells had represented Mrs. White’s 26
June 1903 letter to him accurately:

“In regard to Washington, I will say that
twenty years ago memorials for God should
have been established in that city, or rather in
its suburbs [She didn’t say Maryland suburbs]
....From the light given me, I know for the

Neal Wilson

present the headquarters of the Review and
Herald should be near Washington. If there is
on our books and papers the imprint of Wash-
ington, D.C., it will be seen that we are not
afraid to let our light shine.”

More than eight decades later, another GC
president arranged for the sale and transfer in
stages of the Review & Herald and the Gen-
eral Conference from their District of Colum-
bia addresses. Why? He did not share Mrs.
White’s enthusiasm for the way the Washing-
ton, D.C., address “let our light shine™:

“The address ‘raises misunderstandings
and the suspicion that the Seventh-day
Adventist church may somehow be an agency
for.. . the United States government,” General
Confercnce President Neal C. Wilson wrote
in a letter to [Montgomery] county officials.

*““No matter how you try to explain the sit-
uation to people in some parts of the world,
there is the lingering idea that our church may
have certain political affiliations.’

“Wilson said the ‘disarming and nature-
related address’of Silver Spring would be
advantageous to the church” (Prince George’s
Journal, 6 January 1986).

The “imprint of Washington, D.C.,” was
dropped from Review & Herald publications
with the publishing plant’s transfer to Hagers-
town in late 1983. And it appears that Wilson
soon will have it removed from General Con-
ference letterhead as well, unless he repents
upon seeing belatedly this counsel from the
one he fawningly refers to as “‘the Lord’s
messenger.”” )

Plausible
deniability

A fter several years of slow-moving prep-
aration, an eleventh volume of the

SDA Bible Commentary series slated for
unveiling at the 1990 General Conference
quinquennial session has been cancelled. The
project, begun in 1983 as a joint venture
between the Biblical Research Institute and
the Review & Herald Publishing Association,
was to be a comprehensive and official elabo-
ration of fundamental SDA beliefs.

Spokesmen for both the BRI and the
Review cite as a reason for cancellation the
inability of many of the thirty-four authors to
complete their contributions to the volume in
a timely way. One spokesman, when asked
about the quality of the articles that had been
submitted, asked that the question not be
asked.

One of the difficulties faced by those in
chargc of the project was that of finding quali-
fied writers who were willing to write mere
descriptions of Adventist doctrine as it had
evolved during the last half of the nineteenth
century. No creative reunderstandings, appli-
cations, or even apologetics were solicited.
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But most theologians are loathe to think of
their discipline as static.

One of the reasons for a commentary vol-
ume on Adventist beliefs was the void that has
been left by the longstanding refusal to reprint
Seventh-day Adventists Answer Questions on
Doctrine. Questions on Doctrine, of course,
had a controversial history and its tenden-
tiously evangelical interpretations of SDA
doctrine made it anathema to those Adventists
who believe in victory life and the fallen
human nature of Christ. Nevertheless BRI
associate secretary Frank Holbrook told
Currents, “I'm comfortable with Questions
on Doctrine,” and added that he personally
would be willing to have it reprinted.

In the meantime, the Ministerial Associa-
tion is preparing a guide to Adventist doc-
trine, entitled Adventists Believe, to be
published by the Review & Herald Publishing
Association in late 1988. The book will also
serve as a supplement to those Sabbath School
quarterlies that are emphasizing Adventist
doctrine. Ministry magazine assistant editor
David Jarnes says that while Adventists
Believe will not be light reading, it will not be
as scholarly as what the BRI had in mind with
its aborted commentary volume.

Even though the Ministerial Association
is a General Conference entity, and in spite of
the fact that Adventists Believe will be pub-
lished by the Review & Herald, because it will
not be voted by a General Conference annual
council action, it will not be ““official.” This
means that if a great argument should occur
over some point or points in the book, GC
spokesmen will be able to deny that it repre-
sents the ““official” church position. Church
officials would have something like what
Oliver North in another context referred to as
“plausible deniability.”

Some Adventist theologians are pleased
with the news that the church’s theology will
continue to meander somewhat pluralisti-
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cally. languishing for an *“official” volume
that articulates its fundamental beliefs—
believing that the church is better off without
it because they know that on several substan-
tive doctrinal points, Adventists simply are
not agreed. ad

Wilson resigns

I n 1987, Neal Wilson resigned from his
position on the thirteen-member board of
management for General Conference Risk
Management Services.

Wilson and another board member, Atlan-
tic Union College treasurer and business
manager Vernon H. Siver, were replaced by
Robert Earp, president of the Fred S. James
Corporation (an insurance brokerage house)
and Erwin Mallernee, director of risk man-
agement for the Weston Hotel chain.

GC insiders speculate that Wilson’s resig-
nation may indicate that he learned something
from the Harris Pine Mills disaster. (Wilson
was chairman of the Harris board that threw
the company prematurely into chapter 7
bankruptcy.)

A Risk Management spokesman said that
the two board replacements reflect an inten-
tion to add disinterested lay cxperts and per-
haps a client or two to a board heretofore
composed entirely of church workers. O

White Estate
opens all files

A “*Newsbrcak’™ item entitled **White
Estate Opens All Files™™ (Adventist
Review 28 May 1987) and an article a month
later asking *“What’s the White Estate
Attempting to Hide?” (Adventist Review 2
July 1987), recently caught Currents’ atten-
tion. Both the news item and the article were
so misleading that a few corrections and clari-
fications are needful.

The *“Newsbreak™ item indicated that—
1) the White Estate board had voted *‘to open
the Z file.”

2) “the Z file contained her letters of a per-
sonal and sensitive nature.”

3) *“the board action returns these letters to
the general file.”

4) “four sensitive letters...to Lucinda Hall
...up to now likewise restricted, [would be
placed] in the general file.”

Those four assertions will be misunder-
stood by any Review reader who has not per-
sonally experienced White Estate access and
release policies. Those few who have will
realize that—

1) the vote ““to open the Z file”” in no way
increases the access of the Adventist member-
ship to the interesting items which that file has
for so long contained. For the last several
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years anyone who requested permission to
review the contents of the Z file was permitted
to read its contents—even, until last year,
Currents editor.

2) the Z file contained other troubling docu-
ments belonging to Mrs. White, not just “her
letters of a personal and sensitive nature.”

3) although “‘the board action returns these
letters to the general file,” they now will be
just that much harder to locate, scattered
among the roughly 200 file drawers of source
materials in the White Estate vault.

4) the four “sensitive” letters to Lucinda Hall
had not been available with the Z file docu-
ments in the past, but were kept in a location
sometimes referred to as “"beyond the Z file.”

Furthermore, neither the ““Newsbreak™
item nor the subscquent article by Coon
hinted at the fact that the four “sensitive”™ let-
ters to Lucinda Hall would not be available at
the White Estate branch offices at Andrews
and Loma Linda universities, nor any of the
seven White Estate research centers circling
the globe. It would be necessary for the avid
Ellen White researcher to travel to Washing-
ton, D.C., to read those four letters. A month
later the White Estate board was persuaded to
recognize the silliness of this four-letter
exception, and it allowed them to go the way
of the Z file.

Inhis Review article, Roger Coon ridicules
the notion that there are any “‘secrets lurking
in the White Estate files” or that there are
*“conspiracics to hide or to withhold.™ Coon
camouflages his false denials by employing
cxaggerated phrases such as ‘“‘secrets lurk-
ing” and “‘conspiracies to hide.” Secrets
don’t lurk; at the White Estate they just hang
in files. But by dictionary definition, the
White Estate has been involved in ongoing
*““conspiracies to...withhold” Ellen White
manuscripts, letters, and other documents
from the Seventh-day Adventist membership

(The Random House Dictionary on conspire:
1. to agree together, especially secretly, to
do something wrong, evil, or illegal. 2. to act
together toward the same goal.™).

The board meets monthly in closed ses-
sion and has a secretary who takes minutes,
listing the requests for manuscript releases
that are approved and those that are denied
(and sometimes the reason). Both the board
meetings and the meeting minutes are secret,
i.e.. they are closed to the Adventist
membership.

The conspiracy is to some extent formal-
ized in the White Estate manuscript release
policies. At present those policies allow
church members to read anything in the vault.
(This is not to say that patrons may browse
through the Estate holdings.) But to gain per-
mission to copy what has been read in any
form requires an action by the board of trust-
ees to release the passage or document
requested. If the trustees sec merit in the
request, their action must then be approved by
the General Conference Spirit of Prophecy
Committee.

Coon writes that “"as late as 1980 the pre-
vailing question raised in such sessions was
“Why should we release this material...?
He implies that 1980 saw the last of this
obscurantism in White Estate manuscript
release attitudes. “*The question now,” Coon
says, “‘invariably is *“Why not?""* Continuing.
Coon claborates on the magnanimity of the
White Estate board:

“Even though a researcher has asked for
only one sentence or paragraph, unless there
are compelling reasons to the contrary, the
trustees invariably release the entire docu-
ment in which the quotation appears. ™

That is news to the editor of this journal.
In April of 1983, before Adventist Currents
cxisted, Robert Olson wrote informing him
(Olson to Hackleman, 4 April 1983) that the

Courtesy, David S. Baker portfolio
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board had refused four of his manuscript
release requests. Regarding one of the four,
Olson wrote:

“We voted not to release the ‘Report of an
Interview Between Mrs. E.G. White and
Elder A.T. Jones, Sabbath Morning, August
15, 1903,” which is found in DF 53. This is 17
[double spaced] pages long, and frankly I
simply cannot take the time that would be nec-

Ellen White in the Desire of Ages should be
available by the end of this 1888 centennial.

But how many of these “church leaders”
have (a) the time or (b) the inclination to
spend the months that would be necessary to
sift carefully and critically through tens of
thousands of documents and letters?

If (per impossible) one had the inclination
and took the time, he (unfortunately there are
no women among the church leaders) would

The vote “to open the Z file” in no way
increases the access of the SDA membership
to the interesting items that file has contained.

you had asked for one or two specific para-
graphs, it might have been different. We sim-
ply don’t release 17-page documents in their
entirety unless we have some very good rea-
son to do so” (editor’s emphasis).

The underlined portions of Olson’s 1983
statement fly directly in the face of Coon’s
claim that “‘even though a researcher has
asked for only one sentence or paragraph. ..
the trustees invariably release the entire docu-
ment,” and that ““the question now invariably
is “Why not?”

(For the curious, Mrs. White had a lot to
say, in her seventeen-page 1903 interview
with Jones, that indicated the depth of her
opposition to doing whatever was necessary
to have Adventist institutions of higher learn-
ing accredited. And she discussed J.H.
Kellogg's Living Temple with Jones. Probably
the board rejected the interview release
request because it would have provided con-
siderable ““inspired” ammunition for the pro-
ponents of Adventist education along the lines
of Wildwood, Weimar, and the Hartland
Institute. Also, the transcript indicates that
Jones is conversing with an aged woman who
clearly had never learned English grammar.)

“How,” Coon asks disarmingly, “could
anything be kept secret with 64 church lead-
ers around the world” having totally unhin-
dered access to the files? Let us count the
ways:

The White Estate itself [its board (15 trust-
ees), the staffs of the White Estate home
office (10), its two branch offices at Andrews
University (5) and Loma Linda University
(3), and its seven research centers (15)]
accounts for forty-eight of the sixty-four unre-
stricted clearances; and a preponderant
majority of this forty-eight do not qualify as
“church leaders.”

The remaining sixteen are church leaders
and include six GC officers and general vice
presidents not already on the White Estate
board, nine division presidents, and a special
dispensation for Fred Veltman, whose GC-
sponsored research into the sources used by

6

begin to notice the oddities, the contradic-
tions, and the meannesses—not to mention
the evidence that undermines many myths.
But what then would an Adventist church
leader be likely to do about it?

Most of those in the past who met some of
the closeted skeletons did little or nothing.
Myriad others actively disseminated misin-
formation. L.R. Conradi, the exception to the
rule, was cast into outer darkness for his
pains. =]

Sue happy

S ue happy is not a girl from Queens; it is
the posture of the General Conference
toward independent ministries (those not
sponsored or approved by the GC) that use the
words “Seventh-day Adventist” or the initials
“SDA” to designate their title, activities, min-
istry, or publications.

The General Conference Corporation
filed trademark and service mark applica-
tions for the words ADVENTIST, MINIS-
TRY, SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST,
SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTISTS, and the
initials SDA with the United States Patent and
Trademark Office on 7 May 1980. That office
registered ownership of those word and letter
combinations to the GC Corporation on 3
November 1981.

Preaching against lawsuits
Three months later, Neal Wilson editorial-
ized in the Adventist Review (4 February
1982), warning church members against tak-
ing their grievances to secular courts. Quot-
ing Paul’s first letter to the Corinthians,
Wilson wrote that “according to God’s Word,
litigation is definitely not the...answer to
resolving disputes and misunderstandings”
among “those of us ‘upon whom the end of
the ages has come’ (chap. 10:11, R.S.V.).”
Wilson also quoted chapter 6, verse
seven—but only its first sentence: “To have
lawsuits at all with one another is defeat for

you.” Wilson ignored the next two sentences
which, in the opinion of many Adventists,
condemns a rash of lawsuits recently filed by
the GC: ““Why not rather suffer wrong? Why
not rather be defrauded?”

While Wilson’s words appear hypocritical
in view of the many legal threats and actions
that the GC has initiated against church mem-
bers and their businesses since 1982, they
seem even cynically so in light of the prepara-
tions that were made in 1980 and 1981 to
establish the legal groundwork for such suits.

The impetus for this groundwork appears
to have been the expectation among GC lead-
ers that the result of Desmond Ford’s Glacier
View appearance would be the dandelion-like
emergence of Seventh-day Adventist “gos-
pel” fellowships that might wish to incorpo-
rate the words Adventist, Seventh-day
Adventist, or the initials SDA into their fel-
lowship titles.

Worst of all, the 7 May 1980 GC trade-
mark filing date (just prior to Glacier View)
suggests that those involved in the decision to
file had also decided that Glacier View would
be—despite repeated and public denials—a
trial.

Currents does not know who was first
approached by GC counsel with the demand
that they quit using one or more of the words
registered by the GC Corporation. But by
May 1983, Currents had received a letter from
Catholic trademark counsel, Vincent Ramik,
on behalf of the SDA church, warning that the
word ““Adventist” was not to be used in its
proposed publication title.

This is the same Ramik who “in effect”
lied during an Adventist Review interview (17
September 1981) by stating that ““in the legal
case of Emerson v. Davies, Massachusetts
Circuit Justice [Joseph] Story in effect exon-
erates a writer who has used other men’s
words and ideas and woven them into his own
composition” (emphasis added). That’s like
saying that the Denver Broncos “in effect”
won Superbow] XXII.

GC suing members

Ramik’s letter to Adventist Currents ante-
dated by more than six months the guidelines
adopted at 1983 Annual Council for protect-
ing church trademarks. Since then, the GC
has both threatened and brought suits against
numerous Adventist and ex- Adventist groups,
in each case alleging trademark infringe-
ment. Most of the parties approached have
simply agreed to desist. Others, such as an
SDA Samoan congregation in Orange
County, California, have put up brief legal
resistance and then capitulated.

One eleven-member congregation in
Kealakekua, Hawaii, that could not afford an
attorney, was recently handed a judgment by a
Hawaiian court requiring them to give up
their name, Seventh-day Adventist Congrega-
tional Church. Having heard of their plight,
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an Adventist attorney from Houston has been
trying to reopen their case.

Against the preference of his regional con-
ference’s leaders, Morris Patterson, then pas-
tor of the New Life Seventh-day Adventist
Church in Huntsville, Alabama, had utilized
the charismatic evangelist, Oscar Lane of
Last Day Revival Ministries, in an outreach

District of California (located in Los
Angeles) for injunctions to prevent Kinship
from using the words Seventh-day Adventist
or the initials SDA in any of its activities, ser-
vices, advertising, or publications.

The court gave Kinship twenty days to
reply. On request of its attorney, Leonard
Grafft, the period was extended to 22 Febru-

Independent Adventist ministries have
budded in the climate of lost confidence that
has attended the Wilson presidency.

effort for new members. Even though the
effort resulted in 200 new members, Patterson
was stripped of his congregation and his min-
isterial credentials.

It was when he independently formed the
Congregational Seventh-day Adventist
Church that Patterson began hearing from GC
trademark attorney Ramik. The GC wanted
Patterson to pay in damages three times the
amount that the fifty-member congregation
had contributed to its own existence. When,
in a second pretrial hearing, Patterson indi-
cated that the name Seventh-day Adventist did
not have to be in his church’s title, the case was
dropped. Patterson’s renamed Word of Faith
Fellowship Center continues as a sabbath-
keeping, advent-anticipating congregation
that seems to be getting along, somehow,
without the trademarked words Seventh-day
Adventist.

All of this has become part of a larger
effort to minimize the effectiveness and distri-
bution of various independent ministries and
publications that have budded in the climate
of lost confidence that has attended the
Wilson years.

The primary issue, unfortunately, is
money. Church spokespersons argue—as do
their attornies in court—that a ““confusion” of
identity occurs when unauthorized Adventists
use the words Seventh-day Adventist or the
initials SDA in their promotional materials to
advertise their programs and publications.
This confusion, they complain, results in the
inadvertent diversion of tithes and offerings
that would otherwise go to GC coffers.

GC sues gay Adventists

This would appear to be a difficult argu-
ment to sustain in a case filed December 1987
against Seventh-day Adventist Kinship Inter-
national, Inc. For seven ycars SDA Kinship
has been, by its own description, a “support
group for Scventh-day Adventist (former or
current) gay men and lesbians and their
fricnds.”

Through a west coast Adventist attorney,
Douglas Welebir, the GC petitioned the
United States District Court for the Central
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ary 1988. Graft, a widely recognized Gay
Rights attorney, has assumed the defense of
Kinship pro bono.

GC Corporation v. SDA Kinship
(case #87-08113) has been assigned to Judge
Mariana Pfaelzer. It probably will be March
or April before the opposing counsel meet for
a status conference in Pfaelzer’s chambers to
schedule the initial hearing.

GC’s ministry to gays collapses

Kinship representatives consider it signif-
icant that the injunction was filed the day after
a lengthy article appeared in the Sunday Los
Angeles Times (6 December 1987) chroni-
cling the scandal-ridden collapse of a GC-
supported gay-to-straight counseling
facility—Quest Learning Center—in Read-
ing, Pennsylvania.

Quest director and one-time SDA pastor,
Colin Cook, had electrified both Adventist
and non-Adventist audiences through the first
half of the 1980s with his I-am-a-recovered-
homosexual-and-you-can-be-too message. In
its September 1981 issue, Ministry magazine
ran a ten-page interview with Cook that
touted his GC-sponsored Quest Learning
Center. There followed articles in the union
papers and repeated articles for Insight, and
appearances by Cook on “It Is Written™ and

viewed fourteen of Cook’s Quest counselees.
In a thirteen-page letter to Neal Wilson (23
October 1986), Lawson excerpted the (mostly
taped) interviews he had been granted by
counselees that protrayed explicitly the vari-
ety of sexual activities Cook had pressured
them (at least one a minor) to participate in.
These included nude massage and mutual
masturbation. (Lawson’s letter indicates that
copies of it were sent to twenty-eight other
individuals—including members of Quest’s
board, church leaders, and other Adventist
thought leaders.)

Eleven days later (3 November 1986),
Cook wrote a one-half-page letter to Wilson,
recognizing that Wilson must have been
“deeply shocked and disappointed over the
contents of the letter. .. regarding my behav-
ior.” “I acknowledge my sin and am also
coming to admit a level of delusional thinking
that I have let myself be deceived by,”” Cook
added. (Copies of his letter also went to those
on Lawson’s mailing list.)

On 19 November 1986, the Quest Learn-
ing Center board, chaired by retired GC gen-
eral vice president W. Duncan Eva, accepted
Cook’s resignation and voted ““that all Quest
operations be closed out by June 1, 1987 if not
sooner. ... But the board explicitly stated
that it had “‘no reservations about the basic
counseling philosophy of Quest....”

The only notice in SDA publications that
anything had gone wrong at Quest was a note
in the Adventist Review (21 May 1987) indica-
ting ihat Cook had resigned his directorship
and that the counseling center was closed. No
hint was given as to why.

Christianity Today (6 March 1987) printed
a column-and-a-half news story on Quest’s
failure. But it was nearly a year after his
forced resignation that Ministry (September
1987) published another interview with
Cook, this one entitled ‘“Homosexual
Recovery—Six Years Later.” Many readers
thought that the title should at the very least
have ended with a question mark.

The wording in the five-page interview is

Some GC leaders share an almost con-
cupiscient desire to believe that homosexuals
can become straight — in this lifetime.

“*the Phil Donahue Show’’ (aired twice
in 1986).

But it was in November 1986 that Cook
resigned his Quest directorate following
numerous allegations from his counselees
that he had, over a period of years (1980-
1986), taken scxual advantage of them, pri-
marily during counscling scssions.

Sociologist Ron Lawson, until recently
Kinship’s liaison officer to the GC, inter-

subtle and sophisticated. Anyone who reads
the generally unavailable excerpts from
Lawson’s fourteen interviews is struck by
Cook’s ability to euphemize, minimize, and
rationalize his behavior. And interviewer
Robert Spangler, Ministry’s editor, asks ques-
tions that provide Cook the opportunity to
make it all sound like little more than a slip.
He asks “Would you share with us how you
seemingly reverted back to the old pattern?”

7



(cmphasis added) “Would you say that now
your convictions are stronger relative to the
possibility of homosexual recovery?” “Isn’t
this comparable to what Christ said to the
adulterous woman: ‘You are forgiven;..?””
“Do you feel that continuing growth allows at
times for blight on the growing cornstalk?”

Much of this results from an almost con-
cupiscient desire on the part of some GC lead-
ers to believe that homosexuals can become
heterosexuals—in this lifetime.

In Kinship’s newsletter, Connection
(October 1987), the reaction to Cook’s fail-
ures and his Ministry interview was blunt. A
Quest program graduate decried Spangler’s
failure “to report that Duncan Eva and Neal
Wilson were informed of Cook’s indiscre-
tions, months [actually at least ten months]
prior to the Lawson letter.”

Cook tells Spangler in the Ministry inter-
view that he had not regressed to “the full
homosexuality of years ago,” adding that the
“major bondage of homosexuality was over
well before my marriage.”™ The Connection
writer wonders, “What kind of homosexual-
ity did he practice years ago?’ ““Taking
advantage of counselees has criminal impli-
cations,” he added, “‘superseding those of

anonymous sex in bathhouses.”

Quest sued

Those ““criminal implications” may be
realized in a lawsuit filed by six former coun-
selees against Cook and Quest, on 22 Febru-
ary 1988 in a Berks County Court. The
plaintiffs, represented by Philadelphia attor-
ney Marie Inyang, are requesting the return of
their counseling fecs, an injunction against
the use of their files by Cook in future books
or articles that he may write, and (two of the
plaintiffs are requesting) a minimum of
$10,000 for psychological and emotional
damage caused by sexual harrassment.

Even if a settlement is arranged out of
court, the GC may come to believe that the
$47,000 per year it had been investing in
Quest was far more than it could afford.

When Quest was being established in
1979, a cross section of interested partics
advised GC leaders that at least some review
should be made of the existing literature dis-
cussing the etiology of homosexuality, before
supporting a particular approach.

Again, when some of Cook’s attempts to
seduce clients were made known to Eva and
Wilson in the spring of 1985, his work should

What God hath put asunder

A rranged marriages are rare in
twentieth-century America, and the
effort by the administration of Loma Linda
University to arrange nuptials between its
Loma Linda and La Sierra campuses so far
has proven difticult.

The first indication the general Adventist
public received that a courtship might be in
progress appeared in the 17 November 1986
Fucific Union Recorder. The Recorder story
said that in August the Loma Linda University
board had “appointed a subcommittec. . .to
study the possible consolidation™ of the uni-
VErsity's two campuses.

Proposing

President Norman Woods contextualized
his consolidation proposal with jeremiads
about the cconomy and diminishing student
enrollment, and he charged the board with the
“responsibility of strengthening Loma Linda
University as it faces immense challenges of
higher education.”

The consolidation proposal put the La
Sierra faculty on edge. Rennie Schoepflin,
assistant professor of history on the under-
graduatc campus, reported in Specrrum (17:4)
the result of a La Sierra faculty poll conducted
in November 1986 which “‘revealed that 65
percent of the respondents. . . opposed consol-
idation, while 22 percent had mixed and 13
percent supportive feclings.”

LLU vice president for academic affairs,
Helen Thompson, responding to Schoepflin’s
report in Spectrum (18:1), seemed to misun-
derstand the poll (See box entitled, “*A vice
presidential tutorial.’’); and her list of dis-
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agreements with Schoepflin’s overview gave
readers the impression that he was anti-
consolidation, which he says he is not.

Schoepflin also reported that La Sierra
Alumni Association president Walter
Hamerslough “*had received more than sixty
letters and fifty phone calls or personal con-
tacts” from alumni. Of these, ““almost 90 per-
cent opposed the move.”

In 1966 the administration and board of
the medical and health-related programs
taught at Loma Linda were anxious to achieve
accredited university status. This would
require what is the core of any university—an
undergraduate college.

Following an abortive attempt to organize
a 400-student, elite, undergraduate program
at Loma Linda, the administrators and board
of the medical school turned to La Sierra
Collcge, twenty miles away. What some have
termed a ““shotgun wedding” was soon
arranged.

On 23 April 1967, at its very first session,
the Loma Linda University constituency
affirmed an action that sounds ironic today:

“Voted. .. that instruction and research in
liberal arts on both graduate and undergradu-
atc levels be centered primarily on the La
Sierra Campus and that instruction and
research in medical, dental, paramedical,
collegiate nursing, and related professional
sciences be centered primarily on the Loma
Linda Campus.”

Stormy courtship
Twenty years later, in the months leading
to the January 1987 LLU board mecting,

have been investigated by the Quest board
immediately. And certainly when Lawson’s
documentary letter was received in October
of 1986, Cook’s victims should have been
sought out and at the very least their counsel-
ing fees should have been refunded.

A contributing factor to the lawsuit was
the apparent return of Cook to favor with the
GC-backed Homosexuals Anonymous. Cook
was the primary lecturer at seminars and
workshops of Homosexuals Anonymous in
the last half of 1987. Also, the caption next to
Cook’s picture in the 1987 Ministry interview,
according to Currents’ sources, was left in the
magazine by accident—the same information
having been deleted from galleys of the inter-
view itself. The caption reads: ““Colin Cook,
former diector of Quest Learning Center, is
currently writing book manuscripts and will
resume leading seminars for recovering
homosexuals.”

So the GC is suing the gay Adventist asso-
ciation Kinship, and six gay former counsel-
ees of Colin Cook are suing him and Quest
Learning Center—the GC’s solution to the
homosexual problem. Everyone is miserable
and it all adds up to another public relations
gaffe for the caring church. O

President Woods and other administration
officers called or attended numerous forums
to present their vision of a geographically
consolidated university. These were well
attended and often acrimonious. Woods was
sometimes viciously criticized for his effort
and was occasionally presented with poten-
tially slanderous accusations about his
motives. Although keeping a consistent cool
under fire, Woods had a difficult time articu-
lating persuasive arguments for a combined
campus.

On 12 January 1987, after discussion that
continued well into the evening, including a
45-minute speech favoring consolidation by
General Conference president Neal Wilson,
the LLU board voted “to approve. . .the con-
solidation of both campuses at Loma Linda.”
Recognizing that he had a conflict of interest,
Pacific Union College president Malcolm
Maxwell did not vote.

At a press conference in Randall Visitor
Center the next day (13 January 1987), Woods
refused to specify the number of trustees who
had voted for and against proceeding in the
direction of consolidation.

Already aware of the figures, Currents
asked Woods how he expected to bring about
such an ambitious project when his board was
split almost down the middle—twenty-two to
ninteen, with one abstention. Before Woods
could answer, several reporters from Inland
Empire newspapers asked if Currents figures
were correct. At that point Gus Cheatham,
LLU vice president for public affairs, jumped
to his feet saying, “You can have a press con-
ference with him when we’re done here.”

In the next day or two, when the board vote
became widely known through newspaper
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A Vice Presidential Tutorial

C urrents is confident that given her committment to Adventist

higher education, Loma Linda University’s vice president for
academic administration, Helen Ward Thompson, will not mind if
both alittle fun and a bit of learning take place-at her apparent
expense.

La Sierra campus assistant professor of history, Rennie
Schoepflin; in a Spectrum (17:4) article reviewing the struggle over
campus consolidation, had described a November 1986 poll of the
La Sierra campus faculty which revealed “‘that 65 percent of the
respondents (more. than 70" percent of them responded) opposed
consolidation, while 22 percent had mixed and 13 percent: support-
ive feelings.”

In suggesting an alternate way to express the poll’s findings [let-
ter to Spectrum (18:1)], Thompson fell into-errors of both language
and numbers, (Students measured by Graduate Record Exams for
verbal and quantitative abilities 'will sympathize.):

If numbers instead of percentages are used an interesting
fact comes into focus: 635 percent of the 70 percent of the fac-
ulty who responded against consolidation become 59 in num-
ber. Note how 59 relates to 130—the total faculty polled.

Thompson’s language problem is simply an inadvertance in sen-
tence structure that many people read right over. And one knows it is
an accident because she concludes with the correct number of La
Sierra faculty who the poll indicates were against consolidation—
59. But if what Thompson wrote is taker at face value it indicates
that a percentage (65 %) of a percentage (70%) ““of the faculty who
responded against consolidation [X] become 59 in number.”

The equation reads: 65% of 70% of X =-59. And the arithmetic
reveals that X equals 130. But 130 is the total number of the faculty
polled. And the last thing Thompson wanted her readers to infer was
that the La Sierra faculty is united unanimously against consolida-
tion. What she could have correctly said was that 65 percent of the
70 percent of the faculty who responded to the poll were against
consolidation, and that 65 percent represented 59 opponents of the
merger.

Thompson’s more serious mistake occurred in her comparison

-of the numbers.: After stating that “‘if numbers instead of percent-

readers to “note how 59 relates to 130—the total faculty polled.”

What is the “interesting fact” that comes into focus? That
although Schoepflin had indicated that 65 percent of these respond-
ing to the poll had been against consolidation, wher the real number
(59) that made up the 65 percent opposed was compared to the 130
polled it appeared that actually less than half of the La Sierra cam-
pus faculty were opposed to-consolidation? That, of course; is
misleading.

When Currents asked Thompson to consider the statistical
impropriety of comparing the 59 who responded opposing consoli-
dation. with the total of 91 who had responded plus 39 others who
had not, she said that she could not see the problent.

Said Thompson: "L refuse to speculate about what the unresponding
30 percent of the faculty would have said Had they responded.”

But she had done worse than speculate. The logic of her apples/
oranges comparison-in Specrrunr was to invite readers to assume
that the 30 percent who had not responded to the poll : were all in
favor of conselidation. Otherwise, to “‘note how 59 relates to 1307 is-
meaningless.

Suppose there were 1300-faculty and seven rather than 70 per-
cent had responded; would Thompson have written, ‘“‘Note how
39 relates to 1300-—the total faculty polled”?

Had Schoepflin- written-that ‘13 percent of ‘the faculty. who
responded (70 pereent responded) in favor of consolidation repre-
sents 12 individuals; note how 12 relates to 130—the total faculty
pelled,” Thompson might have demanded his resignation; and =~
understandably so. o

What is ““interesting™ about a poll is the probability of guessing
reliably what an entire population thinks about a given issue when
only a percentage of the population is heard from. Tt is fair to
assume that if the other 39 (30 percent) members of the faculty had
responded to.the poll, that roughly 25 (65 percent) of them also
would have opposed consolidation. One may reasonably conclude
from the poll that approximately eighty-six of the 130-member La -
Sierra-campus faculty opposed consolidation in November 1986. -

By refusing to see that - which ‘s apodictic, Thompson:has re-
minded Currents that as much as it is Hoped thatincréasing numbers
of women will find their place in Adventist academic administration,

+it was myopic of Currents not-to intuit that as more and more women -+

- ages are used an interesting fact comes into focus,” she invites her

“‘share the fantasy” they will also share the astigmatism.—Ed.

reports, many observers thought that the rea-
son Woods had been unwilling to give the fig-
ures was obvious: The vote of twenty-two for,
ninetecn against, and one abstention did not
meet the university bylaws stipulation requir-
ing “the affirmative vote of a majority of the
total membership. . . to adopt or change major
policy,” because twenty-two was less than
half of the forty-five member LLU board.

General Conference chief legal counsel
Warren L. Johns told a gathering of the GC
Executive Committee that the vote for consol-
idation violated provisions of the university’s
bylaws and articles of incorporation.

LLU Board attorney Kent A. Hansen
countered that the board vote was in compli-
ancc with the university bylaws. He told the
Riverside Press Enterprise (19 February
1987) that the consolidation vote did not con-
stitute a “‘major policy” decision, as defined
by the university’s policy handbook.

Johns, on the other hand, said that the
decision constituted a major financial dceci-
sion and told the Enterprise: **“When you talk
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about selling an entire campus, or making an
invitation to sell it, in the neighborhood of
$60 million. .. it is clearly a major financial
decision.

The fact that Pacific Union president Tom
Mostert did not favor the move became appar-
cnt shortly after the board vote. In early 1987,
when the LLU administration tried to reach
the Pacific Union membership with a hand-
some, four-page document promoting con-
solidation through an insertion in the Pacific
Union Recorder, Mostert unilaterally disal-
lowed the insert. This infuriated certain offi-
cers of the administration.

Within days of the 12 January 1987 vote to
consolidate, Southeastern California Confer-
ence president L. Stephen Gifford mailed a
letter to all conference members that provided
quite a hint about the reaction at the SECC
office: **The next morning [ 13 January 1987],
as I reported on the board meecting at worship
in the conference office, I noticed many sober
faces. We in this office, living almost next
door to the campus, fecl definite pain as a

result of the vote....I have received many,
many letters, every one from opponents of
consolidation.”

Within days of the board vote, a group of
influential alumni had organized an opposi-
tion effort under the heading ““Concerned
Friends of La Sierra Campus.’’ The
“friends” had a number of concerns, among
them that—

—although the January 12 vote was a vote to
“move in the direction of consolidation,” in
news releases and TV appearances the vote
was proclaimed as a directive to sell the prop-
erty, to set up an endowment for undergradu-
ate students with part of the proceeds, but not
to go into any long-term debt.

—the legality of the vote was questionable
because in cases of adopting or changing
major policies, adopting budgets or electing
officers an affirmative vote of a majority of
the total board is required (Article 5, Section
12). The twenty-two pro-consolidation votes
were not half of the forty-five trustees.
—since the LLU administration denied that
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selling the undergraduate campus is a major
policy, budget, or personnel matter, they were
willing to proceed without a majority vote of
the total board.

The Concerned Friends believed not only
that a majority of the total board was neces-
sary, but also that the decision to consolidate
required, according to LLU bylaws, a two-
thirds majority of the nearly 600-member
LLU constituency.

the Concerned Friends, on April 1 during GC
Spring Meeting, Woods recommended a
delay of plans to implement consolidation, to
explore further the usefulness and viability of
consolidation, and to involve those who might
be affected by the move including a presenta-
tion to the constituency.

R.R. Bietz, also speaking to the Spring
Meeting delegates said that ““the confidence
of the people is more important than the

As a former La Sierra campus financial
officer said, “There are valid arguments for
consolidation, but they aren’t financial.”

Individuals who have played a significant
place in the university’s life are numbered
among the Concerned Friends: two former
Pacific Union vice presidents, R.R. Bietz and
W.R. Blacker (Blacker was for many years
chief financial officer for LLU, and Bietz was
for atime LLU board chairman.); Willard H.
Meier (emeritus dean LLU School of Educa-
tion); Donald W. Hunter (retired GC officer);
and Wilfred J. Airey (professor emeritus
LLU department of History and Political
Science).

Sue the suitor?

Airey and then-La Sierra Collegiate
Church senior pastor Lynn Mallery were
reported in the San Bernardino Sun (23 Janu-
ary 1987) as committed to challenging the
legality of the board vote. Airey told the Sun
that his view of the vote would hold up in
court but that he *“ would prefer that university
President Norman J. Woods and the board
reconsider their stand.”

The efforts of the Concerned Friends and
others bore fruit. By April of 1987 they had
acquired nearly 7,000 signatures on a petition
opposing consolidation. More importantly to
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authority of our office. .. . If the consolidation
of the campuses is not put into the hands of the
constituency, there will be further slippage of
confidence” (Adventist Review 16 April
1987).

Nevertheless, there has been little if any
participation or involvement of those who
might be affected by the move. There was,
however, an LLU administration-appointed
Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) whose
size during the second half of 1987 increased
from thirty-two to forty-five members—
despite outside campus planning consultant
George Keller’s recommendation that the
committee be limited to fifteen individuals.

The Pacific Union Executive Committee
was concerned that “‘seventy-five percent of
the...Strategic Planning Committee mem-
bers. .. were University employees, ...~

Some faculty members seem to have been
persuaded to switch to a proconsolidation
position on the possibility suggested to them
by university administration that it will open
the way to wage parity. But a former LLU
board chairman has been quoted as saying
that the board will discuss wage parity when
the Lord returns.

According to Norman Woods' December
Communique, *‘an overwhelming majority of
the [Strategic Planning] committee” ““voted
Monday, November 30, to recommend to the
University’s Board of Trustees that all univer-
sity operations now located on the La Sicrra
campus be united at Loma Linda.” Wood’s
“overwhelming majority” was based on a
vote in which twenty-three of thirty-two SPC
members present favored consolidation.

The significance of the SPC recommenda-
tion to the board depended on two things: one,
the board’s recognition that the recommenda-
tion came from a committee appointed by an
administration that was absolutely intent on
consolidation; but, more importantly, two, a
thorough digestion of the facts and arguments
that were assembled by the committee for the
board.

Four alternatives

An cighteen-page synopsis of the SPC
report became available on 30 November
1987 —the day the committee voted to recom-

mend consolidation to the board. The synop-
sis reviewed four alternatives: (I) retain
two-campus structure; (II) move administra-
tion to La Sierra; (IIT) move La Sierra opera-
tions to Loma Linda; (IV) independent La
Sierra College. The advantages of each
approach were summarized in the synopses:
(I) *“The two-campus structure must be
retained because it:
1) protects essential identities [liberal arts
from medical arts}
2) maintains good undergraduate environ-
ment and room to grow
3) provides more new money, eliminates risk
of losing old money
4) capitalizes on existing alumni support”
(II) Retain the two-campus structure and
move university administration to the La
Sierra campus because:
1) all the arguments in (I) above apply plus
2) administration needs to identify with and
strengthen its liberal arts programs—the
*‘core” of a university
3) it would reduce “sccond-class citizenship”
felt by La Sierra faculty
(I1II) *“We must unitec on one campus
because doing so will:
1) allow integration of liberal arts thorughout
professional curricula
2) provide opportunity for multidisciplinary
research
3) improve our marketing image
4) provide new facilities for learning and still
fund endowment”
(IV) *La Sierra College must become
independent because it will:
1) preserve the advantages of location and
environment
2) allow LSC to flourish free from domina-
tion by medically-related entities
3) support a research program independent of
medical concerns
4) sccure endowment funds from non-LS use
5) provide services and administration
focussed on LSC”

Money

The largest single factor for assessing the
financial wisdom of any of the two-campus
scenarios versus the consolidation proposal is
this: The consolidation scenario is based on
the sale of the entirc La Sierra parcel of 550
acres—$50 million for the 330-acres of unde-
veloped farmland, and $25 million for the
220-acre campus itsclf. The administration
believes that with the $50 million received
from thc sale of the La Sierra farmland, plus
ten of the $25 million from the sale of the
campus, it can build sufficient facilities to
provide for the undergraduate programs on
the Loma Linda campus. With the remaining
$15 million, it proposes to endow the under-
graduate programs at their new location.

All three scenarios that presuppose a con-
tinued separation of campuses envision the
sale or development of the 330-acre La Sicrra
farm property for the endowment (around $50
million worth) of a growing and improving
undergraduate program on the remaining
220-acre La Sicrra campus.
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As the SPC discovered and reported, what
might be saved through the elimination of
redundancies in the consolidation scenario

are offset by far greater building expenditures
and losses in endowment. As a former La
Sierra financial officer said, ““There are valid
arguments for consolidation, but they aren’t
financial.”

By 30 November 1987, the arguments
from financial exigency had dissolved
because the cconomies of maintaining the two
existing campuses and of consolidation, as
calculated by the SPC, were equally
attractive.

Propinquity

The remaining arguments for consolida-
tion depended entirely on the heuristic bene-
fits that might be derived from propinquity—a
vision of academic excellence kindled by the
physical closcness of faculty and students on a
single campus.

Nevertheless the financial argument
appeared in President Woods® Communique
for December 1987. Dr. Gordon Madgwick,
cxecutive secretary for the North American
Board of Higher Education and chairman of
the SPC is cited as attributing to the SPC the
shared opinion that consolidation will “cffect
long-range cost savings” for the two schools.
But he did not indicate the fact that any sav-
ings would be more than offset by other fac-
tors in the consolidation scenario that make it
not a saving over against rctaining the two
campuses.

Two weeks after the SPC report and rec-
ommendation appearcd. only eight (one-
third) of twenty-four faculty senate members
present for the senate meeting of 14 Decem-
ber 1987 voted for consolidation.

Before consultant Keller became a consol-
idation partisan, he had told Norman Woods
that to make the campus unification proposal
viable he would need the support of at least 51
percent of the faculty. Nevertheless, on
December 15, the day after the faculty senate
no vote, at a meeting of the SPC, Keller called
Pacific Union resident Tom Mostert a ““sore
loser™ and a “*verbal terrorist” after Mostert
described responses being considered by the
Pacific Union Conference Executive Com-
mittee and indicated that as far as the Pacific
Union was concerned, the SPC vote marked
the beginning of the discussion—not the end.
Woods later apologized to Mostert for
Keller's intemperate remarks.

Following the SPC meeting of Tuesday, 15
December 1987, assistant professor of history
and SPC secretary Ronald Graybill was flown
to Washington, D.C.. where on Wednesday
the sixteenth he had a number of one-on-one
meetings with General Conference leaders to
lobby for campus consolidation.

On Thursday the seventeenth, Graybill
was joined by Norman Woods; Department of
Physics chairman. Ed Karlow; Department of
Physical Therapy chairman and faculty scnate
president, Liz Rogers; and professor of
English. Ken Matthews for a joint presenta-
tion to the General Conference Committee.
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At the conclusion of their presentation, Neal
Wilson disallowed any discussion by the
Committec members.

Pacific Union opposition

Shortly after Christmas 1987 and a few
days before the 11 January 1988 LLU board
meeting, a twelve-page ‘‘background infor-
mation’’ packet on the issue of consolidation
was mailed from Pacific Union headquarters
to the forty-five trustees. A cover letter repre-
senting the Union Executive Committee, the
union officers, conference officers and edu-
cational directors contained this paragraph:

“All local conference administrators and
educational dircctors, Union leadership and
over three-fourths of the Executive Commit-
tee members are opposcd to using the sale of
La Sierra assets for a few new buildings at
Loma Linda. We believe those funds should
not be consumed but rather invested to pro-
vide perpetual income for the undergraduate
programs now located on the La Sierra cam-
pus. Such a plan would provide the opportu-
nity for hundreds more of our youth to attend
an Adventist college while at the same time
providing for a sound financial operation.”

The “background information™ packet
contained a list of eight concerns of the
Pacific Union leadership. Among them were
the concerns that **consolidation will not pro-
vide a whole new undergraduate campus,
rather just a few new facilities,” and that the
proposecd recreation complex and parking
facilities would be erected from La Sierra
campus monics.

Pacific Union lcaders were particularly
troubled by LLU administration’s argument
that consolidation would result in long-range
financial savings. “You will notice,” the
Pacific Union paper argued, that “when you
put operating and capital factors together,
there are greater savings with two campuses™
(see Pacific Union financial comparison
box pp. 12, 13).

Mostert and the Union Executive Com-

Green, informed the assembled La Sierra fac-
ulty that the University has a negative cash
position of $54 million. But when pressed by
La Sierra Provost Dale McCune, Green
admitted that $51.5 million of that was a
Loma Linda campus liability. When the cal-
culations that make up Green’s ‘‘negative cash
position” are examined, they scem patently
constructed to alarm. This alarm dovetailed
with the mistaken premise that consolidation
was intended to be a fix for financial exigency.

But there really is no exigency, unless it is
on the more free-spending Loma Linda cam-
pus; and it is now quietly admitted that con-
solidation would not be a fix. Administration
officials have conceded in faculty senate (14
December 1987) that the financial advantages
of staying or moving arc a toss-up. But, again,
they would not long remain a toss-up if the
Pacific Union Conference were to withhold
its annual College of Arts and Sciences
subsidy.

Furthermore, alumni contributions are
certain to plummet if consolidation becomes
a reality. For example: South coast (Long
Beach) physician/alumnus Edward C. Allred
(School of Medicine 1964) has contributed
$635,000 to the University between 1981 and
1987. He contributed $225,000 to the College
of Arts and Sciences in 1987, but he is likely to
continue his eleemosynary activity in another
direction if the La Sierra campus is closed.
Allred is reported to have promised $1 million
dollars for an administration building on the
La Sierra campus if the LLU administration
will move its offices to the Riverside property.
And Concerned Friends say Allred has indi-
cated he would contribute up to half his
worth, if the arts and sciences remain at La
Sierra.

This has been called “greenmail” by some
consolidation partisans, and ‘““blood money”
by others because abortions have been per-
formed at some of Allred’s twenty-eight fam-
ily planning medical offices. The Riverside
Press Enterprise (2 January 1988) reported

Unless Wilson was admitting to being with the
devil on consolidation, everyone against it had

to be Satan’s dupe.

mittce have drawn up contingencies should
the consolidation push succeed. One alterna-
tive under consideration is to run La Sierra as
a Union-owned institution a la Pacific Union
College. This would lead inevitably to a fight
over who owns La Sierra College. (There is
some doubt about the status of the property
title and the question of who owns the
buildings.)

Another Pacific Union response could be
to redirect part or all of its La Sierra subsidy
($1.8 million for 1987) to Pacific Union
College. This would make the finances of
consolidation less attractive.

LLU vice president for finance, James

that Allred has “*said he would underwrite the
cost of legal action if the trustees voted to
close down the campus.”

During the January 11, Monday morning
Board Finance and Budget Committee meet-
ing, committee members discussed Allred’s
contingent philanthropy and Pacific Union
president Tom Mostert’s possible future with-
holding of the Union’s annual La Sierra
subsidy.

But Gus Cheatham, LLU vice president
for public affairs told Currents that Allred has
not offered the University money with
strings. And he said that the University does
not make a practice of determining how its
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The Pacific Union’s

NOTE #1

COSTESTIMATES AREBASED ON INFOR-
MATION TAKEN FROM JANUARY, 1987
FEASIBILITY STUDY PREPARED BY LLU
ADMINISTRATION.

CONSOLIDATION AT LOMA LINDA

1. CONSOLIDATION INCOME (Sell the en-
tire La Sierra campus) The 330 acres of
undeveloped land at La Sierra could yield a
cash income of $150,000/acre. This is
based upon the current experience of land
sales in Riverside. It also assumes that
necessary zoning clearances have been
obtained. If all 330 acres are sold, the in-
come would be $49,500,000 or $50,000,000
in round numbers. The Coldwell-Banker
evaluation estimated the La Sierra campus
to be worth $25,000,000. If this campus was
sold along with the undeveloped land, a
total of $75,000,000 could be available.

$75,000,000

2. CONSOLIDATION EXPENSES
A) Buildings
1) Academic space -

145,000 sq ft/$70 sq ft $10,150,000
2) Classrooms with labs -

150,000 sq ft/$150 sq ft 22,500,000
3) Library expansion -

30,000 sq ft/$75 sq ft 2,250,000

4) Recreation complex - $7,000,000
Student Center
Cash on Hand at

Loma Linda 1,250,000

Net Cost 5,750,000

5) Dormitories for 750 students
Baths between rooms -

81,000 sq ft/$80 sq ft 6,480,000
6) Parking structure for
1,000 cars 6,500,000
7) Food service expansion -
10,000 sq t/$94 sq ft 940,000
ESTIMATED COST

OF BUILDINGS $54,570,000

B) Equipment & Other

1) Equipment & furnishings for new
buildings (Assumes use of most

old equip. & furnishings on the

present La Sierra campus) $ 2,000,000
2) Moving expense $500,000 -
$1,500,000 estimated

3) Inflation of approx. 5% on
building costs January, 1987 to
January 1990, the proposed time

1,000,000

when construction would start. 2,700,000

ESTIMATED TOTAL

RELOCATION COSTS $60,270,000

CONSOLIDATION ON LOMA LINDA CAMPUS
INCOME ASSUMPTIONS

A) Togenerate $75,000,000 by selling all of the La Sierra property and spending
$60,000,000 to consolidate the University on the Loma Linda campus, thus
leaving a balance of $15,000,000 to be invested, using only the earnings for
future operating and capital needs. (See NOTE #1)

B) Theannual Pacific Union subsidy will continue at $1,000,000 peryear which
is $800,000 less than the current amount. (See NOTE #2)

C) Operationai savings amounting to $494,000 may be realized. (See NOTE #3)

INCOME INCREASE BASED ON CONSOLIDATION

ESTIMATED ANNUAL INCOME

Investment Income

($15,000,000 Invested) At 7% $1,050,000 At 10% $1,500,000

Pacific Union Subsidy 1,000,000 1,000,000
Operational Savings 494,000 494,000
TOTAL ESTIMATED INCOME $2,544,000 $2,994,000
LESS Current Union Subsidy 1,800,000 1,800,000
ESTIMATED NET INCREASE $ 744,000 $1,194,000

POSSIBLE USES FOR ADDITIONAL INCOME (See NOTE #4)

) Operating Subsidy

) Additional Student Aid

) Faculty and Academic Enhancement
)

A
B
C
D) Capital Improvements

COMPARISON OF AN-

CONSOLIDATION

RATE OF RETURN AT LOMA LINDA*

7% $ 744,000
10% $1,194,000

* $15,000,000 INVESTED

operating and capital expenses. Income
from the development of the agricultural

NOTE #2

The Pacific Union Conference currently
subsidizes the La Sierra campus of Loma
Linda University in the amount of $1,800,000
per year. The subsidy is given for both

property at La Sierra (purchased through
the years by the Pacific Union) if invested
would provide sufficient funds to support
the capital needs of undergraduate
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Financial Assessment

RETAINING THE LA SIERRA CAMPUS

INCOME ASSUMPTIONS

A) To generate $50,000,000 by selling 330 acres of land at $150,000 per acre
which will be invested using only the earnings for operating and capital

needs. (See NOTE #1)

B) Theannual Pacific Union subsidy will continue at $1,000,000 per year which
is $800,000 less than the current amount. (See NOTE #2)

INCOME INCREASE BASED ON RETAINING LA SIERRA CAMPUS

ESTIMATED ANNUAL INCOME

Investment Income
($50,000,000 Invested)
Pacific Union Subsidy

TOTAL ESTIMATED INCOME
LESS Current Union Subsidy
ESTIMATED NET INCREASE

At 7%

$3,500,000 At 10% $5,000,000
1,000,000 1,000,000
$4,500,000 $6,000,000
1,800,000 1,800,000
$2,700,000 $4,200,000

POSSIBLE USES FOR ADDITIONAL INCOME (See NOTE #4)

Operating Subsidy
Additional Student Aid

A)
B)
C) Faculty and Academic Enhancement
D)

Capital Improvements

NUAL INCOME INCREASE

RETAINING ADVANTAGE RETAINING
LA SIERRA CAMPUS** LA SIERRA CAMPUS

$2,700,000 $1,956,000

$4,200,000 $3,006,000

“* $50,000,000 INVESTED

education at Loma Linda University. In fact,
income from investment and subsidy would
increase by $2.7 million (at 7% interest) or
$4.2 million (at 10% interest) over present
levels of similar income. This would allow
the Pacific Union Conference to transfer to

Pacific Union College an additional
$800,000 subsidy from the present
$1,800,000, giving Pacific Union College a
total of $2,600,000 subsidy. This is stiil two
to four million doliars less subsidy per year
(depending on interest earned) than under-

graduate education at Loma Linda
University would receive.

NOTE #3

The 1986 Feasibility Study showed how a net
savings of $1,900,000 in annual operating
might be saved through reduction in com-
mon or duplicated services. The full amount
of this projection is no longer availabie since
reductions in support services are being
effected now.

The current cuts are in Custodial, Land-
scape, Maintenance, and Physical Plant. The
total projected savings in these four areas
shown in the 1986 Feasibility Study is ap-
proximately $600,000. Because deep cutsare
being made in these areas, and further cuts
are being considered, it is not reasonable to
assume that any further savings in these
areas will be retained upon consolidation.
The net savings afforded by consolidation of
the remaining entities is probably about
$1,300,000. (From the November 30, 1987,
University Strategic Planning Committee
Report, page 9, No. 17).

The projected operational savings from
consolidation are divided among 25 cost
centers. These operational savings will
accrue to the University as a whole rather
thanto the liberal arts programs, thus itcould
be misleading to show the entire $1,300,000
savings to the liberal arts programs. Thirty-
eight percent (or $494,000) of the savings
represent costs now charged to La Sierra. In
actual practice liberal arts on a merged
campus will have to compete with all other
schools for any operational dollars saved.

NOTE #4

A) Operating Subsidy
Operating subsidy at La Sierra is
presently $1,300,000 taken from the
$1,800,000 Pacific Union subsidy.

B) Additional Student Aid
For every $500,000 in student aid, you
could provide 200 $2,500 student aid
scholarships.

C) Faculty and Academic Enhancement
The Strategic Planning Committee
proposes spending $360,000 in this area
to equalize faculty pay scales.

D) Capital Improvements
There is $500,000 in the present La Sierra
budget for capital improvements which
consumes the remainder of the Pacific
Union subsidy. However, with the
additional income projected, extensive
building could take place on the La
Sierra campus in a short period of time.
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donors make their money.

Allred indicated to Concerned Friends
that he was prepared to contribute an addi-
tional $450,000 this year to arts and sciences
programs as long as they remained on the La
Sierra campus; nevertheless, the administra-
tion eliminated both agriculture and geology
from the curriculum. (The geology offerings
could have been continued for a mere $40,000
a year. Partisans for arts and science indepen-
dence are concerned about what will be left of
their programs if consolidation becomes a
reality.)

Board meeting January 1988

The university administration would not
share with Currents either the board minutes
or the names of those who were absent.

One of the seven missing trustees was
George Akers, director, GC Department of
Education. Akers, who was in South
America, is said by Concerned Friends to be
philosophically in the anticonsolidation camp
and would have found himself in opposition to
board invitee Gordon Madgwick, executive
secretary for the North American Division
Board of Higher Education and chairman of
the Strategic Planning Commiitee.

Ronald Graybill who served as secretary
to the SPC and helped to draft its report, also
presented that report to the trustees.

The university administration had a full
complement of invitees to the session. And it
presented an impressive slide show represent-
ing its vision of a consolidated university.
President Woods indicated to the board that
the Loma Linda campus which now accom-
modates 2,500 students could handle an addi-
tional seven thousand five hundred. He made
one proposal among several made—
calculated to bread down Pacific Union
resistance—that Pacific Union College
receive one million dollars a year for eleven

administration’s point man and invitee to the
board session, responded negatively to
Mostert’s remarks and without naming names
referred to “snake in the grass” tactics that
had been used to resist consolidation.

Neal Wilson arose late in the meeting to
say that he was for consolidation. He also
said, “The Holy Spirit does not work in two
different directions; so somebody else’s hand
must be involved.”” Unless Wilson was admit-
ting to being with the devil on consolidation,
everyone against it had to be, according to
Wilson’s logic, Satan’s dupe.

When it came time for Norman Woods to
make his motion, no one could understand
him. And so he left the room with English
professor/inviteec Ken Matthews, GC general
vice president Calvin Rock, and Derrill
Yaeger to get his motion in order.

During this 9:30 p.m. break, business-
men/trustees Tom Zapara and Larry Vigil
both left the meeting—Vigil to catch a plane.

Immediately after the result of the vote
was announced, Mostert rose to challenge it,
claiming that one of the votes was an invalid,
proxy vote—the trustee, Zapara, not being
present for the balloting. (Zapara had left his
“yes” vote before the motion, with its four
stipulations, had been formed.)

As ballots were being passed out again,
Necal Wilson took the microphone and per-
suaded the trustees that Zapara’s ballot should
be allowed and the vote should stand, since he
had been present for the entire day’s
discussion.

After some discussion of what constitutes
a legitimate proxy vote, Zapara's ballot was
allowed to stand. If his proxy vote had not
been counted, once again there would have
been no legal majority of the board’s forty-
five members in favor of consolidation.

The board voted twenty-three to fourteen
(23 to 14) to consolidate, with Maxwell

Cheatham replied that it actually might be
harder to change the university board

makeup than to move the La Sierra campus.

years from any gain acquired from the sale,
lease, or development of the La Sierra
property.

Trustee Major C. White, secretary for the
Pacific Union, was quite proud that his pro-
consolidation position was independently dif-
ferent from that of his union president, Tom
Mostert, and he was heard during the Monday
lunch break saying that he had voted for con-
solidation last time and he was gonna vote for
it again.

The session did not take the form of a
debate; rather it was comprised of a long
series of presentations by invitees and
speeches by trustees.

In the evening, after Mostert had
expressed the Pacific Union’s reservations
about consolidation, consultant Keller, the
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abstaining again. A full complement of the
Board is forty-five members. The approval of
twenty-three trustecs—the bare minimum
necessary majority required in the bylaws to
pass a motion—is not exactly a mandate.

Yes, but

The board meeting began at 9 a.m., and
thirteen hours later it was all over—for the
moment. But even then there were
stipulations:

“1. Income from the sale or development
of the La Sierra College property must be
used to underwrite and strengthen arts and
sciences programs when they are merged to
the LLU campus. [The administration’s pro-
posal to send $11 million to Pacific Union
College would conflict directly with this

stipulation. ]

2. No assests from the disposal or devel-
opment of La Sierra land be used to subsidize
the LLU School of Medicine. [This one is so
easy to circumvent that it seems to be mean-
ingless. As with tithe reversion, administra-
tion could simply say arts and sciences have
their land sale subsidy, so divert other income
previously appropriated for them to the medi-
cal school. ]

**3. The university must expand its reme-
dial program and continue an open enroll-
ment policy. [Open enrollment and
“preferred” universities mix like iron and
clay.]

4. Decision subject to viable financial
and land disposal or development plan.

5. Entire consolidation proposal must be
ratified by the LLU constituency.”

How did the campus unification proposal
manage to receive twenty-three votes? Proba-
bly because there is a presumption by the
trustees, on balance, in favor of the judgment
and proposals of the man who they earlier
voted to lead the university. To vote against his
proposals is, to some extent, a vote of no con-
fidence. Consequently, when a trustee is
uncertain or divided in his or her opinion, he/
she will vote with administration.

Many observers believe that given the
absence of constituency support, the campus
consolidation initiative could become for the
Norman Woods® administration a tombstone
rather than a monument.

Courting the family

Since the January board meeting, the LLU
administration has begun a propaganda cam-
paign to persuade various constituencies that
what they now insist on calling “‘unification”
(it sounds friendlier) is best for everyone con-
cerned. Mostert, busy licking his wounds,
allowed the administration’s four-page, four-
color unification instrument to be inserted in
the Pacific Union Recorder. The Recorder is
sent to the nearly 100,000 Pacific Union
members living in southern California and
Arizona. A similar centerfold went to the
23,000 recipients (mostly alumni) of the
Loma Linda University Scope.

The problem with both versions of the
administration’s consolidation promotional
vehicle is that they seem to be misleading.

One version states that “the Trustees con-
cluded that.. . long-term cost-savings would
best be achieved on a single campus.™ The
other version described a board **faced with
the cost of maintaining both campuses.* as if
that would be more expensive than
consolidation.

Both instruments pictured Ronald
Graybill, along with his statement that con-
solidation “will save millions in overhead
costs now wasted on duplicate services.™ Iso-
lated as it is. Graybill’s statement is true; but
over against the costs that will be incurred to
produce a consolidated university, there is no
apparent saving.

A point is put forward in onc of the
versions—a point that was argued in the insert

ADVENTIST CURRENTS, April 1988



disallowed by Mostert for the Recorder a year
earlicr—that “*accrediting groups who evalu-
ate the educational programs of Loma Linda
University,” repeatedly underscore the advis-
ability of a single campus program.”

This argument is almost laughable when
one realizes that the Western Association of
Schools and Colleges has actually warned
LLU to adjust the makeup of its board of
trustees to avoid conflicts of interest—an
adjustment that would cost the university
nothing. When Currents called this irony to
Gus Cheatham’s attention, he replied that it
actually might be harder to change the board
makeup [given Adventist political reality}
than to move the La Sierra campus.

The most outrageous assertion contained
in both versions of the consolidation promo-
tional vehicles was the quote by the LLU
Councilors president, Ronald Drayson, that
the unification plan “represents a giant step in
the development of Loma Linda University
into a school of the ‘highest order’ as
described by Ellen G. White.” However one
regards the writings of Ellen White, it has to
be recognized that they don’t relate in any way
to the idea of a modern university. (The Ellen
G. White Estate has refused for years to
relcase a lengthy and adamantine statement
by Ellen White in a 1903 interview rejecting
the importance of accreditating for Adventist
colleges.

Finally, one version of the instrument
refers to administration’s vision of a ““prefer-
red” institution. This is a bit hard to reconcile
with the “open enrollment™ policy that is to
be continued under one or both campus sce-
narios. Cheatham says that the administration
is not using the word ““preferred” in the sense
of top drawer or elite; rather, he says, they
hope that when they are done with consolida-
tion that Adventist young people will *“*pre-
fer’ to go to LLU over other denominational
colleges.

Should there be a fair fight over consolida-
tion? Docs it matter that official publications
and mailing lists are used exclusively to pro-
mote the proconsolidation position?

Invitations to the wedding

Considerably more than 60 percent of the
nearly 600 LLU constituents are ‘‘perma-
nent” members—a percentage comprised of
those members of the GC Executive Commit-
tee (nearly 200) who reside in the United
States and Canada, the executive committees
of the Pacific Union (49) and its three confer-
ences (54), the officers of the LLU corpora-
tion (8), the vice presidents and deans of all
the schools (10), and the members of the
Board of Trustees (45).

Significantly fewer than 40 percent of the
members are “appointed” constituents, most
of whom are more immediately involved with
Loma Linda University. These board-
appointed delegates include: faculty (60),
employees (30), alumni (64), “other” board
appointees (20), students (12), LLU Board of
Councilors (10), and ten “‘other persons”
scated by vote of the constituency.
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Norman Woods told Currents that the vari-
ous board-“‘appointed” constituent clusters
(faculty, students, alumni, etc.) would be cho-
sen by their peers; and the board would sim-
ply ratify those choices. (If that is how it
works, Article 4 of the bylaws needs
rewriting.)

But who will actually attend such a meet-
ing? Ordinarily a majority of the GC Com-
mittee’s nearly two hundred *‘permanent”
constituents do not attend quinquennial ses-
sions. Apparently they have the option but
would have to make the time and submit a
travel expense voucher to the appropriate
office for remuneration. How each of those
permanent members to the constituency will
decide whether or not to attend this forthcom-
ing pivotal session is not clear to Currents.

Woods did not know when the constitu-
ency session would meet; but he affirmed
Currents’ speculation that it would occur
after, but temporally adjacent to, a board
meeting in order to reduce the travel time and
costs of the trustees, who are all constituents.
Many observers guess that it could happen as
early as January 1989.

Currents suspects that the constituency
session could be very interesting and the out-
come difficult to project. To ratify consolida-
tion, two-thirds of the delegates present at a
constituency session would have to approve
it—at least that is what has been assumed.
However, a scrutiny of the bylaws reveals that
the situation is not clear-cut.

First of all, Article 5 (Section 15,d.), says
that “*The Board of Trustees reserves to itself
final authority” over “the sale or other dispo-
sition of University-owned land and property
which is used or occupied for its primary
purposes.”’

Does that mean that a bylaw adjustment
will have to made so that the board legally can
abdicate to the constituency its authority over
the La Sierra property? If so, according to the
bylaws’ Article 5 (Section 4,1.), the board
would have “‘to appoint from constituent
members, at least thirty days prior to a regular
constituency meeting, a committec to review
the...Bylaws’ and recommend the necessary
bylaw revision to the assembled members,
who would have to approve the recommended
bylaw change, before the constituency could
vote meaningfully on the question of the La
Sierra campus’ future.

Article 3 of the bylaws is a description of
the “Legal Entity” that comprises Loma
Linda University. It states that *‘the term
Loma Linda University is used to refer to the
entire organization and is the legal entity
responsible for the functioning of its three
divisions which are:

a. The Loma Linda campus

b. The La Sierra campus

¢. The Loma Linda Foundation™

There are those who wonder whether the
removal of “b. The La Sierra campus,” from
Article 3 is legally anything more significant
than a descriptive change. The article would
remain the same, but part of what it applicd to
would be removed. Do the bylaws require a

two-thirds majority of the assembled constit-
uents to make that adjustment?
When the constituency next meets and the

challenge is publicly put, ““If anyone can give
cause why these two campuses should not be
brought together, let him speak now,”” without
doubt, many, many delegates will not even
begin to hold their peace. 0

Davenport reprise

T he Department of Consumer Affairs
Board of Medical Quality Assurance
Action Report for May 1987 listed discipli-
nary actions against fifty physicians, among
them one against Donald J. Davenport, M.D.,
of Corona del Mar.

After he entered a guilty plea, Davenport
was convicted on 25 June 1985 in the Munici-
pal Court of the Orange County Harbor Judi-
cial District of violating two California
Health and Safety Code statutes (three counts
each) regulating controlled substances.

Between May 29 and October 31, 1984,
Davenport had prescribed or dispensed
directly, on eight occasions to three different
undercover agents, various quantities of two
or more dangerous drugs, without a good
faith prior examination or medical indication.
The drugs were Dalmane, Doriden (trade
name for Glutethimide), Fastin (trade name
for Phentermine Hydrocloride), and Tylenol
#4 with 1 grain of Codeine.

On the advice of his attorney, Davenport
voluntarily waived his right to a hearing,
recensideration, or appeal. The disciplinary
action he received was based on his convic-
tion of a crime that was substantially related
to the qualifications, functions, and duties of
the practice of medicine.

The decision by the Division of Medical
Quality of the Board of Medical Quality
Assurance (ordered August 27, 1986, effec-
tive September 26, 1986) was to revoke
Davenport’s Physician’s and Surgeon’s Certif-
icate. However, the revocation was stayed and
he was placed on five years probation with
terms and conditions.

These included restricting Davenport’s
right to dispense or prescribe certain con-
trolled medications, except in a hospital set-
ting, and an annual continuing education
program of forty hours beyond the usual reli-
censure requirement.

Subsequently, Davenport closed his medi-
cal office in Corona del Mar, and it appears
that he has decided to retire from medical
practice rather than meet his probation
stipulations.

He recently returned from an extended
trip to Europe (including Switzerland) where
some who know him speculate he has depos-
ited several million dollars of church and
church members’ money. He owes the Inter-
nal Revenue Service a large sum, but it does
not appear to have affected his lifestyle.

The really bad news is that Davenport,
according to Currents’ sources, has returned
to the investment business. O
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ROQTS REVISITED

INCIDENT IN ATKINSON:
The Arrest and Trial of Israel Dammon

by Bruce Weaver

Grateful appreciation is due the following individuals for their invaluable assistance with the research involved in this article: Robert Taylor,
president, Androscoggin County Historical Society; Stephen Trent Seames, Portland Telegram archivist (Seames was at one time assistant curator
of manuscripts at the Maine Historical Society); James B. Vickery, retired former president, Bangor Historical Society, widely recognized as ““the
dean” of Maine State history; J.B. Goodner, semi-retired manager, refractory division, Goodner Construction Co., the lay-expert on early SDA
historical documents; the staff of the Greensboro interlibrary loan department for dozens of transactions; and the University of Maine Fogler

Library for all Maine newspaper microfilm loans.

unquestioningly on Ellen G. White’s personal account of her
first, postdisappointment travels (first published in 1860) for
their understanding of her initial calling and her earliest ministry.'

In a personal letter to J.N. Loughborough in 1874, Mrs. White
describes how she spent the winter/spring of 1845 traveling from town
to town, primarily in Maine, fighting the various forms of fanaticism
that preoccupied those Millerites who (following the disappointments
of 1843 and 1844) still refused to believe that God had not shared His
timetable with them.”

However, recently resurrected newspaper accounts of a February
1845 weekend incident in Atkinson, Maine, involving Ellen Harmon,
James White, Dorinda Baker, Israel Dammon, and others, call into
question the reliability of Ellen White’s autobiographical sketches.’

While Mrs. White’s retrospective of her carliest travels emphasizes
her fanaticism-fighting role, she also frequently dwells upon startling
miracles that she says cither attended her ministry or that took place in
its presence. Mrs. White’s three-page, published account of the arrest
and trial of Israel Dammon® is so remarkable that, while reading it over
in March of 1986, it occurred to me that some specific contemporary
reference to it must have survived in the New England newspapers—
especially since it involved the police and the courts.

My research was soon and richly rewarded. It turned up the earliest
existing eyewitness accounts of Ellen Harmon in vision—accounts
included as part of sworn courtroom testimony regarding the activities
that led to Dammon’s arrest. The most historically significant find was
an article in the 7 March 1845 Piscataquis Farmer under the heading
“Trial of Elder I. Dammon.” This Dover, Maine, weekly newspaper
provided a 124-column-inch abridgement of the court reporter’s tran-
script of Dammon’s February 17 and 18 arraignment and trial.

Ellen Harmon’s presence at the arrest of Dammon, and references at
his trial to her behavior during the activities that led to his arrest, make
this document particularly fascinating to Adventists. Fascination turns
to concern, however, when Mrs. White’s account of the affair is com-
pared with that of the witnesses at the trial. But before making those
comparisons it is necessary to establish context and to read the docu-
ments in question.

F or more than a century, Seventh-day Adventists have relied

“Misty, snowy, and hail[ing]”’

Ellen Harmon left her Portland, Maine, home in January 1845 and
travelled by sleigh with her brother-in-law, Samuel Foss, to visit her sis-
ters in Poland.® She had experienced one vision in December of 1844 as
well as a ““call” to travel and share her vision with other Maine
Millerites.

An early victim among Andrews University seminary graduate stu-
dents of the Glacier View era, Bruce Weaver is a field instructor for the
copy division of Canon USA. He writes from Greensboro, North
Carolina.
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The great disappointment was nearly three months past, and the
conservative New England populous could not understand why Miller-
ism had outlived the bitter disappointments of 1843 and 1844. Even
before Christ’s failure to appear many believed that there were “‘argu-
ments enough in favor of holy living without resorting to the possibility
of the speedy end of the world for motives with which to address men.””’

While most Millerites quietly rejoined the mainstream denomina-
tions and society as a whole, small pockets of fanatical true believers
were scattered throughout the northeast. Some of them, in Ellen Har-
mon’s home town of Portland, worshipped “‘with propriety of conduct
...at Beethoven Hall.”* The meetings of others (attended by Miss Har-
mon), who met almost exclusively in private homes, were character-
ized by the ““holy” salutation kiss, loud shouting and singing, physical
prostrations, promiscuous (mixed) footwashing, multiple baptisms by
immersion, odd exhibitions of voluntary humility (i.e., crawling, bark-
ing), and the presentations of a few (mostly female) visionaries.’

But it was the no-work policy advocated by a number of leading
Adventist extremists that most attracted them to municipal authorities.
Piscataquis County was the first to bring serious civil intervention to
the fanatical Millerites of Maine. This precedent was soon followed by
arrests, trials, and imprisonments or guardianships in Orrington, Ban-
gor, Paris, Norway, Poland, Woodstock, and Portland."

Ellen Harmon moved continuously among these Adventist extrem-
ists, and it is likely that she narrowly avoided arrest in Orrington by
fleeing the scene.' And it is possible that she was arrested—along with
Joseph Turner—at Poland in April 1845 (see below, “Was Ellen Har-
mon arrested?””)." But there is no question about Ellen Harmon’s pres-
ence during and involvement with the incident in Atkinson that led to
the arrest of Israel Dammon.

The following paragraphs from the second volume of Spiritual Gifis
(pp.40-42) contain Ellen White’s only account of the February 1845
incident in Atkinson.

Ellen White’s account

From Exeter we went to Atkinson. One night [February 15] I was
shown something that I did not understand. It was to this effect, that
we were to have a trial of our faith. The next day, which was the first
day of the week, while I was speaking, two men looked into the win-
dow. We were satisfied of their object. They entered and rushed past
me to Eld. Damman [sic]. The Spirit of the Lord rested upon him,
and his strength was taken away, and he fell to the floor helpless. The
officer cried out, ““In the name of the State of Maine, lay hold of this
man.” Two scized his arms, and two his feet, and attempted to drag
him from the room. They would move him a few inches only, and
then rush out of the house. The power of God was in that room, and
the servants of God with their countenances lighted up with his
glory, made no resistance. The efforts to take Eld. D. were often
repeated with the same effect. The men could not endure the power
of God, and it was a relief to them to rush out of the house. Their
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number increased to twelve, still Eld. D. was held by the power of
God about forty minutes, and not all the strength of those men could
move him from the floor where he lay helpless. At the same moment
we ail felt that Eld. D. must go; that God had manifested his power
for his glory, and that the name of the Lord would be further glori-
fied in suffering him to be taken from our midst. And those men
took him up as easily as they would take up a child, and carried him
out.

After Eld. D. was taken from our midst he was kept in a hotel,
and guarded by a man who did not like his office. He said that Eld.
D. was singing, and praying, and praising the Lord all night, so that
he could not sleep, and he would not watch over such a man. No one
wished the office of guarding him, and he was left to go about the
village as he pleased, after promising that he would appear for trial.
Kind friends invited him to share their hospitalities. At the hour of
trial Eld. D. was present. A lawyer offered his services. The charge
brought against Eld. D. was, that he was a disturber of the peace.
Many witnesses were brought to sustain the charge, but they were at
once broken down by the testimony of Eld. D.’s acquaintances
present, who were called to the stand. There was much curiosity to
know what Eld. D. and his friends believed, and he was asked to give
them a synopsis of his faith. He then told them in a clear manner his
belief from the Scriptures. It was also suggested that they sung curi-
ous hymns, and he was asked to sing one. There were quite a number
of strong brethren present who had stood by him in the trial, and
they joined with him in singing,

“When I was down in Egypt’s land,

I heard my Saviour was at hand,” &c.

Eld. D. was asked if he had a spiritual wife. He told them he had
alawful wife, and he could thank God that she had been a very spir-
itual woman ever since his acquaintancc with her. The cost of court,
I think, was thrown upon him, and he was released.

Newspaper accounts and other records provide additional context
for the incident which Mrs. White described with such economy.

Saturday evening, 15 February 1845, found a number of disap-
pointed Millerites (probably fifty or sixty) gathered “at the house of
James Ayer. Jr., in the southwest part’” of the small eastern Maine town
of Atkinson." Nearly nine inches of snow had already fallen at nearby
Bangor that month. The Bangor meteorologist described that Sabbath

as “‘misty, snowy, and hail[ing].” The high temperature for the day was
33 F, but it was 18 F by nine o’clock that evening." The visitors—more
than a score of whom had arrived by sleigh from other towns such as
Exeter, Garland, and Orrington—were groping for meaning in their
disappointment.” Although the Ayer household was alive with warm
worshippers, nearby Dead Stream or one of its tributaries* would be the
site of at least two icy baptisms later that night."”

The meeting was presided over by a former sea captain from Exeter,
Israel Dammon," and featured two visionaries (Miss Dorinda Baker of
Orrington and Miss Ellen Harmon of Portland) as well as Elders Hall,
White, and Wood."”

Prosecution witness William Crosby, a thirty-seven-year-old attor-
ney® who attended the Saturday night meeting. described it in court two
days later:

They would at times all be talking at once, halloing at the top of
their voices. . . . There was a woman on the floor who lay on her back
with a pillow under her head; she would occasionally arouse up and
tell a vision which she said was revealed to her. ... By spells it was
the most noisy assembly I ever attended—there was no order or reg-
ularity, nor anything that resembled any other meeting I ever
attended. ...

It may be useful to say about the full report from the Piscataquis
Farmer which follows that its publisher, George V. Edes, was a fifty-
eight-year-old justice of the peace.* His civil appointment may explain
why he assigned a volunteering layman to abridge the trial transcript for
the Farmer’s readers. But it also suggests the reason that so much space
was given to its coverage in his paper.

A typical Maine newspaper of the period consisted of four pages,
half of which usually contained public notices and advertisements for
patent medicines. It was highly unusual for news items to exceed one
column in length. Only speeches by the president of the United States
or other important national figures claimed the amount of space allotted
to the Dammon trial—seven long columns.

The entire Piscataquis Farmer report is reproduced below. All
material appearing within brackets has been added for claritication,
and some cosmetic editorial corrections have been made for easier
reading. My commentary on the incident and the documents that illu-
minate it resumes at the conclusion of the Farmer report.

1 Dorinda Baker, 2 72, 3 Wm. C. Crosby, 4 James White, 5 Ellen Harmon, 6 Joel Doore, T Israel Dammon, 8 Mrs. George S. Woodbury.

ADVENTIST CURRENTS, April 1988

17



YOL. 3

TRIAL OF ELDER |. DAMMON

REPORTED FOR THE
PISCATAQUIS FARMER

In offering the public the following report
I feel it due to them as well as myself, to make
a few remarks. When I volunteered to do it, I
had no doubt but that the examination would
have been gone through with in the course of a
few hours. Judge then, what must be my sur-
prise on finding the Court House filled to
overflowing, and having it occupy such a
length of time. To the witnesses I will say, I
have abridged your testimony as much as pos-
sible, and have omitted much of the most
unimportant part, in order to shorten the
work, but have endeavored in no case to mis-
represent you, and if you find an error, I beg
you to impute it to my head, instead of
heart.—To the reader I will remark, that
much of the testimony was drawn out by ques-
tions, and I have omitted the questions in all
cases where it could be dispensed with and
shorten the work. To all, I offer it as an imper-
fect and impartial report. In consequence of
my total inexperience, being but a laboring
man, I should shrink from publishing it, but
from the urgent solicitation of others. Thank-
ing the Court for the favor of a seat, by them,
and the Court and Counsel for the use of their
minutes, I sign myself this once THE
REPORTER.

N.B. I have preserved the language of the
witnesses as much as possible.

DEVOTED TO POLITICS, AGRICULTURE, LITERATURE, MORALS, TEMPERANCE, NEWS, &C, 8C.

“HARTFORD J. ROWE, of Dover, in the
Co. of Piscataquis, Yeoman, upon his oath
complains, that Israel Dammon, Commorant
of Atkinson, in said County, Idler, is, and for
several days last past, has been a vagabond
and idle person, going about in the town of
Atkinson, aforesaid, in the county aforesaid,
from place to place, begging:—that he the
said Israel Dammon is a common railer or
brawler, neglecting his calling, or employ-
ment, misspending his earnings, and does not
provide for the support of himself family, &
against the peace of the State of Maine, and
contrary to form of Statute in such cases made
and provided.

He therefore prays that the said I. Dam-
mon, may be apprehended and held to answer
to said complaint and dealt with relative to the
same as law and justice may require.”

Plead Not Guilty.

Court adjourned to one o’clock, PM.

Opened agreeably to adjournment.

C.P. Chandler, H.G.O. Morison, for
State. J.S. Holmes, for Respondent.

Opened by Chandler. Cited chap. 178, sec.
9, Revised Statutes. Adjourned to Court
House.

Ebenezer Blethen, sworn. Have been
in the house three times, saw nothing out of
the way in Elder Dammon. Have seen others.

Objected to by Holmes. Confine your
remarks to prisoner, he can in no ways be
accountable for the conduct of others, and I
object to any testimony except what goes to
show what respondent [Dammon] has said or
done, as wholly irrelevant.

Dammon, [James] White and Hall were
leaders. Dammon said the sinners were going

to hell in two days.

Monday, Feb. 17, 1845.

STATE OF MAINE,
vs.

ISRAEL DAMMON.

Prisoner arraigned before Moses Swett,
Esq. of Foxcroft, associated by Seth Lee,
Esq. of Atkinson, on the following com-
plaint, to wit.

To Charles P. Chandler, Esq. one of the
Justices of the Peace within and for the
County of Piscataquis.
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Question by Chandler. Who was the pre-
siding elder at the meeting?

Ans. Elder Dammon presided and took
the lead of the meetings that I attended.

Chandler and Morison. The meetings
appear to be Elder Dammon’s meetings—he
took the lead and guided them, and is
accountable for any public misconduct, and
ought to check it: we propose to show the
character of his meetings, to show the charac-
ter of the man.

By the Court. You may relate any thing

e

NO 3t

that took place at the meetings, where the
respondent was presiding elder.

Witness [Blethen]. The first meeting I
attended was two weeks ago yesterday [2 Feb-
ruary 1845]—saw people setting on the floor,
and laying on the floor; Dammon setting on
floor; they were leaning on each other. It did
not have the appearance of a religious
meeting.

Cross-examination. Saw nothing like
licentiousness—there was exhortation and
prayer each evening. Was there last time after
[for the purpose of retrieving] part of my
family.

J.W.E. Harvey, sworn. Have attended
their meetings two days and four evenings.
First meeting lasted eight days—have known
Dammon six weeks—Dammon, White and
Hall were leaders. Dammon said the sinners
were going to hell in two days. They were
hugging and kissing each other—Dammon
would lay -on the floor, then jump up—they
would frequently go into another room. Dam-
mon has no means to support himself that I
know of. The meeting appeared very
irreligious—have seen him sit on the floor
with a woman between his legs and his arms
around her.

Cross-examined. The room they went into
was a back room; don’t know what was in it—I
was in two rooms where there was a fire. In
the back room they said the world’s people
must not go. Dammon said the meeting was to
be a private meeting and they wanted no one to
come unless they believed as he did in the
Advent doctrine. I did go considerably—if the
meetings were religious ones I thought T had a
right to go to them—I went to satisfy myself
what was done. I had no hostile feeling
against them. I think they held the first meet-
ing a fortnight [two weeks before]. Dammon
said he wanted no one to attend their meetings
unless they believed in the advent doctrine.

Wm. C. Crosby, Esq. sworn. [ was at the
meeting last Saturday night, from about 7
o’clock to 9. There was a woman on the floor
who lay on her back with a pillow under her
head; she would occasionally arouse up and
tell a vision which she said was revealed to
her. They would at times all be talking at
once, halloing at the top of their voices; some
of them said there was too much sin there.
After the cessation of the noise, Dammon got
up and was more coherent—he complained of
those that came there who did not believe in
the advent doctrine. At one time Dammon
said there was hogs there not belonging to the
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band, and pointed at me, and said, I mean
you, Sir. Subsequently he addressed me
again—said, you can’t drive us out of town; he
stared me in the face and said, I am an honest
man, or I could not look you in the face, and
you have hell’s brass or you could not look me
in the face. Dammon said if he was owner of
the house he would compel all unbelievers to
leave it—they were setting and laying on the
floor promiscuously and were exceedingly
noisy.

Cross-examined. Did he not say if there
was any there who did not come for instruc-
tion he did not want them there.

Ans. That is not what he said—he pointed
to me and said he meant you—I never was
more pointedly addressed in my life—we
stood five or six feet apart, most of the men
were on the floor—most of the women in
chairs—Do not know how long Dammon has
been in town.

Thomas Proctor, sworn. Saw the pris-
oner last Saturday—was present when he was
taken; know nothing of the meetings myself.

Moses Gerrish, sworn. I have never
attended any of their meetings, when the pris-
oner was present.

Loton Lambert, sworn. They were sing-
ing when I arrived—after singing they sat
down on the floor—Dammon said a sister had
a vision to relate—a woman on the floor then
related her vision. Dammon said all other
denominatiors were wicked—they were liars,
whoremasters, murderers, &c.—he also run
upon all such as were not believers with him.
He ordered us off—we did not go. The
woman that lay on the floor relating visions,
was called by Elder Dammon and others, Tmi-
tation of Christ. Dammon called us hogs and
devils, and said if he was the owner of the
house he would drive us off-—the one that they
called imitation of Christ, told Mrs. Wood-
bury and others, that they must forsake all
their friends or go to hell. Imitation of Christ,
as they called her, would lay on the floor a
while, then rise up and call upon some one
and say she had a vision to relate to them,
which she would relate; there was one girl that
they said must be baptized that night or she
must go to hell; she wept bitterly and wanted
to see her mother first; they told her she must
leave her mother or go to hell—one voice
said, let her go to hell. She finally concluded
to be baptized. Imitation of Christ told her
vision to a cousin of mine, that she must be
baptized that night or go to hell—she
objected, because she had once been bap-
tized. Imitation of Christ was said to be a
woman from Portland. A woman that they
called Miss Baker, said the devil was here,
and she wanted to see him—she selected me
and said, you are the devil, and will go to hell.
I told her she want [was not] my judge. Mr.
{James] Ayer [,Jr., owner of the house] then
clinched me and tried to put me out door. |
told him we had not come to disturb the meet-
ing. The vision woman called [to0] Joel Doore,
said he had doubted, and would not be bap-
tized again—she said Br. Doore don’t go to
hell. Doore kneeled to her fect and prayed.
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Miss Baker and a man went into the
bedroom—subsequently heard a voice in the
room hallo Oh! The door was opened—I saw
into the room—she was on the bed—he was
hold of her; they came out of the bedroom
hugging each other, she jumping up and
would throw her legs between his. Miss Baker
went to Mr. Doore and said, you have refused
me before, he said he had—they then kissed
each other—she said “that feels good’—just
before they went to the water to baptize, Miss
Baker went into the bedroom with a man they
called Elder White—saw him help her on to
the bed—the light was brought out and door
closed. I did not see either of them after-
wards. Once I was in the other room talking
with my cousin. Dammon and others came
into the room and stopped our discourse, and
called her sister and me the devil. Imitation of
Christ lay on the floor during the time they
went down to the water to baptize, and she
continued on the floor until I left, which was
between the hours of 12 and 1 o’clock at night.

Cross-examined. Answer. The visionist
lay down on the floor I should think about 7
o’clock—she lay there from that time until I
left. Dammon and others called her Imitation
of Christ. Part of the time Dammon was down
on the floor on his back—can’t say certainly
who first said she was Imitation of Christ, but
can say Dammon repeatedly said so—
Dammon said Christ revealed to her and she
to others. I am not acquainted with Elder
White. They called him Eld. White. They
said if the Almighty had anything to say he
revealed it to her, and she acted as mediator.

Wm. Ricker, sworn. Know Elder
Dammon—I went to attend their meeting
once: they told me there would be none—I
asked them where it would be on the next Sab-
bath? They told me they know not where; but
they did not admit any but the advent band. 1
asked Dammon if that was Christ’s religion?
He said it is ours.

Leonard Downes, sworn.—Went to
meeting with Loten Lambert, and kept with
him; heard him testify, and know what he has
related to be true. He omitted one thing. I saw
Dammon kiss other people’s wives. (Witness

derers, &c. He said read the Star. By spells it
was the most noisy assembly I ever attended—
there was no order or regularity, nor anything
that resembled any other meeting I ever
attended—Dammon seemed to have the lead
and the most art. I don’t say Dammon shouted
the loudest; I think some others stronger in
the lungs than he.

Deacon James Rowe, sworn. [ was at
Ayer’s a short time last Saturday evening—
Elder Dammon found fault with us for com-
ing to his meeting—he spoke of other denomi-
nations as Esq. Crosby has just testified—said
the church members were the worst people in
the world. I have been young, and now am
old, and of all the places I ever was in, I never
saw such a confusion, not even in a drunken
frolic. Dammon stood up on the floor and
said, I am going to stand here—and while I
stand here, they can’t hurt you, neither men
nor devils can’t hurt you.

Cross-examined: He said all churches,
made no distinction. I put no meaning to what
he said, I only state what he did say. I have
been acquainted with the prisoner twenty or
thirty years; his character was good until
recently.

Jeremiah B. Green, sworn. I attended
an afternoon meeting a fortnight ago
yesterday—they had an exhortation and
prayer in the evening—I saw men wash men’s
feet, and women wash women’s feet—they
had dishes of water—Elder Dammon was the
presiding elder—I saw Dammon kiss Mrs.
Osborn.

Ebenezer Trundy, sworn. I was at meet-
ing week before last,—I heard Dammon say,
“God’s a coming! God’s a coming!!” Mr.
Boobar was telling of going into the woods to
labor—Dammon said he ought not to go.
Boobar said he had a family to support and
was poor. Dammon told him he must live on
them that had property, and if God did not
come then we must all go to work together.

Joseph Moulton, sworn. When I went
to arrest prisoner, they shut the door against
me. Finding I could not gain access to him
without, I burst open the door. I went to the
prisoner and took him by the hand and told

Imitation of Christ told her vision to a cousin
of mine, that she must be baptized that night

or go 1o hell....

underwent a scvere cross-examination, in
which his testimony was so near a repetition
of Mr. Lambert’s, that it is by me, considered
useless to copy it.)

Wm. C. Crosby, rcexamined. [ saw no
kissing, but heard about it. I did not stay late,
went about 7, left about 9 o’clock. After the
visionist called them up she told them they
doubted. Her object seemed to be to convince
them they must not doubt. —Dammon called
the churches whoremasters, liars, thieves,
scoundrels, wolves in sheep’s clothing, mur-

him my business. A number of women
jumped on to him—he clung to them, and they
to him. So great was the resistance, that I with
three assistants, could not get him out. I
remained in the house and sent for more help;
after they arrived we made a second attempt
with the same result—I again sent for more
help—after they arrived we overpowered
them and got him out door in custody. We
were resisted by both men and women. Can’t
describe the place—it was one continued
shout.
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Wm. C. Crosby, Esq., called again.
Prisoner has been reported to have been there
about a fortnight, with no visible means of
support.

J.W.E. Harvey, reexamined. Prisoner
has been there considerable. I know of no
means he has of support, other than to live on
his followers.

T. Proctor, reexamined. Prisoner has
been reported as a man who has no means of
support—I do not know of his having any.

Jacob Martin, sworn. It is the common
report that the prisoner is living upon his fol-
lowers. I have attended no meetings of their’s.
Have seen a number of sleighs there, and fif-
teen or twenty strangers.

Benjamin Smith, Esq., Selectman of
Atkinson, sworn. I have been called upon by
the citizens of Atkinson to interfere and put a
stop to these meetings—they gave as a reason,
that the defendant and others were living upon
certain citizens of said town—and that they
were liable to become town charge. 1 started
today to go there, but learned that the prisoner
had been arrested and that the others had
dispersed.

Here the government stopped. Court
adjourned to half past 6 o’clock.

Evening—Respondent’s [defense]
witnesses.

James Ayer, Jr., affirmed. The most of
the meetings were at my house. I have gener-
ally attended them—sometimes I was out. I
have heard the testimony on the part of the
State. Some things stated I do not recollect. 1
was there last Saturday evening—saw no kiss-
ing. I agree with Crosby and Lambert sub-
stantially. I understood prisoner to say there
were members of the churches who he
referred to instead of the whole. Saw the
woman with a pillow under her head—her
name is Miss Ellen Harmon, of Portland. I
heard nothing said by her or others about imi-
tation of Christ. I saw Miss Baker laying on
the floor. I saw her fall. Saw Miss Baker and
Sister Osborn go into the bedroom—Sister
Osborn helped her on to the bed, came out
and shut the door. There was no man in the
bedroom that evening. I heard the noise in the
bedroom—Brother Wood of Orrington and I
went in; asked her what was the matter, she
made no reply, and I went out. Brother Wood
assisted her off of the bed, and helped her
out—she appeared in distress. She told
brother Doore she was distressed on his
account—was afraid he would loose his soul,
and advised him to be baptized. Did not see
them kiss each other. It is a part of our faith to
kiss each other—brothers kiss sisters and sis-
ters kiss brothers, I think we have Bible
authority for that. [ understood the prisoner to
say, there was an account in the Star of a dea-
con who had killed seven men. The reason of
our kneeling, I consider an object of
humiliation.

Cross-examined.—I know nothing about
Miss Harmon’s character. I did not say there
was no kissing—I saw none. Did not hear her
called Imitation of Christ. Elder Dammon
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has had no other business, but to attend meet-
ings. He and another man from Exeter, came
witha young girl. Dammon said he had a spir-
itual wife and he was glad of it. I went to Mr.
Lambert and said if he disturbed the meeting,
he must go out door. We went to the water
after 11 o’clock—Brother Dammon baptized
two. I know nothing about Sister Baker’s
character—seen her at meeting in Orrington.
I understood Sister Harmon had a vision at
Portland, and was travelling through the
country relating it.

Job Moody, affirmed. I was at meeting
Saturday evening. Brother Dammon said in
relation to other churches they were bad
enough; said they were corrupt; he spoke of

exhortation for that. Sister Baker has a good
character—the wickedest man in Orrington
says she has a good character, and that’s
enough to establish any character, when the
worst man admits it. (roar of laughter) We
wish to go through the ordinance of washing
feetin secret. Did not see any kissing, but pre-
sume their was, as it is a part of our faith.
Think Esq. Crosby’s testimony correct.

By Court [a question]: —

Answer. Elder Dammon does advise us to
quit all work.

Abraham Pease, affirmed. Reside in
Exeter, prisoner’s character is as good as any
man in Exeter. He has a small farm, and small
family. He is a reformation preacher—

I again sent for more help... We were resisted
by both men and women. Can’t describe the
place — it was one continued shout.

the Star—he did not say they were thieves,
&c. I am not certain, but think he said that
evening there was exceptions. Sister Harmon
would lay on the floor in a trance, and the
Lord would reveal their cases to her, and she
to them.

By the Court [a question of Moody].

Answer. Mr. Dammon repeatedly urged
upon us the necessity of quitting all labor.
Kissing is a salutation of love; I greet them
so—we have got positive scripture for it—I
reside in Exeter.

Here the witness was told he might take his
seat. He said I have some testimony in rela-
tion to Brother Dammon’s character, if [ am
not a going to be called again. He then stated
that he had been acquainted with Brother
Dammon five or six years, and his character
was good. He works part of the time, and
preaches a part of the time. I have been serv-
ing the Lord and hammering against the devil
of late.

Isley Osborn, affirmed. I know nothing
bad in Brother Dammon’s character. He
believes there is good, bad, and indifferent in
all churches—he thinks it best to come out
from them, because there is so many that has
fallen from their holy position.—Do not rec-
ollect hearing him use the expressions about
churches they have sworn to, but have heard
him use as strong language against them. Do
not call Sister Harmon Imitation of Christ.
They lose their strength and fall on the floor.
The Lord communicates to them through a
vision, so we call it the Lord. Brother White
did not go into the bedroom, nor any other
man.

Cross-examined. She told them their cases
had been made known to her by the Lord, and
if they were not baptized that evening, they
would go to hell. We believed her, and
Brother Dammon and I advised them to be
baptized. Brother Dammon thought it best to
keep the meetings secret, so they would not
crowd in. Hold to kissing—have scripture

reformation has followed his preaching.

Gardner Farmer, affirmed. Reside in
Exeter—prisoner provides well for his family.
He has been to my house, and I to his—he
always behaves well. I saw him in Atkinson a
fortnight ago last Tuesday.

Court adjourned to Tuesday morning
9 o’clock.

Tuesday, [Feb.] 18.

Jacob Mason, affirmed. Reside in Gar-
land. Brother Dammon said the churches
were of that description—said they were
lyers, rogues, &c. I did not understand him to
include all, but individuals. Sister Baker’s
character is good. Do not recollect of Brother
Gallison using any compulsion, to make his
daughter go forward in baptism. I saw Elder
White after Sister Baker went into the bed-
room, near Sister Harmon in a trance—some
of the time he held her head. She was in a
vision, part of the time insensible. Saw noth-
ing improper in Brother Dammon that eve-
ning. I never knew him [to be] a begger, or
wasting his time.

Cross-examined. Do not know who it was
that went into the bedroom with Sister
Baker—he was a stranger to me; he soon
came out. Can’t say how soon he went in
again. I have heard Crosby testify, and think
him correct. I thought her visions were from
God-—she would describe out their cases cor-
rect. She described mine correct. I saw kiss-
ing out door, but not in the house. A part of
the time we sat on the floor—both men and
women promiscuously. I saw no man go into
the bedroom. They wash feet in the evening. It
is a practice in our order to kiss, on our meet-
ing each other. Sister Harmon was not called
Imitation of Christ to my knowledge. I think I
should have heard it if she was. I believe in
visions. Sister Harmon is eighteen or nine-
teen years of age; she is from Portland.

Joel Doore, affirmed. Reside in
Atkinson—Elder Dammon said there was bad
characters in the churches; I did not under-
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stand him to say all. He preaches louder than
most people; no more noisy than common
preachers of this faith. The vision woman
would lay looking up when she came out of
her trance—she would point to someone, and
tell them their cases, which she said was from
the Lord. She told a number of visions that
evening. Brother Gallison’s daughter wanted
to see her mother before she was baptized, but
finally concluded to be baptized without see-
ing her. Sister Baker got up off the floor, and
went to Lambert to talk with him. I saw no
more of her, until I heard a noise in the
bedroom—they went and got her out, as the
other witnesses have stated. After she came
out, she said she had a message to me. She
said 1 had thought hard of her, (I acknowl-
edged I had) but I became satisfied of my
error, and fellowshiped her. We kissed each
other with the holy kiss—I think Elder White
was not in the bedroom that evening; but I
don’t know how many, nor who were there.
The girls that was baptized were seventeen
years old, one of them had been baptized
before. We have Scripture enough for every-
thing that was done. There was not one tenth
part of the noise Saturday evening, that there
generally is at the meetings I attend. As far as
I am acquainted with Elder Dammon, 1 con-
sider him a moral good man.

Cross-examined. When she kissed me,
she said there was light ahead. We believe her
(Miss Baker’s) visions genuine. We believe
Miss Harmon’s genuine—t’was our under-
standing that their visions were from God.
Miss Hammond [Harmon] told five visions
Saturday night. I did not tell any person yes-
terday that it was necessary to have anyone in
the room with her to bring out her trances. I
did engage counsel in this case to defend the
prisoner.

John H. Doore, sworn. I was not at
meeting Saturday evening. I belong to the
society, and have seen nothing out of charac-
ter in anyone. Don’t consider Elder Dammon
a bad man—he a man I highly esteem. My

edge any leaders, but speak according to the
impulse. The elders baptize. I believe in Miss
Harmon’s visions, because she told my wife’s
feelings correctly. It is my impression that
prisoner kissed my wife. I believe the world
will come to an end within two months—
prisoner preaches so. I believe this is the faith
ofthe band. It was said, and I believe, that Sis-
ters Harmon and Baker’s revelations as much
as though they came from God. Sister Har-
mon said to my wife and the girls if they did
not do as she said, they would go to hell. My
wife and Dammon passed across the floor on
their hands and knees. Some man did go into
the bedroom. Heard Brother Dammon say the
gift of healing the sick lay in the church.

By the Court [a question].

Answer. Elder Dammon advises us not to
work, because there is enough to live on until
the end of the world.

John Gallison, affirmed. (Chandler
observed that he had thought of objecting to
this witness on the ground of insanity, but
upon reflection, he would let him proceed, as
he believed it [his insanity] would sufficiently
appear in the course of the examination.)

I have been acquainted with Elder Dam-
mon as a Freewill elder a number of years. He
asked Dammon how long it was. D. answered
six years. I have been at his house
frequently—everything was in order and in its
proper place. I have attended every meeting. 1
have seen some laying on the floor, two or
more at a time—have seen nothing bad in the
meetings. (Witness here described the posi-
tion Miss Harmon lay in on the floor, when
she was in a trance, and offered to lay down
and show the Court if they wished to see.
Court waived it.)

Witness related the visions similar to the
other witnesses, but more unintelligible.

Did not hear her called Imitation of
Christ. I know she won’t [was not], for we
don’t worship idols.

Cross-examined. I believe in visions, and
perfectly understand that, but suppose we are

We kissed each other with the holy kiss — 1
think Elder White was not in the bedroom that

evening.

daughter was baptized Saturday evening—she
has been baptized before. I have seen both
men and women crawl across the floor on
their hands and knees.

George S. Woodbury, sworn. I am a
believer in the Advent doctrine—I have
attended every one of the meetings in
Atkinson.

(This witness was very lengthy in his testi-
mony, both on examination and cross-
examination. It amounts to the same as the
preceding witnesses for the defense with the
following additions.)

He thinks Elder White was not in the bed-
room, but others were in. We don’t acknowl-
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not before an Ecclesiastical Council.—Elder
Dammon does not believe as he used to. (Wit-
ness read from the Bible.) We do wash each
other’s feet—do creep on the floor very
decently. I think he has baptized about eleven,
but can’t say certain how many—I have the
privilege of knowing how they behave as well
as anyone else. I have no doubt Sister Har-
mon’s visions were from God—she told my
daughter so. I was in favor of my daughter
being baptized-—I could not see ahead to see
the devil’s rabble coming, but since they have
come, I am certain we did just right.

Abel S. Boobar, affirmed. (Most of the
testimony of this witness was a repetition of

what others have testified to, of which the
reader I think must be weary.)
I did not see White go into the bedroom

with Miss Baker—heard the noise in the bed-
room. Others did go in. Elder D[ammon] said
the churches were in a fallen state, and he had
rather risk himself in the hands of the
Almighty as a non-professor, than to be in the
place of some of the churches. I believe fully
in the faith. (Witness affirmed the story of
kissing, rolling on the floor, and washing of
feet.)

Joshua Burnham, sworn. I have known
Miss Dorinda Baker from five years of age—
her character is good—she is now twenty
three or twenty-four years of age. She is a
sickly girl, her father has expended $1,000 in
doctoring her. I was at the meeting Saturday
night—it was appointed for the lady to tell her
visions.

Adjourned to half past one o’clock.

Levi M. Doore, sworn. I have attended
more than half of the meetings—my brother’s
testimony is correct—agree also with Mr.
Boobar.

Question by Respondent. Answer. Elder
Dammon’s mode of worship now is similar to
what it used to be.

Cross-examined by Morison. Did they use
to sit on the floor? Ans. No. Did they use to
lay or crawl on the floor? Ans. No. Did they
use to kiss each other? Ans. No. Did they use
to go into the bedroom? Ans. No. Did they
use to tell visions? Ans. No.

By Morison. Why do you say that his
mode of worship is similar to what it used to
be? Because he preaches similar. Did he use
to preach that the end of the world was at
hand, and baptise in the dead hours of night?
Ans. No. The reason we sit on the floor is to
convene more people—sometimes we take
some in our laps, but not male and female.
Don’t know of Brother D[ammon] spending
money uselessly. I am a believer. Sometimes
we sit on the floor for formality. Our faith
don’t hold it to be essential . (Witness repeated
the mode of kissing, visions, &c. similar to
the others.) I never heard Brother Dammon
say he wished to destroy the marriage cove-
nant. (Respondent here reexamined a number
of witnesses, all of whom testified that he
used his wife well, and appeared to love her.)

Stephen Fish, Exeter, sworn. I attended
the meetings at Atkinson, last summer—have
attended most all of the Quarterly Meetings
for seven years—have been to Elder Dam-
mon’s house, and he to mine—he provides
well in his house—he has always opposed the
mode of paying the ministry by regular salary.
(Here the defense closed.)

WITNESSES FOR STATE.

Ebenezer Lambert, Esq., sworn. Last
Sunday evening Loton Lambert told me the
story of the meeting the evening before—he
related as he testified yesterday almost
verbatim.

John Bartlett, of Garland, sworn. | have
heard the respondent say that one of their
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band was as near to him as another—he con-
sidered them all alike. It is the general opin-
ion in our town that the prisoner is a disturber
of the peace, and ought to be taken care of. I
have been acquainted with Elder Dammon
seven years—his character was always good
until within about six weeks.

Loton Lambert, reexamined. He
affirmed all his former testimony—does not
know Elder White, but Joel Doore told me it
was White that was in the bedroom with Miss
Baker.

Cross-examined. There was nothing to

the meetings a number of times—I have seen
prisoner on the floor with a woman between
his legs—I have seen them in groups hugging
and kissing one another. I went there once on
an errand—Dam[mon] halloed out “Good
God Almighty, drive the Devil away.” I once
saw Elder Hall with his boots off, and the
women would go and kiss his feet. One girl
made a smack, but did not hit his foot with her
lips. Hall said “‘he that is ashamed of me
before men, him will I be ashamed of before
my Father and the holy angels.” She then
gave his feet a number of kisses.

The prisoner having taken his seat, rose just
as the Court came in, and shouted Glory to the

strength of his lungs.

obstruct my views—the man had on a dark
colored short jacket, and I think light
pantaloons.

Leonard Downes, reexamined. Did see
Miss Baker come out of the bedroom with a
man he had his arm around her—see her go in
with a man and shut the door. He had on a
short jacket, dark colored, and light colored
panataloons—saw her kiss Mr. Doore—she
said “that feels good.”

Thomas Proctor, reexamined. Prisoner
stated to me that Miss Baker had an exercise
in the bedroom, and he went in and helped her
out.

Cross-examined. I have said I wished they
were broken up, and wished somebody would
go and do it. I have said Elder Hall ought to be
tarred and feathered if he was such a character
as [ heard he was. I was at one meeting, but as
to divine worship there was none. They told
us they allowed none there but believers.

A.S. Bartlett, Esq., sworn. Yesterday I
saw Mr. Joel Doore and Loton Lambert con-
versing together. I went to them—I heard
Doore say to him, it was Elder White that was
in the bedroom with Miss Baker-—Lambert
said that was what I wanted to know. I so
understood, and think I am not mistaken. I
also heard Doore say there was a noise in the
bedroom.

Elder Flavel Bartlett, sworn. I think
Prisoner does not belong to the Free Will
Baptist Church. He is not in fellowship with
them.

Joseph Knights of Garland, sworn. I
attended one of Dammon’s meetings in Gar-
land, he behaved well until meeting was over.
After meeting was over I saw him hugging
and kissing a girl. It is the common report in
Garland, that he is a disturber of the peace.

Plyn Clark, sworn. I attended their meet-
ing a week ago last Wednesday or Thursday
night. (This witness gave a general character
of the meeting as described by others.)

I heard one hallo out “I feel better'—
others said **good enough. ™ I think the whole
character of the meeting was demoralizing.

J.W.E. Harvey. called. I have attended
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Joel Doore, Jr., called for the defense. I
have heard Brother Dammon preach that the
day of grace was over with sinners. Respon-
dent said ““that is my belief.”

Levi M. Doore, called. Br[other] Wood
was dressed in light pants and dark jacket.

Joel Door, Jr., called. Brother Wood had
light pants and dark jacket.

Abel Ayer, called. Brother Wood went to
the baptism and was about all the evening.

James Boobar, called. Sister Baker and
Br[other] Wood were about all the evening.
Elder White had a frock coat and dark pants.

Prisoner opened his defense and cited
Luke 7 chapter 36 verse—John 13 chapter—
Last chapter in Romans—Phillipians 4th
chapter—1st Thessalonians 5th chapter.
Holmes followed with the defense. Court
adjourned one hour. (Holmes closed the
defense with signal ability. Chandler com-
menced in behalf of the State. Cited 178 chap-
ter 9th and 10th sections Revised Statutes; he
dwelt upon the law; after which

Morison summoned up the testimony
and closed with a few brief and appropriate
remarks.

Elder Dammon again rose for further
defense. Court indulged him to speak. He
read 126th Psalm, and the 50th Psalm. He
argued that the day of grace had gone by, that
the believers were reduced; but that there was
too many yet, and that the end of the world
would come within a week.

The Court after consultation sentenced the
prisoner to the House of Correction for the
space of Ten Days, From this judgment
Respondent appealed.

Tuesday morning the prisoner having
taken his seat, rose just as the Court came in,
and shouted Glory to the strength of his lungs.

Tuesday afternoon, after the Court had
came in and were waiting for the counsel, the
prisoner and his witnesses asked permission,
and sung as follows:

“COME OUT OF HER, MY PEOPLE.”
See Rev. 18th Ch. 4th V.
By John Craig.

While I was down in Egypt’s land,
I heard my Saviour was at hand;
The midnight cry was sounding,
And I wanted to be free,

So I left my former brethren

To sound the jubilee.

They said that [ had better stay

And go with them in their old way;
But they scoff at my Lord’s coming—
With them I could not agree,

And 1 left their painted synagogue

To sound the jubilee.

Then soon I joined the Advent Band,
Who just came out from Egypt’s land;
They were on the road to Canaan,

A blest praying company,

And with them I am proclaiming
That this year’s the jubilee.

They call us now a noisy crew,

And say they hope we’ll soon fall thro’;
But we now are growing stronger,
Both in love and unity,

Since we left old mystic Babylon

To sound the jubilee.

‘We’re now united in one band,
Believing Christ is just at hand

To reward his faithful children
Who are glad their Lord to see;
Bless the Lord our souls are happy
While we sound the jubilee.

Though opposition waxes strong,
Yet still the battle won’t be long;
Our blessed Lord is coming,
“His glory we shall see;”

Keep up good courage brethren—
This year’s the jubilee.

If Satan comes to tempt your mind,
Then meet him with these blessed lines,
Saying, “Get behind me, Satan,”

I have naught to do with thee;

I have got my soul converted,

And I'll sound the jubilee.

The battle is not to the strong,

The weak may sing the conqueror’s song;
I’ve been through the fiery furnace,

And no harm was done to me,

I came out with stronger evidence

This year’s the jubilee.

A little longer here below,
And home to glory we will go;
I believe it! I believe it!
Hallelujah, I am free

From all sectarian prejudicc—
This year’s the jubilee.

We’ll soon remove to that blest shore,
And shout and sing forever more,
Where the wicked cannot enter

To disturb our harmony;

But we’ll wear the crowns of glory
With our God eternally.
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(Note: In what follows, all unreferenced quotes will be from the 7
March 1845 Piscataquis Farmer story. After each unreferenced quote,
two numbers separated by a colon (for instance, 19:3) will be printed in
parentheses. These indicate the page and column in this journal where
the quote may be found.)

Under oath or under inspiration—who to believe?

The Piscataquis Farmer report of the Dammon trial raises two
important questions for Seventh-day Adventists. One, are Mrs. White’s
retrospectives on her own lifework reliable, even in a general way?
And, two, to what extent did she participate in post-1844, Millerite
fanaticism?

A start can be made in answering question one by comparing and
contrasting Mrs. White’s account of Dammon’s arrest and trial with the
Farmer reporter’s abridgement of the trial testimony.

The Piscataquis Farmer coverage of the Israel Dammon trial has
overwhelming face-value credibility: (1) the number of witnesses (20
for the prosecution, 18 for the defense); (2) the integrity of the wit-
nesses, most of whom were God-fearing people who would not take an
oath lightly; (3) the quality of the witnesses (several of the prosecution

witnesses were attorneys and justices of the peace who had a vested
interest in the integrity of their legal system); (4) the almost total agree-
ment among the witnesses—both for the defense and the prosecution—
about the incident; (5) the contemporaneity of the testimony to the event
(two days later); (6) the obvious authenticity of the dialogue; (7) the
exceptionally long and verbatim reporting; (8) the reporter’s use of
court and counsel minutes; and (9) the reporter’s expressed concern for
the faithfulness of his report to the witnesses’ testimony: “I...have
endeavored in no case to misrepresent you, and if you find an error, 1
beg you to impute it to my head, instead of heart....I offer it as an
imperfect and impartial report.”(18:1)

White Estate undersecretary Paul Gordon grasped at the reporter’s
candor and modesty to denigrate his report: “I think we must remem-
ber that the reporter. . . apologizes for it not being perhaps as accurate as
itcould be.. .. At any rate, it appears to be one reporter’s account of the
trial that is imperfect, to say the least.”*

Actually the reporter was telling the witnesses and the Farmer’s
readers just what pains he had taken to be accurate. “I have abridged
your testimony as much as possible” from the minutes of “the Court
and the Counsel,” omitting only *“the most unimportant part.” (18:1)

Dammon Trial Withesses

Thirty-eight individuals (including Dammon) testified during the two-day trial of Isra¢l Dammon at the Piscataquis County courthouse
in Dover, Maine. Twenty witnesses appeared for the prosecution and eighteen spoke for the defense. Two state and six defense witnesses

(including Dammon) were from adjacent Penobscot County.

The 1850 United States Census Bureau records for Piscataquis and Penobscot counties contain entries for fifteen of the state and twelve of
the defense witnesses. Analphabetical listing of all the witnesses is printed below. Ages are extrapolated from the age given in the 1850 cen-
sus. Place of residence, profession; and marital status are also provided. (Hartford J. Rowe is included among the prosecution witnesses

because he brought the complaint against Dammon.)
Witnesses for the prosecution

1. A.S: Bartlett, Esq. (31). Dover trader. Wife, Lydia (25). Lived
next door to Elder Flavel Bartlett.

2. Elder Flavel Bartlett (53). Dover trader: Wife, Hannah
(50).

3. John Bartlett (23). Garland farmer. Wife, Sarah (23).

4. Ebenezer Blethen (40): Atkinson farmer. Wife, Margaret (43).

5. Plyn Clark (54). Atkinson farmer. Wife, Deliverance (54).

6. William C. Crosby, Esq. .(37). Attorney who moved to Bangor.
Wife, Mary (33).

1. Leonard Downes (19). Dover farmer. Wife, Mary J. (20). Lived
near Ebenezer Lambert and Hartford J. Rowe.

8. Moses Garrish (25). Greenville farmer.
9. Jeremiah B. Green. :

10. 1. W.E. Harvey. Any one of three census entries could have been
this Harvey.

11. Joseph Knight (28). Garland farmer. Wife, Lydia A. (21).

12; Ebenezer Lambert, Esq. (51). Dover farmer: Wife, Sarah (53).
Lived between Hartford J. Rowe and Leonard Downes.

13.: Loton Lambert. Probably the sonof Paul Lambert and brother
of Ebenezer,

14. Jacob Martin (52). Atkinson farmer. Wife, Abagail (43).
Neighbor to Ebenezer Blethen.

15. Joseph Moulton (47). Township .8, Range 8 farmer; also
deputy sheriff. Wife, Abagail (47).

16. Thomas Proctor (40)..Dover farmer. Wife, Matgaret (39).

17. William Ricker (37). Dover farmer. Wife, Mary (38).

18. Deacon James Rowe. Pioneer resident of Dover, settling there
in 1808. Famous for his role in apprebending the ““Exeter
counterfeitors’ in 1829,

19. ‘Hartford J. Rowe (33)..Dover farmer.

20. Benjamin Smith, Esq. Atkinson Selectman and Justice of the
Peace.

21. Ebenezer Trundy (41). Dover farmer. Wife, Hannah P. (38).

Witnesses for the defense

1. Abel Ayer. '

2. James Ayer, Jr..(39).-Atkinson farmer. Wife, Elmira (22). 15
February 1845 Saturday night meeting was held in his home.
Lived four houses from John Doore.

3. Abel S. Boobar (30). Atkinson farmer. Wife. Sarah (25).

4. James Boobar.

5. Joshua Burnham (59). Atkinson farmer. Wife, S. (57).

6. Elder Isracl Dammon. Exeter, former sea captain.

7. Joel Doore (65). Atkinson. Wife, Hannah, 64. His son, Joel,
Jr.,and family lived with him. Neighbor to Isley Osborn and
LeviDoore,

8. Joel. Doote, Jr. (31). Atkinson: Wife; Sally.(27).

9 John H, Doore (43). Atkinson,

10.. Levi M. Doore (35). Atkinson. Wife, Patience (22).

11. Gardner Fariner. Garland.

12. Stephen Fish (34). Corinth blacksmith. Wife, Betsey (38).

13 John M. Gallison (50-60). Dover.

14. Jacob Mason:(27). Garland farmer. Wife, Elizabeth (26).

15. Job-Moody (32). Bangor porter. Wife, Abagail (30). Lived
near Danial Oakes and his daughters who were imprisoned
briefly in April 1845 for being ‘“Idlers, and Vagrants and
disturbers of the public peace’ in' Bangor:

16. Isley Osborn (35): Atkinson. Wife, Susan (31): Lived next to
Joel Doore. ‘

17. Abraham Pease. Possibly Abram (69) or Abram Jr. (40) of
Wellington.

18. George S.-Woodbury-(23). Dover millman. Wife; Jane (21):

Information not supplied by the 1850 census was drawn from Amasa
Loring’s History of Piscatagitis County Maine. From its Earliest
Settlement to 1880 (Hoyt, Fogg & Donham;, Portland, ME.:1880).
Data regarding the Daniel Oakes family is from the Bangor Whig
and Courier, 2 April 1845;
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Gordon has another argument: “You can quickly see that their
[defense and prosecution witnesses] testimony contradicted each other
in almost every case....It would appear that those against Dammon
were telling one story, and those that were for him told another.”*

Apparently Gordon had not taken the opportunity to read the
reporter’s abridgement of the trial minutes very carefully. The wit-
nesses all agreed on all points of any substance except whether or not
Ellen Harmon was referred to as “‘imitation of Christ,” and who was in
the bedroom with Dorinda Baker and why.

Three defense witnesses, each represented at length in the Farmer
report, expressly affirmed the testimony of prosecution witness Wil-
liam Crosby, Esq. James Ayer, Jr., host for the Saturday evening meet-
ing, testified: “I agree with Crosby and Lambert substantially.”(20:1)
Isley Osborn said, “Think Esq. Crosby’s testimony correct.”(20:3)
And Jacob Mason added, “I have heard Crosby testify, and think him
correct.”’(20:3)

It does appear, as Gordon surmises, that Dammon did not serve his
sentence. But it was not, as Gordon further speculates, “because there
was such conflicting testimony.””” Had the testimony been as conflict-
ing as Gordon claims, the Dover Court would not have ““sentenced the
prisoner to the House of Correction for the space of Ten Days.”

Apparently, defense counsel Holmes appealed. Because Dammon
himself wrote that after his sentencing he ‘“was put over until May term
[district court session], then the warrant was quashed; and I was acquit-
ted without date.””*

Calling it “one of the grandest defenses of religious toleration and
freedom, that it has ever been my pleasure to listen to,”” one of Holmes’
contemporaries, Joseph D. Brown, remembered Holmes’ representa-
tion of Dammon as an “‘eloquent argument for religious freedom and
toleration and the right of every person to worship God according to the
dictates of his own conscience, under his own vine and fig tree.””

Dammon did not get off, as Gordon suggests, ‘‘because there was
such conflicting testimony”; or, as Mrs. White remembered, because
the testimony of the prosecution’s “‘many witnesses...were at once
broken down by the testimony of Eld. D.’s acquaintances present, who
were called to the stand.”” It was argument from law, not testimony,
that rescued Dammon from ten days in jail.

It is ironic that this defender of a fanatical Adventist was a veteran
Free Mason who became the first Master of the Masonic Lodge orga-
nized at Foxcroft in the year of Dammon’s trial. ““Religiously he was a
Free Thinker, though he affiliated with the Universalists.”*

Former White Estate associate secretary Ronald Graybill wove an
apologetic of his own—suggesting that in Atkinson, James White and
Ellen Harmon were caught off their guard and out of their element:

I don’t know how much of this fanatic behavior went on in Port-
land. But in a sense she had her own first exposure to it in Atkinson.
After she went through this experience, she rode calmly to the next
town with James and Sister Foss in the carriage. James may have
said, “Boy, I hope we never get into one of those again.”™

It can be established clearly from Mrs. White’s publications and letters
that Atkinson was not Miss Harmon’s “first exposure” to fanaticism.

It can be established clearly from
Mrs. White’s publications and letters
that Atkinson was not Miss Har-
mon’s ‘first exposure’ to fanaticism.

On an autumn evening in 1842 she was for the first time prostrated by
the power of the Holy Spirit—what was termed the “second”
blessing—and was unable to return home that night.”

Before she met Israel Dammon, Ellen Harmon’s very first vision
(December 1844) clearly indicates that she believed in *“wash[ing] one
another’s feet and salute[ing] the brethren with a holy kiss.”

In her earliest published account Mrs. White names some of the
towns that she visited on her first journey to eastern Maine: Poland,
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Witnessing for Dammon

Serving as a witness for Israel Dammon wasn't necessanly easy,
as LeviM. Doore discovered. Neither did his experience in the wit-
fiess box corroborate Mrs. White’s assertion that the prosecution
witnesses ““were at once broken down by the testimony of Eld. D.’s
acquaintances, who were called to the stand. " Assistant prosecutor
H.G.O. Morrison cross=examined Doore following his testimony

that “Elder Dammon’s mode of worship now is similar to what it
used tobe.”

Morrison: Did they use to sit on the floor?
Doore: No.
Morrison: Did they use to lay or crawl on'the ﬂoor"
‘Doore: No.
Morrison: Did they use to kiss each other?
Doore: No.
Morrison: Did they use o go' into the bedroom?
Doore: No.
“Morrison: Dld they use to tell visions?
Doore: No.
Momson Why doyou say that his mode of worshxp is similarto
what it used to be? .
| Doore: Because he preaches smn}ar
- Morrison: Did he use to preach that the end of the world: was at
' hand, and bapuze inthe dead hours of night? -

; Doore No..

Orrington, Garland, Exeter, and Atkinson (see map p. 27)."

Before the arresting weekend in Atkinson, Miss Harmon had been
to Orrington, where she joined forces with James White. At Garland
she received a letter from her mother ““begging’ her to come home to
Portland because “‘false reports were being circulated concerning me.”
But she had “‘great freedom” in bearing her testimony there, and
“heart-felt shouts of glory and victory went up from that house” in Gar-
land.* At the very least, the Garland meeting must have been a bit
noisy.

Miss Harmon'’s next stop was Exeter, Israel Dammon’s home town.
Two years later Mrs. White wrote to Joseph Bates about her part in that
meeting:

The view about the bridegroom coming I had about the middle of
February, 1845. While in Exeter, Maine, in meeting with Israel
Dammon, James, and many others, many of them did not believe in
a shut door. I suffered much at the commencement of the meeting.
Unbelief seemed to be on every hand.

There was one sister there that was called very spiritual. She had
traveled and been a powerful preacher the most of the time for
twenty years. She had been truly a mother in Israel. But a division
had risen in the band on the shut door. She had great sympathy, and
could not believe the door was shut. (I had known nothing of their
differences.) Sister Durben got up to talk. I felt very, very sad.

At length my soul seemed to be in an agony, and while she was
talking I fell from my chair to the floor. It was then I had a view of
Jesus rising from his mediatorial throne and going to the holiest as
bridegroom to receive His kingdom. They were all deeply interested
in the view. They all said it was entirely new to them. The Lord
worked in mighty power setting the truth home to their hearts.

Sister Durben knew what the power of the Lord was for she had
felt it many times; and a short time after I fell she was struck down,
and fell to the floor, crying to God to have mercy on her. When I
came out of vision, my ears were saluted with Sister Durben singing
and shouting with a loud voice. Most of them received the vision
and were settled upon the shut door.™

What Mrs. White wrote Joseph Bates of the Exeter meeting with

Dammon, James, and others obviously was not intended as a descrip-
tion of the meeting as a whole; but what she did portray had the flavor of
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a charismatic service. She and Sister Durben were both ““struck down”
or **slain upon the floor,”” and Durben was shouting while Harmon was
in vision. What else happened is not mentioned; but given Israel Dam-
mon’s presence and probable leadership of the meeting, there is no
good reason to doubt that he was involved in those “exercises” that he
had been performing since the new year began.

Witnesses at the Dammon trial agreed that for several weeks he had
been presiding over meetings at Garland, Exeter, and Atkinson, and
that he was teaching and practicing no work, no more salvation for sin-
ners, “holy kissing,” footwashing, creeping, and rebaptism.

John Bartlett of Garland testified that he had known Dammon for
seven years and that ‘‘his character was always good until about six
weeks [ago].”(22:1)

Jeremiah B. Green, under oath, said: “I attended an afternoon
meeting a fortnight ago yesterday [Sunday, 2 February 1845] .. elder
Dammon was the presiding elder.” There Green witnessed footwash-
ing and “‘saw Dammon kiss Mrs. Osborn.”’(19:3)

J.W.E. Harvey told the court that he had attended several meetings.
“First meeting lasted eight days—have known Dammon six weeks—
Dammon, [James] White and Hall were leaders.”(18:3)

The Atkinson meeting obviously was not James White’s initiation;
and Ellen Harmon had been traveling with him for at least a couple of
weeks.”

John Gallison testified that he had been acquainted with Dammon
““a number of years,” had ““attended every meeting” (including those
““at his house’’), and he believed Dammon had ‘“‘baptised about
eleven.”(21:2) The baptism rate began to pick up in the month after
Dammon’s trial, as the new date (April 1845) set by O.R.L. Crosier and
others for the Lord’s return approached.” March 20-24 found ten to fif-
teen candidates being baptised daily from among those still meeting at
the James Ayer, Jr., home in Atkinson.™ And, according to the Oxford
Democrat, Dammon was still “their presiding clder.””

That Mrs. White was not put off by Dammon’s behavior in Atkinson
is easily inferred from her own writing. In 1860 she recalled the meet-
ing at Exeter and ““what I had been shown concerning some fanatical
persons present, who were exalted by the spirit of Satar.”* This cannot
refer to Dammon whom *‘the Spirit of the Lord rested upon™ a few days
later (and on the next page)* during his arrest in Atkinson. Mrs. White
lionized Dammon at the trial; and not long thereafter she and Dammon
were together in Topsham, Maine, where, she wrote, *“Brother D. cried
out in the Spirit, and power of God,” to encourage a prayer of healing
for Frances Howland.*

Graybill says that “after she went through this [Atkinson] experi-
ence, she rode calmly to the next town with James and Sister [Louisa]
Foss in the carriage. ’* Itis unlikely that Miss Harmon “rode calmly to
the next town.” She and James were departing the scene of an arrest.
Had they been feeling calm and courageous, they might have joined
their supporting testimony with that of the “‘strong brethren present
who” Mrs: White later wrote, “‘had stood by him [Dammon] in the
trial.”*

William C.
Crosby, Esq.,

witness
for the

prosecution.
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“Sister Foss” most likely was not *‘in the carriage.” This is proba-
bly why Ellen’s mother was “begging” her “to return home.”* The
available documentation suggests that Louisa Foss first accompanied
Ellen some time later, upon her initial journey to New Hampshire.*®
And, whoever she was traveling with, they were transported in a sleigh,
not by carriage.

James White would not have said, “Boy, I hope we never get into one
of those again.”” As indicated by J.W.E. Harvey at the Dover court-
house, “Dammon, White and Hall were leaders” at an earlier meeting
that ““lasted eight days.””(18:3) And later in the summer of 1845 White
identified closely with the fanatical Adventists, writing, ‘““Most of our
brethren are under guardianship,’” and defiantly paraphrased part of his
lady friend’s first vision:

By this time God made them [non-Millerite Christians] to know
that he had loved the “fanciful,” “fanatical,” ““disgraceful,” band,
who could wash “one another’s feet.”*

A year later, and four days before his wedding to Ellen, James White
complained to “Brother Collins” about ““a congregation of hard, ugly
Congregationalists and Methodists” before which he was to preach a
funeral service. He made certain that Collins understood that he was
not ““going to try to convert people to the Advent faith. No; it’s too late.
But it’s our duty on some occasions to give a reason of our hope I think,
even to swine.” A few lines later White mentioned a recent visit with
some of his Adventist friends, concluding, ““We had a Holy Ghost time
together.”*

Ellen White in the dock

Both the prosecution and defense witnesses agree essentially on
what took place at the Ayer home in Atkinson on Saturday night, Febru-
ary 15, 1845. But there is substantial disagreement between Mrs.
White’s 1860 account—fifteen years after the fact—and the testimony of
the witnesses as reported in the Piscataquis Farmer. The record and the
witnesses contradict her on major and minor points, and no witness
supports her on any contested point (see box).

The contradiction that matters most is between the testimony of the
arresting officer, Joseph Moulton, and the memory of Mrs. White over
whether or not the participants in the Ayer home resisted Dammon’s
arrest. Deputy sheriff Moulton testified that when he notified Dammon
that he was under arrest, ““a number of women jumped on to him—he
clung to them, and they to him.” Moulton said that “so great was the
resistance” that he had to send twice for reinforcements to help him and
the three assistants who accompanied him. *“We were resisted by both
men and women,”” Moulton said.(19:3)

Ellen White says that when the sheriff and his three deputies tried to
arrest Dammon, “‘the Spirit of the Lord rested upon him, and his
strength was taken away, and he fell to the floor helpless.” In their
efforts to drag Dammon from the house, she recalled, the men “would
move him a few inches only, and then rush out of the house” because
“the power of God was in that room, and the servants of God with their
countenances lighted up with his glory,” she insisted, ‘“made no resist-
ancc.” But, despite a dozen men’s efforts, “Eld. D. was held by the
power of God about forty minutes, and not all the strength of those men
could move him from the floor where he lay helpless.”*

Not only does Mrs. White contradict the arresting officer’s account
of what he and his men experienced, but her version describes an event
that clearly is beyond ordinary human experience. True or false, her
version is fantastic. If Mrs. White was accurately describing a super-
natural event, then the response of the people who witnessed or experi-
cnced it seems very unnatural. Such a remarkable cvent certainly
would have become the focus of much attention. Yet not one of the
many witnesses for cither the defense or the prosecution contradicts
Sheriff Moulton’s terse description of the arrest.

In fact, if twelve men worked strenuously and unsuccessfully to
budge one prone and otherwisc unimpeded individual, and if there had
been such a powerful but invisible aura in the room that ““it was a relief
to them to rush oui of the house™ periodically, normal men would have
been sufficiently spooked (or converted) by the experience to abandon
their mission long before forty minutes had expired.
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Mrs. White’s errors on lesser points involving the trial itself further
weaken the credibility of her account:

White: “A lawyer offered his services.”* Witness Joel Doore, a
Dammon partisan: ““I did engage counsel in this case to defend the pris-
oner.”’(21:1)

White: Dammon “‘was asked to give them [the court] a synopsis of
his faith.>’ " Piscataquis Farmer: **Court indulged him to
speak.” (22:2)

White: Dammon “‘was asked to sing one” of their ““curious
hymns.”? Farmer report: “The prisoner and his witnesses asked per-
mission, and sung as follows: ... ‘While I was down in Egypt’s land,
.(22:2)

This incident from early 1845 presents modern Adventists with the
unhappy choice between contemporaneous witnesses and the memory
of their prophet—between testimony given under oath and statements
made under inspiration.

Mrs. White a fanatic?

Adventists who are willing to let the accumulating weight of evi-
dence influence their assessment of Mrs. White’s memory will find
helpful an overview of her participation in the fanaticism she insists she
was fighting. The sworn testimony of the witnesses at the Dammon
trial—for both the prosecution and the defense—suggests that Ellen
Harmon was more involved in the bizarre “exercises’ that precipitated
Israel Dammon’s arrest than Seventh-day Adventists have ever
imagined.

All of Mrs. White’s later published and unpublished statements
about her earliest experience deny any participation in fanaticism. In
fact, she strongly insists that her primary duty was to travel among the
disappointed Adventists and fight fanaticism:

It became my unpleasant duty to meet this [fanaticism], and we
labored hard to suppress it. We had no part in it, only to bear a testi-
mony decidedly against it wherever we met it...."

The nominal Adentists charged me with fanaticism, and I was
falsely, and by some, wickedly, represented as being the leader of
the fanaticism that I was laboring to do away.™

It would be unfair to find Mrs. White guilty of fanaticism merely
because she continually associated with fanatics. After all, how could
she fight fanatics without being where they were? However, the wit-
nesses at Dammon’s trial, along with independent documentation, sug-
gest that she participated in some of the very activities she later
denounced and remembered combatting (see box: “Fanaticism and
Miss Harmon” p. 29).

Rebaptism

“Some had distressed spells (or pretended to) declaring it was the
duty of some particular person to be baptized again,”” wrote John Cook
to the editor of the Morning Star.” Cook, if he read the newspaper, may
have had Ellen Harmon in mind. Because both friendly and unfriendly
witnesses at Dammon’s trial (quoted in the Piscataquis Farmer) testi-
fied that Miss Harmon presented some individuals visiting the James
Ayer, Jr. home that Saturday evening with painful alternatives: they
could undergo an icy baptism that very night or ““go to hell.” Loton
Lambert informed the court that Harmon

told her vision to a cousin of mine, that she must be baptized that
night or go to hell—she objected, because she had once been
baptized.

Lambert further testified that Harmon

presented in adjacent columns below.

Mrs. Ellen G. White
(Spiritual Gifts 2, 1860)
The power of God was in that room;,-and the servants of God with

their countenarices lighted up with his glory, made no resistance:

They would move hinra few inches only; and then rush out of the
house. . . . The men could not endure the power of God; and it was
a relief to them to rush out of the house.

Elder D. was held by the power of God about forty minutes, and not
all the strength of those men could move him from the floor where
he lay helpless.

A'lawyer offered his services:

Many witnesses were brought to sustain the charge, but they were
at once broken‘down by the testimony of Eld. D.’s acquaintances
present. . ..

He was asked to give them[the court] a synopsis of his faith.

1t was also suggested that they sung curious-hymns; and he was
asked to sing one.

Contradicting Stories

Mrs. White’s Spiritual Gifts 2 account of the arrest-and trial of Israel Dammon contradicts—on major.and minor points—the testimony of
both friendly and unfriendly witnesses and the court record as reported in the 7 March 1845 Piscataquis Farmer. Those contradictions.are

Witnesses and trial record abridgment
(Piscataquis Farmer 7 March-1845)
Joseph Moulton: “When [ went to-arrest prisoner, . ... so'great
was the resistance, that I with three assistants, could not'get him

out. ... We were resisted by both men and women.”

“I' remained in the house and sent for more help. . ...”
“We overpowered them and got him out door in custody.”

Joel Doore, under ¢ross-examination: “1 did engage counsel in
this case to.defend the prisoner.”

The Court after-consultation sentenced the prisoner to the House of
Correction for the space-of Ten Days, .. -
Court indulged him to speak.

The prisoner-and his witnesses asked permission, and sung as
follows. ..
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Ellen Harmon’s first missionary journey took her from her Portland, Maine,

AT "'a.v w__;

home to Poland (thirty miles north) where she first related {away from home)
what God had shown her in vision a few weeks earlier. She proceeded to Orrington
(ninety miles northeast) where she met — she thought for the first time — James
White. The two young zealots travelled together to Garland and then backtracked
slightly to Israel Dammon’s home at Exeter where Mrs, White says she had her
second substantive vision during a meeting with Dammon.

Their next stop, Atkinson, eventuated in the arrest of Dammon and his trial
at the new courthouse in nearby Dover, the Piscataquis County seat. Some evidence
suggests that James and Ellen fled the scene of the arrest on a southwesterly
course via James White’s home town of Palmyra.

Other towns on the map are mentioned incidentally in the Dammon story.
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called Joel Doore, said he had doubted, and would not be baptized
again—she said Br. Doore don’t go to hell. Doore kneeled to her feet
and prayed.(19:1)

Isley Osborn, a friendly witness, stated:

She told them their cases had been made known to her by the
Lord, and if they were not baptized that evening, they would go to
hell. We believed her, . .. (20:2)

On this point and at that time Ellen Harmon was no hypocrite. She
was first baptized at the age of fourtecen on June 26, 1842, in Casco
Bay.™ Later, James White wrote, she reccived “baptism at my hands, at
an early period of her experience.”™ And she preached from vision
what she practiced—at least into 1850. On July 29 of that year, while in
Oswego, New York, she had a vision that those who since 1844 had kept
Sunday for the Sabbath

would have to go into the water and be baptized in the faith of the
shut door and keeping the commandments of God and in the faith of
Jesus coming to sit on the throne of his Father David and to redeem
Israel.

I also saw those who have been baptized as a door into the pro-
fessed churches will have to be baptized out of that door again, into
the faith mentioned above, and all who have not been baptized since
'44 will have to be baptized before Jesus comes and some will not
gain progress now until that duty is done.™

Later, Mrs. White backed away from both her Oswego Vision theol-
ogy and her Atkinson meeting methodology:

Scveral . . .of our ministers [ was shown were making a mistake
... [by] making a test question of rebaptism. This is not the way that
the subject should be treated. ... These good brethren were not

She told them their cases had been
made known to her by the Lord, and
if they were not baptized that
evening, they would go to hell.

bringing those newly come to the faith along step by step, cautiously
and guardedly, and. . . some were turned from the truth, when a little
time and tender, carcful dealing with them would have prevented all
such sad results.™

The shut door®
In 1845 Miss Harmon believed that probation had closed for “*all the
wicked world™™" on October 22, 1844, She admitted in a letter to J.N.
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Loughborough in 1874 that “after the time passed in *44, I did believe
no more sinners would be converted.”” This is accurate. However, her
next words suggest that the door was shut on both her memory and her
theology:

I never had a vision that no more sinners would be converted,
and I am clear and free to state no one has ever heard me say or has
read from my pen statements which will justify them in charges they
have made against me upon this point.*

The *“they” who had made “charges” were four of Mrs. White’s
friends and acquaintances from the early days. They remembered her
relationship to the shut door differently. Israel Dammon, of course, was
there:

It has been some twenty years or more since we were associated
with Mrs. W, but we remember very perfectly that her first visions,
or vision, was told both by herself and others (especially by Mrs.
W.) in connection with the preaching of the *shut door,”” and went
to substantiate the same.*

The first time Ellen Harmon related her first vision away from her
Portland home was in January of 1845 at Megquier Hill (pronounced
Me-gweer) in Poland.* John Megquier remembered:

About the first visions that she had were at my house in Poland.
She said God had told her in vision that the door of mercy had
closed, and there was no more chance for the world, and she would
tell who had got spots on their garments; and those spots were got on
by questioning her visions, whether they were of the Lord or not.*

Mrs. Lucinda S. Burdick met Ellen Harmon several times in 1845 at
her uncle’s house in South Windham, Maine. Mrs. Burdick recalled
that during one of Miss Harmon’s visions ‘“‘her position upon the
ground seemed so uncomfortable that I placed her head in my lap and’
supported her thus throughout the event.”* Wrote Mrs. Burdick:

Ellen. . .said God had shown her in vision that Jesus Christ arose
on the tenth day of the seventh month, 1844, and shut the door of °
mercy; had left forever the mediatorial throne; the whole world was
doomed and lost, and there never could be another sinner saved.

....T have been told that they deny on this [west] coast that she
cver saw the door of mercy closed; but there are thousands of living
witnesses who know that a blacker lie could not be invented, and 1
am one of the number.*’

Pastor I.C. Wellcome, who was rebaptized by James White,*
remembered that he ““several times caught her [Miss Harmon], while
[she was] falling to the floor, at times when she swooned away for a

vision.”’

I have heard her relate her visions of these dates. Several were
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published on sheets [he probably refers to the carly broadside, To the
Little Remnant Scattered Abroad]® to the effect that all were lost
who did not endorse the *44 move, that Christ had left the throne of
mercy. and all were sealed that ever would be, and no others could
repent. She and James taught this one or two years.™

Although these four witnesses contradict Mrs. White’s 1874 state-
ment in which she says **I never had a vision that no more sinncrs would
be converted, and . . .no one has ever heard me say or has read from my
pen’” such statements, it is not a case of their word versus hers. It is Mrs.
White versus Mrs.White. Twenty-seven years carlier—on July 13,
1847—while she still believed in an irrevocably shut door, Ellen White
had written to Joseph Bates about a vision she had received in February
of 1845 on her first missionary journey:

While in Exeter, Maine, in mecting with Israel Dammon, James,
and many others, many of them did not believe in a shut door.. .. It
was then I had a view of Jesus rising from His mediatorial throne
and going to the holiest as Bridegroom to receive His kingdom. ...
Most of them received the vision and were settled upon the shut
door.™

By 1883 Mrs. White not only denied having had a vision that “no
more sinners would be converted, " but she added the contradiction that
her first visions had disabused the little band of their shut-door error:

For a time after the disappointment in 1844, I did hold, in com-
mon with the advent body, that the door of mercy was then forever
closed to the world. This position was taken before my first vision
was given me. It was the light given me of God that corrected our
error, and enabled us to see the true position.”™

Damned to hell

Five times witnesses (two friendly and onc unfriendly) at the Dam-
mon trial attributed to Ellen Harmon the specific words “‘go to hell”” as
the option afforded individuals at the James Ayer, Jr., home who either
would not “be baptized,” “be baptized again,” or *‘forsake all their
friends.” It is clear from her vision at Oswego, New York (29 July
1850), that Elien White believed those who would not be rebaptized
were lost. But some Adventists—who won’t mind the unbiblical theol-
ogy involved—ironically, might be troubled to learn that she would use
the expression “go to hell.”

In July of 1874 Mrs. Burdick recalled that Miss Harmon had used
the expressions “doomed and damned” to describe the whole world
after 1844, and to describe individuals ““as soon as they took a stand
against” her visions.” The next month, in a private letter to J.N.
Loughborough, Mrs. White denied Burdick’s statement:

I never have under any circumstances used this language to any-
one, however sinful. I have ever had messages of reproof for those
who used these harsh expressions.... I have never stated that this
one or that one was doomed or damned. I never had a testimony of
this kind for anyone. I have ever been shown that God’s people
should shun these strong expresions which are peculiar to the first-
day Adventists.™

In the third issue of The Present Truth, Ellen White appears to have
slipped while recounting a vision and to have used one of those **strong
expressions’ so “‘peculiar to the first-day Adventists™:

I saw that Satan was working through agents, in a number of
ways. He was at work through ministers, who have rejected the truth
[that October 22, 1844, was an eschatologically crucial date], and

are given over to strong delusions to believe a lie that they might be
damned.”

Usually, however, Mrs. White got across the same message through
euphemisms such as “spots on their garments,”” ™ or “‘hearts. . . as black
as ever,”” or “forever lost.””

It does seem clear that Mrs. White was denying only the use of cer-
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Fanatlcssm and Mtss Harmon

: ,Postdasappmntment Evndence indicates
'fanaticism o E.!len Harmon-—
Mandatory rebapnsm |  taught/participated.
Shut door - taﬁght it from vision,
‘be tohell” . used phrase répeatedly;

trial W1tnesses agrec

(intemperate expressiQnS)

" Theholy kiss . taughtit from vision.
The holy laugh  described an instance of it
- affirmatively. :
Mixed footwashing ~~ taught it from vision.
(women wash men’s feet) ‘ ,
‘Shouting participated actively.
 Slain by the Spirit  fell on many occasions.
The dead are raised “denied this belief, and no
evidence refutes her. :

Time setting. ~ does not deny it; early
, e ~ friends say she was
did not work; but says she

Nowork doctrine
. fought this doctrine.

tain expressions; she did not deny having told individuals (or a class of
people) that they were, or would be, lost. She was very clear that Wil-
liam Miller’s associates, who did not maintain their faith in the shut
door and adopt the seventh day Sabbath, were all lost.”

In fact, the day following a vision given in late 1850 at Paris, Maine,
she wrote of “Laodiceans” who had “said the shut door was of the
devil, ... They shall die the death.” Why? Because, she explained, “the
sin against the Holy Ghost was to ascribe to Satan...what the Holy
Ghost has done.””™

The holy kiss
The New England populous was both amused and scandalized by
newspaper accounts of the promiscuous public kissing that attended the

home meetings of fanatical, postdisappointment Millerites. One paper
reported a Millerite meeting in Portland at which

Brother M. stated that he had a special impression that he must
kiss sister N. Her husband being present, thought such an impres-

It is clear from her vision at Oswego,
New York, that Ellen White believed
those who would not be rebaptized
were forever lost.

sion must come from the Devil—as no good impression would
expose his wife to be kissed by such an “ugly looking mug’” as that
brother were. So he took her away unkissed, and will probably keep
her away.”

The subject of kissing came up repeatedly at the trial of Israel Dam-
mon, with variations on the word (e.g., kiss, kissed, kissing) occurring
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at least twenty-six times. Witnesses for the accused stoutly defended the
practice.

One particular instance of this “exercise” that received so much
attention at the trial had more the flavor of a make-up kiss than a holy
kiss. Dorinda Baker, the other visionist present, approached Joel
Doore saying, ‘“You have refused me before.” Doore recalled Miss
Baker saying that he “‘had thought hard of her.”” Doore became ““satis-
fied of my error, and....we kissed each other with the holy
kiss.””(21:1) Loton Lambert was watching and testified that Miss Baker
had said, “that feels good.”’(19:2) Joel Doore remembered, “When
she kissed me, she said there was light ahead.”” (21:1)

Job Moody testified that “kissing is a salutation of love ... we have
got positive scripture forit. ... ”(20:2) And Isley Osborn added, “Itisa
part of our faith.”(20:3)

Ellen White later wrote in agreement. Including herself among the
144,000, she stated:

Then it was that the synagogue of Satan [‘‘fallen Adventists,”
who had given up 1844 as a mistake, and “‘the nominal churches™]*
knew that God loved us who could. . . salute the brethren with a holy
kiss, and they worshipped at our feet.® (Curiously, the italicized
words were omitted from the sixth edition of Spiritual Gifts 2.)

There are several appendix notes in the fifth edition of Farly Writ-
ings (placed there in 1963 by the trustees of the Ellen G. White Estate)
that are “‘provided to explain expressions and situations not so well
understood now. . .." The trustees write:

It was the custom among the early Sabbath keeping Adventists to
exchange the holy kiss at the ordinance of humility. No reference is
made to obvious impropriety of exchanging the holy kiss between
men and women, but there is a call for all to abstain from all appear-
ance of evil.*

Perhaps the next edition of Early Writings will contain a rewrite of that
appendix to “‘explain expressions and situations not so well under-
stood” by the trustees in 1963.

James Ayer, Jr., the man in whose Atkinson home Dammon was
arrested, witnessed to the court that ““it is a part of our faith to kiss each
other—brothers kiss sisters and sisters kiss brothers, [ think we have
biblical authority for that.”(20:1) Mrs. White concurred, citing 1
Thessalonians 5:26.* In fact, all of the specific instances of kissing
mentioned in the Dammon trial abridgment were kisses between mem-
bers of the opposite sex: Joel Doore and Dorinda Baker, Isracl Dam-
mon and Mrs. Isley Osborn, and Dammon and Mrs. George S.
Woodbury.

The holy laugh

Neither as biblical nor perhaps as controversial as the holy kiss, the
“holy laugh” is mentioned in a Bangor Whig and Courier report of the
arraignment of nine Millerites and in a list of postdisappointment Mil-
lerite fanatical manifestations contributed by a reader to the Morning
Star.*

In an August 1850 letter, Mrs. White seemed to acknowledge and
affirm the holy laugh. James White had taken suddenly and scriously
ill. Ellen, Sister Harris, Clarissa Bonfoey, and Ellen’s sister, Sarah,
who were alone with the sick man, united their prayers on his behalf:

Sister Harris and Clarissa were set entirely free and they prayed
God with a loud voice. The spirit caused Clarissa to laugh aloud.
James was healed every whit; .. .»

It seems odd that when Mrs. White wrote this story for publication,
she did not mention a charismatic prayer session nor did she indicate
that *the spirit caused Clarissa to laugh aloud.™

Promiscuous footwashing

Prosccution witness Jeremiah B. Green testified that he had wit-
nessed footwashing during an earlier Millerite meeting at which “Elder
Dammon was the presiding clder™: but he only “saw men wash men’s
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feet, and women wash women’s feet.”” (19:3) John Gallison testified that
“we do wash each other’s feet”;(21:2) Jacob Mason referred to *“wash-
[ing] feet in the evening™;(20:3) and Isley Osborn said they preferred
“to go through the ordinance of washing feet in secret.” (20:3)

Ellen White'’s footwashing practice in 1851 was more progressive
than the trial record indicates was Dammon’s 1845 protocol in Atkin-
son. Citing ‘“‘duties. . . the performance of which will keep the people of
God humble and separate from the world, and from backsliding, like
the nominal churches,” Mrs. White wrote: “I saw that the Lord had
moved upon sisters to wash the feet of the brethren and that it was
according to gospel order.” But, she cautioned, “there is no example
given in the Word for brethren to wash sisters’ feet.”””

In her very first vision (December 1844), Ellen Harmon was shown
that her enemies “knew that God had loved us who could wash one
another’s feet.””” (This phrase also was deleted from the vision as pub-
lished in 1860 in Spiritual Gifis 2.)

Voluntary humility (creeping)

Crawling was another exercise, intended to promote and demon-
strate humility, that was in vogue at Dammon’s meeting in Atkinson.
John Doore testified on the witness stand that he had ““seen both men
and women crawl across the floor on their hands and knees.”’(21:1)
And George S. Woodbury said, “My wife and Dammon passed across
the floor on their hands and knees. ”(21:2)

A description of the creeping that took place at the home of Captain
John Megquire in Poland, Maine, was provided by a correspondent of
the Norway Advertiser:

They seldom sit in any other position than on the bare floor.... A
woman, at the meeting he attended, got on her hands and knees, and
crept over the floor like a child. A man, in the same position, fol-
lowed her, butting her occasionally with his head. Another man
threw himself at full length upon his back on the bed, and presently
three women crossed him with their bodies.”

This creeping was a humiliation that—however literally biblical
(“‘except ye become as little children” Matt. 18:1-6)—Ellen White,
thirty years later, insisted she had not been prepared to bear:

Duties were made by men, tests manufactured that God had
never required, and which found no sanction in His Word. I state
definitely I never crept when I could walk, and have ever opposed it.
I was shown in vision, after I refused to accept this as a duty, that it
was not a requirement of God, but the fruit of fanaticism.”

Mrs. White was reacting—although not publicly—to the remarks of
Mrs. Lucinda Bodge Burdick published in an 1874 issue of The World's
Crisis. Mrs. Burdick had become well acquainted with Ellen Harmon
and James White when the three of them stayed together several times

“I saw that the Lord had moved
upon sisters to wash the feet of the
brethren and that it was according to
gospel order.” — Ellen G. White

in 1845 at the home of Josiah Little (Burdick’s uncle) in South Win-
dham, Maine, a few miles from Harmon’s parent’s home in Portland.™
It was this 1874 statement by Burdick, published in The World'’s Crisis,
that Mrs. White objected to so strongly:

Atthe time of my first acquaintance with them [James White and
Ellen Harmon in “early 1845” they were in a wild fanaticism,—
used to sit on the floor instead of chairs, and creep around the floor
like little children. Such freaks were considered a mark of
humility.”

Although the absence of independent, contemporary cvidence on
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Shouting

The incoherent din that marked the proceedings at the Ayer house-
hold on the night before Israel Dammon’s arrest was not unusual for a
Millerite home meeting. Defense witness Joel Doore minimized the

this point leaves the 1874 statements of Mrs. White and Mrs. Burdick in
apparently unresolvable tension, the uncommitted reader will have to
give Burdick the edge because of Mrs. White’s unwillingness to make a
public refutation.”

Mrs. White’s Weak References

t the end of Spiritual Gifts 2; the only publication in which

Ellen White tells the Israel Dammon story, there are- fifteen
lists of individuals whose names are published as vouching for.vari-
ous segments of Mrs. White's atitobiographical sketches.

Of these fifteenlists, five pertain specifically to events she expe~
rienced in the state of Maine (including the Dammon incident in
Atkinson) during the first fifteen to eighteen months of her public
ministry-(roughly January 1845 o June 1846). These five lists of tes-
timonials iriclude sixty-one entries; but when they are sifted for rep-
etition, thirty-eight différent names remain.

By examining the 1850 United States Census Bureau records for
Maine, and reviewing dozensof Maine local histories housed at the
Library of Congress, [ was able to identify twenty-eight of the thirty-
eight individuals (73 percentyprinted on thie five lists. (Three or four
others have been identified only tentatively.)

Twenty of the twenty-eight witnesses (71 percent) I was able to
identify were from five families. Nine of the twenty-eight were
sixteen-years-old or younger (the youngest being six) when the time
passed in 1844. Two were charged in 1845 with vagrancy and/or dis-
turbing the peace. Two others were-deceased before 1859 or 1860
when the lists probably were compiled: One of those; Uriah Smith’s
father-in-law, Cyprian Stevens, died.on September 6, 1838; five
days after being bitten by a rattlesnake.

It seems surprising that eight (or 29 percent) of the twenty-eight
individuals T was able to identify were strongly denounced by Mrs:
White in-1860—the same year that she published their names—~for
fanaticism and for not receiving her visions; including Cyprian
Stevens daughter; Harriet (Mrs. Uriah) Smith:

Harriet, I was carried back and shown that there has never beena
reception of the visions given in Paris:. . .T.was pointed back,
away back to-the time when those in Paris, especially Brn.
Andrews’ and Stevens’ families were ensnared in-error, and for
years were in a perfect deception of Satan: They suffered while
in this error, but they will never obtain a particle of reward for it.
If they had been willing to be tatight, and receive light in God’s
appointed way, they would not-have been held in error, fanati-
cism and darkness all that length of time. (*"To Brother IL.N.
Andrews and Sister H.N. Smith,”" W58, 1860; Advent Source
Collection, pp. 7 & 10.)

The lists of names at the end of Spiritual Gifts 2 vouching for Mrs.
White’s stories were discussed in 1874 by Isaac Wellcome'in his His-
tory-of the Second Advent Message and Mission, Doctrine and Peo-
ple, page 408:

The most of these signets wereas deeply in fanaticism as [James
and Ellen White] themselves; some were leading ones. Butsign-
ers who had not been personally associated in the Tanaticism
being scarce, to certify inthese prepared papers; the names of
two young:ladies (perhaps.more) are added,; who, ar the time
specified for the events, were aged, respectively, nine and four-
teen years. Prodigies in intellect and judgment, surely, or, per-
haps, endowed with the “gift of discerning of spirits.” But it is
no difficult task to procure the names of partisans, associates,
accomplices, their children; cousins, and aunts, to certify to
one’s rectitude, sanity,-of orthodoxy. It is more safe and tmpor-
tant, however, to have-a good *‘record-inheaven.”

Of the-five lists of names under scrutiny, one list was made up

of five individuals whio were supposed to have signed the following :

staternent:

We bear cheerful testimony to the truthfulness of the statements

relative to Elder Dammon, on pages 40, 41 [of Spiritual Gifis 2].

As near as we can tecollect we believe the ¢ircumstances of his
arrest and trial to-be fairly statéd. L
H.A. Hannaford,
D.S. Hannaford,
. Mrs. R.W. Wood:

Wm. T, Hannaford,
James Ayer, Sen.;

As references go, this list of five is not very impressive. None of

the five weré witness at Damimon’s trial. James Ayer; Jr., owned the

home in:which Dammon’s arrest took place and he did testify at the
trial. But it is his father who was seventy-two at the time of the inci-

dent, and eighty-seven when Spiritual Gifts 2 was published, whose
signature apparently was obtained. ~ ~ :

The remaining four witnesses resided in Orrington; across the

Penobscot River from Bangor. The four were sufficiently close

neighbors to be included on the same page of the 1850 federal cen-

sus, Laborer Wiltiam Hannaford, his wife, Dorcas, and theirdaugh--

ter, Hester A, comprised three of the four Orrington testimonials,

They were ages forty-three, forty, and sixteen, respectively, in 1845, |

It is quite possible that William was the Mr. Hannaford who figured

reluctantly in a 28 March 1845 repott from a Piscataquis Farmer
correspondent in-Atkinson: : .

The Milletites have been collecting for the past four days and
held their-meetings-at the house of Mr. James Ayer, Jt., in the .
southwest part of this town. All secular business has been sus-
pended by them, to await the coming of the Lord, which they say
will take place on the 4th day of April next. From 1010 15 have -
been baptised daily, many of them six or eight times each. Last
evening a party of Indians or anti-Routers arrived on the ground

about nine o’clock, and upon: being refused admittance, burst

open the doors and took the Millerites belonging outof town and:

carried thérn off with them. They harnassed Mr. Ayer’s horse to

asled, and packed onaload; and pressed a Mr. Hannaford oneof

their: number to drive the team through the woods to Dead
Stream; about five miles distant, where they intended to deposit
them—-and I understand they have threatened to tar and feather
them in case they continue to hold their meetings any more,

The final-name published as vouching for Mrs. White’s account
of Dammon’s arrest and trial, a Mrs: R. W, Wood, was twenty-three
in 1845 and married to a twenty-nine year old farmer named Newall
Wood {probably the Brother Wood mentioned at the trial). ‘A trou-.
bling reference to Mrs. Wood s Spiritual Gifts 2 testimonial appears
on page 17 of E.8. Ballenger’s unfinished manuscript entitled
“Early History of the Seventh-day Adventist Church’: ‘

In aprivate letter dated May 16, 1888, Mrs. Wood denies that she -

ever signed this statement and she did not know that her name
was attached to it until many years after. She also denies the
accuracy of Mrs. White's statements regarding the [Dammon]
affair. She was present and remembered the experience very
well, and her account does not agree with Mrs. White's account.
If they will forge Mrs. Wood’s namie to a docurnent they would
forge other namies; therefore we have good reason for doubting
the value of their testimonials.
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Universalist church
where Israel
Dammon was

arraigned.

volume: “There was not one tenth part of the noisc Saturday evening,
that there generally is at the meetings I attend.”(21:1) But it was loud
enough to astonish the prosecution witnesses.

William C. Crosby described it as “exceedingly noisy.” “They
would at times all be talking at once, halloing at the top of their voices.”
In fact, he added, “by spells it was the most noisy assembly I ever
attended. ...I don’t say Dammon shouted the loudest; 1 think some
stronger in the lungs than he.”(19:3)

Dammon’s shouting was not limited to the Saturday night meeting:
“Tuesday morning the prisoner having taken his seat, rose just as the
Court came in, and shouted Glory to the strength of his lungs.”’(22:2)

Ellen Harmon, and Ellen White up to at least the age of twenty-five
or thirty, would have appreciated Dammon’s outburst had she been
there: ““Singing, I saw, often drove away the enemy and shouting would
beat him back. I saw that pride had crept in among you, and there was
not childlike simplicity among you.”™

Ellen White’s letters, from 1853 and previously, indicate her early
support for unreserved worship. She admonished one.Adventist con-
gregation in 1850: ““I saw you should rise together, and unitedly get the
victory over the powers of darkness and sing and shout to the glory of
God.”” *“I saw there was too little glorying God, too little childlike
simplicity among the remnant.””*

On November 7, 1850, Ellen White described a conference she had
recently attended of twenty-eight Adventists at Topsham, Maine:

Sunday the power of God came upon us like a mighty rushing
wind. All arose upon their feet and praised God with a loud voice
.... The voice of weeping could not be told from the voice of shout-
ing. It was a triumphant time.. . .. I never witnessed such a powerful
time before.”

In late 1851 James White wrote of a “powerful vision™ that “had a
mighty effect. Ellen came out of vision,” he said, ““then shouted till she
went off in vision again.”"™

According to Ron Graybill, ““In the 1870s, feeling still ran high on
some occasions”; and he quotes from an Ellen White letter to her boys
in 1872:

The blessing and power of God rested upon your father and
mother. We both fell to the floor. Your father, as he rose upon his feet
to praise God, could not stand. The blessing of God rested upon him
with remarkable power. ... Elder Loughborough felt the power of
God all through his body. The room seemed holy. . .. We shouted the
high praises of God."!

But by 1874 Mrs. White had lost much of her ““childlike simplicity. ”

She recalled somewhat censoriously an early 1845 meeting in
Orrington, Maine, a few weeks after Dammon’s trial, at which she had
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reprimanded fanatics for their “shouting and hallooing.™ Just before
she left Orrington, a few assembled with her, she said; and “*God was
worshipped without boisterous noise and confusion, but with calm
dignity.”""

By 1900 Mrs. White's memory had joined her childlike simplicity:

I bore my testimony, declaring that these fanatical movements,
this din and noise, were inspired by the spirit of Satan, who was
working miracles to deccive if possible the very elect.™

‘“Slain by the Spirit”
Nine Millerites were arraigned before the Bangor, Maine, police
court on 2 April 1845, charged with being

Idlers and Vagrants and disturbers of the public peace, and sen-
tenced to the House of Correction for a term of time varying from
five to thirty days. These trials caused great excitement and the City
Hall was crowded to its utmost capacity. . ..

There was evidently a misunderstanding among the spectators,
of many of the technical terms in use among the Adventists. . .such
as “‘salute,” “‘embrace,” ‘‘slain upon the floor,” *‘shouting,”
“laughing,” &c. Whenever these terms occurred in the testimony,
they created much merriment, . . . This was especially the case when
the acts which these terms express were described. ™

09 4

The expression ““slain upon the floor’ or “slain by the Spirit” was
used to designate a sudden and total loss of physical strength that some-
times overcame Millerites during their ecstatic worship services.

Isaac Wellcome, a minister of the Advent Christian Church and
author of History of the Second Advent Message, ** was often in meeting
with Ellen G. Harmon and James White in 1843 and 45.”" Wellcome
recalled Miss Harmon’s actions:

She was strangely cxercised in body and mind, usually talking in
assemblies until nature was exhausted and then falling to the floor,
unless caught by someone sitting near (we remember catching her
twice to save her from falling upon the floor), remaining a consider-
able time in the mesmeric state, and afterwards, perhaps not until
another meeting, she would relate the wonders which she claimed
had been shown her in spirit...."™

Reacting privately in 1874 to Wellcome’s testimony, Mrs. White
wrote:

It might have been, but I have no acquaintance with him, and
ncver knew him by sight. Before 44, I sometimes lost my strength
under the blessing of God. 1.C. Wellcome may have confounded
these exercises of the power of the Spirit of God upon me with the
visions."”

Mrs. White scemed to be trying to say that while she had visions
after 1844, she was not thereafter “so overpowered by the Spirit of God
astoloscall strength. ... Arthur White does not agree. And, for evi-
dence, he quotes from his grandmother’s account of an experience she
had ““several days’ after her second vision. As Father Pearson was
praying for her, Mrs. White remembered: ““My strength was taken
away, and I fell to the floor. 1 seemed to be in the presence of the
angels. '™

In 1847 Mrs. White described how she ““fell from my chair to the
floor,” at the onset of her third vision (February 1845); “and a short
time after I fell,” Sister Durben “was struck down’ by ““the power of
the Lord.”""

“Such experiences were repeated again and again,” says Arthur
White, who has had the opportunity to browse for decades through tens
of thousands of pages of Mrs. White’s unpublished letters and
manuscripts.''

Limited-access policies of the Ellen White Estate force us to leave
the disagreement on this point between Mrs. White and her grandson
unresolved. But Mrs. White’s belief that others around her were being
slain by the Spirit throughout the late 1840s has been clearly demon-
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strated by her descendent and by former associate secretary of the
White Estate Ron Graybill.'*

Also, it is clear that whether she was ““slain upon the floor” (in or
out of vision) during her early travels, Ellen Harmon spent a lot of time
ministering prone from the floor. In Atkinson, on the evening of 15 Feb-
ruary 1845, according to witness Loton Lambert, she lay on the floor
having and telling visions for more than five hours.(19:2) Jacob Mason
testified that James White “‘some of the time . . . held her head.” (20:3)

Later, Lucinda Burdick recalled that in the autumn of 1845 ona Sun-
day afternoon in South Windham, in a grove near the home of Andrew
Bodge, that “suddenly, Ellen Harmon became rigidly prostrate upon
the ground. . .. Her position upon the ground seemed so uncomfortable
that I placed her head in my lap and supported her thus throughout the
event.”'"

Months later, in Randolph, Massachusetts, Ellen Harmon spent
most of four hours “in vision. .. inclined backward against the wall in
the corner of the room.” Mrs. White was quoting Otis Nichols for her
description of that session, except that where he described her *“talking

in vision with a shrill voice,” she changed the word “‘shrill”’ to
“clear.”™"

The dead are raised

In 1874 Mrs. White recalled encountering and rebuking fanatics at
Orrington in the summer of 1845, who *‘believe[d] the dead are
raised,” and telling them “I know this is all a delusion.” She also
recalled that at Garland in 1845 “Eider Dammon and many others. ..
were in error and delusion in believing that the dead had been raised.”

While I was repeating this Scripture, Elder Damon {sic] arose
and began to leap up and down, crying out, “The dead are raised
and gone up; glory to God! Glory, Hallelujah!”> Others followed his
example. Elder Dammon said, ““...I cannot sit still. The spirit and
power of the resurrection is stirring my very soul.”

“Our testimony,” Mrs. White recalled, “‘was rejected, and they clung
tenaciously to their errors.” “Elder Dammon....became my enemy
only because 1 bore a testimony reproving his wrongs and his fanatical
course....”"

Ellen Harmon may never have taught, as Dammon did, that the dead
are raised. But it is difficult to believe that she strongly rebuked those
(especially Dammon) who did believe it. Although Mrs. White wrotc in
1860 that “distracting influences” had “separated Eld. D. from his
friends who believe the third message,” she recalled that Dammon

Dammon’s travels with the married
Whites would have followed their
wedding, more than a year after he
became Mrs. White’s ‘“‘enemy.”’

joined with her at Topsham in the healing of Frances Howland, some
time after his Atkinson arrest:

Bro. D. cried out in the Spirit, and power of God, *‘Is there some
sister here who has faith enough to go and take her by the hand, and
bid her arise in the name of the Lord?”"'"

If Dammon became Mrs. White’s “encmy”” over her rebuke (in the
spring or summer of 1845) of his fanatical belief that the dead were
being raised, it seems odd that both Joseph Bates and R.S. Webber
placed Israel Dammon in the wagon with Elder and Mrs. White and
Bates, behind a “refractory colt,” shortly after the November 1846
Topsham mecting at which Mrs. White had the vision of the planets,
that convinced Bates her visions were genuine.'” Furthermore, Uriah
Smith, J.N. Andrews, and G.H. Bell substantiate references “‘to Eld.
Damman [sic] as. . . having traveled with Bro. and Sr. White, and [hav-
ing] been well acquainted with their early labors.”"* Dammon’s travels
with the married Whites would have followed their wedding on August
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30, 1846, more than a year after he became Mrs. White’s “enemy.

What Ron Graybill wrote about Mrs. White’s memory of her
childhood—*she consistently dates events. . .too early’*—appears to be
true for her early adulthood as well."”

Time setting

The lessons to be learned from the uneventful passing of firm dates
set by William Miller’s followers in 1843 and 1844 for the second com-
ing of Christ were lost—for varying lengths of time—on those Advent-
ists who were later to be seen as pioneers of the Seventh-day Adventist
movement. O.R.L. Crosier, James White, and Joseph Bates all set dates
after 1844 for the Lord’s return—each later than the other.™

Ellen Harmon may well have been among the time setters of 1845.
John Cook wrote on 5 April 1845 that some Millerites ““were confirmed
in the belief that the appointed time was the 4th day of April, on account
of the visions (?) of a girl.”

In these exercises she wrote with her finger on her hand April
4th, 1845, and then counted over her fingers each one for a day from
the time of the vision (so called) to the 4th of April."™

Mrs. Burdick was very specific in her personal memory of Ellen
Harmon’s time setting:

At one time, she saw that the Lord would come the second time
in June, 1845. The prophecy was discussed in all the churches, and
in a little ‘shut-door paper’ published in Portland, Me. During the
summer, after June passed, I heard a friend ask her how she
accounted for the vision? She replied that “they told her in the lan-
guage of Canaan, and she did not understand the language; that it
was the next September that the Lord was coming, and the second
growth of grass instead of the first in June.” "™

Mrs. Burdick’s statement was published in the July 1, 1874 issue of
The World's Crisis. Two months later, Ellen White privately denied all
of Mrs. Burdick’s claims (and there were several)—except her state-
ment regarding time setting.'*

In 1847, James White claimed that Miss Harmon had experienced a
vision a few days before October 22, 1845, that indicated **we would be
disappointed” again.”™ True or not,™ Ellen, like James, continued to
believe that Jesus® second coming was truly imminent. This belief
delayed both their effort “to try to convert people to the advent faith™
and their ability to see “‘that the way. ..[was] made plain” for them to
marry."”

Even after she surrendered the notion of time setting, Mrs. White
had trouble admitting that those who had done so during the Millerite
period were really, biblically, mistaken (see Early Writings, pp. 232-
237).

But whether or not she was setting specific dates for the Lord’s
return in 1845, during the 1850s Mrs. White was placing clear limits on
God’s timetable. In a 27 June 1850 vision, she was told that “‘now time
is almost finished.”” Her ‘‘accompanying angel” indicated that “‘thosc
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who have of late embraced the third angel’s message” would “*have to
learn in a few months” “‘what we have been years learning.”"’
At an early morning meeting in Battle Creek in late May 1856 Mrs.

White stated:

I was shown the company present at the Conference. Said the
angel: “Some food for worms, some subjects of the seven last
plagues, some will be alive and remain upon the earth to be trans-
lated at the coming of Jesus.”” Solemn words were these, spoken by
the angel.... "™

Mrs. White did not (and logically could not) live to see her prophecy
fail.

No work

While some of the Millerites annoyed their fellow citizens by crawl-
ing in public places,™ and others disturbed their neighbors (as Noah
Lunt did) with late night warnings under their windows,™ it was pri-
marily the no-work teaching and practice that caused civil authorities to
place fanatical Millerites under guardianship or, for brief periods, in
jail.®

These actions were taken in the best interest of both the community
and the individuals arrested. Atkinson, where Dammon was appre-
hended, was little more than a village. In 1850 its population numbered
895—474 men and 421 women.* When a few individuals left their
crops to rot, their cows unmilked, their chickens unfed, or failed to
show up somewhere for work, the impact on the tiny community was
severe. The Bangor Whig and Courier reported:

An industrious farmer, living in Orrington [35 miles southeast
of Atkinson] who has for several years, supplied customers in this
city [Bangor—five miles from Orrington] with milk has recently
....abandon[ed] selling milk...to...make earnest preparation for
the immediate end of the world. He has not since waited upon his
customers. ... "

The Selectmen of Orrington placed several Millerites under guardi-
anship in February 1845 and cautioned the public “against purchasing
any property, real or personal of them, as all contracts or deeds will be
void on account of their incompetency to manage their affairs.”"™
These legal actions began too late to save some Adventists from ““expos-
ling] themselves and their families to the peltings of the pitiless storm
of poverty.”'™

The Adventists’ theological misjudgment left many of them and
their children to the mercy of generous and more farsighted neighbors.
Mrs. M.C. Stowell Crawford recalled:

After the time passed [1844] there were several large families
that father had to supply with everything. He would purchase eight
barrels of flower at a time."™

Ellen Harmon appears to have lived (but perhaps not taught) the no-
work fanaticism of Millerite leaders such as Jesse Stevens, Joseph
Turner, and Dammon. The no-work doctrine—like the shut-door
teaching—was the logical outgrowth of sincere belief in the imminent
return of Christ. While Miss Harmon was certain that no sinners could
be brought to Christ, she did believe that the saved could lose their faith
and thereby their salvation while the Bridegroom tarried (Matthew 25).

The Piscataquis Farmer account of the Dammon trial and some of
Mrs. White's own memory statements indicate her preoccupation with
the mortal sin of doubt.'” Prosecution witness William Crosby testi-
fied: *“After the visionist called them up she told them they doubted.
Her object seemed to be to convince them they must not doubt.”’(19:2)

Neither Ellen Harmon nor Ellen White believed that anyone could
be saved who had once belicved in the 1844 movement and then gave it
up—except William Miller.'™ And so those who believed their Saviour
would appear momentarily had only two responsibilites: one, to keep
the faith; and, two, to bolster the faith of their brethren.

By her own estimate, Ellen Harmon ““journeyed for three months™
during the winter/spring of 1845 encouraging the scattered flock of dis-
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couraged Millerites with what the Lord had shown her in vision." Yet
“financial resources for her journey did not concern her,” says Arthur
White, because “‘she had now assumed a confident trust in God.”'* But
s0, of course, had those like Dammon, Stevens, and Turner, who advo-
cated the no-work doctrine, ‘“assumed a confident trust in God.”

During her travels Miss Harmon was transported, fed, and boarded
by new-found friends. The Nichols family boarded her for eight months
(between August 1845 and June 1846) at their home near Roxbury,
Massachusetts. " Mrs. White remembered that “they were attentive to
my wants, and generously supplied me with means to travel.”'®

While Ellen Harmon herself did not work, she remembers laboring
strenuously with those in Paris, Maine, ““who believed that it was a sin
to work.”

The Lord gave me a reproof for the leader [Jesse Stevens] in this
error, declaring that he was going contrary to the Word of God in
abstaining from labor, [and] in urging his errors upon others. ...

Stevens rejected Harmon’s counsel; and she recalled having seen,
before the fact, “that his career would soon close.” **At length,” she
wrote, ‘“‘he made a rope of some of his bed clothing with which he hung
himself.”"*

It may be that Ellen Harmon was speaking out against the no-work
doctrine in 1845, but a subsequent issue of Adventist Currents will dem-
onstrate just how unlikely it is that Jesse Steven’s suicide was related to
his rejection of her counsel.

Was Ellen Harmon arrested?
Was Ellen Harmon arrested in 1845 for her fanatical behavior? Otis
Nichols, writing to William Miller in April 1846, said that

there have been a number of warrants for her arrest, but God has sig-
nally protected her. At one time a sheriff and a number of men with
him had no power over her person for an hour and a half, although
they exerted all their bodily strength to move her, while she or no
one else made any resistance.'

Arthur White believes that Nichols was confusing Ellen Harmon
with Israel Dammon, " even though Nichols—writing within months of
the alleged arrest attempt—had reason to tell Miller, *“What I have writ-
ten I have knowledge of and think I can judge correctly.” Why? *Sister
Ellen has been a resident of my family much of the time for about eight
months.”"

Whether or not Nichols was confused, Arthur White proceeds on
his next Early Years page to confuse the “‘hour and a half” that Nichols
says the sheriff and his men spent trying to arrest Miss Harmon with his

One of the leaders, well known as Joe
Turner, another named Harmon, . ..
were arrested at the house of Mr.
Megquier, in Portland, . ..

own account of the Dammon arrest—even though Arthur’s only source
for the Atkinson incident is his grandmother who was there and says
Dammon’s arrest took forty minutes.*

The most tantalizing piece of this puzzle is found in an April 1845
issuc of the Daily Eastern Argus, a newspaper from Miss Harmon’s
home town of Portland:

Millerism. The proccedings of the professors of this belief, have
been such, that the officers of Norway and some other towns in the
vicinity have felt it their duty to take means to put a stop to them. . ...
On Wednesday [April 23], one of the leaders, well known as Joe
Turner, another named Harmon, with one or two others were
arrested at the house of Mr. Megquier, in Poland, by the Sclectmen
of that town, as was reported. ...
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Mrs. White remembered that she initially related her first vision
away from home in Poland,™ in (Otis Nichols says) January 1845."
And John Megquier, at whose house Turner and Harmon were
arrested, remembered that ““about the first visions that she had were at
my house in Poland.” " By her own account she was in Poland on two
occasions during the winter/spring of 1845. And her second visit to that
town came after her initial, three-month journey east, which began

The records suggest that it would
have been convenient for Miss Har-
mon to have been at John Megquier’s
house on April 23, 1845, in Poland.

sometime in January.” The records, the date, the geography, and the
relationships, suggest that it would have been convenient for Miss Har-
mon to be at John Megquier’s house on April 23, 1845, in Poland,
Maine.

Added to all of this, Miss Harmon was a friend and admirer of the
arrested Joseph Turner. In 1847 she described to Joseph Bates her great
relief upon learning that the shut-door position that she reccived from
her first vision was compatible with what Turner was teaching from
Scripture.'™ And so it would not be surprising to find them together in
late April 1845, at a popular Millerite gathering spot—the home of John
Megquier.

Thirty years later Mrs. White remembered being shown in advance

that we would be in danger of imprisonment and abuse.

....the emissaries [sic] of Satan were on our track, and we
would fare no better than those who had been fanatical and wrong,
and suffered the consequences of their inconsistent, unreasonable
course by abuse and imprisonment. ™

Three paragraphs after sceming to predict her own imprisonment,
she writes of

brethren believing the truth. . . {who] were imprisoned and beaten.
But we rode through these very places in broad daylight, visited
from house to house, held meetings, and bore our testimony. ..."™

There is presently not available sufficient evidence to indicate con-
clusively whether or not Ellen was the Harmon who was arrested along
with Joseph Turner in Poland, Maine, on April 23, 1845.

Conclusion

Most Adventists who learn of it will probably be able to accommo-
date the revised image of Ellen Harmon as a ““shrill’* voiced, lounging,
shouting, kissing, condemning, fainting, and footwashing, postdisap-
pointment, Millerite fanatic. It may take some Adventists a little longer
to assimilate the implications of Mrs. White’s inability to remember her
early ministry the way it actually took place. They will either have to
assume that she possessed a particularly fecund delusional system, as
Jack Provonsha does,'™ or that she consciously distorted the past for her
own (however complicated and even, perhaps, well-intended)
purposes.

Those who have the fortitude and the wits will recognize what the
implications are for so many other stories of Providence that dot the
landscape of Adventist history. And it will become easier to identify
with A.G. Daniells’ question at the 1919 Bible Conference about “just
how much of that is genuine, and how much has crawled into the
story?”" =

1t was Ellen White who advised that it is only as we see how the Lord
has led us in the past that we can set our faces courageously and confi-
dently to the future.”™ Can Adventists be blamed then for moving for-
ward timorously? Because it is becoming increasingly clear that Mrs.
White did not leave us a credible picture of her pivotal place in our reli-
gious roots. O
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Knight’s Darkest Hour: Biography as Indictment

A critique of George Knight’s From 1888 to Apostasy: The Case of A.T. Jones

by Dennis Hokama

historian George Knight, face peculiar problems when they

attempt to write biographies of men like Alonzo T. Jones. Since
Jones eventually “‘apostasized,” becoming one of Adventisms most
severe critics, he must be thoroughly discredited. But because he came
to have considerable position and influence in the denomination, and
because Ellen White endorsed his theology so explicitly, to discredit
him too much might appear to be an indictment of her judgment and
foresight.

S eventh-day Adventist apologists, such as Andrews University

The formula

Fortunately for Adventist apologists, there is a standard formula for
handling cases like Jones’s; and Knight was not too proud to use it:
“Fallen” leaders such as A.T. Jones were talented, godly men at first,
when Ellen White endorsed them. But gradually human pride made
them ambitious; and when they did not attain the elevated church
offices they thought they deserved, the devil came into their hearts and
turned them into bitter critics. Was there any merit to their criticism?
No, just sour grapes and a defective understanding of the nature of
inspiration.

Whether it be Crosier, Canright, Jones, Kellogg, Conradi,
Waggoner, or Ballenger, the formula is more predictable than a made-
for-TV movie. Move over, Canright; it’s A.T. Jones’s turn. What
Knight has written is basically a subtle and sophisticated I Was A.T
Jones’ Secretary.

Knight tracks Jones’s church career from his baptism in 1874 to his
disfellowshipping in 1909. This reviewer does not recall a single inci-
dent during that entire period in which Knight suggests that Ellen
White's counsel may have been in any way flawed such that Jones would
have had sufficient reason to wonder. It was always Jones’s defective
mind or hypertrophied pride that made him misinterpret or misunder-
stand her meaning.

Nevertheless, in his postmortem, Knight concludes that Jones’s ali-
enation from Mrs. White was due largely to his inerrancy view of inspi-
ration that set so high a standard for the “spirit of prophecy™ that it
simply could not be met. His ““high” view of inspiration coupled with
his idealistic, all-or-nothing mentality, Knight concludes, led him ulti-
mately to reject many of her testimonies as not from God.

As Jones himself would have been quick to notice, Knight’s conclu-
sion does not square, logically, with his assertions, earlier in the book,
that Ellen White’s inconsistencies and mistakes existed only in Jones’s
unsanctified imagination. For Knight to admit at the end that Ellen
White actually made mistakes is to tacitly admit that he has twisted the
facts against Jones.

“l am not a prophet.” The coverup of a coverup

On page 223, Knight dismisses in a single sentence the “I am not a
prophet” incident as one in which Jones distorted the meaning of Ellen
White’s words. But the issue was much more volatile than Knight is
willing to admit in his book. He cannot acknowledge its explosiveness
for at least two reasons.

In the first place, such an admission would destroy his contention
that it was primarily Jones—and certainly not the General Conference

Dennis Hokama is a real estate broker in the Los Angeles area.
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leaders—who were using the spirit of prophecy on a level akin to “ver-
bal’ rather than “thought” inspiration. After all, if the General Confer-
ence and the church membership generally did not share Jones’s view
that Mrs. White’s inspired words necessarily were protected from mis-
takes, his claim that she had publicly uttered the words “I am not a
prophet’” would have seemed more curious (or even silly) than a cause
for widespread alarm and official denials. But Jones’s assertion could
not be ignored, because most of Jones’s contemporaries held views of
inspiration similar to if not more extreme than his. The General Confer-
ence Committee, therefore, was forced to fight Jones on the battlefield
of verbal inspiration, or a close approximation of it.

The GC Committee issued a 95-page rebuttal entitled A Statement
Refuting Charges Made by A.T. Jones Against the Spirit of Prophecy
and the Plan of Organization of the Seventh-day Adventist Denomina-
tion (May 1906). This “refutation” did not challenge Jones’s *“all or
nothing” mentality with respect to the testimonies, nor did it deplore
his misunderstanding of the nature of inspiration. Instead, it attempted
to satisfy Jones’s requirement that the testimonies be blameless if they
were inspired. It also attempted to demonstrate that there was no selec-
tive enforcement of the testimonies, as Jones had charged. In other
words, the GC Committee’s response to Jones’ complaints belied the
same underlying assumptions about the nature of inspiration that
Knight now condemns in Jones. Daniells may have had private reserva-
tions (and there is reason to believe that he did), but publicly he played
the hypocrite.

In the second place, if Knight’s version of the event was accurate,
Jones’s assertion simply could not have generated the amount of contro-
versy that it did. After all, if the charge was merely that Jones distorted
the meaning of Ellen White’s words, why is it that this incident is always
singled out, when church leaders have accused Jones of distorting the
facts about so many other incidents? Knight’s distortion of the “'I am
not a prophet” incident becomes apparent when we examine the con-
temporary documents that he refers to in his book.

When Jones began claiming that Ellen White had said “I am not a
prophet,”” Mrs. White and the General Conference leaders did nor con-
test that the words meant what Jones said they meant. Instead. they
denied that Ellen White had ever spoken those words; and they called
Jones a liar—in so many words—for making such a claim. Mrs. White
denied it at least four times in three separate documents (RH 1/26/1905;
EGW to O.A. Olsen, 1/30/1905; RH 7/26/1906, twice) and apparently
went to her grave unwilling to admit that she had said what Knight now
so matter of factly admits she did say.

In a 1905 Review and Herald piece (26 January, p. 5). the editor.
W.W. Prescott, acknowledged the accusation that Ellen White had said
she was not a prophet, but then went on to effectively deny the truth of
the allegation, and invited his readers to read Mrs. White’s version of
what she really said:

During the visit of Mrs. E.G. White to Battle Creek, Mich.. last
autumn, the press dispatches announced under flaming headlines
that she had made a public acknowledgement that whe was not a
prophetess. ... In Sister White's article in this issue of the Review
will be found her own report of what she did say. ... We call special
attention to the following paragraph:-

“I said that I did not claim to be a prophetess.... "
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On pages eight and nine of the same Review, Ellen White’s account
may be found. She said that she spoke three times in the Dime Taberna-
cle that weekend, including Sabbath morning, and Sunday afternoon.
Her only reference to the controversial statement is in the context of her
Sunday afternoon meeting:

Sunday afternoon I spoke again in the tabernacle. The meeting
had been advertised, and there were present many citizens of Battle
Creek who were not of our faith. ...

I said that I did not claim to be a prophetess. I have not stood
before the people claiming this title, though many called me thus.

The GC Committee’s 95-page “‘refutation” that Knight claims was
so crushing to Jones likewise denied that Mrs. White ever said such
words:

Elder Jones says he heard her say the words *‘I am not a prophet.
I never made any such claim.” Those words cannot be found in con-
secutive order at any place in her talk, and FOUR of the ELEVEN
WORDS which he quotes can not be found at any place whatsoever
in all her talk upon this matter. Then he did not hear those words
spoken by Sister White in Battle Creek (pp. 83,84).

That document, along with Ellen White’s denials, became the stan-
dard treatment of this incident by SDA ‘‘historians’ for the next
seventy-five years. Adventist college and seminary syllabi were always
faithful to this version of the event. A.T. Jones was an inveterate liar, as
proven by his claim that Mrs. White had said, ‘I am not a prophet.”
These “historians” always took great pains to emphasize the difference
between saying “Tammnot...” and “Ido not claimtobe. .,” thus agree-
ing with Jones—at least in practice—that the exact wording made all the
difference in the world. Typical of the apologists was John Robertson in
The White Truth (Pacific Press:1981, p. 55), widely heralded and
endorsed by Adventist lcaders around the world:

Notice the difference between what Elder Jones said and what
Mrs. White actually said. ... There is a world of difference between
saying “Iam not,” and saying “I do not call myself a prophet.”

When Arthur White inherited the White Estate job from William C.
White, he took up where his father left off by inscrting a little footnote
in Selected Messages 1 (p. 32) to explain his grandmother’s comments
on the incident:

Reference is here made to a discourse given at Battle Creck,
October 2, 1904, in which she said, ‘I do not claim to be a
prophetess.’—Compilers

The claim in Arthur White’s footnote is, of course, false. On that
occasion she said what Jones claims she said: ““I am not...a prophet,”
rather than the words falsely attributed to her by the “‘compilers™—
namely, Arthur White.

With the December 1981 publication of Arthur White's The Early
Elinshaven Years (p. 354), there is a sudden but unannounced reversal
by the grandson:

An interesting event occurred at onc of the Tabernacle mectings.
On Sunday, October 2, Ellen Whitc addressed an audience of 2,500,
including many Battle Creek citizens. She took this occasion to talk
about herself and her work . . .. Then she startled her hearers by say-
ing: “*I am not, as I said yesterday, a prophet. 1 do not claim to be
a leader. ... >=DF 108a, W.W. Corncll report, in AGD to WCW,
May 23, 1906.

For some undisclosed reason, Arthur White chose this occasion to
abandon the old falschood and to begin a new one in its place—the myth
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that the church’s original objection to Jones’s claim lay not in its denial
that Ellen White had made such a statement, but that they had merely
taken issue with the way he had distorted its meaning. Knight, out of
duty, ignorance, or, perhaps, even chivalry, follows The Early
Elmshaven Years lead in the perpetuation of yet another Arthurian leg-
end. But the footnote in Selected Messages 1 remains a stark reminder

Mprs. White went to her grave un-
willing to acknowledge that she had
said what Knight now so matter of
factly admits she did say.

of the earlier gloss. Jones had been telling the truth. It was the General
Conference leaders and White Estate secretaries who had been prevari-
cating for seventy-five years.

By 1988 standards, Jones could be criticized for applying too much
significance to Mrs. White’s words. But it was 1905, and Jones had a
field day with the GC Committee’s so-called “‘refutation” of his
charges. Their denial of the statement that about 2,500 people had
hecard could hardly have been crushing to Jones’s credibility in Battle
Creek. In his rebuttal, The Final word and a Confession, he carefully
documented the falseness of the General Conference’s denial.

It seems incredible that after painstaking research and over a year
and a half taken to get the facts straight, the GC Committee had been
quoting Ellen White’s Sabbath, October 1, addresss, and using it to
deny what Ellen White had said on Sunday, October 2. 1t is hard to com-
prehend the degree of incompetence, stupidity, and/or intellectual
blindness required to account for such a disaster. The only possible
cxplanation seems to be an infallible view of Mrs. White by the GC
Committee that put her word for what she had said beyond question.

After documenting the GC Committee’s blunder, Jones, in his Final
Word, went on to argue, perhaps mischievously, that since Mrs. White
had included the phrase ““as I said yesterday™ on Sunday, it indicated
not only that he had quoted from her Sunday address correctly but also
that she had meant to say the same thing on Sabbath as well.

As for the GC Committee’s response to his charges of selective
enforcement of the testimonies, Jones dismissed them as nothing more
than “confessions™ that were, in some cases, far worse than what he
had charged them with in the first place. He then apologized to a list of
people whom he had formerly abused with testimonies that he then
assumed were always correct. Finally, he confessed that he had given
up that extreme view, and now was in agreement with the lcading breth-
ren in believing that the testimonies may sometimes be mistaken.

Knight claims that Jones’s response fell flat because he could not
answer the GC Committee’s rebuttal, and that church leaders (A.G.
Daniels) did not scc that any further response would be necessary (pp.
223, 224). To the extent that the rebuttal was successful, the success was
because in certain instances the rebuttal outdid Jones—from a verbal
inspiration perspective—in vindicating the testimonies; and because
church members were in awe of the General Conference leaders and
their pronouncements. Also the General Conference owned the presses
and the mailing lists, and had the tithe to misappropriate.

But it is obvious that any further attempt to deal with the *“I am nota
prophet” issue would have been profoundly embarrassing, if not down-
right politically suicidal, for members of the GC Committce. They
would have had to explain away Mrs. White’s explicit and false denial in
the Review and Herald 26 January 1905. (The 1906 Review denial was
still mislcading, but some confusing ambiguities were created that
could have served as loopholes.) And correspondence from Daniclls to
Willic White (23 May 1906) indicates that both were awarc that it was a
falsehood by the middle of 1906. But a public correction or admission
would have given Jones a weapon infinitely more devastating than the
“Iam not a prophet’™” statement.
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What the church received instead was seventy-five years of coverup.
And now, from George Knight, by way of the Review & Herald
Publishing Association, a coverup of the coverup.

One might conjecture benign motives for everyone involved: Ellen
White forgot what she had said and, therefore, couldn’t have known that
her denials were false. Her reading of newspapers from Battle Creek,
in which her words were published, made her head hurt. Daniclls and
Willie White discovered the truth, but could not afford to print a retrac-
tion because of a tithe shortage. Arthur White did not read any of the
contemporary documents—including his grandmother’s accounts—
except for Daniells’ letter to Willie White (23 May 1906); or else in his
dotage he had forgotten about the event except for a few lines from that
letter and therefore thought he was being truthful in 1981. George
Knight never read the documents he refers to; he simply relies on
Arthur White’s account.

This incident demonstrates the inability of church leaders to admit
the mistakes of the past, particularly where Ellen White is concerned,
and their penchant for problem solving by coverup. The fact that in this
case the coverup was so successful, despite its crudeness, illustrates the
degree to which church leaders have been able to control the presses and
therefore the minds of the members. And it demonstrates the fact that
the passage of time was not needed for Mrs. White to develop a self-
serving recollection of an event.

1888: Elien White the open-minded liberal
Beginning with the 1888 righteousness by faith controversy and on

through the 1910 “daily” debate, Knight portrays Ellen White as con-

sistently refusing to use her authority to settle theological arguments.

The Case of AT Jones %

Author of Myvihs i Adventism
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This, says Knight, should have taught Jones that his over-reliance on
her writings was wrong. But he conveniently neglects to mention that in
1905 Mrs. White wielded her authority like a sword to cxcise A.F.
Ballenger’s sanctuary heresy. The lesson that the Jogical Jones actually
learned was that whether or not Mrs. White settled theological debates
by prophetic fiat would depend on whose ox was being gored. But it

Jones learned that whether or not
Mrs. White settled theological
debates by prophetic fiat depended
on whose ox was being gored.

should be emphasized that Jones did blame Mrs. White so much as
those around her.

It seems that the unannounced purpose of Knight’s indictment of
A.T. Jones is the promotion of a nondoctrinaire, open-minded Ellen
White who is only concerned with loving relationships and openness to
new light. At Minneapolis, he claims, she was not concerned with the-
ology per se, but only about the church’s close-minded, hostile,
unchristian attitude. While it is possible that at Minneapolis in 1888
Mrs. White appeared less doctrinaire than usual, Knight strives to make
that stance appear characteristic of her entire career. He presents us
with Ellen White the great ecunemical spirit of Adventism. Try selling
that to Ballenger.

Although he tells us that it was of little importance, Knight does
have a solution to the great debate about what it was that Ellen White
endorsed in 1888. It was whatever Mrs. White tells us it was (p. 65). He
reasons that it was her endorsement that made Waggoner’s teaching
important. We may as well go directly to Mrs. White’s account. But
given her record of inaccurate and often self serving claims, it is hard to
take Knight seriously. Even taken at face value, Ellen White's state-
ments regarding the 1888 message are fuzzy and ambiguous. Which is
probably fortunate for Knight who implies that Jones taught a totally
objective (forensic) justification in 1888 (p. 53).

Jones, the mad architect of the
1901 reorganization

Adventists on the far right will claim that the reorganization of 1901
was the last time that the General Conference returned to right princi-+
ples of organization. In their view Ellen White and A_T. Jones were the
messengers through whom God was attempting to bring a radical mes-
sage of reformation. And they point sadly to a fork on their historical
charts that begins within months following the 1901 GC session and
diverges continuously thereafter.

Mainstrecam Adventists, however, see it just the opposite. To them
the reorganization of 1901 was the work of an anarchist named Joncs—a
temporary sctback from which the church quickly recovered. Repre-
senting this position, Knight does his best to distance Ellen Whitc and
Daniells from the 1901 reform, while attempting to pin the blame for it
on Joncs.

Such a thesis is difficult to accept if one actually reads Ellen White's
anti-organizational, April fool’s day speech delivered in the Battle
Creek library at 2:30 in the afternoon—the day before the 1901 General
Conference session began. As so often is the case, Knight hardly pro-
vides a glimpse of the documents he is working from; he just explains
what they mean, throwing in little phrases here and there as garnishes to
his assertions.

Knight cites Ms. 43a, 1901, as his source document for this speech.
It is an unrcleased White Estate document. Consequently his not quot-
ing from it is understandable. But if he had really wanted to give his
readers a peck at this colorful and historically important specch, there
was a simple solution.

The White Estate has five versions of the library speech—
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manuscripts 43, 43a, 43b(I), 43b(1I), and 43b(I1I). Ironically, the trust-
ees have released only Ms. 43 (release #1028) which, along with
Ms. 43b(I), is obviously the most heavily edited (sanitized) of the five.
The remaining three appear to have two sources: stenographers hired by
the General Conference and by John Harvey Kellogg. Although
Ms. 43a is based on the General Conference version, there is so little
overall significant difference between Kellogg’s version and the two GC
versions that, for practical purposes, the three can be considered inter-
changeable. Not only is this self-evident from inspection, but it was tac-
itly conceded by the GC Committee of 1906. Not once during their
95-page “refutation” did the GC Committee challenge the accuracy of
the paragraphs from Mrs’ White's library speech (extracted from Kel-
logg’s stenographer’s transcript) that Jones quoted in Some History,
Some Experience, and Some Facts. Even without a White Estate
release, Knight could have quoted from the library speech what Jones
had already published from the Kellogg version, Ms.43b(Il), as this

reviewer will do now:

From the light that I have, as it were in figures. There was a nar-
row compass here; there within that narrow compass is a king-like,
a kingly ruling power. God mcans what He says and He says, ““/
want a change here.” Will it be the same thing? Going over and over
the same ideas, the same committees—and here is the little throne—
the king is in there, and these others are all secondary. God wants
that those committees that have been handling things for so long
should be relieved of their command and have a chance for their life
and see if they cannot get out of this rut that they are in—which I
have no hope of their getting out of, because the Spirit of God has
been working and working, and yet the king is in there still. Now the
Lord wants His Spirit to come in. He wants the Holy Ghost King.

From the light that I have had for some time, and has been
expressed over and over again, not to all there are here, but has been
expressed to individuals—the plan, that God would have all to work
from, that never one mind or two minds or three minds, nor four
minds, or a few minds I should say be considered of sufficient wis-
dom and power to control and mark out plans and let it rest upon the
minds of one or two or three in regard to this broad field that we
have. (Some History, Some Experience, and Some Fucts, A.T.
Jones, p. 14, underling mine. Sentences seem to be verbatim from
Ms. 43b[lI], although there should be elipses where Jones omitted
sentences that he thought were dispensable.)

Knight can only say, “Much that Mrs. White said gave Jones the
idea that she was behind his proposal,” and that ““Jones interpreted

Even without a White Estate release,
Knight could have quoted from the
library speech what Jones had
already published of it.

Mrs. White's statements as a validation of his position™ (p. 186). And
given the ubiquitous theme of his book, one cannot help interpreting
Knight to mean that Jones conveniently misunderstood Sister White
again.

It would have been much more fair to the data for Knight to say that
what Ellen White said gave everyone present, including Daniells, the
idea that she supported Jones’ proposal for reorganization. Daniells
immediately conscripted Jones as the main speaker on reorganization at
the GC session, despite the fact that Jones was attending only as a
reporter.

Knight trics to extricate Daniells from responsibility for the 1901
reorganization by claiming that he and the majority of the delegates
“missed the central meaning of Jones” message™ (p. 186). It may be
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true that the logical extension of Jones’ message was more radical than
Daniells realized. But Jones was only preaching what most Christians
give lip service to—the notion that the church must be led by the Holy
Spirit rather than by mere human beings. Nor was Jones subtle about
his message. He expressed it as clearly and as forcefully as he could,
and Jones was a blunt and forceful speaker. Daniclls may have agreed
wholcheartedly only because he had no idea that Jones was sincere.

None of this philosophizing extricates Daniells or Ellen White from
responsibility for what happened in 1901. The question then was not
about the logical extension of Jones’s organizational beliefs, but how to
implement Mrs. White’s conviction that there had to be a real change in
the organization, which included a dethronement of the “king.”

Ellen White spoke, and everyone present thought it was clear. The
church was to replace the presidency with a committee headed by a
rotating chairmanship. Daniells was so enthusiastic about the idea that
Kellogg nominated him to be the first chairman, and Jones seconded
the motion. Knight mentions this fact in passing only as an irony; but it
actually demonstrates the degree to which Jones, Kellogg, and Daniells
were agreed on the reorganization of 1901. If Jones misunderstood Mrs.
White, then so did everyone else. But if everyone is united in misunder-
standing a speech, then it is probably the speaker’s fault.

If there remains any doubt about who was to blame for this “misun-
derstanding,” then Ellen White’s glowing endorsement of the final
results should be enough to dispel those reservations. In her remarks at
the end of the GC session, she exclaimed that she “was never more
astonished in all my life than at the turn things have taken at this meet-
ing. This is not our work. God has brought it about™ (GC Bullerin,
1901, p. 464). What greater endorsement could Jones and Daniells have
received for their interpretation of her speech?

Incredibly, Knight quotes Ellen White’s words of joy as if they were
just another example of the excuses Jones could find to justify his own
thinking. But the GC delegates never would have agreed to such a radi-
cal solution unless they believed, along with Jones, that it was the will
of God as expressed through his prophet. If it was a misunderstanding,
then Mrs. White must bear the responsibility for creating, encouraging.
presiding over, and, finally, blessing that misunderstanding.

Knight implies that Ellen White's endorsement of the 1901 reorgani-
zation did not necessarily apply to the abolition of the office of presi-
dent. And yet the abolition of that officc was the most spectacular,
controversial, and symbolic achievement of the 1901 reorganization. If
Mrs. White’s library speech had a theme at all, it was a call to rid the
church of its human *‘king. " It is therefore extremely difficult to under-
stand why Knight would criticize Jones for citing Ellen White's praise
as proof that she was in favor of the abolition of the presidency at that
time. She may have changed her mind later; but, as usual, she could not
bring herself to openly retract her previous position.

Mrs. White’s unretracted words have resulted in continuous agita-
tion over organization since 1901 that will never end so long as there are
people who take her words seriously. At the time, Mrs. White said that
reorganization was God’s doing; but by 1903 and thereafter it had
become Jones’s doing—presumably because it didn’t work. Such is the
nature of denominational historiography.

In 1901 as in 1888, Ellen White strongly endorsed a viewpoint and
said it was of critical importance. Participants in the attendant meetings
felt that the battle lines were clearly drawn and they made their deci-
sions. Letters and pamphlets flew back and forth, preserving for poster-
ity the issues then discussed and the positions then taken. And yet
today, Adventists cannot agree—in either instance——on what it was that
Mrs. White endorsed. It appears that she was cither an incompetent
communicator, or that church leaders have deliberately misunderstood
her in order to avoid having to admit that she at one time advocated posi-
tions that are now embarrassing.

Jones the political opportunist

Knight does his best to have his cake and eat it by portraying Jones as
both an uncompromising idealogue and an opportunist who was willing
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to adopt the most self-serving viewpoint. The incidents he uses to cre-
ate the opportunistic Jones, however, arc unconvincing, and depend on
Knight’s omniscience and correlations that he assumes are causes.

The most notable incident that Knight uses to establish this thesis is
Jones’s decision to join forces with Dr. Kellogg in Battle Creek. There
probably were a number of factors that Jones took into account in decid-
ing to join Kellogg, but Knight can only see a coincidence that he postu-
lates as the cause: Kellogg’s attempt to unseat Daniells in favor of Jones
as General Conference Executive Committee chairman in November
1902.

Knight would have readers believe that at that moment Jones came to
sce Kellogg as his ticket to the throne of Adventism. For this mess of
pottage, he implies, Jones sold his soul to the devil. As proof, he says
that Jones would later give that very month and year as the time when he
decided to cast his lot with Kellogg (p. 189).

Knight's conclusion could be predicted on the basis of his formula;
but if one takes the time and trouble to find and read the document he
lists as a reference, the kind conclusion is that he is being totally irre-
sponsiblic as a biographer. In 1902, Jones was working as a conciliator
to close the rift that had been developing between Kellogg and General
Conterence leaders. He had assumed that both partics were dealing in
good faith—until November 18, 1902.

In Some History, Some Experience, and Some Facts (pp. 24-27),
Jones describes the traumatic incident that shattered his assumption.
On behalf of Daniells and the General Conference Committee, Jones
had rcad Kellogg a testimony from Ellen White that was severely criti-
cal of the doctor. Much to Jones’s relief, Kellogg, in the presence of
Daniells and the rest of the Committee, repented and was conciliatory.
This is how Jones described the incident in a letter to Danielis:

Even while [ was reading it [the testimony], Dr. Kellogg spoke
out and said, I see that, I see it now. And I will stop it immediately.
We will stop those contracts.” In the same meeting he also made
other changes and concessions; so that the only thing I expected to
see, was that you would reach out your hand to him and say: “all
right, brother, here is my hand. Let us go on together, working to
find out whatever else may be wrong and to put it away.”’

But Lo, instcad of that or anything of that nature, I was surprised
and humiliated and hurt, at your standing up, and planting yourself
on your heels. and in a decisive tone saying: *‘I’'m not satisfied. Dr.
Kellogg has an imperious will that's got to be broken—with God.”

From that moment I have not had any sympathy with you nor any
support for you in this campaign [against Kellogg]. The thing there
said and the tonc and manner of saying it, all showed that there was
such an element of personal domination of personal triumph, of a
man ruling man, that I would have no part in it....Surely the effect,
or at least the danger of the effect, of such a statement would be bad
enough it spoken only to a man in perfect privacy. How much more
when spoken about a man, openly to a company of other men with
the man himself present. To this day I feel the impression that the
words made on me. (Some History, Some Experience, and Some
Facts, pp. 25, 26.)

On the afternoon following the meeting at which Daniells had made
his “imperious will”” statement to Kellogg, Jones wrote the following
note to himself:

I am obligated to say that it is impossible for me to sec any basis
for harmonious cooperation between the General Conference and
Medical Missionary Association so far as Brethren Daniells and
Prescott are concerned. And if the next General Conference finds
no entanglements it will surely have to be because of Brethren
Daniells and Prescott changing their attitudes in mind and spirit in
meeting Dr. Kellogg’s allowances and concessions. (Some History,
Some Experience, and Some Facts, p. 27.)
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All of that may be only Jones™ self-serving recollection; but neither
Jones nor Kellogg ever forgot Daniells’ words, and Daniells never
denied saying them. He only protested the inferences Jones drew from
them. But how can a historian responsibly reference the above account
as evidence that Jones sided with Kellogg because it would have been
politically expedient? As it reads, it proves just the opposite. Instead of
Jones the expedient, it portrays Jones the principled champion of lost
causes. Jones left the winning side for that of the losers.

Knight of course approves Daniells’ obvious yen for power; but in
Jones, to the extent that it exists, it is a vice. Of the failed attempt to
unseat Daniells in 1902, Knight says: “Daniells rose to the occasion,
declaring . ., ‘I'm not a football: to be kicked into the ring, and then
kicked out again’’(p. 189). There was nothing in that statement except
political ego, and it turned out to be prophetic. Once Daniells ascended
to the chairmanship, he began using the title of president and fought off
all challenges to his position for twenty-one years. And when he was
ousted finally, in 1922, he complained bitterly about the campaign that
had been waged against him. For Knight to be accusing Jones rather
than Daniells of harboring political ambition reveals an incredible
shortfall of historical objectivity.

Jones never campaigned for the General Conference presidency and
never gave any hint that he wanted the job. If anything, he gave indica-
tions that he would have refused it. The best that Knight can do to justify
his thesis that Jones had a secret, hypocritical, lust for the GC presi-
dency is to chronicle Jones’s reluctant acceptance of the presidency of
the California Conference following repeated urgings by Ellen White
that he accept the post. Says Knight, ““That acceptance, for whatever
reason, leaves one with the suspicion that he would have found some
justification to take the General Conference presidency in 1903 had the
church offered it to him” (p. 193, underlining mine).

Knight’s language gives the impression that Jones is suspected of
something shameful, like incest, or solitary vice. But even if his “sus-
picion™ is true, accepting the GC presidency is not necessarily sinful,
nor would it have been necessarily inconsistent or hypocritical for Jones
to accept it—despite his tirades against its evils. Jones still believed
Ellen White’s testimonies to be the voice of God. To accept her word
that God wanted him to replace Daniells would have been perfectly con-
sistent with his beliefs.

Also, Jones regarded Daniells as someone who by his behavior in
officc had betrayed his trust. Jones might have been willing to accept
the opportunity to overturn things from the inside. Knight fails to see
that there can be consistency in being willing to take office specifically
to reform abuses or to decentralize the power of that office.

Jones may not have accepted the office in 1903 had it been offered to

Knight is basically ‘‘suspecting’
Jones of the same ‘pragmatism’
that he finds so admirable in both
Mrs. White and A. G. Daniells.

him. Either way, it is not necessarily the moral issue Knight makes it
out to be. And any imagined hypocrisy on Jones's part, had he accepted
such an offer, is the artifact of Knight’s contrived analysis. He is basi-
cally “suspecting” Jones of the same “‘pragmatism’ that he finds so
admirable in both Mrs. White and Daniells.

Jones brief stint as California Conference president in 1901 provides
some idea how Jones might have fared as GC president. He devoted his
time to reforming the California institutions according to what he
believed were Christian principles, and left the running of the confer-
ence pretty much up to the dictates of the Holy Spirit. W.T. Knox, pres-
ident of the Pacific Union, while praising Jones’s reform work. soon
began complaining that ““the real conference work of California is in a
most decidedly unorganized condition and things are drifting™ (p. 201).
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Probably Jones would have made a terrible GC president. But to
make the supposed frustration of Jones’s supposed political ambitions
the “real” reason for his later rift with the church is desperate specula-
tion. From Jones’s perspective, the church had apostasized. He shook
the dust from his sandals and moved on. But that would leave Jones with
too much integrity; so Knight, working within the formula, must dis-
cover and establish a lower motive.

Jones the unconverted charismatic with

a character defect

Knight continually tries to draw lessons from the conflicts he
sketches. Unfortunately, his perspective is so parochial that his analysis
is simplistic and ad hominem. If it is not the devil, then it is a lack of
submission to the Holy Spirit, or a character defect that accounts for the
“real” problem. Yet much of the controversy surrounding Jones stems

In the 1840s, the Adventist pioneers
had appealed to the authority of the
Holy Spirit to justify their total
disregard for church organization.

from the contradictions inherent in Christianity generally and Advent-
ism in particular. His uncompromising logic and his contempt for prag-
matic hypocrisy only served to highlight the contradictions.

The real tragedy of A.T. Jones is that he was cursed with an incura-
bly consistent mind that simultaneously accepted by faith the untestable
assumptions of revealed religion. Knight does not take issue with
Jones’s premises or his analogies which were perfectly orthodox. He
does not even challenge the accuracy of Jones’s reasoning from those
premiscs. What he does attack is the legitimacy of ratiocination per se,
as if Jones’s insistence on reasoning syllogistically from his premises
was a grave character defect. Why is reasoning so inappropriate?
Because it may lead one from orthodox premises to radical and hereti-
cal conclusions. Such a result might lead other people to re-examine
their premises, but to Knight it can only be an indictment of reason in
general and Jones’s character in particular.

So long as it remained lip service, church leaders could not fault
Jones’s strong stance on leaving things up to the Holy Spirit. They just
objected to putting that stated belief into practice, since they knew
things don’t work that way in real life. The party line, that Knight
repeats like a mantra, is that Jones’s emphasis on letting the Holy Spirit
lead was admirable. It was his failure to apply that emphasis to his own
life that led him to renounce his brethren. The obvious implication is
that Jones was a hypocrite.

Knight seems not to recognize that there has always been an irrecon-
cilable and often even scandalous tension between the authority of
church organization and the prompting of the Holy Spirit. That prompt-
ing often has led to anarchy and confusion. And it is human organiza-
tion that has to rescue movements from their confusion—just as it was
organization (formalized in 1863) that rescucd our pioneers from the
anarchy and confusion of the 1840s (see cover story).

It was the contradiction between theory and practice that Jones
could not accept. But Knight is not about to blame the doctrine of the
Holy Spirit. Despite two thousand years of consistent failure and cven
bloodshed over this problem, he can only blame Jones’s lack of conver-
sion and his distortion of the Pauline teaching that the church is a body
under the direct leadership of Jesus and the Holy Spirit. By “distor-
tion,” of course, Knight really mecans that Jones took the analogy
scriously.

Jones in perspective

By an accident of history. Jones appearcd on the stage of
Adventism—as one born out of time—half a century too late. In the
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1840s, when the shoe was on the other foot, the Adventist pioneers had
appealed to the authority of the Holy Spirit to justify their total disre-
gard for church organization and authority—what they termed
“Babylon.” At such a time Jones would have been considered a tower
of strength. But by the turn of the century, Jones was as out of place in
Adventism as, well, a Knight in King Arthur’s GC Committee. He
appeared at a time when the “‘little band”’ was evolving into a denomi-
nation. He was an idealistic revolutionary in an age of accommodation,
and he suffered the fate of most revolutionaries after the revolution: he
had to be muzzled and discredited so as not to embarrass the “‘prag-
matic”” bureaucrats who must make over the revolution.

But Jones would not go quietly into that good night. He had eaten
from the tree of radicalism that the pioneers had cultivated for half a
century. He had a passionate and confident belief in the truthfulness of
what he had imbibed. That is what gave such captivating power to his
sermons; and it was also the real basis for his conflict with the church.

Jones could not see how one could believe that every individual was
his or her own priest and yet knuckle under, in matters of conscience, to
a pope in one guise or another.

He could not see how Adventists as professing protestants could
repudiate the authority of the mother church on the premise that the
only legitimate authority was the Holy Spirit and then proceed to recre-
ate the same kind of church hierarchy that they had just repudiated.

He could not see how Adventists could validate the claims of Mrs.
White on the basis of an outpouring of the Holy Spirit on all flesh, and
then, in practice, restrict application to Ellen White alone.

He could not see how Adventist leaders could believe sincerely that
the Testimonies were messages from God, and then presume to edit
them or to selectively apply them.

With his optimistic faith, he could not see that the wheels of the
church would turn only when greased with the hypocrisy that Knight
cuphemistically calls “pragmatism.”

One of the few sympathetic sketches of his subject that Knight
includes in From 1888 to Apostasy is his treatment of Jones’s relation-
ship to Anna Rice after he had been denounced by Ellen White for
endorsing Rice as another prophet. Although Jones accepted Mrs.
White’s censure immediately, publicly, and without apparent reserva-
tion, the experience was humiliating and damaging to his credibility.
Rice, a rather fragile young woman, was understandably distraught by
the experience. But Jones assisted in her rehabilitation by continuing to
treat her with respect, and by appearing in public with her despite
Rice’s protests that it would not be wise for him. This is not the politi-
cally expedient Jones that Knight otherwise tries to market. But at the
time, the incident provided a preview of the man who would later stand
up for Kellogg when it was no longer popular to do so.

A final word and a prediction

In From 1888 to Apostasy Knight seems more concerned with vindi-
cating Ellen White and A.G. Daniells than in providing a biography of
A.T. Jones. As such, it is church apologetics poorly disguised as biog-
raphy. Knight’s book is nevertheless sometimes entertaining and even
exciting. This is due more to the striking personality of Jones than to the
book’s humor or prose. Still it is very much worth reading, provided
that one can constantly check the source material against the text.

Knight certainly is not guilty of hagiography—a complaint that has
sometimes been made about the biography of W.W. Prescott written by
one of Knight’s students, Gilbert Valentine. What he has written instead
is an indictment of Jones—and a patronizing indictment at that.

But the church’s integrity has been upheld, and for this, From 1888
to Apostasy will be acclaimed as a scholarly masterpicce comparable to
other Adventist classics such as The White Truth, Ellen G. White and
Her Critics, and I Was Canright’s Secretary. All “good” Adventists
should spare no expense and waste no time in getting a copy.

O
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A Spark in the Dark:

A Reply to a Sermonette Masquerading as a Critique

ne always looks forward to being
O featured in Adventist Currents. Tt is

kind of like enjoying a bar-b-que
from the perspective of the turnspit. While I
am somewhat out of harmony with the jour-
nalistic style of Dennis Hokama’s critique of
From 1888 to Apostasy, 1 feel quite certain that
A.T. Jones would see its spirit and tenor as the
apex of Christian journalism. In spite of this
difference, I am delighted that the editor of
Currents has allowed me space for a reply. It
is not my intention to debate each of
Hokama’s accusations or judgments, but
rather to express selected observations
regarding his methodology and those of his
major theses that were directly related to the
argument of the book. My reply will not
address those topics that Hokama imported
into the critique from his own agenda. He will
undoubtedly be overjoyed to discover that he
and I have several points of agreement.

Perhaps my most basic complaint is that
Hokama has developed more of a sermonette
than a scholarly critique of the book. Now,
like all ““good Adventists™ (and I think I have
somewhere been referred to by that dastardly
label), I am willing to submit to a sermonette.
My problem is that Hokama has used what are
often side issues in From 1888 to Apostasy to
preach soapbox sermons on his own topics.
That, as I see it, is hardly what one expects
from a critique. On the other hand, I suppose
it might be a permissible homiletical tech-
nique. All good homiletics, however, should
be based upon exegesis (reading the data out
of the text) rather than eisegesis (reading
one’s own ideas into the text). Hokama’s ser-
monette, unfortunately, has relied heavily on
eisegetical methodology.

At several points 1 was gratifyingly sur-
prised to discover how much more Hokama
(whom I have never met) knows about my
internal thought processes and motivations
thanIdo, even though I am still pondering the
validity of several of those insights.

In the remarks that follow, I will treat
Hokama’s major points in the same order that
he presents them. His first point is a stroke of
genius. One can only applaud Hokama’s
description of the Adventist apologetic for-
mula which sees “fallen”” leaders as good at
first (as long as Ellen White approved of
them), but aberrant in their later years. On
this point I will have to confess to Hokama
that I must have failed to communicate effec-
tively. I was doing my best to demonstrate that
Jones was aberrant from beginning to end. In

George R. Knight is a professor of church
history at the SDA Theological Seminary,
Andrews University.
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George Knight answers Hokama

the late 1880s and early 1890s this is demon-
strated by his harshness and failure to demon-
strate Christian courtesy, his extreme use of
language that seemingly led some toward the
holy flesh excitement, his extremes in nearly
every area of religious liberty, his support of
Anna Rice in 1893 and 1894, and so on. The
point that I was attempting to communicate
was that throughout Jones’s ““hero” period, he
was beset by serious character traits, in spite
of Ellen White’s endorsement of him. For her
own part, Mrs. White was quite aware that
Jones was somewhat less the hero than he has
been portrayed to be in Adventist history. 1
sincerely apologize if I came across as paint-
ing A.T. Jones according to the “formula.”
He never changed over the years. Rather, it
was his context within the church that
changed.

Interestingly enough, Adventism’s far
right is also upset with From 1888 to Apostasy
because it has defamed Jones’s character.
Apparently operating on the basis of the “*for-
mula,” the assumption is that since E.G.
White supported Jones and Waggoner as the
men with God’s 1888 message up through at
least 1896, they must have developed nearly
all of their flaws after that point. Since my
book refutes that assertion, it has come under
fire. Robert Wieland, for example, has
reportedly claimed that the book is the
“omega of heresy.” Beyond that, the people
who put out the /888 Message Newsletter are
publishing a 32-page book reviewing From
1888 to Apostasy entitled, A.T. Jones: The
Man and the Message.

It is of some interest that not only those on
the far right but also those on what might be
called the far left of Adventism have criticized
From 1888 to Apostasy on the same grounds—
it indicts the character of Jones. What is even
more fascinating is that their criticisms are

and joined hands with the true hero of free-
dom and truth—J.H. Kellogg. My solution is
much simpler: A.T. Jones had problems all
along. They just expressed themselves differ-
ently at different times in his career.

While writing From 1888 to Apostasy1had
apparently forgotten that A.T. Jones was the
patron saint of the far left as well as of the far
right. For that sin I am being bombarded from
both sides. Biographers face some peculiar
difficulties. Richard Schwarz (the biographer
of I.H. Kellogg), for example, was criticized
for making Kellogg appear better than he was.
Writing his book for an Adventist audience,
he wrote about a man who had traditionally
been viewed as being somewhat demonic.
Thus he stressed those aspects of Kellogg that
would lead to balance. I had the opposite chal-
lenge. With Jones being seen as almost
angelic up through the mid 1890s, I sought to
provide some needed balance. Such a task, as
Thave discovered, is dangerous. At any rate, if
I fell into the ““formula,” please accept my
humble apologies.

Hokama’s second area of critique is the
supposed coverup of Ellen White’s statement:
“I.am not a prophet.” He is correct in noting
that I passed over the statement in one sen-
tence, but he then shoots off onto a sermonette
that goes on for eight typewritten pages, bas-
ing a great deal of his argument on the fact
that T was contending ‘‘that it was primarily
Jones—and certainly not the General Confer-
ence leaders—who were using the spirit of
prophecy on a level akin to ‘verbal’ rather
than ‘thought’ inspiration.™ A lot of good ink
could have been saved if Hokama had based
his argument on something more than my
silence on the topic. In agreement with
Hokama, I would argue that both sides tended
to verbalism.

I was surprised that Hokama used such a

I'must have failed to communicate effectively.
I'was doing my best to demonstrate that Jones
was aberrant from beginning to end.

diametrically opposed in what they find to
praise and condemn in the man. The far right
suggests that he was a good man up through
the mid 1890s, but began to become distorted
after that—eventually giving up faith in Ellen
White and selling his soul to a very perverse
J.H. Kellogg. On the opposite side, the far left
views Jones as seeing the light in the early
1900s as he came out from under the decep-
tive (if not hypnotic) influence of Ellen White

huge fire (eight typewritten pages) to fry such
a small fish (one sentence that does not even
say how Jones distorted the claim). That dis-
proportionate treatment is one reason that I
see his critique as a sermonette that merely
useés my sentence as a jumping off place for
what he really wanted to discuss from the
beginning. While Hokama may (or may not)
have made some important points in his dis-
cussion, it is wide of the mark since I agree
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with his major premise that both sides tended
to verbalism. The lesson is that we should
locate the enemy before firing. The claim that
“George Knight never read the documents he
refers to, and simply relies on Arthur White’s
account” is particularly fascinating to me. Is
Hokama himself claiming divine inspiration?
If so, I trust that it is not verbal.

Hokama is to be congratulated on his third
charge, because he finally hit a real target
rather than an invented one. I did suggest that
Ellen White did not see herself as a theologi-
cal policewoman in either the 1888 battle over
Galatians or in the raging struggle over the
“daily” of Daniel 8 in the first decade of the
twentieth century. I also noted that she sug-
gested that Adventists should solve their theo-
logical problems through Bible study. Those
were my points in the context of my treat-
ment. It was outside of my purpose to discuss
in completeness the topic of Ellen White and
authority. I agree with Hokama that Ellen
White’s approach to Ballenger is an excellent
test case for my thesis. On the other hand, a
preliminary hypothesis in the Ballenger case
is that, from Ellen White’s perspective, the
point at issue had already been well-studied
out from the Bible by Adventist scholars;
whereas the law in Galatians and the “daily”
still needed more attention when disagree-
ment arose over them. Such a hypothesis has
yet to be tested, and it certainly lay beyond the
scope of the Jones biography. If an author had
unlimited space, unlimited time, and infi-
nitely patient readers, he or she might be able
to cover every related topic.

Hokama’s fourth criticism is that I appar-
ently place on Jones the full blame for the
extremes of the 1901 reorganization. He goes
on to note several things that I was trying to
do, or not to do, or to hide—most of which are
news to me. In spite of my devious and subtle
nature, however, I would agree with Hokama
that Daniells and even Ellen White were satis-

fied with the 1901 reforms; although it
appears to me that they were not interpreting
the direct guidance of the Holy Spirit in the
same terms as Jones, who was more in line
with the ecclesiology of the rising pentecos-
tals and the extreme wing of the holiness
movement than he was with historic Adventist
ecclesiology. The difference between Pres-
cott, Daniells, and Mrs. White as opposed to
Jones is not that they were not somehow
responsbile for or joyful about the 1901
reforms, but that they were willing to modify
their opinions when they saw the full implica-
tions and problems inherent in the new solu-
tion. Jones, on the other hand, could not
reverse himself because for him the “presi-
dentless’ organizational structure was rooted
in his theology and was not just a practical
solution to a current problem. At the founda-
tion of Hokama’s discussion in this section is,
it seems to me, an overly-rigid view of the
prophetic gift that exemplifies Jones’s per-
sonal relationship to Ellen White’s counsel
quite nicely.

Hokama’s fifth point is that Jones was
painted as a political opportunist. This sec-
tion is particularly loaded with ““omniscient
insights” and value judgments as to what I
did, approved of, sought to do, or failed to do
or see. The reader of the critique, my book,
and the original sources will have to evaluate
the arguments, realizing that they are not
always primary sources for authoritative
statements on the shape (or state) of my
psyche. Cross examiners should also beware
of the fact that Jones and Kellogg had devel-
oped an interesting form of “doubletalk” by
1903, and that statements related to my sup-
posedly total support of Daniells are largely
arguments from my silence. After all, I was
not writing a biography of Daniells.

Hokama’s last point is that Jones was pic-
tured as an unconverted charismatic with a
character defect. Character defects is proba-

bly more what [ had in mind. I agree with
Hokama that much of Jones’s difficulty with
Christianity in general was rooted in its
inherent—and probably inescapable—
tensions. I see Jones as an excellent case study
of one who sought to come to grips with those
tensions with an all-or-nothing mindset—not
an uncommon trait among sincere people
with a fundamentalist bent. 1 part company
with Hokama’s critique in the section where
he appears to equate Jones’s ideas on rule by
the Holy Spirit with the Pauline viewpoint.

Perhaps Hokama’s most lucid section is
his final perspective. Here he largely throws
off the disguise of critique and comes out on
his own.

In the part dealing with Jones’s public
appearance with Anna Rice after her “fall
from favor,” Hokama—contrary to his oft-
used practice in his critique—neglects read-
ing between the lines. As a result, he failed to
grasp my suspicion that Jones comforted Rice
less out of gallantry than from the fact that he
never passed up the chance for a public con-
frontation. This would put him in character as
*‘the man who would later stand up for
Kellogg when it was no longer popular to do
so.”” Jones thrived on unpopular causes
throughout his career.

My final suggestion is the same as
Hokama’s: run right out and buy a copy of
From 1888 to Apostasy—an action that will
make both me and the Review and Herald
Publishing Association ravenously happy.
After making the purchase, compare my por-
trayal of Jones with the tenor of Hokama’s cri-
tique. You will undoubtedly discover that he
has seemingly captured the true spirit and
tone of A.T. Jones’s style in “*Knight’s
Darkest Hour.” 1 hastily and firmly admit
(and hope) that I have failed on that count.
Whether that is a vice or a virtue within a
Christian context is something that our read-
ers will have to decide for themselves. O

A Fizzle in the Drizzle

A Reply to a Confession Masquerading as a Rebuttal

wit, color, and verve of A Spark in the
Dark, 1 would have felt compelled at
least to give Knight high marks for prose and
style. His eight, double-spaced-page
response to my critique reveals more about
his understanding of the role A.T. Jones
played in SDA history than his entire book.
Knight’s most basic complaint, it seems, is
that I have delivered a ““scrmonette’ on what
he calls “side issues™ that indicates to him
that I have an agenda of my own. If by “side
issues” he means any incidents or facts which
contradict or undercut his thesis, then I plead
guilty to at least one count. But it seems to me

I f From 1888 to Apostasy had half the
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Dennis Hokama's rejoinder

that incidents, facts, or circumstances that
have a bearing on Knight’s thesis (that Jones’s
disillusionment with institutional Adventism
was the result of character defects on his part)
arc not really “‘side issues” just because
Knight chooses to remain silent about them.
The validity of Knight’s thesis depends on
the degree to which ordinary people can iden-
tify with Jones’s frustrations and his sense of
betrayal. To the extent that they can, it
becomes unreasonable to say that Jones’s con-
clusions were the result of a unique character
defect (or defects). In other words, the issuc is
whether or not there is any objective basis for
the concerns that led Jones out of the church.

Judging Jones while remaining silent about,
and uninterested in extenuating circum-
stances seems quite irresponsible. It is rather
like trying to prove that a man is paranoid,
because he thinks people are trying to kill
him, without mentioning that the mafia is
after him.

Knight contends that on several occasions
I have misfired because he actually was in
silent agreement with me. But my criterion
for raising an issue was not that Knight neces-
sarily.disasgreed, but that his silence on the
issue distorted the historical context against
Jones. A selective silence is not neutral, and
can be damning. The real question is, it seems

ADVENTIST CURRENTS, April 1988



to me, why Knight chooses to be silent about
circumstances tht would permit more parsi-
monious explanations for Jones’ reactions
than his aberrant-character solution does.

The reason why I had to use eight double-
spaced typed pages to set the record straight is
that historians like Knight fail to do the job,
and then proceed to build castles on inade-
quate foundations. If not in a biography of
Ellen White or A.T. Jones, then where should
the real story of a major dispute between them
be discussed? And once I raised the subject, is
Knight saying that he would have been hap-
pier had I provided less documentation?

If the basis for Knight’s objection to my
discussion of the “I am not a prophet” inci-
dent is that it is a trivial matter with no impli-
cations for a better understanding of the
conflict between Jones and the church, then
his objection might have some merit. But for
him to insist that I ignore the row just because
he tried to slip past it by using ambiguous
words that implied agreement with Arthur
White’s most recent version , is arbitrary and
unreasonable. For years church apologists
used this clash to prove that Jones was a liar
when, if anything, the reverse was true. What
justification is there for essentially ignoring
that altercation in a biography of Jones, espe-
cially when the biography is particularly con-
cerned with the morality and character of
Jones? If Knight believes that he has a legiti-
mate case against Jones, then he should be
willing to prove his case without the benefit of
prejudice that has been built up against Jones
by devious White Estate “historians.”

Knight complains that I have employed
eisegesis rather than exegesis while interpret-
ing his text. It is true that his selective silence
and his attempts to portray everything Jones
did or said in the worst possible light led me to
speculate and hypothesize about possible rea-
sons for such a methodology. Although I may
not have labeled every speculative statement
as such, I do believe I did so often enough that
no one could reasonably conclude that I am
omniscient or divinely inspired. Speculation
concerning the reasons why the book turned
out the way that it did—rather than some other
way—is not out of line in a critique, and is
often practiced on the ““Spirit of Prophecy™
and the books of the Bible.

In any case, none of my speculating is at
all essential to my basic criticism of From
1888 to Apostasy. Knight is here only quib-
bling over my theory about why the book is so
biased. That is a side issue; but if Knight was
so concerned about it, he could at least have
enlightened us as to what the actual reasons
were, rather than merely denying that my sur-
misings were correct.

Knight’s criticism of my speculation con-
cerning his mindset seems ironic, since he
regularly uses omniscient statements con-
cerning Jones’s character and mindset to
indict and condemn Jones. In From 1888 to
Apostasy, Knight’s speculation masquerading
as omniscience is critical to his main thesis.
Who is Knight to pronounce that Jones or
anyone else is or is not “really” converted?
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The double irony is that the quote Knight
uses to document my eisigesis is actually a
case of Knight's eisegesis of my text. He is
reading something into my sentence that sim-
ply is not there. Quoted in context, my state-
ment reads: “One might conjecture benign
motives for everyone involved:...George
Knight never read the documents he refers to;
he simply relies on Arthur White’s account.™
That is not an omniscient pronouncement;
rather it is a playful attempt to find a benign

Regarding the 1901 reorganization,
Knight now admits that Prescott, Daniells,
and Mrs. White joyfully agreed with Jones at
the time, but later changed their minds when
the organizational reforms proved impracti-
cal. If he had said that in From 1888 to
Apostasy, we would have had no disagree-
ment. But one would have had to read between
the lines to discern such an admission in
Knight’s book.

Omniscience is not needed to guess the

If not in a biography of Ellen White or A. T.
Jones, then where should the real story of a
major dispute between them be discussed?

rationale for Knight’s silence on the ““I am not
a prophet” controversy.

I certainly do not claim to be a prophet
who knows the mind of A.T. Jones or even of
George Knight. Apparently I don’t know my
own mind, for I didn’t know that I had a ““bit-
ter spirit” until George Knight revealed it to
me through a written testimony to Currents’
editor. I thought I was merely enjoying a vig-
orous dialogue over SDA history.

Knight’s claim that he *‘was doing his best
to demonstrate that Jones was aberrant from
beginning to end” surprised me. It sounds to
me like Jonesian hyperbole used to contest my
claim that his book is based on an overworked
Adventist apologetic formula. And I suspect
that Knight has cut off his nose to spite his
face. Now he will have to answer to the radical
right.

Knight’s claim “that Jones was aberrant
from beginning to end” is beset with prob-
lems. First, Knight seems to be equating an
all-or-nothing mindset, and/or confronta-
tional personality with ungodliness and/or
psychopathology. Most of the biblical
prophets were a lot more extremist and con-
frontational than Jones. In fact, it is hard to
think of one who wasn’t. Second, Knight
admits that this trait is not uncommon
“among sincere people with a fundamentalist
bent.”” Are we to infer that these sincere
people are unchristian and ““aberrant from
beginning to end”’? Third, even if such a
questionable equation is allowed, Knight does
not properly distinguish between ““potential”
and “actual” sin. Having a trait that tempts
one to a particular sin would be the same as
having already acted out the sin, thus equating
temptation with sin.

I suspect that Knight is correct in his claim
that by 1903 Kellogg and Jones were engaging
in a kind of “*double talk.” But what he is
silent about, as usual, is the high probability
that there was a lot of double talk-going
around in the General Conference as well —if
we may judge by the admissions that some
leaders made at the 1919 Bible Conference.
Jones and Kellogg had no corner on the sub-
tlety that has become an Adventist art form,
especially among the scholars.

reason for such coyness. It is difficult for the
church to admit that such a prayerful, Spirit of
Prophecy-blessed decision could be wrong. It
is more convenient to blame it on Jones.

Overall, Knight does express agreement
with me on a number of important points; and
I am certainly relieved and happy about that.
His explanation for the book’s silence on
those areas about which we agree (or at least
possibly agree) is that he had a limited num-
ber of pages. But A4 Spark in the Dark proves
that he did not need more than a sentence or
two to prevent such misunderstandings. He
did not need to write a book devoted to Ellen
White and authority to admit, in his discus-
sion of 1888, that Ellen White did sometimes
use her authority to settle theological dis-
putes. He did not have to write a biography of
A.G. Daniells to inform his readers that
Jones’s later animosity towards Daniells may
have at least partially been justified. He did
not have to write a book about the history of
verbal inspiration in the church to mention
that most of the church leaders in Jones’s time
had a conception of inspiration that was just
as unrealistic as was Jones’s.

Contrary to what Knight may think, my
agenda does not include the deification of
Jones or the vilification of GC leaders. 1
assume that all parties to the dispute, includ-
ing the historians who have chronicled the
events, are only doing what they believe to be
right. Dishonesty in its varying shades is not
necessarily incompatible with this desire to
do right, since its practitioners usually have in
mind the serving of a “‘higher cause.”

It does seem too bad that Knight cannot
take criticism philosophically without feeling
a need to find unchristian motives in his crit-
ics. I assumed that the give and take atmo-
sphere of the academic community would
have inoculated him against such a reaction. I
personally did not mind—and actually
enjoyed immensely—the sarcasm Knight
used in his Spark in the Dark. However, my
enjoyment was tempered somewhat by my
concern that he might not be having as much
fun as [ am.
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CURRENTLY POSTED

Robert J. Wieland
[address)
May 25, 1987

Elder Kenneth Wood

Dr. Robert W. Olson

General Conference of Seventh-day Adventists
6840 Eastern Ave., N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20012

Dear Brethren:

I know that many matters press for your attention; nonetheless I
would urge you to give a little time to a careful perusal of the article in
the March 1987 Adventist Currents about 1844. I am embarrassed that a
defense of my convictions has to appear in such a journal, but truth is
truth, wherever it appears. (I had nothing to do with the article—it was a
complete surprise to me.)

The title [of the article (“Does 1844 Have A Pagan Foundation™)] is
unfortunate, and some expressions can be taken as irreverent. But the
writer’s logic and reason are impressive. His bottom line is not that
Seventh-day Adventism is wrong on 1844, no; but [that] many Seventh-
day Adventists have been wrong in uncritically accepting a false view
promulgated by a man who turned traitor to the cause, and who openly
admits or boasts that his first thought of defection came with his
embracing this view (Conradi, 1931).

This article clearly demonstrates (a) that EGW [E.G. White] meant
what she said in her EW [Early Writings] 74, 75 statement [regarding
the “*daily”’]. There is clear logic in its every word. (b) She never in the
slightest endorsed the ““new view” of Conradi. (c) To the end, she her-
self believed the pioneer view. (d) She never gave the slightest encour-
agement to the agitation of the Conradi view. (e) Her 1 SM [Selected
Messages] 164-168 statement has been wrested by pro-Conradi parti-
sans to mean what it does not say. For all the pressure they put on her,
AGD [A.G. Daniells] and WCW [W.C. White] were unable to get her to
repudiate her EW statement which AGD labels as “imperfect,” “sus-
ceptible of (invalidating) interpretation,” or to endorse the new vicw.

Desmond Ford’s sanctuary theories rest solidly on the new view.
Likewisc, Hauser’s and Waggerby’s futurism and jubilee-ism require as
their foundation the same view. Cottrell’s pathetic insistence that there
is no biblical support for our 1844 view rests on the same new view of
the daily. They are all legitimate offspring of Conradi’s view. We have
suffered a massive hemorrhage because of this, having lost literally
hundreds of ministers and scholars, all of whom without a single excep-
tion assume validity for this new view.

I believe that a wise physician will immediately attend to the internal
bleeding of his patient. It must be staunched at its source.

The pioneer view of the daily was never an important issue; it was a
“minor point.” But as soon as it is reversed 180 degrees to become the
ministry of Christ in the heavenly sanctuary (which Hebrews plainly
says can never be taken away), it becomes a hemorrhage. This internal
bleeding has sapped the energies of Adventism. How many of our min-
isters have firm convictions about 1844? How many of our youth have
such convictions? Precious, precious few! This logical non sequitur
exerts a powerful subconscious undertow of doubt and uncertainty that
in some places is actually creating a new Seventh-day Adventist church
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that is no longer Adventist but is a social-gospel religious club of good
cause do-gooders. So, goodbye to ““the third angel’s message in verity.”

1 think it is incontestible that (a) not one who holds to the pioneer
view [that the ‘““daily” represents paganism] has ever abandoned the
sanctuary doctrine; (b) not one has ever abandoned confidence in Ellen
White’s inspiration; (¢) not one has ever embraced jubilee-ism or futur-
ism; (d) not one has left the Adventist message. If I am mistaken, I
would appreciate knowing who the exceptions are. [J.S.] Washburn said
that both Jones and Waggoner lost their way over this issue, and I think
evidence supports him.

Conradi perhaps wittingly, but AGD, WWP [W.W. Prescott], and
WCW unwittingly and inadvertently sawed off the limb on which rests
the biblical validity of 1844.

Mervyn Maxwell, [William] Shea and [Gerhard] Hasel contend
that Conradi’s view has not led them to abandon the sanctuary truth. I
reply that a front blowout may not throw your car in the ditch if you are
prepared for it and deliberately oversteer, but it will frequently throw an
unprepared driver in the ditch.

It is true that I have stood practically alone on this matter for dec-
ades, protesting this internal hemorrhage; should I regret contending
for the faith of the pioneers, insisting that the Lord led them, that there
is a “correct view of the daily,” a ““true meaning of ‘the daily,”” that the
Lord gave to our pioneers that would prevent this tragic confusion of
our day?

I would think this issue is of concern to the White Estate, for EGW’s
integrity or at least intelligence is implicated. Hokama demonstrates
that the E[G]W statement is a masterpiece of clear, perceptive reason-
ing, every word being logical and self-consistent. This she wrote when
she was a very young person. When she became old and infirm, she
could not be swayed from the same consistent position. Does this not
enhance her credibility?

With best wishes,
Sincerely yours,
[signed]

Robert J. Wieland

cc: Neal Wilson, W. Duncan Eva, Bert Haloviak, George Reid, Frank
Holbrook, E. Zinke

Printed with permission
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Dammon’s arrest provided at the trial (and
challenged by none of the eighteen friendly
witnesses) and Mrs. White’s later account of
his arrest. (More about that below.)

Two of the “three aspects’™ of the story
that Olson raises for discussion with his col-
leagues are straw men that he therefore han-
dles easily enough: the fact that Ellen
Harmon attended a meeting at which fanatical

Spectrum readers have long ago become cyni-
cal about the integrity of the White Estate.
Olson’s memo is coercive evidence that their
cynicism is well founded. And then, too,
many Spectrum readers could not care less
about Ellen White.

On those two grounds Olson should be
very careful about what he deduces from the
fact that only two Spectrum readers wrote the

“We doubt that she was quoted correctly
when she was alleged to have said that ‘they

would go to hell’ . . . .

” — Robert Olson

activities were manifested; and the fact that
she lay on the floor for several hours in the
middle of that meeting.

Olson’s third “*aspect,’ that **Ellen
Harmon allegedly advised certain individuals
to be rebaptized that night or they would go to
hell,” is more problematic and he trips badly
over it. He seems to be perfectly comfortable
with Miss Harmon’s theology of rebaptism
(even citing her manuscript 5, 1850, to sup-
port it)—that those who were not rebaptized
will die the second death. But he cannot
believe that the sensitive Miss Harmon would
use the words “‘go to hell” to describe that
awful death:

“We doubt that she was quoted correctly
when she was alleged to have said that ‘they
would go to hell” if they were not baptized that
evening. Her writings arc not characterized
by such severe language.” (‘Not really sur-
prising. Even ordinary people are more cir-
cumspect when they write for publication
than when they speak.)

Olson is more comfortable with a euphe-
mism: “‘She might have said that they would
‘lose their souls,” or something similar. The
witness could easily have used his own more
colorful langage when testifying as to what
Ellen had said.” (Yup, he could have; but he
wasn't alone. Actually three witness—two of
them friendly—attributed precisely those
words to Ellen in four instances and in regard
to several sinners.)

Before leaving Olson to his imagination,
his conclusions need to be corrected. He
sums up:

“In the three months that have elapsed
since Spectrum republished the newspaper
account of Israel Dammon’s trial thc White
Estate has received only two inquiries about
the matter. Apparently our church members
consider the account of little significance.”

One of the gifts that separates men from
animals and some men from other men is the
ability to draw valid inferences from estab-
lished facts. Given the White Estate track
record, why would a Spectrum reader write to
the White Estate about anything? Most
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White Estate inquiring about the Dammon
matter and even more careful about generaliz-
ing from his deductions. Instead he plunges
forward, equating Specrrum readers with
*our church members’—as if Spectrum read-
ers were a representative sample of the
Adventist church membership. (This will
come as a shock to Roy Branson.) Olson
seems to know nothing about population sta-
tistics or valid polling procedures.

To help Olson understand what he doesn’t
seem to understand the question might be
posed: How many letters inquiring about the
Dammon affair would the White Estate have
received if the Piscataquis Farmer article had
been reprinted (per impossible) in the
Adventist Review?

If we have seemed too hard on the White
Estate director, keep in mind that the alterna-

stories of the miraculous that Mrs. White
claims attended her ministry. In almost cvery
such story where contemporary documenta-
tion is available, the evidence is either
extremely weak, or (worse) it contradicts the
story, or (still worse) it suggests that therc has
been an attempt to fabricate evidence to sus-
tain the story. The evidence for this instance is
provided in Weaver’s article ““Incident in
Atkinson.” .

Among others, the disparity between
Ellen White’s stories and what the evidence so
often suggests raises the same kind of ques-
tions that have caused two candidates for the
presidency to drop out of the race for their
party’s nomination—the question of
character.

Are accounts of events given under inspi-
ration as reliable as accounts provided under
oath? In the case of Israel Dammon’s arrest
and trial, clearly not. At the very least the
story bears out the conventional wisdom of
historians who recognize that contcmporary
accounts are more dependable than later
reminiscences.

To save inspiration’s good name, or rather
Ellen White’s, Olson might argue—as he has
elsewhere—that this or that Ellen White state-
ment was not inspired. But Olson and other
White Estate apologists have made it clear
rcpeatedly that it is the person who is
inspired, not their thoughts or words. Inspira-
tion, they argue, is not something that can be
turned on or off. Neither, they contend, are
there any ““degrees’ of inspiration.

Not once in “official”” Adventist publica-
tions of this decade has Currents scen any ref-

The disparity between Ellen White's stories
and what the evidence so often suggests raises
the question of character.

tive to revealing the disorderliness of his anal-
ysis would be to suggest that he has been
disingenuous in his recent memo to the White
Estate family.

Actually, of much more concern than
Olson’s lame attempt to disbelieve the wit-
nesses who said Miss Harmon used the words
“go to hell,” or the “Jooking glass’ logic he
employs when suggesting that Adventist
church members consider the account of little
significance, is his failure to even mention
the fundamental problem raised by the
Piscataquis Farmer account of the arrest and
trial of Israel Dammon. Is it possible that
Olson didn’t notice the fundamental contra-
diction between the account of the sworn wit-
nesses and Mrs. White’s SG2 (and only)
retrospective?

The contradiction that Olson ignores illus-
trates again the problem that dogs so many

erence to the traditional “tests” of a prophet—
not since Ellen White’s literary ““habit”
became widely known. In fact, Mrs. White
fails in various instances all of those tradi-
tional tests. And so the White Estate repre-
sentatives have taken to arguing that the
biblical prophets similarly fail. No doubt
Olson also has some scriptural examples indi-
cating that Old Testament characters misrep-
resented reality. But unlike White Estate
publications, the wonderful fact is that such
stories are candidly preserved in the biblical
narratives.

Currents would like to put forward a new
test or criterion for distinguishing the genu-
inely inspired from the spurious—the test of
candor. But onc can sce where that would
lcave Ellen White and the literary estate that
bears her name.
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