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IN THE HISTORY of a religious organization there can be defining
moments, particular times and circumstances that allow for seeing beyond
external appearance and recognizing the true character and essential spirit
of the organization. The organization’s own self-image, its dominant cast of
mind and outlook, its motivating force and its pattern of response to
disagreement or challenge, can then be seen more clearly. The factors that
come to light may have actually been there all along, at the inner core of the
organization, but were beneath the surface, even at odds with external
appearances and professed principles. The defining moment may produce
aportrait that is disturbingly different from the image the organization holds
in the minds of its membership, and that defining period may even escape
their notice if those at the organization’s center can effectively suppress
awareness of it.

Most readers of the book that follows will have at least some famil-
iarity with the religion of Jehovah’s Witnesses. Consider, then, the fol-
lowing statements and ask yourself as to the possible source of these
expressions, and also as to their validity:

The natural man can see that a visibly organized body, with a definite
purpose, is a thing of more or less power; therefore they esteem the
various organizations, from which we have come out, in obedience to
the Master’s call. But the natural man cannot understand how a com-
pany of people, with no organization which they can see, is ever going
to accomplish anything. As they look upon us, they regard us simply as
a few scattered skirmishers—a “peculiar people” —with very peculiar
ideas and hopes, but not worthy of special notice.

Under our Captain, all the truly sanctified, however few or far
separated in person, are closely united by the Spirit of Christ, in faith,
hope and love; and, in following the Master’s command, are moving in
solid battalions for the accomplishment of his purposes. But, bear in
mind, God is not dependent upon numbers (See Judges 7, as an
illustration).

... We always refuse to be called by any other name than that of our
Head — Christians —continually claiming that there can be no division
among those continually led by his Spirit and example as made known
through his Word.

Beware of “organization.” Itis wholly unnecessary. The Bible rules
will be the only rules you will need. Do not seek to bind others’
consciences, and do not permit others to bind yours. Believe and obey so
far as you can understand God’s Word today, and so continue growing in
grace and knowledge and love day by day.



. . . by whatsoever names men may call us, it matters not to us; we
acknowledge none other name than “the only name given under heaven and
among men” — Jesus Christ. We call ourselves simply CHRISTIANS and we
raise no fence to separate from us any who believe in the foundation stone
of our building mentioned by Paul: “That Christ died for our sins according
to the Scriptures”; and those for whom this is not broad enough have no right
to the name Christian.

If asked to assess these statements and characterize the principles
they advance, among Jehovah’s Witnesses today most would certainly
classify them as of an “apostate” source. The actual source is, however,
the Watch Tower magazine —of an earlier time." The rejection and dis-
carding of the principles espoused in those published statements were
factors in a major transformation within a body of people initially joined
together in free affiliation, having no visible organizational structure,
and their transposition into a highly centralized organization with a
distinctive name and the claim to the exclusive right to be viewed as
genuinely Christian.

That transformation took place many decades ago. Yet the pattern
it established remains in effect to this day and exercises a controlling
force.

Similarly with the events and circumstances set forth in Crisis of
Conscience; they point to a defining moment in more recent times, one
that for many may be as unfamiliar as the previous quotations from the
Watch Tower magazine. The evidence presented in this fourth edition
demonstrates the continuing impact of that period’s developments
through the succeeding years and into this 21st century. Rather than
diminish their relevance, the years that have passed have instead served
to enhance the significance of that period and its events, to validate the
picture that unfolds, and provide living examples of the accompanying
effect on people’s lives. It is against the background of that defining
period that one can discern a reality that is as meaningful and crucial
today as it was at the time of the original writing of the book.

+ See the Watch Tower magazines of March 1883, February 1884, and September 15,
1885. For photocopies of the actual material see the book In Search of Christian
Freedom, pages 72-76 (Commentary Press, Atlanta, 1999).



—The Watchtower magazine,
January 15, 1974,

Life is uncertain and when a man dies
what he knows dies along with him—
unless he passes it on while still in life.
What this book contains is written out
of a sense of obligation to people whom
| sincerely love. In all good conscience
| can say that its aim is to help and not
to hurt. If some of what is presented is
painful to read, it was also painful to write.
It is hoped that the reader will recognize
that the search for truth need never be
destructive of faith, that every effort to
know and uphold truth will, instead,
strengthen the basis for true faith. What
those reading this information will do
with it is, of course, their own decision. At
least it will have been said, and a moral
responsibility will have been met.
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PRICE OF CONSCIENCE

HETHER we like it or not, moral challenge affects each of us.

It is one of life’s bittersweet ingredients from which there
is no successful escape. It has the power to enrich us or impoverish us,
to determine the true quality of our relationships with those who know
us. It all depends on our response to that challenge. The choice is
ours—it is seldom an easy one.

We have the option, of course, of surrounding our conscience with
a sort of cocoon of complacency, passively “going along,” shielding
our inner feelings from whatever might disturb them. When issues
arise, rather than take a stand we can in effect say, “I’ll just sit this
one out; others may be affected—even hurt—but I am not.” Some
spend their whole life in a morally “sitting’ posture. But, when all is
said and done, and when life finally draws near its close, it would
seem that the one who can say, “At least | stood for something,” must
feel greater satisfaction than the one who rarely stood for anything.

Sometimes we may wonder if people of deep conviction have
become a vanishing race, something we read about in the past but see
little of in the present. Most of us find it fairly easy to act in good
conscience so long as the things at stake are minor. The more that
is involved, the higher the cost, the harder it becomes to resolve
questions of conscience, to make a moral judgment and accept its
consequences. When the cost is very great we find ourselves at a
moral crossroads situation, facing a genuine crisis in our lives.

This book is about that kind of crisis, the way people are facing
up to it and the effect on their lives.

Admittedly, the story of the persons involved may have little
of the high drama found in the heresy trial of a John Wycliffe, the
intrigue of the international hunt for an elusive William Tyndale, or
the horror of the burning at the stake of a Michael Servetus. But their
struggle and suffering are, in their own way, no less intense. Few of
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2 CRISIS OF CONSCIENCE

them could say it as eloquently as Luther, yet they take very much
the same stand he took when he said to the seventy men judging him:

Unless | am convinced by the testimonies of the Scriptures or
by evident reason (for I believe neither pope nor councils alone,
since it is manifest they have often erred and contradicted them-
selves), I am bound by the Scriptures | have quoted, and my
conscience is held captive by the word of God; and as it is neither
safe nor right to act against conscience, | cannot and will not
retract anything. Here | stand; | cannot otherwise; God help me.
Amen.!

Long before any of these men, the apostles Peter and John of
nineteen centuries ago confronted essentially the same issue when
they stood before a judicial council of the most respected members
of their lifelong religion and frankly told them:

Whether it is right in the sight of God to listen to you rather
than to God, you must judge; for we cannot but speak of what we
have seen and heard.?

The people I write of are from among those | know most intimately,
persons who have been members of the religious group known as
Jehovah’s Witnesses. | am sure, and there is evidence to show, that
their experience is by no means unique, that there is a similar stirring
of conscience among people of various faiths. They face the same
issue that Peter and John and men and women of later centuries
confronted: the struggle to hold true to personal conscience in the
face of pressure from religious authority.

For many it is an emotional tug-of-war. On the one hand, they
feel impelled to reject the interposing of human authority between
themselves and their Creator; to reject religious dogmatism,
legalism and authoritarianism, to hold true to the teaching that
Christ Jesus, not any human religious body, is “the head of every
man.”® On the other hand, they face the risk of losing lifelong friends,
seeing family relationships traumatically affected, sacrificing
a religious heritage that may reach back for generations. At that
kind of crossroads, decisions do not come easy.

What is here described, then, is not merely a “tempest in a teapot,”
a major quarrel in a minor religion. | believe there is much of vital

1 These were Luther’s concluding words in making his defense at the Diet of Worms,
Germany, in April of 1521.

2 Acts 4:19, 20, RSV.

3 1 Corinthians 11:3.
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benefit that any person can gain from considering this account. For
if the numbers presently involved are comparatively small, the issues are
not. They are far-reaching questions that have brought men and women
into similar crises of conscience again and again throughout history.
At stake is the freedom to pursue spiritual truth untrammeled by
arbitrary restrictions and the right to enjoy a personal relationship with
God and his Son free from the subtle interposition of a priestly
nature on the part of some human agency. While much of what is
written may on the surface appear to be distinctive of the organization
of Jehovah’s Witnesses, in reality the underlying, fundamental issues
affect the life of persons of any faith that takes the name Christian.

The price of firmly believing that it is “neither safe nor right
to act against conscience” has not been small for the men and women
I know. Some find themselves suddenly severed from family
relationships as a result of official religious action—cut off from
parents, sons and daughters, brothers and sisters, even from grand-
parents or grandchildren. They can no longer enjoy free association
with longtime friends for whom they feel deep affection; such
association would place those friends in jeopardy of the same official
action. They witness the blackening of their own good name—one
that it has taken them a lifetime to earn—and all that such name has
stood for in the minds and hearts of those who knew them. They are
thereby deprived of whatever good and rightful influence they
might exercise on behalf of the very people they have known best
in their community, in their country, in all the world. Material losses,
even physical mistreatment and abuse, can be easier to face than this.

What could move a person to risk such a loss? How many persons
today would? There are, of course (as there have always been), people
who would risk any or all of these things because of stubborn pride,
or to satisfy the desire for material gain, for power, prestige, promi-
nence, or simply for fleshly pleasure. But when the evidence
reveals nothing indicating such aims, when in fact it shows that the
men and women involved recognized that just the opposite of those
goals was what they could expect—what then?

What has happened among Jehovah’s Witnesses provides an
unusual and thought-provoking study in human nature. Besides
those who were willing to face excommunication for the sake of
conscience, what of the larger number, those who felt obliged to
share in or support such excommunications, to allow the family
circle to be broken, to terminate long-standing friendships? There
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is no question about the sincerity of many of these persons, or
that they felt and still feel distress from carrying out what they
deemed a necessary religious duty. What convictions and reasonings
motivated them?

Notably, as regards the cases here dealt with, many if not most of
those involved are persons who have been associated with Jehovah’s
Witnesses for twenty, thirty, forty or more years. Rather than a “fringe
element” they have more frequently been among the more active,
productive members of the organization.

They include persons who were prominent members of the
Witnesses’ international headquarters staff at Brooklyn, New York;
men who were traveling superintendents and elders; women who
spent long years in missionary and evangelistic work. When they
first became Witnesses, they had often cut off all previous friend-
ships with persons of other faiths, since such “outside” associations
are discouraged among Jehovah’s Witnesses. For the rest of their
life their only friends have been among those of their religious
community. Some had built their whole life plans around the goals
set before them by the organization, letting these control the
amount of education they sought, the type of work they did, their
decisions as to marriage, and whether they had children or re-
mained childless. Their “investment” was a large one, involving
some of life’s most precious assets. And now they have seen all this
disappear, wiped out in a matter of a few hours.

This is, | believe, one of the strange features of our time, that
some of the most stringent measures to restrain expressions of
personal conscience have come from religious groups once noted
for the defense of freedom of conscience.

The examples of three men—each a religious instructor of note
in his particular religion, with each situation coming to a culmi-
nation in the same year—illustrate this:

One, for more than a decade, wrote books and regularly gave lectures
presenting views that struck at the very heart of the authority structure
of his religion.

Another gave a talk before an audience of more than a thousand
persons in which he took issue with his religious organization’s
teachings about a key date and its significance in fulfillment of
Bible prophecy.

The third made no such public pronouncements. His only
expressions of difference of viewpoint were confined to personal
conversations with close friends.
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Yet the strictness of the official action taken toward each of
these men by their respective religious organizations was in inverse
proportion to the seriousness of their actions. And the source of the
greatest severity was the opposite of what one might expect.

The first person described is Roman Catholic priest Hans Kiing,
professor at Tlbingen University in West Germany. After ten years,
his outspoken criticism, including his rejection of the doctrinal
infallibility of the Pope and councils of bishops, was finally dealt
with by the Vatican itself and, as of 1980, the Vatican removed his
official status as a Catholic theologian. Yet he remains a priest and a
leading figure in the university’s ecumenical research institute. Even
students for the priesthood attending his lectures are not subject
to church discipline.*

The second is Australian-born Seventh Day Adventist professor
Desmond Ford. His speech to a layman’s group of a thousand
persons at a California college, in which he took issue with the
Adventist teaching about the date 1844, led to a church hearing. Ford
was granted six months leave of absence to prepare his defense and,
in 1980, was then met with by a hundred church representatives who
spent some fifty hours hearing his testimony. Church officials then
decided to remove him from his teaching post and strip him of his
ministerial status. But he was not disfellowshiped (excommunicated)
though he has published his views and continues to speak about them
in Adventist circles.®

The third man is Edward Dunlap, who was for many years the
Registrar of the sole missionary school of Jehovah’s Witnesses, the
Watchtower Bible School of Gilead, also a major contributor to the
organization’s Bible dictionary (Aid to Bible Understanding [now
titled Insight on the Scriptures]) and the writer of its only Bible
commentary (Commentary on the Letter of James). He expressed
his difference of viewpoint on certain teachings only in private con-
versation with friends of long standing. In the spring of 1980, a committee
of five men, none of them members of the organization’s Governing
Body, met with him in secret session for a few hours, interrogating
him on his views. After over forty years of association, Dunlap was
dismissed from his work and his home at the international headquar-
ters and disfellowshiped from the organization.

4  They simply receive no academic credit for such attendance.

5 In conversation with Desmond Ford at Chattanooga, Tennessee, in 1982, he
mentioned that by then more than 120 ministers of the Seventh Day Adventist
church had either resigned or been “defrocked” by the church because they could
not support certain teachings or recent actions of the organization.
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Thus, the religious organization that, for many, has long been
a symbol of extreme authoritarianism showed the greatest degree
of tolerance toward its dissident instructor; the organization that
has taken particular pride in its fight for freedom of conscience
showed the least.

Herein lies a paradox. Despite their intense activity in door-to-
door witnessing, most people actually know little about Jehovah’s
Witnesses aside from their position on certain issues of conscience.
They have heard of their uncompromising stand in refusing to
accept blood transfusions, their refusal to salute any flag or similar
emblem, their firm objection to performance of military service, their
opposition to participation in any political activity or function.
Those familiar with legal cases know that they have taken some
fifty cases to the Supreme Court of the United States in defense of
their freedom of conscience, including their right to carry their
message to people of other beliefs even in the face of considerable
opposition and objections. In lands where constitutional liberties
protect them, they are free to exercise such rights without hindrance.
In other countries they have experienced severe persecution, arrests,
jailing, mobbings, beatings, and official bans prohibiting their
literature and preaching.

How, then, is it the case that today any person among their
members who voices a personal difference of viewpoint as to the
teachings of the organization is almost certain to face judicial
proceedings and, unless willing to retract, is liable for disfellow-
shipment? How do those carrying out those proceedings rationalize
the apparent contradiction in position? Paralleling this is the
question of whether endurance of severe persecution and physical
mistreatment at the hand of opposers is, of itself, necessarily evidence
of belief in the vital importance of staying true to conscience, or
whether it can simply be the result of concern to adhere to an
organization’s teachings and standards, violation of which is
known to bring severe disciplinary action.

Some may say that the issue is really not as simple as it is here
presented, that there are other crucial matters involved. What of the
need for religious unity and order? What of the need for protection
against those who spread false, divisive and pernicious teachings?
What of the need for proper respect for authority?

To ignore those factors would admittedly show an extreme, blindly
unbalanced, attitude. Who can challenge the fact that freedom, misused,
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can lead to irresponsibility, disorder, and can end in confusion, even
anarchy? Patience and tolerance likewise can become nothing more
than an excuse for indecision, nonaction, a lowering of all standards.
Even love can become mere sentimentality, misguided emotion that
neglects to do what is really needed, with cruel consequences. All this
is true and is what those focus on who would impose restraints on
personal conscience through religious authority.

What, however, is the effect when spiritual “guidance” becomes
mental domination, even spiritual tyranny? What happens when the
desirable qualities of unity and order are substituted for by demands
for institutionalized conformity and by legalistic regimentation? What
results when proper respect for authority is converted into servility,
unquestioning submission, an abandonment of personal responsibility
before God to make decisions based on individual conscience?

Those questions must be considered if the issue is not to be
distorted and misrepresented. What follows in this book illustrates
in a very graphic way the effect these things have on human relation-
ships, the unusual positions and actions persons will take who see
only one side of the issue, the extremes to which they will go to
uphold that side. The organizational character and spirit manifest in
the 1980s, continued essentially unchanged in the1990s, and remains
the same in this year 2004.

Perhaps the greatest value in seeing this is, | feel, that it can
help us discern more clearly what the fundamental issues were in
the days of Jesus Christ and his apostles, and understand why and
how a tragic deviation from their teachings and example came, so
subtly, with such relative ease, in so brief a span of time. Those
who are of other religious affiliations and who may be quick to
judge Jehovah’s Witnesses would do well to ask first about
themselves and about their own religious affiliation in the light
of the issues involved, the basic attitudes that underlie the posi-
tions described and the actions taken.

To search out the answers to the questions raised requires going
beyond the individuals affected into the inner structure of a
distinctive religious organization, into its system of teaching and
control, discovering how the men who direct it arrive at their
decisions and policies, and to some extent investigating its
past history and origins. Hopefully the lessons learned can aid in
uncovering the root causes of religious turmoil and point to what
is needed if persons trying to be genuine followers of God’s Son
are to enjoy peace and brotherly unity.



CREDENTIALS AND CAUSE

| am speaking the truth as a Christian, and my
own conscience, enlightened by the Holy Spirit,
assuresmeitisnolie....Forlcouldevenpray
to be outcast from Christ myself for the sake of
my brothers, my natural kinsfolk.—Romans
9:1, 3, New English Bible.

HAT has thus far been said gives, | believe, good reason for the
writing of this book. The question may remain as to why | am
the one writing it.

One reason is my background and the perspective it gives.
From babyhood up into my sixtieth year, my life was spent in
association with Jehovah’s Witnesses. While others, many others,
could say the same, it is unlikely that very many of them had
the range of experience that happened to be my lot during those
years.

A reason of greater weight is that circumstances brought to my
knowledge information to which the vast majority of Jehovah’s
Witnesses have absolutely no access. The circumstances were seldom
of my own making. The information was often totally unexpected,
even disturbing.

A final reason, resulting from the previous two, is that of
conscience. What do you do when you see mounting evidence
that people are being hurt, deeply hurt, with no real justification?
What obligation does any of us have—before God and toward
fellow humans—when he sees that information is withheld from
people to whom it could be of the most serious consequence?
These were questions with which I struggled.

What follows expands on these reasons.

In many ways | would much prefer passing over the first of
these since it necessarily deals with my own “record.” The present

8



Credentials and Cause 9

situation seems to require its presentation, however, somewhat in the way
circumstances obliged the apostle Paul to set out his record of personal
experiences for Christians in Corinth and afterward to say to them:

I am being very foolish, but it was you who drove me to it; my
credentials should have come from you. In no respect did | fall
short of these superlative apostles, even if | am a nobody [even
though I am nothing, New International Version].*

I make no pretense of being a Paul, but | believe that my reason
and motive at least run parallel with his.

My father and mother (and three of my four grandparents) were
Witnesses, my father having been baptized in 1913 when the Wit-
nesses were known simply as Bible Students. I did not become an
active Witness until I was sixteen in 1938. Though still in school,
I was before long spending from twenty to thirty hours a month in
“witnessing” from door to door, standing on street corners with maga-
zines, putting out handbills while wearing placards saying “Religion
is a snare, the Bible tells why. Serve God and Christ the King.”

That year, 1938, | had attended a Witness assembly in Cincinnati
(across the Ohio River from our home) and listened to Judge Joseph
F. Rutherford, the president of the Watch Tower Society, speak from
London, England, by radiotelephone communication. In a major talk
entitled “Face the Facts,” Rutherford’s opening words included this:

Because the full statement of facts-tends to
shock the susceptibilities of some persons
furnishes no excuse or justification to withhold
from the public any part thereof, particularly
when the public welfare is involved. When pre-
‘sented to the people, those hearing should face
the facts with calmness and sobriety and then
sincerely take the course which is for their best

“interest. Previous belief or opinion should never
be permitted to hinder one in re(éeiving and con-
sidering a statement of facts. .

That appealed to me as a worthwhile principle to follow in life.
| felt receptive to the facts he would present.

World War Il had not yet begun as of that year, but Nazism and
Fascism were growing in power and posing an increasing threat to
democratic lands. Among major points emphasized in the Watch
Tower president's talk were these:

1 2 Corinthians 12:11, NEB; compare 3:1, 2; 5:12, 13; 6:4-10; 11:21-29.
2 Face the Facts, p. 3.
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God has made it clearly to be seen by those who diligently seek the
truth that religion is a form of worship but which denies the power of
God and turns men away from God. . . . Religion and Christianity are
therefore exactly opposite to each other. . . .2

According to the prophecy of Jesus, what are the things to be expected
when the world comes to an end? The answer is world war, famine,
pestilence, distress of nations, and amongst other things mentioned the
appearance of a monstrosity on the earth. . . . These are the indisputable
physical facts which have come to pass proving that Satan’s world has
come to an end, and which facts cannot be ignored. . . .#

Now Germany is in an alliance with the Papacy, and Great Britain
is rapidly moving in that direction. The United States of America, once
the bulwark of democracy, is all set to become part of the totalitarian
rule. . .. Thus the indisputable facts are, that there is now in the earth
Satan’s dictatorial monstrosity, which defies and opposes Jehovah’s
kingdom.... Thetotalitarian combine is going to get control of England
and America. You cannot prevent it. Do not try. Your safety is on the
Lord’s side. . . .}

| have italicized statements that particularly engraved themselves
on my mind at that time. They created in me an intensity of feeling,
of near agitation, that | had not experienced before. Yet none of them
today form part of Witness belief.

Rutherford’s other major talk, “Fill the Earth,” developed the
view that as of 1935 God’s message, till then directed to persons
who would reign with Christ in heaven, a “little flock,” was now
being directed to an earthly class, the “other sheep,” and that
after the approaching war of Armageddon these would procreate
and fill the earth with a righteous offspring. Of these he said:

They must find protection in God’s organization, which shows
that they must be immersed, baptized or hidden in that organization.
The ark, which Noah built at God’s command, pictured God’s
organization. . . .5

Pointing out that Noah’s three sons evidently did not begin
to produce offspring until two years after the Flood, the Watch Tower

3 Ibid., pp. 7, 8. (Jehovah’s Witnesses now view “religion” as an acceptable term for true
worship.)

4 1bid., p. 9. (The teaching then was that, since Satan’s lease of power ended in 1914, the
“world ended” in that sense. The Society’s publications no longer teach this.)

5 Ibid., pp. 16, 17, 27. (As is well known, the Second World War ended in the defeat of
the Nazi-Fascist “dictatorial monstrosity,” the exact opposite of what is here predicted.)

6 Ibid., pp. 40, 41. (This view of the ark’s symbolic significance has changed, though the
role of the organization as essential to salvation as presented is basically the same.)
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president then made an application to those with earthly hopes in
modern times, saying:
‘Would it be Seripturally proper for them to now

marry and to begin to rear children? No, is the
answer, which is supported by the Scriptures.

It will be far better to be unhampered and with-

out burdens, that they may do the Lord’s will

now, as the Lord commands, and also be without

hindrance during Armageddon. 7

Joseph Rutherford spoke forcefully and with a distinctive

cadence of great finality. These were facts, even “indisputable
facts,” solid truths on which to build life’s most serious plans.
I was deeply impressed with the importance of the organization
as essential to salvation, also that the work of witnessing must take
precedence over, or at least militate against, such personal interests
as marriage and childbearing.®

In 1939 | was baptized and in June, 1940, on graduating from
high school I immediately entered full-time service in witnessing
activity. That year was a turbulent one for the world and for Jehovah’s
Witnesses. World War Il was under way, the work of Jehovah’s
Witnesses came under governmental ban in several countries
and hundreds of Witnesses were imprisoned; in the United States
large numbers of children of Jehovah’s Witnesses were being ex-
pelled from school for refusal to salute the flag (viewed as a
form of image worship); the Witnesses’ stand of neutrality to-
ward war often inspired violent antagonism on the part of those
priding themselves on their loyalty and patriotism; vicious mob
attacks were starting to spread.

That summer of 1940 our family went to Detroit, Michigan, to at-
tend a major Witness convention. A spirit of tense anticipation pre-
vailed, a sense of being under siege. At the close of the assembly Judge
Rutherford indicated that ‘this might be the last assembly we would
have before the great tribulation struck.” When the autumn of 1940
came and | put my summer clothes away, | remember thinking that |
would likely never take them out again—that either Armageddon
would have come or we would by then all be in concentration camps,
like many Witnesses in Nazi Germany.

7 Photocopies from Face the Facts, pp. 46, 47.
8 Itwas notuntil 1959, when | was 36, that | finally married; my wife and | are childless,
having been vigilant in birth control for most of our marriage.
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Mob violence reached a crescendo during the early 1940’s. In
Connersville, Indiana, | attended a court trial of two women Wit-
nesses charged with seditious activity (“riotous conspiracy”), simply
because they studied Watch Tower publications as part of a home
study group. The trial ran five days and on the last day, after night
had fallen, the jury brought in its verdict of guilty. On leaving the
courthouse, the defense attorney (a Witness named Victor Schmidt)
and his wife were violently assaulted by a mob and were forced to
walk, in a driving rain, the entire distance to the city limits. On the
way the horror of the situation caused Schmidt’s wife suddenly to
begin to menstruate.

I had in my car group a Witness representative (Jack Rainbow)
who had earlier been threatened with death by some of these men
if he returned to “their city.” On arriving at the city limits and there
seeing Schmidt and his wife, followed by a remnant of the mob,
| felt obliged to take the risk of picking
them up and was able to do so. Another Wit-
ness had attempted this but only got a broken
car window for his efforts. Schmidt’s wife
broke out into hysterical screaming when
we got her into the car; her husband’s face
was bruised and covered with blood from
deep cuts where he had evidently been hit
with brass knuckles.® To experience firsthand
such raw and callous intolerance left a vivid
impression on my young mind. | felt all the
more convinced of the rightness of my
course with those who were quite evidently
the true servants of God.

Later, as a tactic recommended by the Watch Tower Society’s
legal counsel, Hayden Covington, a large group of seventy-five
Witnesses from the Cincinnati, Ohio area, including my parents,
my two sisters and myself, traveled to Connersville in a “blitz-
krieg” witnessing effort. With one exception, we all, men, women
and children, were arrested and wound up in various jails, being
locked up for one week until bail could be worked out. Still in my
teens, it was my first time at experiencing the feeling that comes

9 See the 1975 Yearbook of Jehovah’s Witnesses, pp. 186-188. The photo above,
from my personal files, shows the way Victor Schmidt looked after we brought him
to his home and helped him from his bloodstained clothes.
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with seeing a massive metal door swing shut, hearing the bolt
shoved in place and realizing that your freedom of movement is
now taken from you.

Some months later | was in Indianapolis, Indiana, for a superior
court hearing involving the Connersville events. My uncle, Fred
Franz, a member of the Watch Tower headquarters staff since 1920
and a close associate of Judge Rutherford, was also there from
Brooklyn as sort of an expert witness on the Society’s behalf. The
local congregation asked him to speak to them one evening. During
the course of his talk he began discussing the attitude of so many that
the work of witnessing was nearing its end, just about finished. To
put it mildly, I was stunned to hear my uncle speak to the contrary,
saying that at Brooklyn they were not expecting to close down, that
‘anyone who wanted to send in a subscription for the Watchtower
magazine needn’t send it in for just six months—he could send it in
for a full year or for two years if he wanted!’

The thrust of his remarks was so contrary to the comments of the
Society’s president at the Detroit assembly that it seemed clear to me
that my uncle was speaking on his own, not presenting some duly
authorized message from the Society. I actually felt like going to him
and urging caution lest his remarks get back to Brooklyn and be
viewed as disloyal, as having a dissipating, undermining effect on the
sense of extreme urgency that had developed. Although then in his
late forties, my uncle was a relatively young man compared to Judge
Rutherford and | found myself uncertain as to whether to accept his
remarks as proper or discount them as the product of an independent,
somewhat brash attitude.

Leaving home that year to become the partner of a young fellow
Witness in the coal mining region of West Virginia and eastern
Kentucky, I found myself in an area where the threat of violence was
faced almost on a daily basis. Some mining camps consisted of long
wooden “row houses” strung along the highway. At times, upon
reaching the last of such a section of houses, we could look back to the
point where we had begun our calls and see men and boys excitedly
running about gathering a mob.

At the “Octavia J” mining camp in Kentucky, our old “Model
A” Ford car was surrounded by a group of angry miners and we
were told to ‘get out of there and out of the State of Kentucky and
not come back if we valued our lives.” Attempts to reason only
provoked greater anger. We did return a couple of months later
and before we got out were shot at and pursued, escaping only by
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a ruse that led us over back roads and across a mountain until we
could finally make our way home. More so than patriotic fervor,
religious bigotry seemed to have been the force motivating the
miners. Our disbelief of the teaching of a literal hell fire torment
(causing young boys to yell out “no-hellers” as we drove by)
weighed almost as heavily as our stand toward war.

| found that close-minded bigotry appalling then. | was happy to
be part of an organization free from such intolerance.

The summer of 1941 came and, contrary to my expectation, | found
myself attending another assembly, held in St. Louis, Missouri. | still
remember seeing crowds gather around as Judge Rutherford was
driven up to the assembly site in a large car with Hayden Covington
and Vice President Nathan Knorr, both men of large build, standing
on the running boards as bodyguards. On the final day of the assembly,
Rutherford had all the children from five to eighteen years of age
seated before the platform. After his prepared speech, he talked to
them extemporaneously.

A tall man of usually stern appearance and stern tone, Rutherford
now spoke with almost fatherly persuasion and recommended to these
children that they put marriage out of their minds until the return of
Abraham, Isaac, Jacob and other faithful men and women of old who
would soon be resurrected and would guide them in their selection
of mates.

A free copy of a new book entitled Children was given each child.
As a vehicle for developing the material, it presented a fictional young
Witness couple, John and Eunice, who were engaged but who had
decided to postpone their marriage until the arrival of the New Order
so near at hand. In the book, John said to Eunice:

Our
hope is that within a few years our marriage
may be consummated and, by the Lord’s
grace, we shall have sweet children that will
be an honor to the Lord. We can well defer
our marriage until lasting peace comes to
the earth. Now we must add nothing to our
burdens, but be free and equipped to serve
the Lord. When THE THEOCRACY is in full
sway it will not be burdensome to have a

familf.

10 Photocopy from the book Children, published in 1941, p. 366.
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| was then nineteen, and today in my eighties I can still remem-
ber the inner emotional stirrings, a strange mixture of agitation and
depression, those expressions generated in me. At my age back
then, to be confronted with statements of that kind that, in essence,
called upon me to make a decision and set aside interest in mar-
riage for an indefinite time, had an unsettling effect. | could per-
haps appreciate better what young men contemplating entering the
priesthood of Catholicism experience. Of course, the force of the
Watch Tower president’s urgings lay in the shortness of time till
Armageddon. As the September 15, 1941, Watchtower magazine
in describing the occasion later said:

Receiving the gift [the book Children], the marching children
clasped it to them, not a toy or plaything for idle pleasure, but the
Lord’s provided instrument for most effective work in the remaining
months before Armageddon.™*

Years later | learned that Judge Rutherford was at that point dying of
cancer. He had been separated for many years from his wife, who was
also a Witness and who lived as an invalid in California; his one son on
reaching adulthood had shown no interest in the religion of his father.
My uncle, Fred Franz, said that the Judge’s failing condition, coupled
with his strong desire that the “end” come while he was still alive to see
it, motivated many such expressions as those made in 1940 and 1941.

I have thought since that, had the couple in the book been real
instead of fictional, their engagement period would have been rather
long, in fact, would still be in effect. All the young girls present at
that assembly would be well past the childbearing age now, being at
least in their late sixties or early seventies. Some of those who were
then present as children, however, did loyally follow through on the
counsel heard and remained single through what might be called their
normal marriageable years on into bachelorhood and spinsterhood.

In 1942, a “special pioneer” assignment in Wellston, Ohio, brought
other experiences.*2 Another young Witness and | lived in a small
trailer house, a homemade “box on wheels” six feet wide and fourteen
feet long (1.8 meters by 4.3 meters). It had no insulation whatsoever
in the walls and our small coal stove held a fire for at most a few

11 See the Watchtower of September 15, 1941, p. 288 [underlining mine].
12 *“Special pioneers” are full-time representatives (“pioneers”) given special assignments
by the Society, with a higher quota of hours and a monthly allowance to aid in expenses.
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hours. Many wintry nights saw the
water in the pail inside the trailer
freeze over and it was not uncom-
mon to awaken and then be unable
to get back to sleep because of feet
throbbing with pain from the cold.
We could afford nothing better
since, aside from our share of the
contributions people gave for litera-
ture, we each received as a monthly allowance from the Society
a maximum of fifteen dollars.’® During the better part of a year,
our main meal of the day usually consisted of boiled potatoes,
oleomargarine and day-old bread (half the cost of fresh bread). My
partner had an old car but we rarely had the money to put fuel in
it.

In this town, too, animosity flared. At one time or another young
boys broke every window in the trailer. One night I returned home
to find it thrown completely over on its side. | again experienced
arrest and spent a night in the local jail. The place literally crawled
with bed bugs and, unable to bring myself to lie on the jail bunk, I spent
the entire night sitting on an empty tin can someone had left in the cell.

In 1944, an invitation came to attend a missionary school, the
Watchtower Bible School of Gilead, for a five-months course. Upon
graduation and while awaiting a missionary assignment, | spent a year
and a half in traveling work, visiting congregations in a “Circuit” that
took in the state of Arizona and a large section of California. When
visiting congregations in the San Diego, California, area | spent five
nights at “Beth Sarim” (meaning “House of Princes”). This was a
large home built by the Society and said to be “held in trust” for the
faithful men of old, from Abel onward, to be used by them upon their
resurrection.** Judge Rutherford, who had had some lung problems,
spent the winters there during his life. | recall that the place gave me
somewhat of a sense of unreality. San Diego was a nice city, the home
was a fine, upper-class residence. But | could not see why the men |

13 The request form for this allowance had spaces to indicate what had been received from
contributions for literature, what had been spent, and the difference. Since at times the
difference did not come quite to fifteen dollars, | felt the right thing to do was to ask for
less. But this resulted in my consistently winding up short of funds and then requesting
smaller and smaller amounts. As | realized later, most “special pioneers” just asked for
the straight fifteen dollars.

14 See the book Salvation, published in 1939, pp. 311, 312.
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had read about in the Bible would have any interest in being placed
there; something did not seem to fit.?®

Assigned first to France as a missionary, | was unable to go due
to the refusal of my draft board to grant me permission to leave the
country. (Though I had gained exemption from military service as a
“minister,” they justified their refusal on the basis of my still being
within the age limit covered by the military draft.) Thereafter | was
assigned to the island of Puerto Rico (viewed as still within the
U.S.A)) . Before leaving, in 1946, Nathan Knorr, now president of
the Society (Rutherford having died in early 1942), talked to a group
of us, all young men being sent out to do supervisory work in differ-
ent countries as “Branch Overseers.” Among other things he strongly
stressed that if we wished to remain in our missionary assign-
ments we should avoid anything that might lead to courtship
and marriage. The policy was: Loss of singleness means loss
of assignment.*®

In Puerto Rico it was not long before our “missionary home” group
in San Juan consisted of one married couple, seven young girls in their
twenties and me, all living in a two-story, six bedroom house. Though
| followed Knorr’s counsel and kept very busy (sometimes conduct-
ing more than fifteen home Bible studies a week), the announced
policy on marriage and the circumstances in the close quarters of the
home created pressure that wore ever more heavily on me. Bouts with
dysentery, then a paratyphoid infection with its intense spasms of in-
testinal pain and passage of stools of blood, and later a case of in-
fectious hepatitis did nothing to help. (I worked in the office right
through the cases of dysentery and paratyphoid infection and was off
only one week as a result of the hepatitis, though | felt so weak I could
hardly climb the stairs to the office.) After eight years the combined
strain brought me near to a nervous breakdown.

Upon writing the president, | was relieved of my Branch respon-
sibilities (I had not requested this) and was given the option of re-
turning to the States to do traveling work there. I asked to be allowed
instead to remain in my assignment in Puerto Rico and was trans-
ferred to another town. Though the town, Aguadilla, was one for
which | felt no attraction, I had requested it since it seemed the need was
greater there.

15 Not many years later Beth Sarim was sold. The belief in the return of the “faithful men
of old” before Amageddon was also set aside.

16 Basically the same rule applied at the international headquarters and all Branch Offices;
in the mid-1950s this rule was changed; Knorr himself married.
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Within a year or so | was assigned to do traveling work, visiting
congregations in the island and in the neighboring Virgin Islands
(lying to the east of Puerto Rico).

An added feature was that periodically the Society asked me to
make trips to the Dominican Republic where the work of Jehovah’s
Witnesses had been banned by the government of dictator Rafael

Trujillo. The purpose was primarily to
smuggle in copies of Watch Tower litera-
ture.r” I did so a number of times and then,
in 1955, was asked to try to deliver a peti-
tion personally to the dictator. Knowing
that people who incurred his disfavor had
a way of simply disappearing, | accepted
the assignment with a measure of appre-
hension.
Arriving in Ciudad Trujillo (now Santo
Domingo), | sent a telegram to the Genera-
lissimo presenting myself solely as a
Dominican Dictator Rafael Trujille “North American educator with informa-
tion of great importance to you and your country.” The interview was
granted at the National Palace and | was able to deliver the petition
into his hands.!® To my surprise | was not expelled and continued to
make my periodic “smuggling” trips without being apprehended.

Then in 1957 all the American missionaries of the Witnesses
were expelled from the Dominican Republic in the wake of a
wave of violent persecution, many local Witnesses being brutally
beaten and imprisoned. A major issue had been the refusal of male
Witnesses to do “marching” as required by military training laws, but
there was also considerable religious opposition expressed, priests and
others making inflammatory statements in the newspapers.

The Society asked me to go in and check on the conditions of the
native Dominican Witnesses. | had been in just shortly before to

17 Though of medium height, my average weight while in the Caribbean was only 117
pounds (53 kilos). (See photo on page 19.) | could place several magazines around my
body beneath a double set of undershirts and also slip an opened, 384-page book inside
my shorts and still look normal. The only problem was that while seated on the plane the
corners of the opened book cut into my thighs causing some discomfort.

18 The Generalissimo received me in full uniform with all his medals on (many, if not
most, of these being self-bestowed). When he found out what my mission actually was,
the interview ended fairly soon. It apparently created a favorable impression, nonetheless,
since some time later the ban was lifted for a period of about a year and then was reimposed.
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deliver instructions to the missionaries and had brought out detailed
accounts of the harsh persecution and these were prominently
featured in Puerto Rican newspapers. As we learned from a source
close to him, this adverse publicity enraged Trujillo.

Feeling like a marked man, | recall that my first night at a hotel in
Ciudad Trujillo I was given a room on the ground floor with French win-
dows right next to the bed. My sense of real danger was strong enough
to move me to rig up the appearance of a form on the bed while I slept
on the floor behind it. Again, however, | was able to make it in and out

without incident and made other trips in
the following years.

Later the Society changed its policy
on marriage and, thirteen years after ar-
riving in Puerto Rico and now ap-
proaching 37 years of age, | married.
Cynthia, my wife, joined me in travel-
ing work. Economic conditions in the
islands were poor, considerably beneath
today’s level. We lived with the people
we served, sharing their little homes,
sometimes with running water and elec-
tricity, sometimes not; sometimes with
a measure of privacy, often with very
little. Relatively young, we adjusted,
though my wife’s health was due to be
seriously affected.

Only a few months after our mar-
riage, while serving in the small island

of Tortola my wife fell ill with a severe case of gastroenteritis, evidently
from bad water or tainted food. The home we were staying in belonged
to a fine West Indian couple with lovable children. Unfortunately the
house they were renting was overrun with roaches, a creature that inspires
near panic in my wife. At night we regularly checked our bed for any
roaches before letting the mosquito netting down. Suspecting that a large
box in a corner containing clothes was the creatures’ headquarters, one
day | took some insect spray and went to the box and lifted the top gar-
ment. | quickly let it down, for the box was alive with what looked to be
hundreds of small roaches and | feared the spray could send them ev-
erywhere. For added measure a large rat each night entered the kitchen
(next to our room and next to the only bathroom), its size being enough
to make the tins of food on the shelves move.
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In these circumstances my wife now began to experience the
gastroenteritis, developing extreme diarrhea and regular vomiting.
| was able to get her to the island’s one doctor and an injection
temporarily stopped the vomiting. Late that night it began again
and this, coupled with the constant diarrhea, brought Cynthia to
the point of dehydration. | ran about a mile in the dark to rouse
the doctor from sleep and we carried her in his jeep to a little clinic.
Her veins had nearly collapsed and the nurses tried again and again be-
fore they could finally insert a needle to administer saline solution. She
was able to leave a few days afterward but her health was never quite
the same. A later parasite infection (whipworm) added to the problem.

We continued in traveling work until 1961 and then were trans-
ferred to the neighboring Dominican Republic. The dictator
Trujillo had been assassinated shortly before our arrival.

During our nearly five years there, we saw the fall of four separate
governments and in April of 1965 experienced a war that centered
around the capital where we were located. Most Americans and other
foreign residents fled the country. Our missionary group felt no in-
clination to abandon the Dominican Jehovah’s Witnesses and our assign-
ment, and so we learned what war- time life is like.

Nights were filled with the crack of hundreds of rifles, the rattle
of machine guns, the
boom of bazookas and
other heavier weap-
ons. Lulls came in the
fighting during the
day and we were able
to get outside and
carry on some activ-
ity, though sometimes
almost pinned down
by the eruption of
gunfire. To this day |

Army tank across street from missionary home. have wondered just
how close bullets must come for the distinct buzzing sound like
that of angry bees to be heard as they fly past your head. One sol-
dier comfortingly told me, “There’s no need to worry about those.
You won’t hear the one that hits you.”

The remaining fifteen years of full-time service were quite dif-
ferent, as they were spent at the international headquarters in
Brooklyn, New York. My reason for describing in some detail the
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earlier years up to 1965 is that their content seems to be more of
the fabric (though greatly inferior in quality) of the experiences
the apostle focuses on in setting forth the evidence of the genu-
ineness of his service to God and Christ, saying:

We prove we are servants of God by great fortitude in times of
suffering: in times of hardship and distress.

In the words that follow, he makes no mention of his speeches,
gives no figures of great audiences he addressed, cites no examples
of organizational feats in building up large numbers of believers.?

I make no claim that what I went through was any more than
what many others have experienced, either as missionaries of
Jehovah’s Witnesses or of other religions. The record is simply
set out for the reader to decide upon its relative worth, particularly
as regards assessing the validity and integrity of the information
supplied in the rest of this publication.

CIRCUMSTANCES AND CONSEQUENCES

We cannot but speak of what we have seen and heard.—Acts 4:20,
Revised Standard Version.

What | saw, heard and experienced during the next fifteen years had
agreatimpact on me. Whether the reaction of the reader will coincide
with mine, I have no way of knowing, but one thing is certain and that
is that no one could understand what brought me to a crisis situation
without knowing these developments. The proverb is apt: “When
anyone is replying to a matter before he hears it, that is foolishness on
his part and a humiliation.”?

The year before the war in the Dominican Republic, and following
an attack of dengue fever which left my nerve endings hypersensitive,
| had attended a ten-month course at Gilead School.?* At the close,
the Society’s president, N. H. Knorr, asked me to leave my missionary
service in the Caribbean and come with my wife to the international
headquarters (called “Bethel”) in Brooklyn, where | would serve in
the Writing Department. Though doubtless this would have been
viewed as an honor by others, I frankly had no interest in leaving the

19 2 Corinthians 6:4-10, JB.

20 Proverbs 18:13.

21 Dengue fever is like malaria in being transmitted by mosquitoes but is self-
limiting. Its permanent effect on me may have been due to an earlier, childhood
case of scarlet fever.
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place where | was. Speaking to Brother Knorr in his office | explained
how much I enjoyed my current assignment, enjoyed the people,
enjoyed the work. This apparently was viewed as a lack of appre-
ciation for the opportunity offered; he seemed visibly offended. |
then told him I simply had wanted him to know my feelings, my
love for missionary activity, and that | would accept the change
of assignment.

A few months after our arrival and after | had done some work
in writing, President Knorr showed me into an office containing
a table piled high with stacks of typed papers and asked me to
undertake the development of a Bible dictionary. The papers were
the result of assignments that had been parceled out to 250 men
around the world. Those assignments, however, were generally
made on the basis of the person’s organizational position (as
Branch Office personnel, factory overseers, and so forth). Few of
the men had writing experience and fewer still had either the ex-
perience, the time or the library facilities for doing research. |
believe it can be conservatively said that at least ninety percent
of the submitted material was not used.

| began with “Aaron” and continued with “Aaronites,” “Ab,”
“Abaddon,” and so on but the impracticality of one writer under-
taking the task soon became obvious. First, a director of the Watch
Tower Society, Lyman Swingle, was assigned to aid in the project;
shortly thereafter Edward Dunlap, the Registrar of Gilead School
was also assigned. Eventually Reinhard Lengtat and John
Wischuk, of the Service and Writing Departments respectively,
joined the project group. Others shared intermittently for varying
periods but the five persons mentioned carried the project through
until the 1,696-page reference work, called Aid to Bible Under-
standing, was completed five years later.?

Near the start, President Knorr made a statement that proved a
key factor in our approach to the project. It was not intended the
way we understood it but that undoubtedly was fortuitous. Talk-
ing to those of us then assigned, he said, “We just want to present
what the Bible says; there is no need to look up everything in the
Society’s publications.”

His intent in saying this, as we realized later, was so that the
project could get done quickly and so that it would produce some-

22 Subjects were assigned to us by Karl Adams, the writing department overseer. Insight
on the Scriptures a two-volume set with very minor revisions, replaced Aid in 1988.



Credentials and Cause 23

thing relatively small, a “handbook” as he later expressed it. By
just restating what was in the particular Bible verses relating to a
subject, with very little additional clarification, there would be
only a minimal amount of time needed for research.

We misunderstood him to mean that we should strive always
to present what the Bible actually said rather than feel obliged to
present things the way the Watch Tower publications presented
them. A considerably different kind of publication resulted than
would otherwise have been the case. The material sent in by the
250 men almost without exception presented information accord-
ing to the “accepted viewpoint” of the Society’s publications. Our
research often revealed differences.

The Society’s vice president, Fred Franz, was acknowledged
as the organization’s principal Bible scholar. On a number of oc-
casions | went to his office to inquire about points. To my surprise
he frequently directed me to Bible commentaries, saying, “Why
don’t you see what Adam Clarke says, or what Cooke says,” or,
if the subject primarily related to the Hebrew Scriptures, “what
the Soncino commentaries say.”

Our Bethel library contained shelf after shelf after shelf filled
with such commentaries. Since they were the product of scholars
of other religions, however, | had not given much importance to
them and, along with others in the department, felt some hesitancy,
even distrust, as to using them. As Karl Klein, a senior member
of the Writing Department, sometimes very bluntly expressed it,
using these commentaries was “sucking at the tits of Babylon the
Great,” the empire of false religion according to the Society’s in-
terpretation of the great harlot of Revelation.?

The more I looked up information in these commentaries, how-
ever, the more deeply impressed | was by the firm belief in the
divine inspiration of the Scriptures the vast majority expressed. |
was impressed even more so by the fact that, though some were
written as early as the eighteenth century, the information was
generally very worthwhile and accurate. | could not help but com-
pare this with our own publications which, often within a few
years, became “out of date” and ceased to be published. It was not
that | felt these commentaries to be without error by any means;
but the good certainly seemed to outweigh the occasional points
| felt to be mistaken.

23 1findithardto believe he meant this as seriously as it sounded, since he made use of the
commentaries himself and knew that Fred Franz used them quite frequently.
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| began to appreciate more than ever before how vitally important
context was in discerning the meaning of any part of Scripture,
and that realization seemed to be true of others of the group who
were working regularly on the Aid project. We also came to realize
the need to let the Bible define its own terms rather than simply
taking some previously held view or letting an English dictionary
definition control. We began to make greater use of the Hebrew
and Greek lexicons in the Bethel library, and concordances that
were based on the original language words rather than on English
translations.

It was an education and it was also very humbling, for we came
to appreciate that our understanding of Scripture was far less than
we had thought, that we were not the advanced Bible scholars we
thought we were. | personally had been on such a “treadmill” of
activity over the previous twenty-five years that, although reading
through the Bible several times, | had never been able to do such
serious, detailed research into the Scriptures, in fact never felt
great need to do so since it was assumed that others were doing it
for me. The two courses at Gilead School | had attended were
so tightly programmed that they gave little time for meditation,
for unhurried investigation and analysis.

Having now both time and access to the extra Bible helps,
the lexicons, commentaries, Hebrew and Greek concordances, and
so forth, was an aid. But above all it was seeing the need always to
let the context guide, always to let the Scriptures themselves control,
that made the major difference. There was no overnight change
of viewpoint but rather, over a period of years, a gradual deepening
of appreciation of the crucial need to let God’s Word speak for
itself to the fullest extent possible. | could see why those one-hundred
and two-hundred-year-old commentaries in our Bethel library were com-
paratively timeless in their value. The very fact of their verse-by-verse
approach more or less obliged them to stay within the contextual mean-
ing and thereby considerably restricted them from taking excursions into
sectarian views or interpretative flights of fancy.

Among the subjects assigned to me by Karl Adams, overseer of
the Writing Department, were those of “older man [elder]” and “over-
seer.” All I received were those words; there was no accompanying in-
struction or recommendation as to the development of the topics. Note,
then, how the Watch Tower’s 1993 organizational history book,
Jehovah’s Witnesses—Proclaimers of God’s Kingdom, on page 233, rep-
resents the matter:



Credentials and Cause 25

Gearing Up for Explosive Growth

When research was being done under the supervision of the Govern-
ing Body in preparation of the reference work Aid to Bible Understanding,
attention was once more directed to the way in which the first-century
Christian congregation was organized. A careful study was made of such
Biblical terms as “older man,” “overseer,” and “minister.” Could the
modern-day organization of Jehovah’s Witnesses conform more fully to
the pattern that had been preserved in the Scriptures as a guide?

Jehovah'’s servants were determined to continue to yield to divine di-
rection. At a series of conventions held in 1971, attention was directed to
the governing arrangements of the early Christian congregation. It was
pointed out that the expression presby teros (older man, elder), as used in
the Bible, was not limited to elderly persons, nor did it apply to all in the
congregations who were spiritually mature. It was especially used in an of-
ficial sense with reference to overseers of the congregations. (Acts 11:30;
1 Tim. 5:17; 1 Pet. 5:1-3) These received their positions by appointment,
in harmony with requirements that came to be part of the inspired Scrip-
tures. (Acts 14:23; 1 Tim. 3:1-7; Titus 1:5-9) Where enough qualified
men were available, there was more than one elder in the congregation.
{Acts 20:17; Phil. 1:1) These made up “the body of older men,” all of
whom had the same official status, and not one of whom was the most
prominent or powerful member in the congregation. (1 Tim. 4:14) To as-
sist the elders, it was explained, there were also appointed “ministerial
servants,” in accord with the requirements set out by the apostle Paul.
—1 Tim. 3:8-10, 12, 13.

Arrangements were promptly put into operation to bring the organi-
zation into closer conformity to this Biblical pattern.

The picture here drawn is remarkably distorted to create a false
impression. It speaks of the research that went into Aid to Bible
Understanding as “being done under the supervision of the Governing
Body,” and conveys the idea of smoothness of direction from a
body of men motivated by intense concern to hold to the Scriptures.
In reality, the Aid book project was neither initiated by nor super-
vised by any Governing Body of that time, but by the Watch
Tower corporation president, Nathan Knorr. And though he initi-
ated the project, any actual direction by him was a very detached and
limited one, since any real direction was done through Karl Adams,
the overseer of the Writing Department. Knorr neither developed the
list of subjects to be included in the book nor supervised the assigning
of them nor their development. All assignments of subjects were
originated by and made by Karl Adams.

Adams was neither a member of the Governing Body nor for that
matter of those called the “anointed.” Of those who shared personally
and directly in the actual research and writing of articles for the Aid
book, Lyman Swingle, from the corporation’s Board of Directors, was
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the only one who could be considered a “Governing Body member.”
And his assignments came from Karl Adams and he worked under
Adams’ supervision, turning in
whatever he wrote to Karl for
editing and approval, as was
true of the rest of us working
on the project. Nathan Knorr
and Fred Franz eventually
read some of the finished ar-
ticles, but Knorr left it up to
Karl Adams to select whatever
articles Karl felt they ought to

read. These were remarkably
Karl Adams few.

As stated, when the subjects of “older man [elder]” and “overseer”
were assigned to me all | received in the assignment were those titles,
nothing more. I was not then a member of the Governing Body and
what developed was not the result of guidance by any Governing
Body, nor even by Karl Adams. My uncle, Fred Franz, had some
input, but only as a result of my personal initiative, and his subse-
quent actions seemed almost a denial of that input. It was quite evi-
dent that the result of my research was something unexpected, even
viewed as not particularly desirable, by either Nathan Knorr or Fred
Franz.

That research revealed that the arrangement relating to elders
and the congregational direction in Bible times was very different
from the position then held by Jehovah’s Witnesses, where a more
or less “monarchical” arrangement prevailed. Each congregation was
under the supervision of a single individual, a “congregation servant”
or “congregation overseer.” The term “overseer” applied only to him
and any others were viewed as his assistants. The Scriptural arrange-
ment of bodies of elders had been summarily ended in 1932 by Judge
Rutherford due to a lack of cooperation on the part of some elders
with the Society’s programs and policies.? His position as President
gave Rutherford the necessary authority to take such a stand and
all congregations were invited to vote for the disbanding of bodies

24 Generally, in justifying this action, focus is placed on the lack of cooperation by some
elders in sharing in the door-to-door witnessing which was now being strongly pro-
moted. They are represented as men who were only interested in conducting meetings
and giving talks. It is never mentioned that the Watch Tower president, Judge Ruther-
ford, followed exactly that same course. The explanation given was that his responsi-
bilities did not allow for him to share in the door-to-door activity.
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of elders and their replacement by a Society-appointed “Service Di-
rector.” For the next forty years there were no bodies of elders in the
congregations. That is why the New World Translation of the Bible
published by the Society in the 1950s regularly used the rendering
“older men” rather than “elders,” a then officially discredited term.?

Somewhat disturbed by what my research revealed, | approached
my uncle with the evidence. His response took me by surprise. “Don’t
try to understand the Scriptures on the basis of what you see today
in the organization,” he said, and added, “Keep the Aid book pure.”
I had always looked upon the organization as God’s one channel for
dispensing truth and so this counsel sounded unusual to say the least.
When | pointed out that the Society’s New World Translation rendering
of Acts, chapter fourteen, verse 23, evidently inserted the words
“to office” in connection with the appointment of elders and that this
somewhat altered the sense, he said, “Why don’t you check it in some
other translations that may not be as biased.”?® | walked out of his
office wondering if | had actually heard what | had heard. In future
days | was to remind him of these statements on more than one
occasion during Governing Body sessions.

Admittedly, that conversation strongly affected my approach
to Scripture. | deeply appreciated the integrity toward Scrip-
tural truth his remarks indicated. That made his later reaction to
the final results all the more puzzling, disturbing.

After completing the subjects “Older Man” and “Overseer”
| submitted these. Normally, President Nathan Knorr and Vice
President Fred Franz would not have read the articles. However, Karl
Adams, as head of the Writing Department, told me that upon
reading the information he went to Brother Knorr and said, “I think
you should read this. It changes a lot of things.”

Go back, now, to the presentation made in Jehovah’s Witnesses—
Proclaimers of God’s Kingdom. The second paragraph under the
subheading “Gearing Up for Explosive Growth” is essentially a
résumé of the content of the articles | submitted, as a comparison with
those articles in the Aid book will show. (The only exception would
be the emphasis this paragraph places on the concept of an “official
status” of elders.) 1 would obviously not expect the writer or writers

25 Later editions of the New World Translation use “elder” but only in Revelation in texts
referring to the 24 elders by God’s throne.

26 Later editions of the New World Translation also dropped this added phrase. The first
editions had read: “Moreover, they appointed older men to office for them in the
congregation and, offering prayer with fastings, they committed them to Jehovah.”
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of the book to mention who wrote those articles for the Aid book.
But from this paragraph and the start of the following one, the
reader would understand that the articles led to a willing and al-
most immediate decision to bring everything into conformity to
the Scriptural arrangement pointed to. What actually did happen?

As Karl Adams related to me, after reading the material, Knorr
went into Fred Franz’s office and, with considerable vehemence,
said, “What does this mean? Does this mean we have to change
everything at this late date?” Fred Franz replied, No, that he did
not think that would be necessary—that the existing arrangement
could be continued without problem.

When Karl later passed this information on to me, | found
it hard to believe, particularly in view of my uncle’s earlier ex-
pressions to me. | felt obliged to go to his room one evening to
inquire about it. He confirmed that he felt no need to make ad-
justments. Knowing that the Aid book was to be released to the broth-
ers in completed form that summer at the District Assemblies, |
asked what effect he thought it would have on them to read the
evidence that there were bodies of elders in the first-century con-
gregation, that all elders served as overseers, and then to find out that
we had no intention of following this Scriptural example?

He said calmly that he did not think it would cause any prob-
lem, that the existing arrangement could be “accommodated” to
the information in the Aid book. | expressed deep concern that this
setting aside of the Scriptural precedent could be very unsettling
to the brothers. Holding to his position, he related how brothers of
earlier decades had reasoned that, since Christ had taken Kingdom
power in 1914, there could rightly be changes in the way things
were administered on earth. He added that he had believed and still
believed that Christ Jesus would direct and administer the affairs of
his servants earthwide by the use of, or through the office of, just a
single individual, and that this would be the case until the New Or-
der came. The tenor of these expressions seemed so different from
those he had made on earlier occasions that | found it difficult to
reconcile them.

Sometime later, however, the vice president prepared some con-
vention material that indicated that a change in the congregational
direction would take place. When the copy of this material reached
Karl Adams he saw the implications and immediately contacted
President Knorr, saying to him, “I think you had better talk with
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Brother Franz again. | believe he has changed his mind.” Brother
Knorr did and Brother Franz had. And the forty-year-old arrangement
changed as a consequence.

To present the development of this change as the book Jehovah’s
Witnesses—Proclaimers of God’s Kingdom does, representing a
“Governing Body” as supervising the research and “careful study”
of Biblical terms, their sole concern being how to “conform more
fully to the pattern” set out in Scripture, “determined to continue to
yield to divine direction,” and promptly “to bring the organization
into closer conformity” to that pattern, is to present an idealized
picture that is simply untrue. It either manifests ignorance on the part
of the writer or writers of the material as to how matters actually
developed, or else is duplicitous, designed to elevate the role of a
group of men in the view of the membership. The reality reveals
instead how heavily control was vested in a few individuals, and how
one man’s rather idiosyncratic decision (that of Fred Franz) could
affect the direction a worldwide organization could take.

When the subject “Chronology” was assigned to me this similarly
led to serious questions.?” A major teaching of Jehovah’s Witnesses
is that Bible prophecy had pointed to the year 1914 as the end of the
“Gentile Times” of Luke chapter twenty-one, verse 24, and that in
that year Christ Jesus actively took up his Kingdom power and began to
rule invisibly to human eyes. In Daniel chapter four, references to a
period of “seven times” were the foundation for the calculations
leading to that date and, by use of other texts, these “seven times”
were translated into a period of 2,520 years beginning in 607 B.C.E.
and ending in 1914 C.E. The starting date, 607 B.C.E., was held to
be the time of the destruction of Jerusalem by Babylonian conqueror
Nebuchadnezzar. | knew that the 607 B.C.E. date seemed to be
peculiar to our publications but did not really know why.

Months of research were spent on this one subject of “Chronology”
and it resulted in the longest article in the Aid publication.?® Much of
the time was spent endeavoring to find some proof, some backing in
history, for the 607 B.C.E. date so crucial to our calculations for 1914.
Charles Ploeger, a member of the headquarters staff, was at that time

27 1 was also assigned most of the historical subjects, dealing with the rulers and history of
Egypt, Assyria, Babylon (rulers only), Medo Persia and others.

28 It covered 27 pages (322-348). In its most extensive change, the 1988 revised edition
reduced this to about 20 pages, eliminating any acknowledgment of problems regarding
607 B.C.E.
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serving as a secretary for me and he searched through the libraries
of the New York city area for anything that might substantiate that
date historically.

We found absolutely nothing in support of 607 B.C.E. All
historians pointed to a date twenty years later.

Before preparing the Aid material on “Archae-

ology” | had not realized that the number of

baked-clay cuneiform tablets found in the

Mesopotamian area and dating back to the

time of ancient Babylon numbered into the

tens of thousands. In all of these there was

nothing to indicate that the period of the
Neo-Babylonian Empire (in which period
Nebuchadnezzar’s reign figured) was of the

necessary length to fit our 607 B.C.E. date

for the destruction of Jerusalem. Everything Cuneiform tablet
pointed to a period twenty years shorter than our published chronology
claimed.

Though | found this disquieting, | wanted to believe that our
chronology was right in spite of all the contrary evidence, that such
evidence was somehow in error. Thus, in preparing the material for
the Aid book, much of the time and space was spent in trying to
weaken the credibility of the archeological and historical evidence
that would make erroneous our 607 B.C. E. date and give a different
starting point for our calculations and therefore an ending date
different from 1914.

Charles Ploeger and | made a trip to Brown University in Provi-
dence, Rhode Island, to interview Professor Abraham Sachs, a
specialist in ancient cuneiform texts, particularly those containing
astronomical data. We wanted to see if we could obtain any
information that would indicate any flaw or weakness whatsoever
in the astronomical data presented in many of the texts, data that
indicated our 607 B.C.E. date was incorrect. In the end, it became
evident that it would have taken a virtual conspiracy on the part of
the ancient scribes—with no conceivable motive for doing so—to
misrepresent the facts if, indeed, our figure was to be the right one.
Again, like an attorney faced with evidence he cannot overcome, my
effort was to discredit or weaken confidence in the witnesses from
ancient times who presented such evidence, the evidence of historical

29 See Aid to Bible Understanding, pp. 326-328, 330, 331.
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texts relating to the Neo-Babylonian Empire.?° In themselves,
the arguments | presented were honest ones, but | know that their
intent was to uphold a date for which there was no historical sup-
port.

So, despite our heightened appreciation of certain principles, the
Aid book nonetheless contained many examples of our efforts to be
loyal to the Society’s teachings. In many respects, what we learned
through our experience did more for us than it did for the publication.
Still, the Aid to Bible Understanding book did serve to quicken
interest in the Scriptures among many Witnesses. Perhaps its tone,
its approach, the effort put forth by most of the writers to avoid
dogmatism, to acknowledge that there might be more than one way
of seeing certain matters, not to make more of something than the
evidence honestly allowed—these things may have been of principal
benefit, though in these too we certainly fell short at times, allowing
preconceived ideas to control, failing to hold as firmly as we should
have to the Scriptures themselves. | know this was true in my own
case in preparing such subjects as the “Appointed Times of the
Nations,” “Faithful and Discreet Slave,” and “Great Crowd,” all of
which contain arguments designed to uphold current teachings of the
Watch Tower publications. Simply because in my mind those teachings
were then equivalent to “fact,” | found myself doing what the
“Foreword” | later wrote said was not intended. On page 6 under the
heading “Its Aim,” the words appear, “Aid to Bible Understanding
is not intended to be a doctrinal commentary or an interpretative
work.” Also, that whatever application was made of figurative and
symbolic expressions, this was not done “arbitrarily or to conform
to a creed.” In the main, that was true. But ingrained beliefs some-
times overrode our efforts to hold to that standard.

The year the completed Aid book was released, | was invited to be-
come a member of the Governing Body of Jehovah’s Witnesses, the
Body that now directs the activity of Jehovah’s Witnesses in some 230
countries of the world. Up to that point it had been composed of seven
members who were identical with the seven members of the Board of
Directors of the corporation called the Watch Tower Bible and Tract So-
ciety, a corporation founded originally in Pennsylvania by Charles Taze
Russell, the first president. On October 20, 1971, along with three oth-
ers, 1 was appointed as a member of the now expanded Governing Body.
This circumstance, perhaps more than any other, brought me face to face
with some realities that | had never expected to encounter.
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Many of Jehovah’s Witnesses
took exception to a statement that ap-
peared in a Time magazine article
(February 22, 1982) in which my
name figured prominently. The writ-
ers of the article referred to the orga-
nization of Jehovah’s Witnesses as
“secretive.” It may seem odd to use
a term like that about an organiza-
tion that encourages vigorously a
work of the most public kind—
house-to-house activity in cities,
towns and countryside around the
world. The Time reporters evidently
wrote what they did because they
found it extremely difficult to ob-

tain any comment from the international headquarters about the situ-
ation described in the first chapter of this book.

But the fact is that even among Jehovah’s Witnesses very few
have any clear idea as to how the central part of the organization
functions. They do not know how decisions as to doctrinal teachings
are reached, how the Governing Body that directs all their activities
worldwide conducts its discussions, whether decisions are consis-
tently unanimous or what is done if there is disagreement.

All this is cloaked in secrecy as the Governing Body meets in
closed sessions. I can only recall two or three occasions in the nine
years that | was a part of the Body when persons other than appointed
members were allowed to be present at a regular session of the
Body. And on those occasions their presence was simply to give
a report requested by the Governing Body, after which they were
dismissed and the Governing Body then carried on its deliberations
in private—the importance of their reports did not qualify those
persons to share in the discussion. Also, no specific information
Is ever given to Witnesses as a whole as to the Society’s income,
expenditures, assets or investments (although they have received
a brief expense report in the annual Yearbook).*

Thus numerous factors that are relatively common knowledge in
many religious organizations are known only vaguely, if at all, by the

30 In 1978 a financial report to the Governing Body itself listed $332 million in assets
(progerties, deposits and so forth). Even on the Governing Body, few members knew
much about the nature of the financial holdings of the Society. Beyond doubt, the

present-day assets far exceed this amount.
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vast majority of Jehovah’s Witnesses. Yet the decisions made by the
small group of men forming that Body can, and often do, affect their
lives in a most intimate way and are supposed to be applied globally.

Which brings me to the final reason for writing, the most important
since without it the previous ones are of little consequence.

OBLIGATION

Whatever you wish that men would do to you, do so to them; for this
is the law and the prophets.—Matthew 7:12, Revised Standard Version.

That principle stated by Jesus Christ binds any of us claiming to be
Christian, in whatever we do. No honest person can claim to carry out
those words perfectly and I make no such claim. But I believe | can say
that what is here written owes to a sincere desire to follow that principle.

The apostle Paul spoke of himself as a “debtor” to persons of all
kinds.®! He felt an obligation toward them, and | feel a similar sense
of obligation. If someone else had knowledge of facts that could be
of value to me in making vital decisions, | would want him to make
these available to me—not to make my decision for me, but to supply
the information, leaving it to me to weigh its value or significance.
If he were a friend, a genuine friend, 1 believe he would do that.

The nine years spent on the Governing Body had great impact on
me and particularly on my conscience. | found myself facing a major
crisis in my life, a crossroads situation | had never expected
to encounter. The decision | made was my own and the resulting
cost was considerable. But | do not regret it nor do I regret having
gained the information that contributed toward it. Others might
decide differently; some have. That is their privilege, something
between them and God.

After I resigned as a member of the Governing Body in May, 1980,
I received numerous calls from newspapers and magazines wanting
information about the situation existent within the organization.
I consistently directed the inquirers to the headquarters in Brooklyn.
The inquirers, in turn, consistently said that they had tried that avenue
with no success: “No comment.” My reply was simply that I could not
be their source of information. | maintained that position for nearly
two years. What happened in those two years, not merely as regards
myself but as regards others, caused me to reassess that position.

31 Romans 1:14.
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During those two years, the motives, character and conduct of
persons who conscientiously disagreed with the organization were
portrayed in the worst of terms. Their concern to put God’s Word first
was represented as the product of ambition, rebellion, pride, as sin
against God and Christ. No allowance was made for the possibility
that any of them acted out of sincerity, love of truth or integrity to God.
No effort to distinguish was made, but all were “lumped” together.
Any misconduct or wrong attitude on the part of some who had leftthe
organization was attributed to all who have left. For those who did
display awrong attitude, no effort was made to appreciate the part that
frustration, disappointment and hurt may have played in that conduct.
An enormous amount of rumor and even gutter-level gossip circu-
lated among Witnesses, internationally. Faithful Christians with high
standards of morality were spoken about as being wife swappers,
homosexuals, hypocrites, egoists interested in establishing their own
personal cult. Older ones were often dismissed as being “mentally
disturbed” or “senile.”

The only ones who could have restrained such talk, simply by
pointing out the possibility that such persons could be genuinely
sincere, could have true concern for conscience—as well as by
reminding the sowers of rumor how repugnant false testimony is to
God—these persons in reality contributed to the spread of rumor by
what they published.®

Consider, for example, this material found in the August 15, 1981,
Watchtower (pages 28, 29), circulated in the millions of copies in
many languages around the earth:

1 From time to time, there have arisen
from among the ranks of Jehovah’s peo-
ple those who, like the original Satan, have
adopted an independent, faultfinding at-
titude. They do not want to serve “shoul-
der to shoulder” with the worldwide
brotherhood. (Compare Ephesians 2:19-
22.) Rather, they present a ‘stubborn
shoulder” to Jehovah's words. (Zech. T:
11, 12) Reviling the pattern of the “pure
language” that Jehovah has so graciously
taught his people over the past century,
these haughty ones try to draw the “sheep”
away from the one international “flock”
that Jesus has gathered in the earth. (John
10:7-10, 16) They try to sow doubts and
to separate unsuspecting ones from the

bounteous ‘““table” of spiritual food spread
at the Kingdom Halls of Jehovah’s Wit-
nesses, where truly there is ‘nothing lack-
ing.’ (Ps. 23:1-6) They say that it is suffi-
cient to read the Bible exclusively, either
alone or in small groups at home., But,
strangely, through such ‘Bible reading,’
they have reverted right back to the apos-
tate doctrines that commentaries by Chris-
tendom’s clergy were teaching 100 years
ago, and some have even returned to cel-
ebrating Christendom’s festivals again,
such as the Roman Saturnalia of Decem-
ber 25! Jesus and his apostles warned
against such lawless ones.—Matt, 24:11-
13; Acts 20:28-30; 2 Pet. 2:1, 22.

32 Exodus 20:16; Leviticus 19:16; Psalm 15:3; 1 Peter 2:21-23.
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Thus, in one paragraph, persons are described as like Satan,
independent, faultfinding, stubborn, reviling, haughty, apostate and
lawless. What had they actually done to earn this array of charges?
Among the “wrongs” mentioned is that of disagreeing in some
unspecified way with some unspecified part of the organization’s
teachings; also, holding that God’s inspired Word alone is sufficient
and that large meetings in a building are a nonessential.

Could these things of themselves place a person in the Satan-like
category described? Nothing is said to indicate otherwise and,
incredible as it may seem, in the minds of many Witnesses, including
elders and traveling representatives, this has been considered enough
to so categorize them and to deal with them accordingly.

Compare this blanket condemnation with articles in the June 22,
2000 issue of Awake! They warn that “generalizations tend to obscure
important facts about the real issues in question, and they are frequently
used to demean entire groups of people.” A paragraph on page 6 reads:

Name-Calling

Some people insult those who disagree
with them by questioning character or mo-
tives instead of focusing on the facts. Name-
calling slaps a negative, easy-to-remember
label onto a person, a group, or an idea.
The name-caller hopes that the label will
stick. If people reject the person or the idea
on the basis of the negative label instead of

weighing the evidence for themselves, the
name-caller’s strategy has worked.

Re-read the Watchtower material on the preceding page and compare
it with this statement. The thrust of the Awake! article is to defend
Jehovah’s Witnesses against labels such as “sect.” Certainly the
label of “apostate” is equally or more demeaning. Yet Witnesses are
expected to apply it to any member who may disagree with positions
taken by the leadership. The practice of “tarring everyone with the
same brush” is unfair and therefore unchristian. The reasons why
people separate from the Witness organization are many and varied.
And the number who do leave on a yearly basis is remarkable.

Tabulating the world reports for the years 1970 through 1999 one
finds that a total of 6,587,215 persons were baptized worldwide. The
organization customarily estimates that 1% of those associated die
each year. Figuring this out year by year, it would mean an estimated
985,734 members were lost through death. If we reduce the baptismal



36 CRISIS OF CONSCIENCE

figure by that amount it leaves 5,601,481 as the increase gained in that
30-year period if all surviving persons remained in the organization.

What do we find? The year previous to this 30-year period (1969)
the report showed a total of 1,256,784 persons actively associated.
Adding 5,601,481 to that number gives a total of 6,858,265 that
should be associated in 1999. But the report for that year shows only
5,912,492 associated. That means that during the 30-year period
some 945,773 persons left the organization or ceased activity. This
is equal to 14% of the total number of new members baptized.

Specific examples from the 1999 world report illustrate graphi-
cally the situation currently prevailing in many countries, particularly
the industrialized nations.

For the 12 major western European countries and for the British
Isles the report provides the following figures:

Baptized in 1999: 21, 376
Average publishers reporting in 1998: 933,043
Average publishers reporting in 1999: 923,143

Although 21,376 new persons were baptized, there was a decrease
in total publishers of 9,900. That means that over 31,000 persons
either left of became “inactive” during that period.

For 3 major Pacific Rim countries (Japan, Korea and Australia)
the following figures result:

Baptized in 1999: 12,162
Average publishers reporting in 1998: 325,316
Average publishers reporting in 1999: 325,972

Again, 12,162 entered as newly baptized persons, yet the growth
was only 656 persons. Hence, 12,162 entered and 11,506 left
or became “inactive.”

For the United States and Canada, similar results are seen:

Baptized in 1999: 34,123
Average publishers reporting in 1998: 1,055,950
Average publishers reporting in 1999: 1,051,124

Although 34,123 were baptized, the number of “publishers”
decreased by 4,826, meaning that 38,949 left or became “inactive”
between 1998 and 1999.

If we combine the figures for all these 19 major countries listed,
we reach a total of 67,661 baptized, but rather than a growth of equal
numbers, the 1999 figures show a decrease of 14,070, meaning that
in those 19 major countries 81,731 left or became “inactive.”
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Since worldwide the 1999 report showed a 2% increase, it is
clear that some countries did experience growth. But the “revolv-
ing door” situation in the major countries listed is not only notable,
it is striking. Particularly since, aside from Japan and Korea, they
represent the countries that figure earliest in the history of the Watch
Tower Society, the countries of its initial development and growth.

The reasons for persons leaving or ceasing activity are multiple.
I have no illusions that all of the nearly one million persons who left
the organization during the thirty-year period from 1970 to 1999
did so for reasons of conscience or that every one of them is nec-
essarily a humble, rightly motivated person, more concerned about
truth than about self. Many quite evidently are not; some have pur-
sued a course of immorality either before or after leaving; some who
left because of disagreement have become guilty of the same wrongs
they objected to, expressing vindictiveness, using ridicule, half-truths
and exaggerations. Some have even created disturbances at meetings
or assemblies of Jehovah’s Witnesses, conduct that | find deplorable.
But I know personally many, many persons who are not like that,
who give every indication of being decent, God-fearing, com-
passionate persons. If viewed from a selfish standpoint, they had
everything to lose and nothing to gain from the stand they took
and the course they have followed thereafter.

In many cases it was not some unkind treatment they them-
selves experienced that disturbed them; it was seeing such treatment
meted out to others, seeing people suffer because of the rigidity,
narrow-mindedness, even arrogance of men in charge, elders and
others, or recognizing the hurtful effects of certain edicts of the
organization that did not rest on a solid Scriptural foundation.
Rather than disgruntled, vindictive complainers, they have simply
pleaded for greater compassion, a closer adherence to the example
of God’s own Son, the Master of the Christian household of faith.

This feeling for others is, | believe, a decisive factor as to the
genuineness of motive. Similarly, a concern for truth, a concern not
to be guilty of misrepresenting God’s own Word, a concern not
to be hypocritical in appearing to believe what they do not believe,
support what they cannot conscientiously support, condemn what
they cannot see that Scripture itself condemns—such concern is, |
think, also determinative as to genuineness of motive of any taking
such a stand. I know many persons who clearly evidence such con-
cern, yet who are labeled as “apostates,” “antichrists,” “instruments
of Satan.” In case after case after case, the sole basis for such con-
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demnation is that they could not honestly agree with all the
organization’s teachings or policies.

| feel an obligation toward such persons. In virtually every
instance, a small group of three to five men (a “judicial committee™)
met with them in secret meetings, where those who came as witnesses
could only give their testimony but not stay to witness the discussion.
Later a brief disfellowshiping announcement was read to the
congregation that presented none of the testimony and none of the
evidence in support of the disfellowshiping action. After the reading
of that announcement no Witness was supposed to talk with the
persons disfellowshiped, thereby shutting down any possibility of
their expressing themselves by way of an explanation to friends and
associates. For them to have done so before the disfellowshiping
would have been counted as ‘proselytizing,” “undermining the unity
of the congregation,” ‘sowing dissension,” ‘forming a sect.” For any-
one to talk to them afterward would jeopardize that person’s own
standing, make him liable for similar disfellowshipment.

An effective “quarantining” is thus accomplished; a “lid” is placed
on any discussion of the matter. The record of the disfellowshiping
hearing and any claimed evidence now resides in one of the many
voluminous files at the Brooklyn Service Department (or the files of
a Branch Office), stamped “Do Not Destroy.” This file containing the
charges made against them, like their hearing, is also secret, not subject
to review.

The Scriptures tell us that, “A true companion is loving all the
time, and is a brother that is born for when there is distress.”**| once
thought I had many, many such genuine friends. But when the cri-
sis reached a decisive point | found | had only a few. Still, I count
those few precious, whether they said little or much on my behalf.
Because of past prominence, people inquire about me. However,
almost no one ever inquires about the others who lack such promi-
nence, although they have suffered through the same experience
with essentially the same costs and agonies.

What must it mean to a mother, who has seen a baby daughter
come forth from her own body, has nursed that baby, cared for it
through illness, has trained the young girl through the formative years
of life, living her problems with her, feeling her disappointments and
sadnesses as if they were her own, shedding tears along with her
tears—what must it mean to that mother to have her daughter, now

33 Proverbs 17:17.
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an adult, suddenly reject her, and do so simply because her mother
sought to be true to her conscience and to God?

What must it do to a father or mother to see a son or daughter
marry and be told, for the same reason, that ‘it would be best if they
did not appear at the wedding,” or know that a daughter has given birth
to a child and be told that they should not come to see their grandchild?

This is not imagination. Exactly those things are happening to
many parents who have been associated with Jehovah’s Witnesses.

Consider here just one example, from a mother in Pennsylvania
who writes:

I have children inthe organization, married, who at the time of my
disassociation even offered for me to come to their home, for a rest,
and their opinion of me as a person was not altered. When the
information came through later [in the September 15, 1981, Watch-
tower which set forth detailed instructions as to association with any
who thus disassociated themselves] I’ve been shunned by them ever
since and they will not talk to me on the phone or have contact with
me. I’ve got to do something about it but I don’t know what. | make
no move lest it be a wrong move and alienate them further. | don’t
phone them for fear they’ll get an unlisted number, and | don’t write,
as | said, for fear of saying anything they might construe as offensive.
I’ve been hospitalized during this time for emotional exhaustion and
| suffered an additional crisis all within a short time of each event
which proved, unfortunately, overwhelming.

Perhaps you share this experience. | do not know how | am going
to handle the loss of my children (and future grandchildren). The loss
is monumental.

If my past prominence could now contribute in some way to the
conscientious stand of such persons being considered with a more
open mind and could aid others to revise their attitude toward per-
sons of this kind, | feel that such prominence would thereby have
served perhaps the only useful purpose it ever had.

I think here of Paul’s words when he says:

What we are is plain to God, and | hope it is also plain in your
conscience. We are not trying to commend ourselves to you again,
but are giving you an opportunity to take pride in us, so that you
can answer those who take pride in what is seen rather than in
what is in the heart.

Make room for us in your hearts. We have wronged no one, we
have corrupted no one, we have exploited no one. | do not say this to
condemn you; | have said before that you have such a place in our
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hearts that we would live or die with you.**

If the information presented in this book could help toward one such
mother being viewed by her children, not with shame, but with pride for
staying by her conscience, all the effort involved would be worth it.

That is basically why this book will present things that | saw, heard
and experienced during my nine years on the Governing Body of
Jehovah’s Witnesses. It is evidently necessary in order to get at the root
of what is a heartbreaking problem for many, on both sides of the issue.

What is presented is not intended as some kind of “exposé.” While
it is true that some things were shocking to me, they are not presented
for their shock value. Their presentation is because they illustrate and
exemplify very fundamental problems, very serious issues. They
demonstrate the extremes to which “loyalty to an organization” can
lead, how it is that basically kind, well-intentioned, persons can be
led to make decisions and take actions that are both unkind and
unjust, even cruel. Names along with times and places will generally
be cited because that seems necessary for a credible, factual presenta-
tion. I am quite sure that without these many would doubt or deny the
factualness of what is said. Where these features seem unnecessary
and where they could, by their use, cause needless difficulty for individu-
als involved, names or other identifying factors will not be stated.

I have sought to be fair in whatever quotations are made, not
taking them out of context, not seeking to give them a meaning
that is not there. I believe the quotations made are typical of the
persons quoted, not something out of character with their usual
outlook, approach and personality. Nonetheless, | have kept a few
quotations anonymous, because of wishing to avoid unnecessary
difficulty for the individual or those closely related to that person.
It is, obviously, impossible to do this in all cases or the account
would become meaningless. | believe, too, that none of us can ex-
pect to receive total exemption from the responsibility indi-
cated by Jesus’ statement: “I tell you that men will have to give
account on the day of judgment for every careless word they have
spoken. For by your words you will be acquitted, and by your words
you will be condemned.”* We may seek, and gain, forgiveness for
wrong or hurtful things said. But we are still responsible for them.

Some will likely condemn certain information as an “airing of our
dirty linen before the public.” Strangely, these same ones generally

34 2 Corinthians 5:11, 12; 7:2, 3, NIV.
35 Matthew 12:36, 37, NIV
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do not object to the airing of the “dirty linen” of other religions and
may, in fact, take great interest in it, even publicize it widely. But they
feel that what happens within their own religious organization should
not be discussed outside its confines.

The hard fact is, however, that within the community of Jehovah’s
Witnesses today there is simply no possibility for such discussion to
take place. Anyone’s attempting to do so would be viewed as showing
a rebellious spirit and would only result in further disfellowshiping.
Since the information cannot be discussed within, and if it is not to
be discussed outside the structure, that means that it must be left
undiscussed, ignored. Some, of course, would like it to remain that
way, but is it right that it should?

It is true that the Christian rightly relies on God to see all things
and to be the true and final Judge of all matters. Undeniably, He alone
can fully and finally right all wrongs committed. There is never any
justification for angry retaliation, spiteful recrimination. There is no
room for ‘smear tactics.” The Scriptures leave no doubt in that
regard.® Does this, however, call for maintaining total silence about
injustice? Does it require keeping silent when error is propagated in
the name of God? Is, perhaps, the discussion thereof evidence of “dis-
respect for divinely constituted authority’ ?%

The position of the organization is that no injustice exists. That
what has been, and is being, done is in full harmony with the Scrip-
tures, in fact that the Scriptures require such action to be taken. If
that is so, then there should be no objection to a frank discussion
of things. Such discussion should actually result in the rightness
of the organization’s position becoming more evident, should vindicate
it of any charge of injustice. Only persons truly responsible for
injustice prefer silence and seek to impose it, as has long been the
case with dictatorial governments and authoritarian religions in past
as well as recent times.

Do Scriptural examples themselves urge against disclosure of
wrongs where these involve those in high places of authority? It does
not seem so, since the work of the Hebrew prophets frequently
focused on such ones, those prophets making known the ways in

36 Psalm 37:5-9, 32, 33; Romans 12:17-21; 1 Peter 2:21-23.

37 The August 15, 1982, Watchtower in discussing Jude’s remarks regarding those
“speaking abusively about glorious ones” (verse 8) states that those glorious ones
include “appointed Christian overseers” and warns against the “tendency to disregard
God-given authority.” See also the boxed information on page 29 of that issue.
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which Israel’s leaders and men in authority, even high priests, had
strayed from God’s standards with resulting problems. Jehovah’s
Witnesses have often pointed to such candor and openness as one of
the evidences that the Bible is truthful, genuinely God’s Book.®

What, too, of Jesus’ apostles and disciples? It was the very
authority structure of God’s covenant people—its Sanhedrin, its
elders, and the divinely constituted priestly authority—that objected
strenuously to the publicizing done by the apostles of the unjust
handling of Jesus’ case.* In both cases, that of the Hebrew prophets
and that of the Christian disciples, those publicizing the wrongs did
so out of respect for, and in obedience to, a higher authority, and in
the interests of the people who needed to know.

Obviously, no one today has a divine commission as a prophet
or an apostle. But one does not have to be a prophet to take a
course that follows the example of God’s prophets. Otherwise
Jesus’ words would lose their meaning when, speaking to those
who were reproached and about whom every sort of wicked thing
was being said, he encouraged them to rejoice, saying, “for in that
way they persecuted the prophets before you.”*° It was because
they were following a parallel course that those Christians were
receiving parallel treatment. One does not have to be an apostle to fol-
low the example of the apostles, nor does he have to be, or pretend to
be, a Messiah in order to walk in the footsteps of Jesus Christ.**

There is, of course, an enormous difference between the treatment
accorded God’s Son—as to importance, significance and consequence—
and that accorded to the persons involved in this modern-day situation.
But it would seem that the principle of open disclosure that God ap-
proved in the above examples has force in this present-day situation,
gives some indication at least that He is by no means averse to having
injustice and misrepresentation uncovered, provided that the motiva-
tion is that of helping, of alerting people to realities that can aid
them in arriving at right conclusions. The saying that “evil pre-
vails when good men remain silent” seems to have some validity here.

Regardless of the seriousness of the matters here made known,
they alone did not lead me to a decision. But they did cause me to
ponder more seriously than ever before the meaning of major portions
and teachings of the Bible—why the apostle Paul could stress salvation

38 Seethe book “All Scripture Is Inspired of God and Beneficial,” published in 1963,
page 341.

39 Acts 4:5-23; 5:17-40..

40 Matthew 5:11, 12, compare James 5:10, 11.

41 | Corinthians ll:I; Ephesians 5:1; | Peter 2:2I.
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by faith, “not owing to works, in order that no man should have
grounds for boasting,” what the real difference is between the righ-
teousness produced by lawkeeping and the righteousness resulting from
God’s grace or undeserved kindness, the importance of the role of
God’s Son as Head of the Christian congregation, what the true
purpose of the congregation is, the reason for God’s granting authority
therein and how that authority can be misused. The things that I saw,
heard and experienced as a member of the Governing Body of
Jehovah’s Witnesses, part of the inner executive circle, brought home
to me more than ever before the crucial importance of those teachings.

Many others of Jehovah’s Witnesses, not having the information
I here supply, arrived at the same crossroads and made their own
decision, doing so simply on the basis of what they had read in the
Scriptures. Others, however, face a serious crisis of conscience and
do so with uncertainty, with a sense of confused anguish, even of
guilt. My hope is that what is presented in this book may be of help
and | feel it is owed to them. It is offered to be applied in what-
ever way their conscience may lead, as they submit to the guidance
of God’s spirit and word.



GOVERNING BODY

Not that we are the masters over your faith,
but we are fellow workers for your joy, for it
is by your faith that you are standing.

—2 Corinthians 1:24.

HE above-quoted statement of Paul repeatedly came into my

mind during the nine years of my participation in the Governing
Body of Jehovah’s Witnesses. | could wish that all Witnesses might
have the experience of participation. Perhaps then they could under-
stand what words alone cannot convey.

To clarify what the Governing Body is:

Jehovah’s Witnesses understand that Christ Jesus, as Head of the
congregation, feeds and governs his congregation by means of a
“faithful and discreet slave” class. This class is now said to be
composed of a remnant of the 144,000 persons anointed as heirs of
Christ’s heavenly kingdom.! But from among such class there is a
small number of men who act as a Governing Body and perform all
administrative functions for the global congregation, not only for the
present number of about 8,500 “anointed ones” out of whom these
men are drawn, but also for the approximately 6.1 million other persons
associated who are not considered to be among the heavenly heirs.

It seemed an awesome responsibility for me when | became one
of eleven members of the worldwide Governing Body in 1971 (the
number later grew to as many as eighteen in 1977 and as of the
year 2000 now stands at thirteen).® The first sessions of the weekly

1 The term “faithful and discreet slave” is drawn from Jesus’ parable at Matthew 24:45-
47, the number 144,000 is taken from Revelation 7:4 and 14:1, 3.

2 See the January 1, 2004 Watchtower, page 21.

3 Atthattime the eleven members were: Nathan Knorr, Fred Franz, Grant Suiter, Thomas
Sullivan, Milton Henschel, Lyman Swingle, John Groh (these seven also being the
Directors of the Watch Tower Society), then, William Jackson, Leo Greenlees, George
Gangas, Raymond Franz. Of these eleven men, | am the only person surviving.

44
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meetings (held every Wednesday) that | attended, however, proved
quite different from what | had expected.

A rotational chairmanship had recently been put into effect and
Vice President Fred Franz was that year’s chairman. But the matters
to be discussed were determined by the corporation president, Nathan
Knorr. Whatever he considered advisable for the Body to discuss he
brought to the meeting and generally that was the first time we had
any knowledge of the matter under discussion.

During some weeks the meetings consisted simply of a consid-
eration of lists of recommendations for traveling representatives in
different countries—the name, age, date of baptism, whether of the
“anointed” or not, the years of full-time service being read out. In
the vast majority of cases these were no more than names to us;
we seldom knew any of the individuals involved. So after listening
to such readings of lists from Suriname or Zambia or Sri Lanka,
we would vote on the appointment of these men.* | recall that Thomas
Sullivan (usually called “Bud) was then in his eighties, nearly blind
and in poor health. He repeatedly would give in to sleep during
these sessions and it seemed a shame to wake him to vote on things
he knew little about. At times the entire meeting lasted but a few
minutes; one that I recall lasted only seven minutes (including the
opening prayer).

Then from time to time President Knorr would bring some
“problem correspondence” involving questions as to certain conduct
by individual Witnesses, and the Body was to decide what policy
should be adopted regarding these, whether the particular conduct
called for disfellowshiping, some lesser discipline, or no action at all.
During that period (and on up until 1975) all decisions were expected
to be unanimous. After discussion, a motion would be made, seconded,
and then the Chairman called for a show of hands. If a unanimous
vote was not obtained, as occasionally different ones would not vote

4 Some Witnesses doubtless had the idea that appointment of congregational elders is done
by the Governing Body itself. Initially, a couple of Governing Body members did sit with
a staff member of the Service Department and review and pass on all appointments of
elders in the United States. This practice was discontinued after a relatively short time,
however, and appointments were thereafter left up to the Service Department staff
members. In other countries appointments of elders were from the start handled entirely
by the Watch Tower’s branch offices. The only appointments made since by the
Governing Body, in the U.S. or elsewhere, were those of traveling representatives and
of Branch Committee members. | believe this was in order that these men might present
themselves as “‘representatives of the Governing Body” inaspecial sense, onethat carries greater
weight and implies greater authority than that of the local elders.
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for a motion, generally some compromise solution was developed that
could gain unanimity.

As is but natural in those circumstances, there was a certain sense
of pressure to go along with the majority rather than take a lone
stance on matters and thus appear as independent or out of harmony.
There were votes where | did not raise my hand, but as a rule |
conformed. In the few instances where my not having voted resulted
in someone’s proposing a compromise motion, even though the
compromise motion still did not seem fully right to me | would
concede and vote with the majority. It appeared necessary to conform
if matters were to be decided and expedited rather than stalemated.
However, issues began arising that made this more and more difficult
for me.

As weeks went along discussions were held on such subjects as
whether a father qualifies as an elder if he allows a son or daughter
to marry when only eighteen years of age; whether one qualifies as
an elder if he approves of his son or daughter taking higher education;®
whether one qualifies as an elder if he does shift work and sometimes
(while on night shift) misses congregational meetings; whether elders
can accept circumstantial evidence of adultery, or the testimony of a
wife that her husband confessed adultery to her, and whether this is
sufficient to allow for Scriptural divorce and remarriage; whether a
divorce is Scripturally acceptable if, even where adultery has been
committed, the one obtaining the divorce is the guilty mate rather than
the innocent mate;® what validity a divorce has when obtained on
grounds other than adultery if, after the divorce is granted, evidence
of pre-divorce adultery comes to light; what the situation is if such
a divorce is obtained and there is post-divorce adultery; whether
an innocent mate’s having sex relations with an adulterous mate
(subsequent to learning of the adultery) cancels out the right to
divorce that mate and be free to remarry; whether it is proper for
a Witness to pay a fine if that fine is imposed because of an infraction
of law resulting from his witnessing activity or because of some
stand he had taken in order to adhere to Witness beliefs;” whether
it is proper to send food or other assistance to persons by means of
the Red Cross (the main issue here being that the cross is a religious

5 Higher education was, and to some extent still is, generally frowned upon as conducive
to loss of faith and as providing an atmosphere likely to contribute to immorality.

6 At that time the ruling was that only if the innocent mate got the divorce was it
Scripturally valid.

7 The policy had been that the fine should not be paid, that in these circumstances it would be an
admission of guilt and hence a compromise of one’s integrity. This policy has changed.
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symbol and so the Red Cross organization might be quasi-religious;
this discussion was quite lengthy and was carried over to a subsequent
meeting); issues about the Society’s then-existing practice of using
irregular channels to funnel money into certain countries (Indonesia
as one example) in a way that would gain greater value for the
American dollars involved, doing this even though the particular
country had laws ruling this illegal; also as to getting certain equip-
ment into some countries without having to pay the heavy import
tax imposed by law; whether Witnesses belonging to labor unions
can accept strike duty assignments or can accept a union order to do
cleaning work on the union premises in lieu of accepting such assign-
ments as picketing; whether Witnesses could respond to military
conscription simply to do work in cotton fields (this from Bolivia).

These are only a partial sampling of things discussed during the
first two years or so of my being on the Body. The effect of our
decisions was considerable in its impact on the lives of others. In
matters of divorce, for example, the congregation elders serve as a
sort of religious court and if they are not satisfied as to the validity
of a divorce action, the individual who goes through with such a
divorce and then later remarries becomes subject to disfellowshiping.

A matter, not among those just mentioned, but which brought
considerable discussion involved a Witness couple in California.
Someone had seen in their bedroom certain literature and photographs
dealing with unusual sex practices. (I do not recall that we learned
just how or why the Witness individual reporting this happened to
have access to the couple’s bedroom.) Investigation and interrogation
by the local elders confirmed that the couple did engage in sexual
relations other than simple genital copulation.t Correspondence from the
elders came in to Brooklyn and the Governing Body was called upon
to rule as to what action if any should be taken toward the couple.

Until the correspondence was read to us that morning, none of us
aside from the president had had any opportunity to think about the
subject. Yet within a couple of hours the decision was reached that
the couple was subject to disfellowshiping. This was thereafter set
out as a formal published policy, applicable to any persons engaging
willfully in similar practices.®

8 Anarticle in the December 15, 1969, Watchtower (pp. 765, 766) had first focused attention
on such sexual relations, discussing them at considerable length, and this doubtless served
to sensitize the elders to reports of such conduct, in fact, was likely responsible for this
report about people’s private bedroom matters being made in the first place.

9  See the Watchtower, December 1, 1972, pp. 734-736; also November 15, 1974, pp. 703, 704.
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The published material was understood and applied in such a way
that marriage mates generally felt obliged to report to the elders if
any such practice existed or developed in their marriage, whether
mutually agreed upon or done solely at the initiation of one of the
mates. (In the latter case the noninitiating mate was expected to come
forward and convey this information to the elders if the initiating mate
was unwilling to do so.) To fail to come forward generally is viewed
as indicative of an unrepentant attitude and as weighing in favor of
disfellowshiping. The belief that disfellowshiping cuts one off from the
one organization where salvation can be found, as well as from friends
and relatives, exercises heavy pressure on the person to conform, no
matter how difficult confession (or reporting) to the elders may be.

The Governing Body’s decision in 1972 resulted in a sizeable
number of “judicial hearings” as elders followed up on reports or
confessions of the sexual practices involved. Women experienced
painful embarrassment in such hearings as they responded to the
elders’ questions about the intimacies of their marital relations. Many
marriages where one of the mates was not a Witness underwent a
turbulent period, with the non-Witness mate objecting strenuously
to what he or she considered an unwarranted invasion of bedroom
privacy. Some marriages broke up with resulting divorce.®

An unprecedented volume of mail came in over a period of five
years, most of it questioning the Scriptural basis for the Governing
Body members inserting themselves into the private lives of others
in such away, and expressing inability to see the validity of the
arguments advanced in print to support the stand taken. (The principal
portion of Scripture relied upon was Romans, chapter one, verses
24-27, dealing with homosexuality, and those writing to the Society
pointed out that they could not see how it could rightly be applied to
heterosexual relations between man and wife.) Other letters, often
from wives, simply expressed confusion and anguish over their
uncertainty as to the properness of their “sexual foreplay.”

One woman said she had talked to an elder and he had told her to
write to the Governing Body “for a sure answer.” So she wrote,
saying that she and her husband loved each other deeply and then
she described the “certain type of foreplay” they were accustomed

10 Inamemorandum to the Governing Body, dated August 9, 1976, a headquarters staff
member handling correspondence states: “Many, many problems have resulted from the
position taken, often where there is an unbelieving [meaning a non-Witness] husband.
Wives have refused to allow such husbands to stimulate them in this way or to stimulate
the husbands in this way. As a result marriages have broken up.”
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to, stating “I believe it’s a matter of conscience, but I am writing you
to be sure.” Her closing words were:

I am scared, I am hurt, and | am more worried at this time about [my
husband’s] feeling for the truth. . . . I know you will tell me what to do.

In another typical letter an elder wrote, saying that he had a
problem he wanted to get straightened out in his mind and heart and
that to do this he felt “it’s best to contact the ‘mother’ for advice.”
The problem dealt with his marital sex life and he said that he and
his wife were confused as to “where to draw the line in the act of
foreplay before the actual act of sex.” He assured the Society that he
and his wife would “follow any advice you give us to the letter.”

These letters illustrate the implicit trust these persons had come
to place in the Governing Body, the belief that the men forming that
Body could tell them where to “draw the line” in even such intimate
aspects of their personal lives, and that they should rightly hew to that
line “to the letter.”

Many letters went out from the Society in response. Often they
endeavored to provide some limited clarification (saying without
exactly saying) as to what sexual foreplay fell within the bounds of
condemned actions, other foreplay thereby being exempt.

A memo from a member of the Society’s Service Department, in
June of 1976, discusses a telephone conversation with an Instructor of
seminars (held with elders). The memo relates that the Instructor
had phoned about an elder attending the seminar who confessed
to certain disapproved sexual practices within his marriage. The
memo states:

Brother [here giving the name of the Instructor] closely dis-
cussed the matter with him to determine whether it was really oral
copulation that was involved. . . . [The Instructor] had told him in
view of the circumstances that he ought to go to the other
members of the committee and it happened that the other two
members of the committee were in the class and so he went and
talked with them. Now [the Instructor] was wondering what else
should be done. . . . It was suggested to [him] that he write a full
report on this to the Society so that in the future when he has any
such case come up he will have direction on how to handle the
matter and he will not have to call.

11 Many Witnesses refer to the organization as “our mother,” and this is because the
Watchtower magazine has used this term in such way, as in the February 1, 1952, issue, p.
80, and the May 1, 1957, issue, pp. 274, 284; see also the April 1, 1994 Watchtower, p. 32.
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This illustrates the extent to which interrogation went in intimacy
and the extent to which the headquarters organization supervised the
whole situation.

Letter after letter revealed that the persons involved felt positively
responsible before God to report to the elders any deviance from the
norm established by the Governing Body. A man in a Midwestern
state who confessed to an infringement of the Governing Body’s
decision as regards his marital relations with his wife was told by the
elders that they were writing about this to the Society; he also wrote
an accompanying letter. Eight weeks passed and finally he wrote
again to Brooklyn, saying that “the waiting, anxiety and anticipation
is almost more than | can bear.” He said that he had been removed from
all congregational assignments, including offering prayer at the meetings,
and that “almost weekly 1 am losing something that | have worked and
prayed for for thirty years.” He pleaded for an early answer, saying

- | do need some mental relief as to how | stand with Jehovah’s
organization.

Some elders endeavored to take a moderate approach to the matter.
Doing so, however, could make them liable for reprimand from the
headquarters’ offices in Brooklyn. Consider the letter on the following
page. The letter is a photocopy of that sent by the Society’s Service
Department to one body of elders (names and specific places have
been blocked out).*?

Interestingly, some elders actually felt that the Governing Body’s
position was, if anything, somewhat lenient or limited. A letter sent
by an elder in the United States says:

Some of the older brothers felt that the Governing Body could
have gone even further in condemning unnatural practices among
married couples to include assuming certain positions when perform-
ing the sexual act. . . .

Later this elder expressed his own feelings saying:

Since Jehovah went into great detail in this chapter [18] of
Leviticus as well as other chapters on sexual behavior, why is
there no statement made to married couples as to acceptable or
unacceptable forms of copulation? Would it not be likely that
Jehovah would have done so if he wanted this personal and private

12 This copy is of the carbon copy of the letter and hence bears no stamped Watch Tower
signature. The symbol “SCE” identifies the writer of the letter as Merton Campbell of
the Brooklyn Service Department..
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SCE:SSE August 4, 1976

Sody of Elders of tha

- WHEEE Congregation | . .

of Jchovah's Witnesees, Ml
¢/ o I
|

VI M

Dear Brothers::

We have a copy of the letter dated July 21 from the connittee
of the SHEEEE Congrezation in California in which they write
about natters involving JEEEEEEM .

Please lct us know if any of the elders in the congregation
have been giving incorrect adv1cc with regard to matters involving
oral sex. If any of the elders in the congregation have advised
narried persons that it would not be inmproper Ffor them to engage
in oral sex, then on what tasis was such connsel given? If wrong
counsel was given, then let us know if appropriate steps have heen
tiken to correct any misunderstanding on the part of individuals
who were given wrong counsel and let us hoow if the eclders con-
cerned now are in agreement with what has been stated in the
Society's publications with regard to oral sex.

If any of you brothers as elders have been advising in-
dividuals that oral sex would be permissible as foreplay prior
- to having actual sex relations, then such advice was not correct.

Thank you for your attention to the above matter. May
Jehovah's rich blessing go with you as you endeavor always to
care for your responsibilities as elders in an exemplary manner.

Your brothers,

cc: Judicial Committee of the
S Congregation
of Jehovah's Witnesses, Ca

area of the marriage union open to the scrutiny or opinions of the
“Judges” or “Older men” of Israel so that appropriate action could be
taken against offending individuals?

Some of those affected by the organization’s ruling were persons
whose normal sexual functions had been seriously impaired by an
operation or by an accident. Some of these expressed dismay at the
position in which the Governing Body’s decision placed them.

One such person who had become impotent in this way, had,
during the years that followed, been able to perform a sexual role
through one of the means now condemned by the organization. Before
the Governing Body’s ruling he said he had been able to stop feeling like
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half a man, because he could still please his wife. Now, he wrote saying
that he could not see the Scriptural proof for the stand taken in the
Watchtower magazine but that his wife felt duty bound to obey, and
because he loved her he acceded. He said he knew that he was the
same as before, yet emotionally he was crumbling since he feared
their marriage would be seriously affected. He pleaded to be told if
there was not some “loophole” in God’s will that would allow him
the satisfaction of pleasing his wife.

All of these situations put considerable strain on the conscience
of elders called upon to deal with those offending against the Gov-
erning Body’s decision. At the conclusion of the earlier-mentioned
letter from one elder, that elder states:

| find I can only use what Bible laws and principles | under-
stand with any degree of sincerity and conviction in representing
Jehovah and Christ Jesus, and if | have to administer these laws
and principles in exercising my responsibility as an elder in the
congregation | want to do it not because | have come to take for
granted that this is Jehovah’s organization and I’m going to
follow it no matter what it says, but do it because I truly believe
it to be scripturally proven and correct. | truly want to continue
believing as Paul admonished the Thessalonians in the second
chapter, verse 13, to accept the word of God, not as of men, but
as it truthfully is, as the word of God.

His position is notable. | frankly doubt that many elders today
would feel free to express themselves in this manner, declaring their
position in such clear, frank terms.

Though | find the sexual practices involved to be definitely
contrary to my personal standards, I can honestly say that I did not
favor the disfellowshiping decision made by the Body. But that is all
that | can say. For when the vote came | conformed to the majority
decision. | felt dismayed when the Body assigned me to prepare
material in support of the decision, yet | accepted the assignment and
wrote it as was desired by the Body, in conformity with its decision.
Thus | cannot say that | acted according to the same fine outlook
expressed by the elder just quoted. My belief in the organization as
God’s only agency on earth caused me to do what I did at that time
without particularly great qualms of conscience.

The bulk of the correspondence on this subject never reached the
Governing Body, being handled by the staff members assigned to
“correspondence desks” or by the members of the Service Department.
I am sure, however, that the various Governing Body members
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must have been made aware, likely through personal contacts and
conversations, that many felt they had improperly invaded
people’s private lives.

When finally, after some five years, the matter came up again
on the agenda, the disfellowshiping policy was reversed and the
Governing Body in effect now withdrew itself from that intimate area
of others’ lives. Again the Body assigned me to prepare material
for publication, this time advising of the change. | found it person-
ally satisfying to be able to acknowledge, even though rather
obliquely, that the organization had been in error.

The February 15, 1978, Watchtower, pages 30 and 32, carried the
material and included the following points:

A careful further weighing of this matter,
however, convinces us that, in view of the
absence of clear Scriptural instruction, these
are matters for which the married couple them-
selves must bear the responsibility before God
and that these marital intimacies do not come
within the province of the congregational
elders to attempt to control nor to take disfel-
lowshiping action with such matters as the sole
basis.* Of course, if any person chooses to ap-
proach an elder for counsel he or she may do
so and the elder can consider Scriptural prin-
ciples with such a one, acting as a shepherd but
not attempting to, in effect, “police” the marital
life of the one inquiring.

This should not be taken as a condoning of
all the various sexual practices that people
engage in, for that is by no means the case.
It simply expresses a keen sense of responsi-
bility to let the Scriptures rule and to refrain
from taking a dogmatic stand where the evi-
dence does not seem to provide sufficient basis.
It also expresses confidence in the desire of
Jehovah’s people as a whole to do all things as
unto him and to reflect his splendid qualities in
all their affairs. It expresses a willingness to
leave the judgment of such intimate marital
matters in the hands of Jehovah God and his
Son, who have the wisdom and knowledge of
all circumstances necessary to render the right
decisions.

Actually, I felt that way about a whole host of matters that came
before us, that there was really no basis in Scripture for taking
dogmatic stands on the vast majority of things we were ruling on.
| expressed that view here and it was accepted by the Body on this
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point. | expressed that same view again and again in the future but it
was rarely accepted.

Looking over the letters at hand, some of which have been
presented, whatever satisfaction it brought to write that corrective
material seems rather hollow. For | know that no matter what was
said, it could never in any way compensate for or repair all the
damage in embarrassment, mental confusion, emotional distress, guilt
pangs, and broken marriages that resulted from the earlier decision—
a decision made in a few hours by men almost all of whom were
approaching the matter “cold,” with no previous knowledge, thought,
meditation, specific prayer on the matter or searching of Scriptures,
but whose decision was nonetheless put in force globally for five
years and affected many people for a lifetime. None of it needed ever
to have occurred.®

Another issue that arose, somewhat linked to the above, involved
a Witness in South America whose husband had confessed to having had
sexual relations with another woman. The problem was that he said
that the relations were of the kind involved in the issue earlier
described, in this particular case anal and not genital copulation.

The decision of the Governing Body was that this did not qualify
as adultery; that adultery required strictly genital copulation “‘capable
of producing children.” Therefore the man had not become “one
flesh” with the other woman and hence the decision was that the wife
had no grounds for Scriptural divorce and future remarriage.

The existing rule of voting required unanimity of decision and |
conformed. | felt genuinely disturbed, however, at thinking about this
woman and her being told that she could not Scripturally choose to
become free from a man guilty of such an act. The decision also meant

13 A few years after my resignation from the Governing Body, the organization in effect
reinstated basic elements of its earlier policy on “unnatural sex practices.” The March
15, 1983 Watchtower (pages 30, 31), while stating that it was not up to elders to
“police” the private marital matters of congregation members, nonetheless ruled that
the advocacy or the practice of what was classed as “unnatural sex relations” among
married persons not only would disqualify a man for eldership or other Society-
appointed position but “could even lead to expulsion from the congregation.” Lloyd
Barry had not been present when the 1972 policy had been effectually canceled by a
Governing Body decision and upon his return he expressed his disapproval of the
cancellation. Since he headed the Writing Department and oversaw the production of
Watchtower material, his influence may have contributed toward this shifting back to
much of the earlier position. Whatever the case, this 1983 material did not produce the
great surge of judicial hearings that accompanied the initial announcement of that
policy in 1972, perhaps because that earlier experience had produced sufficient bad
fruitage to restrain the zeal for inquiry on the part of elders.
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that a husband who engaged in homosexual acts with other men
or who even had relations with a beast was not subject to “Scriptural
divorce,” since a man could not, with any procreative possibilities,
become “one flesh” with another man or with an animal. A Watch-
tower magazine earlier that year had, in fact, specifically ruled this
way.

The emotional upset | felt moved me to make a study of the original
language terms (in Greek) used in Matthew, chapter nineteen, verse 9.
The Society’s New World Translation there presents Jesus as saying:

| say to you that whoever divorces his wife, except on the ground
of fornication, and marries another commits adultery.

Two different words are used, “fornication” and “adultery,” yet
the Watchtower publications for many decades had taken the position
that they both referred essentially to the same thing, that the “forni-
cation” meant a man’s having adulterous relations with a woman
other than his wife (or a wife’s having such relations with a man not
her husband). Why then, | asked myself, did Matthew, in recording
Jesus’ statement, use two different words (porneia and moikheia) if
the same thing, adultery, was actually meant in both cases?

Searching through the many translations, Bible dictionaries,
commentaries and lexicons in the Bethel library, the reason became
obvious. Practically every book | opened showed that the Greek term
porneia (rendered as “fornication” in the New World Translation) was
a very broad term and applied to ALL types of sexual immorality and
for this reason many Bible translations simply render it as “im-
morality,” “sexual immorality,” “unchastity,” “unfaithfulness.”®
Lexicons clearly showed that the term was also applied to homosexual
relations. The conclusive point to me, however, was realizing that in
the Bible itself porneia is used at Jude, verse 7, to denote the notorious
homosexual conduct of people in Sodom and Gomorrah.

| prepared fourteen pages of material containing the results of the
research and made copies for each member of the Body. But | felt
very uncertain as to how this would be received and so | went to Fred
Franz’s office and explained what I had done, expressing my doubt
that the material would be favorably accepted. He said, “I don’t believe
there will be any difficulty.” Though very brief, the words were spoken

14 See the Watchtower of January 1, 1972, pp. 31, 32.

15 In the original Greek of Matthew 19:9, the word rendered “adultery” is moikheia and,
unlike porneia, is not broad but very limited in meaning, being restricted to adultery in
the ordinary sense of the word.
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with a tone of confidence. When I inquired if he would like to see
what had been found, he declined and again said he thought there
would be “no problem.”

My impression was that he was already aware of some of the
points my research had revealed, though for how long I had no way
of knowing. Since he had been the principal translator of the Society’s
New World Translation | felt he must surely have at least been
apprised of the true sense of the word porneia (“fornication”).

When the matter came up in the Governing Body session, the
material |1 submitted was accepted, Fred Franz having expressed his
support, and | was assigned to prepare articles for publication in the
Watchtower presenting the changed stand this would bring about.*’

I still remember, some time after the articles appeared, a letter that
came in from a Witness who some years before had discovered
her husband having sexual relations with an animal. As she said,
“I couldn’t live with a man like that,” and she divorced him. Later
she remarried. The congregation then disfellowshiped her for so
doing as she was not “Scripturally free.” After the Watchtower articles
appeared, she now wrote and asked that, in view of the changed
position, something be done to clear her name of the reproach she
had suffered as a result of the disfellowshiping action. I could only
write her that the articles published were themselves a vindication of
her course.

Though again it had been satisfying to prepare the material
acknowledging the organization’s erroneous view and rectifying it,
the sobering thought remained that this could never undo whatever
harm the previous position had caused over decades of time and—only
God knows—to how many people.

The Governing Body at that time was, in reality, both a judicial
court and also—because its decisions and definitions had force of law
for all Jehovah’s Witnesses—a legislative body. It was a “Governing
Body” in the sense that the Sanhedrin of Bible times might be called
such, its functions being similar. Just as all major questions involving
Jehovah’s name people of that period were brought to the Sanhedrin

16 The New World Translation bears no translator’s name and is presented as the
anonymous work of the “New World Translation Committee.” Other members of that
committee were Nathan Knorr, Albert Schroeder and George Gangas. Fred Franz,
however, was the only one with sufficient knowledge of the Bible languages to attempt
translation of this kind. He had studied Greek for two years at the University of
Cincinnati but was only self-taught in Hebrew.

17 See the Watchtower of December 15, 1972, pp. 766-768.
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in Jerusalem for settlement, so with the Governing Body of Jehovah’s
Witnesses in Brooklyn.

But it was not an administrative body in any sense of the word.
The administrative authority and responsibility rested exclusively
with the corporation president, Nathan H. Knorr. | had not expected
this because the same year of my appointment Vice President Franz
had given a speech, later carried in the December 15, 1971, Watchtower,
in which he described the role of the Governing Body, contrasting this
with that of the corporation, the Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society.
The Vice President’s language was unusually bold and frank, as he stated
again and again that the corporation was simply an “agency,” a “tempo-
rary instrument” used by the Governing Body (pages 754, 760):

#This worldwide evangelizing organization is not tailored according to
any present-day legal corporation that may be required under the laws of
man-made political governments that now face destruction in the “war of the
great day of God the Almighty” at Har-Magedon. (Rev. 16:14-16) No legal
corporation of earth shapes the evangelizing organization or governs it.
Rather, it governs such corporations as mere temporary instruments useful
in the work of the great Theocrat. Hence it is patterned according to His
design for it. It is a theocratic organization, ruled from the divine Top down,
and not from the rank and file up. The dedicated, baptized members of it are
under Theocracy! Earthly legal corporations will cease when the man-made
governments that chartered them perish shortly.

Sothe Society’s voting members see that this governing body could most
directly use that “administrative agency” as an instrument in behalf of the
work of the “faithful and discreet slave” class by having members of the
governing body on the Board of Directors of the Society. They recognize that
the Society is not the administrative body, but is merely an agency for
administering matters.

Hence the Society’s voting members do not desire that there be any basis
for conflict and division. They do not want to cause anything like a situation
where the “administrative agency” controls and directs the user of that
agency, which user is the governing body as representing the “faithful and
discreet slave” class. No more so than to have the tail wag a dog instead of
the dog’s wagging itstail. A legal religious instrument according to Caesar’s
law should not attempt to direct and control its creator; rather, the creator of
the legal religious instrument should control and direct it.

Because of the simile used, the talk was spoken of by some as the
“tail wagging the dog talk.” Unquestionably it contained powerful
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expressions. The problem was that they presented a picture that was
completely contrary to fact.

The Governing Body did not control the corporation, not at the time
that the aforementioned talk was given by the vice president, nor at the
time the material was published, nor for some four years thereafter.

The picture presented eventually did come to be true, but only as
the result of a very drastic adjustment, one unpleasantly fraught with
heated emotions and considerable division. Strange as it may seem
to most Jehovah’s Witnesses today, the kind of Governing Body
described in that talk had never existed in the whole history of the
organization. It took over ninety years for it to come into being and
its present existence dates only from January 1, 1976, or about one-
fifth of the organization’s history. I will explain why | make such a
statement and why it is factual.

THREE MONARCHS

You know that in the world, rulers lord it over their subjects, and
their great men make them feel the weight of authority; but it
shall not be so with you—Matthew 20:25, 26, New English Bible.

The history of Jehovah’s Witnesses becomes one of record particu-

larly with the publication of the first issue of the Watch Tower

magazine on July 1, 1879. The corporation called the Watch Tower

Bible and Tract Society was formed in 1881 and incorporated in 1884.

It is certainly true that back there the corporation did not ‘shape,

govern, control or direct’ (to use the words of the vice president) the

governing body of those associated with the Watch Tower. It did not,

and in fact could not do so, for the simple reason that no “governing
body” existed.

Charles Taze Russell personally started the Watch Tower as his

own magazine and was its sole editor; during his lifetime all those

associated with the Watch Tower Society accepted

him as their one and only Pastor. It is true, of

course, that the Society, once formed, had a Board

of Directors (Russell’s wife, Maria, originally be-

ing one of these). But that Board was not viewed

as a governing body nor did it serve as such. Yet

the Watchtower of December 15, 1971, pages 760

and 761, had made this statement:
C. T. Russell
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HOW THE GOVERNING BODY
CAME TO EXIST

How did this governing body make its
appearance in recent times? Evidently un-
der the direction of Jehovah God and his
Son Jesus Christ, According to the facts
available, the governing body became as-
sociated with the Watch Tower Bible and
Tract Society of Pennsylvania, C. T. Rus-
sell was patently of that governing hody
back there in the last guarter of the nine-
teenth century.

It is difficult for me to understand how Fred Franz could write this
as being “according to the facts available” inasmuch as he became
affiliated with the Watch Tower organization during Russell’s life and
knew personally what the reality then was. What do the “facts
available” actually show?

Concerning the Board of Directors, Russell himself states in a
special edition of Zion’s Watch Tower dated April 25, 1894, page 59:

Having, up to Dec. 1,'93, thirty—seven hundred and five
(3,705) voting shares, out of a total of sixty~three hun-
dred and eighty-three (6,383) voting shares, Sister Russsell
and myself of course eleét the officers, and thus consrol the
Society; and this was fully understood by the directors

from the first. Their usefulness, it was understood, would
come to the front in the event of our death.®

That Russell clearly did not view the Directors (or any others) as a
governing body along with himself is obvious from the course he con-
sistently followed. The Watch Tower of March 1, 1923, page 68, says:

Often when asked by others, Who is
that faithful and wise servant?—-Brother Russell would
reply: “Some say I am; while others say the Socicty
is",

The article then goes on to say:

Both statements were true; for Brother Russell-
was in fact the Society in a most dbsolute sense, in this,
‘that he directed the policy and course of the Society
without regard to any other-person on earth. He some-

18 Mrs. Russell resigned as associate editor of the Watch Tower in October, 1886, due to
disagreement with her husband and on November 9, 1897, she separated from her
husband. She remained a Director of the Society, however, until February 12, 1900. In
1906 she obtained a divorce.
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times sought advice of others connected with the Society,
listened to their suggestions; and then did according to
his own judgment, believing that the Lord would have
him thus do. 7

In answer to a question from some Watch Tower readers, C. T.
Russell wrote in 1906:

No, the truths I present, azs God’s mouthpiece, were not
revealed in visions or dreams, nor by God’s audible voice,
nor all at once, but gradually, especially since 1870, and
particularly since 1880. Neither is this clear unfolding of
truth due to any human ingenuity or acuteness of per-
ception, but to the simple faet that God’s due time has
come; and if T did not speak, and no other agent could be
found, the very steones would ery outl®

Believing himself to be “God’s mouthpiece” and His agent for
revelation of truth, it is understandable why he would see no need
for a governing body. The year after this statement, Russell prepared
a “Last Will and Testament” which was published in the December
1, 1916 Watch Tower magazine following his death in that year. Since
nothing illustrates more clearly the total control Charles Russell
exercised over the Watch Tower magazine, the full text of this will
is presented in the Appendix. We may here note what is said in the
second paragraph of this published Will:

Bowever, in view of the fact that in donsfing the journal,
210K Warch Towen, the OLd THEOLOGY QUARTERLY and the
copyrights of the Mpiexmiar Daws ScerrTurz STUDIES

Books and various other booklets, brmn-booke, ele,, to the
WarceE Towz Brele aAxp Tracr Socrery, 1 did so with the
explicit understending that ¥ should bave full conirel of all
the interests of these publications during my life time, angd
that after my decesse they ehould be eonducted aceording to
my wishes. I now herewith set forth the said wishes—my
N (T S Ty

will respecting the eame—as follows:

Although he donated the Watch Tower magazine to the corporation
(at its incorporation in 1884), he clearly considered it his magazine,
to be published according to his will even after his death. He directed
that, upon his death, an Editorial Committee of five men, personally
selected and named by him, should have entire editorial charge of the
Watch Tower magazine.?® He also willed all his corporation voting
shares to five women named by him as Trustees, and provided that

19 The Watch Tower, July 15, 1906, p. 229.
20 Russell did not list Rutherford among these five but placed him in a second group of five
who might serve as replacements if occasion required.



Governing Body 61

if any member of the Editorial Committee should be impeached, these
women would serve along with the other corporation trustees (evidently
the Directors) and the remaining Editorial Committee members in
acting as a Board of Judgment to decide the case of the Editorial
Committee member accused.?

Since one person cannot form a collective body, the facts show
that during C. T. Russell’s lifetime, that is up until 1916, there was
not even a semblance of a governing body. That continued to be the
case during the presidency of his successor, Joseph F. Rutherford.
One might assume that the members of the Editorial Committee,
along with the Board of Directors, would compose such a governing
body. But the facts show that that assumption would be wrong.

At the annual corporation meeting in January, 1917, Rutherford
was elected to replace Russell as president of the
Watch Tower corporation. Early in his presidency,
four of the seven Directors (a majority) took issue
with what they viewed as arbitrary action on the
part of the president. He was not recognizing the
Board of Directors and working with it as a body
but was acting unilaterally, taking actions and
informing them later of what he had decided to do.
They did not feel that this was at all in harmony
with what Pastor Russell, the “faithful and wise
servant,” had outlined as the course to follow. Their
expressing objection led to their swift elimination.?

Rutherford found that, though they were personal appointees of
C. T. Russell as Directors for life, the directorship of these four had
never been confirmed at an annual corporation meeting. According

J. F. Rutherford

21 The book Jehovah’s Witnesses in the Divine Purpose, published in 1959, p. 64, says
that by law Russell’s votes died with him.

22 Typical of this course was Rutherford’s decision to publish a book titled The Finished
Mystery, presented as the ‘posthumous work of Russell,” but actually written by
Clayton J. Woodworth and George H. Fisher. Rutherford not only had not consulted
with the Directors about the writing of the book, they did not even know it was being
published until Rutherford released it to the “Bethel Family,” the headquarters staff.
Later Watch Tower publications, including the book Jehovah’s Witnesses in the Divine
Purpose (pp. 70, 71), give the impression that this was the initiating and primary cause
of the objections of the four Directors. This distorts the facts, since Rutherford
announced the dismissal of these four men as Directors the same day (July 17, 1917)
that he presented the book The Finished Mystery to the headquarters staff. The
announcement of the dismissal of the Directors was, in fact, made before the book was
presented.
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to A. H. MacMillan, then a prominent member of the headquarters
staff, Rutherford conferred with an outside lawyer who agreed that
this allowed for dismissing the men—on a legal basis, that is.?

Rutherford thus had an option. He could acknowledge the objections of
the majority of the Board and seek to make amends. (If he had viewed these
men as the majority of a “Governing Body” of the kind described in the 1971
Watchtower he would have been morally bound to do so.) Or, he could avail
himself of the legal point mentioned and use his presidential authority to dis-
miss the Directors who disagreed with him.

He chose the latter course, appointing Directors of his own choice
to replace them.

What of the Editorial Committee? The Watchtower of June 15, 1938,
page 185, shows that in 1925 the majority of this Committee “strenu-
ously opposed” the publication of an article titled “The Birth of The
Nation” (meaning “the kingdom had begun to function” in 1914). The
Watchtower states the result to those who disagreed with the president:

... but, by the Lord’s grace, it [the article] was published, and that
really marked the beginning of the end of the editorial committee,
indicating that the Lord himself is running his organization.

The Editorial Committee was now eliminated. Rutherford had effec-
tively excised any opposition to his full control of the organization.

An interesting feature about all this is that during this entire time,
not only The Finished Mystery book (a major bone of contention in
1917), but also the Watch Tower magazine had been forcefully teach-
ing that Pastor Russell was indeed the “faithful and wise servant”
foretold in Scripture, whom the Master would make “ruler over his
household."?* The way in which this teaching was used to insist upon
everyone’s full conformity is well illustrated in these statements from
the Watch Tower of May 1, 1922, page 132:

FAITHFULNESS 18 LOYALTY

To be faithful means to be loyal. To be loyal to the
Lord means to be obedient to the Lord. To abandon
er repudiate the Lord’s chosen instrument meaus o
abandon or repudiate the Lord Himself, vpon the prin-
ciple that he who rejeets the servant sent by the Master
thereby rejects the Master.

23 A.H. MacMillan, Faith on the March (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1957), p.
80. The Foreword to the book is by N. H. Knorr.

24 See The Finished Mystery, pp. 4, 11; the Watch Tower, March |, 1922, pp.72, 73;
May [, 1922, p. 131; March 1, 1923, pp. 67, 68.
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There is no one in present truth today who ean hon-
estly =ay that he received a knowledsze of the divine plan
from any source other than by the ministry of Brother
Russell, either directly or indirectly. Through his pro-
phet Ezekiel Jehovah foreshadowed the office of 2 ser-
vaut, designating him as one clothed with linen, with
a writer’s inkliorn by his side, who was delegated to go
thronghout ihe city (Christendom) and comfort those
that sizhed by enlightening their niinds relative to God's
great plan. Be it noted that this was a faver bestowed
not by man, bnt by the Lord himself. But in keeping
with the Lord’s arrangement he ntsed a man. The maw
who filled that office, by the T.ord’s grace, was Brother
Russell.

Again, in the March 1, 1923, Watch Tower, pages 68 and 71, in
an article titled “Loyalty the Test,” conformity to Russell’s teachings
and methods was equated with conformity to the Lord’s will:

8We believe that all who are now rejoicing in present
truth will concede that Brother Russell faithfully filled
the office of special servant of the Lord; and that he
was made ruler over all the Lord’s goods.

#Fvery fellow servant has shown his ability or capac-
ity and has increased the same in proportion as he has
joyfully submitted to the Tord’s will by working in the
harvest field of the Lord wn harmony with the Lords
way. which wav the Lord used Brother Russell to point
out, becanse Brother Russell occupied the office of that
“fpithful and wise servant” He did the Lord’s work
according to the Lord’s way. I, then, Brather Russell
did the work in the Lord’s way, any other way of doing
it is contrary to the Lord’s way and therefore could not

kingdom.

The issue was quite clear. Either one could loyally line up with
and conform to the teachings and way of this ‘ruler over the Master’s
household” (Russell) or he could become guilty of repudiation of
Christ Jesus, hence, an apostate. Rarely has appeal to human authority
been more strongly stated.

That is what makes it so notable that, within a few years of
Russell’s death, and during the very time these claims about him were
made, the provisions he made in life and his personal selections of
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men for the office of supervision were set aside by the new president.
Russell’s expressions contained in his “Will” were discounted as
having no legal force and, evidently, no moral force either. The
Watchtower of December 15, 1931, page 376, says of it:

24 The faets which are well known to exist and
which apply to the pruphetic words of Jesus are
these: In 1914. Jehovah placed his King upon his
throne. The three and one-half years immediately
following afforded the opportunity to test those who
had responded to the eall to the kingdom, as to wheth-
er or not they were selfish or unselfish. In 1916 the
president of the Wateh Tower Bible and Tract So-
ciety died. A paper writing was found which he had
siened and which was ealled his ““last will and testa-
ment’’, but which in fact was not a will. It then
appeared that Brother Russell, some years before his
death, had concluded that he eould not make such a
will. The work of God’s organization is not subject
to the control of man or to be controlled by the will
of anv ercature, It was therefore not possible to earry
on the work of the Society to the Lord’s glorv and
honor as outlined in that paper writing, ealled a
Swall?,

Just eight years before, the Watch Tower, the “Lord’s channel,”
had insisted that Russell “did the Lord’s work according to the Lord’s
way”” and therefore “any other way of doing it is contrary to the Lord’s
way.” Now, eight years later, any who objected to Rutherford’s
setting aside of the directions given by the one the Watch Tower had
so adamantly argued was the “faithful and wise servant” were
portrayed as motivated by ill will and malice, as workers of iniquity:

This gathered out or rciected
class, however, do weep and wail, and they gnash
their tceth against their brethren, beeause, they say,
“Brother Russell’s will is being ignored, and The
Waichiower is not being published as he direeted”’;
and they hold up their hands in holy horror and shed
crocodile tears beeausc the Lord’s organization on
earth is not being used according to the will of a
man. In other words, they make these pretensces as a
cause for weeping and wailing and sorrow. They
wail, complain and weep because they have not charge
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of the Society. They gnash their teeth against those
who are engaged in the Lord’s work, and they give
expression to all manner of ill will, maliee and lying
statements against thuse whom they once elaimed to
be their brethren. Jude mentions the same elass, and
his words definitely fix the time when this wailing
and weeping begins, to wit, at the time the Lord Je-
sus Christ comes to the temple of Jehovah for judg-
ment. He says: ‘‘These are murmurers, complainers,
walking after their own lusts [selfish desires]; and
their mouth speaketh great swelling words [claiming
themselves 1o be God’s favored ones], having men’s
persons in admiration because of advantage [in other
words, they express their admiration for the person
of man and desire admiration for themselves, and
their conduct and course of action exaetly fit the
words of the apostle].”” They make great pretense
of love and devotion to a man, namely Brother
Russell, but it is manifest they do s¢ with a view of
gaining some selfish advantage. The purpose, there-
fore, of mentioning these matters, and manifestly the
purpose of the Lord in permitting his people to un-
derstand them, is that they might avoid such work-
ers of iniquity.

It is difficult to explain such fickle, unstable, erratic course. Yet
this was supposedly the channel the Lord Jesus Christ had found so
worthy of being made his sole means of direction to people on earth.

In actuality, by 1925 J. F. Rutherford exercised unquestioned
direction of the Society and the years that followed only strengthened
his control over all organization functions.?®

This included full control of what would be published through the
channel of the Watch Tower and other publications used to provide
spiritual food for the congregations earthwide. I recall my uncle’s
telling me one day in his office of an occasion when Rutherford
presented a certain issue, a new viewpoint, to the Bethel Family for
discussion.?® My uncle related that in the discussion he expressed

25 A. H. MacMillan in Faith on the March, p.152, says: “Russell had left it much to the
individual as to how we were to fulfill our responsibilities. . . . Rutherford wanted to
unify the preaching work and, instead of having each individual give his own opinion
and tell what he thought was right and do what was in his own mind, gradually
Rutherford himself began to be the main spokesman for the organization. That was the
way he thought the message could best be given without contradiction.”

26 The point at issue was either the new view that the “higher powers” of Romans 13:1 were
not the governmental authorities of earth but were Jehovah God and Jesus Christ, or the
decision regarding the elimination of bodies of elders, which of the two | do not now recall.
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himself negatively about the new view being advanced, doing so on the
basis of Scripture. Afterward, he said, President Rutherford personally
assigned him to prepare material in support of this new view, although
he, Fred Franz, had made clear that he did not consider it Scriptural.

On another occasion he related that the “Judge” (Rutherford)
later in his presidency made it a firm policy that the Watch Tower
magazine would carry only articles that stressed prophecy or the
preaching work. For that reason a period of years passed in which
articles on subjects such as love, kindness, mercy, longsuffering
and similar qualities simply did not appear in the magazine.

Thus, during the nearly sixty-year period of the presidencies
of Russell and Rutherford, each man acted according to his own
prerogative in exercising his presidential authority, with no hint
of a governing body.

In 1993 the organization produced a new history book, titled
Jehovah’s Witnesses—Proclaimers of God’s Kingdom, replacing a pre-
vious work titled Jehovah’s Witnesses in the Divine Purpose. It seems
evident that at various points the book seeks to counter the effect of
information that has appeared in published form in recent years, includ-
ing the original 1983 printing of this book, Crisis of Conscience, the 1991
printing of its sequel, In Search of Christian Freedom, and in Carl Olof
Jonsson’s book The Gentile Times Reconsidered (which first appeared
in 1983.) Certain facts are admitted for the first time in this new his-
tory book, perhaps with a view to muting the effect if members were
to become aware of them through other sources. At its start the book’s
editors assure readers of their endeavor “to be objective and to pro-
vide a candid history.”%

The vast majority of Jehovah’s Witnesses have no access to the
records of the past and no personal knowledge of the events relating
to the organization’s development. The operations of the central
authority structure or of the men forming that inner authority
structure are likewise unknown to them. They are thus essentially at
the mercy of the editors of this 1993 publication’s supposedly im-
partial, “candid history.”

27 See the “Foreword” to the book Jehovah’s Witnesses—Proclaimers of God’s King-
dom. As but one illustration of presenting information already made available by
another source, this book, on page 200, presents a picture of the Brooklyn headquarters
staff celebrating Christmas in 1926. That photo was published in 1991 in the book In
Search of Christian Freedom, page 149. Two years later the new history book
presented it for the first time in a Watch Tower publication. Yet that photo had been
in their possession for 67 years.
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I have seldom read a more “sanitized” less “objective” presentation.
Its depiction of organizational history and policy paints a picture that
differs measurably from reality. This is the case in its discussion of
the presidencies of both Russell and Rutherford.

With regard to the identification of the “faithful and wise ser-
vant” of Matthew 24:45-47, this book finally acknowledges (on
pages 142, 143, 626) that, “for a number of years” the Watch
Tower magazine did indeed set forth the view that Charles Taze
Russell was that chosen “faithful and wise servant,” and that, from
1896 on, Russell himself acknowledged “the apparent reasonable-
ness” of this view. It does not acknowledge the fact that Russell
not only viewed as “reasonable” the application to an individual
(himself) as the specially chosen “faithful and wise servant” but
that (in the very Watch Towers the book lists in its footnote) he
actually argued for it as the true Scriptural application, rather than
the position he had taken back in 1881. Rather than acknowledge
this, the new history book misleadingly continues to place empha-
sis on Russell’s 1881 statement in which he applied the figure to
the entire “body of Christ.”

The book does not inform its readers that in the October 1, 1909
issue of the Watch Tower Russell described as his “opponents” those
who would apply the term “faithful and wise servant” to “all the
members of the church of Christ” rather than to an individual. Nor
does it tell its readers that the special issue of the Watch Tower of
October 16, 1916 stated that, while not openly claiming the title,
Russell “admitted as much in private conversation.”

And while acknowledging finally that for years after his death the
Watch Tower magazine itself promoted the view of Russell as “that ser-
vant,” the book gives the reader no idea of the insistence with which
this was done, as in stating that everyone having a knowledge of God’s
divine plan must truthfully admit that “he derived that knowledge
from studying the Bible in connection with what Brother Russell wrote;
that before such time he did not even know that God had a plan of sal-
vation”; or in describing those questioning any of Russell’s teaching as
having “rejected the Lord” because of rejecting his special servant.?®

Likewise it does not explain the paradox created by the Watch
Tower’s own teaching: on the one hand, the present-day teaching
that in 1919 Christ Jesus definitely selected, approved and identified
a “faithful and wise servant class,” and, on the other hand, the fact

28 See pages 219-222 of Crisis of Conscience; also pages 78-84 of the book In Search of
Christian Freedom.
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that in that very same year of 1919 and for years thereafter the very ones
supposedly so chosen believed the “faithful and wise servant” was not
a class but an individual, Charles Taze Russell, selected many decades
before 1914 by a reigning Christ who had become “present” since 1874.

Effort is made (on pages 220, 221 of the Watch Tower’s new
history book) to deny that the second president, Joseph F. Rutherford,
sought to gain full and total control of the organization. A quotation
from Karl Klein is presented to show him as actually an essentially
humble man, ‘childlike in prayer to God.’

Yet the historical record demonstrates that anyone, including
any member of the Board of Directors or of those on the Editorial
Committee, who expressed disagreement with Rutherford was
quickly eliminated from whatever organizational position that person
occupied. One has only to talk with others who were at the head-
quarters during his presidency to know that the picture of humility
conveyed by Karl Klein does not conform to the reality, and that, to
all intents and purposes, the “Judge’s” word was law.

| was actively associated with the organization during the last five
years of his presidency and know the clear effect the man had upon
me and the viewpoint that others expressed. Most Witnesses today
have not had that experience. But God’s Son said that ‘out of the heart
the mouth speaks,” and that ‘by your words you will be justified or
judged.” (Matthew 12:34, 37) | believe that anyone who simply reads
the material found in the Watch Tower magazine from the 1920s on
through to 1942 can clearly see the spirit, not of humility, but of
dogmatism and authoritarianism the articles breathed, articles admittedly
written principally by Rutherford. Deprecating, even harsh language is
employed against any who dared to question any position, policy or
teaching that came forth from the organization of which he was the head.

On these same pages of the book Jehovah’s Witnesses—
Proclaimers of God’s Kingdom, effort is made to demonstrate that
Rutherford was not looked upon by the membership as “their
leader” and his personal denial of such position, made in 1941 just
before his death, is quoted as proof. The caption beneath the photo
shown on the next page was placed there by the writer or writers of the
Watch Tower’s history book. The words are there but the facts are not.

While admittedly Watch Tower adherents viewed Christ as their in-
visible leader, the fact is that they did look upon Rutherford as their visible
earthly leader, contrary to Christ’s injunction at Matthew 23:10: “Nei-
ther be called leaders, for your Leader is one, the Christ.” Rutherford
cannot fail to have known that the membership viewed him in that light.



Consider the following photos and
captions from The Messenger, a Watch
Tower convention report, of July 25,
1931, describing large conventions
held that year in major European cit-
ies. The captions shown underneath are
the original captions found in The Mes-
senger. Compare them with the caption
the writer or writers of the Society’s his-
tory book placed beneath that book’s
photo of J. F. Rutherford, shown here to
the right, claiming that “the Witnesses
knew that he was not their leader.”

The first photo in The Messenger,
of a 1931 convention in Paris, in its
caption underneath describes Ruther-
ford explicitly as “Their Visible
Leader.”
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In the next two, from London and from Magdeburg (Germany),
the captions refer to Rutherford as “The Chief.”



A fourth designates him “Gen-
eralissimo of the convention.”

This convention report was
printed ten years before Ruther-
ford’s 1941 statement quoted in
the Watch Tower’s new history
book. There is no reason to believe
that Rutherford was not aware of the
way he was actually viewed by
Watch Tower adherents throughout
most of his presidency and he clearly
did nothing to change that image. The
evidence, including the whole history
of his administration, makes his dis-
avowal of that image—made when
nearing death—seem hollow.

When Judge Rutherford died on
January 8, 1942, Nathan H. Knorr
was unanimously elected president
by the Board of Directors. The
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organizational structure continued basically the same, though with
some adjustments, as Knorr did field out some responsibility. (Circum-
stances actually made this a necessity, for the number of Witnesses
grew from only 108,000 at the time of Rutherford’s death to more
than two million during Knorr’s presidency.)

Not a writer nor particularly a student of Scripture, Knorr relied
on Fred Franz (the vice president) as more or less the final arbiter on
Scriptural matters and the principal writer of the organization.
Questions such as those discussed at Governing Body sessions
(related earlier in this chapter) were, for decades, submitted to
Fred Franz for decision. If President Knorr felt that the decision
might have some critical effect on the Society’s operation in certain
countries of the world, he would usually discuss it personally with
Fred Franz and would not hesitate to make known what he felt the
circumstances made advisable in a pragmatic way, overruling the vice
president if necessary. As has been noted earlier, this basic relation-
ship continued up into the 1970s as illustrated in the decision to
return to having bodies of elders in the congregations. That particular
decision hinged largely upon the view and opinion of one person, the
vice president, and when he changed his mind and favored the
return to bodies of elders, the president acceded.

The same was basically the case with all published material.
The president selected the main articles for the Watchtower from
material submitted by various writers and he then passed these on
to the Writing Department for proofreading and any necessary
editing or polishing. Then these were finally read by the vice president
and the president and, if approved, were published. Karl Adams,
who was in charge of the Writing Department when | entered it
in 1965, explained to me that the president by then had given the
department considerable latitude as to the reworking of such
material. He pointed out the one exception, namely, any material
written by the vice president, stating that “what comes from
Brother Franz is viewed as ‘ready for publication,” with no adjust-
ments to be made.”

Here again, nonetheless, the president himself could overrule.
As an example, in 1967, President Knorr sent to Karl Adams, Ed
Dunlap and myself, copies of a “Questions from Readers” that
Fred Franz had prepared and turned in for publication.?® Just the
year before, a book had been published, authored by Fred Franz,

29 Of the three receiving copies, at the time | was the only one professing to be of the
“anointed” class, having made such profession since 1946.
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in which it was pointed out that the year 1975 would mark the end of
6,000 years of human history. Likening those 6,000 years to six days
of a thousand years each, he had written:

So in not many years within our own
generation we are reaching what Jehovah God
~could view as the seventh day of man’s existence.

< How appropriate it would be for Jehovah God
to make of this coming seventh period of a thou-
sand years a sabbath period of rest and release,
a great Jubilee sabbath for the proclaiming of
liberty throughout the earth to all its inhabitants!
This would be most timely for mankind. It would
also be most fitting on God’s part, for, remember,
mankind has yet ahead of it what the last book
of the Holy Bible speaks of as the reign of Jesus
Christ over earth for a thousand years, the mil-
lennial reign of Christ. Prophetically Jesus Christ,
when on earth nineteen centuries ago, said con-
cerning himself: “For Lord of the sabbath is
what the Scon of man is.” (Matthew 12:8) It
would not be by mere chance or accident but
would be according to the loving purpose of Je-
hovah God for the reign of Jesus Christ, the
“Lord of the sabbath,” to run parallel with the
seventh millennium of man's existence, 30

Not for many decades had there been such a sense of excitement
among Jehovah’s Witnesses as these statements generated. A tremendous
surge of expectation developed, far surpassing the feeling of the end’s
nearness that | and others had experienced in the early 1940s.

That is why we were amazed to see that the “Question from Readers”
Fred Franz had worked up now argued that the end of 6,000 years
would actually come one year earlier than had just been published
in the new book, namely that it would come in 1974 instead of 1975.
As Knorr told Karl Adams, when he received this material he went
to Fred Franz and asked why the sudden change. Franz replied with
definiteness, “This is the way it is. It’s 1974.”

Knorr did not feel at ease with the change and that is why he
sent the three of us copies with his request that we submit our
individual observations . The vice president’s argumentation was
built almost entirely upon the use of a cardinal and an ordinal
number in the account of the Flood at Genesis, chapter seven,
verses 6 and 11 (“six hundred years” and the “six hundredth

30 Life Everlasting in Freedom of the Sons of God, published in 1966, pp. 29, 30.
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year”). The argument endeavored to show that the count of time
set out in the new book was off one year as to the time of the Flood
and that one more year needed to be added, with the result that
the end of 6,000 years would come up one year earlier, in 1974
instead of 1975.

Each of the three of us respectfully wrote that we did not think the
material should be published, that it would have an extremely unset-
tling effect on the brothers.®! The president evidently agreed, since
the material prepared by the vice president was never published and
this was quite a rare occurrence .

It was during Knorr’s presidency that the term “governing body”
first began to be used with a measure of frequency.* The literature
now began to tie such a body in with the Board of Directors of the
Watch Tower Society. In the Society’s book, Qualified to Be Minis-
ters, published in 1955, page 381, the statement appears:

During the years since the Lord came to his temple the visible
governing body has been closely identified with the board of directors
of this corporation.

Thus the seven members of the Board of Directors were con-
sidered to be the seven members of the “governing body.” The
fact is, however, that their situation was much as had been the case
with the Directors in Russell’s and Rutherford’s day.

Marley Cole, a Witness who wrote a book (with the full cooperation
of the Society) entitled Jehovah’s Witnesses—The New World Society,
points this out.® In a section headed “Internal Rebellion,” he first describes
the controversy in 1917 between Rutherford and the Board, saying:

Four directors wanted a reorganization. . . . As things stood the
president was the administration. He was not consulting them. He
was letting them know what he was doing only after it was done. He

31 Inthe letter | submitted, | pointed out that the argument rested heavily on a portion of
Scripture that is difficult to be definite about, and that the reasons given for the change
were, at best, tenuous.

32 Inthe Watchtower of June 1, 1938, p. 168, inan article on “Organization” the expressions
“central body” and “central authority” are used but only with reference to the body of
apostles and those who were their immediate associates, with no modern application
made. The term “governing body” first appears in its current usage in the Watchtower,
October 15, 1944, page 315, and November 1, 1944, pages 328-333.

33 Marley Cole, Jehovah’s Witnesses—The New World Society (New York: Vantage Press,
1955). pp. 86-89. Cole wrote the book as if he were a non-Witness writing an objective
account. The idea was that by having the book published by an outside publishing firm
itmight reach persons who normally would not take Society literature. Thus it wasaform
of public relations tactic.
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was putting them in the position of advisers on legal corporate
matters.

Rutherford made no bones about ‘going ahead.” The Pastor before
him had worked that way. The Pastor made decisions. The Pastor
issued administrative orders without the Board’s prior sanction.

Then, in a footnote, Cole states:

That the president of the Society thereafter continued to exercise
such unrestricted freedom may be seen by the following account of
N. H. Knorr’s actions in relation to bringing forth a new Bible
translation.®*

The Watchtower of September 15, 1950, pages 315 and 316, is
then quoted. It reveals that the Directors of the Board were first
informed by the president of the existence of the New World
Translation (probably one of the biggest projects ever engaged in
by the organization) only after the translation of the Greek Scripture
portion had already been completed and was ready for printing.

Right up until 1971 when the “tail wagging the dog talk” was
given, the Board of Directors did not meet on any regular schedule
but only as the president decided to convene them. Sometimes months
went by without any meetings, the most frequent agenda evidently
being such corporate matters as the purchase of property or of new
equipment. As a rule, they had nothing to say about what Scriptural
material would be published, nor was their approval sought.

Vice President Franz made this clear when testifying before a court
in Scotland in 1954 in a case known as the Walsh Case. Questioned
as to what was done if some major change in doctrine was made and
whether such had to be first approved by the Board of Directors,
the vice president replied (the material here being reprinted from
the official court transcript with “Q” representing the question of the
counselor and “A” the response given by Fred Franz):

Q. In matters spiritual has each member of the Board of
Directors an equally valid voice? A. The president is the mouth-
piece. He pronounces the speeches that show advancement of the
understanding of the Scriptures. Then he may appoint other
members of the headquarters temporarily to give other speeches
that set forth any part of the Bible upon which further light has
been thrown. Q. Tell me; are these advances, as you put it, voted
upon by the Directors? A. No. Q. How do they become

34 Ibid., p.8s.
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pronouncements? A. They go through the editorial commit-
tee, and I give my O.K. after Scriptural examination. Then |
pass them on to President Knorr, and President Knorr has the
final O.K. Q. Does it not go before the Board of Directors at
all? A. No.*

I personally knew that presentation of matters to be true as regards
the Board of Directors. Before 1971, | was in a meeting with several
Writing Staff members called by Karl Adams, and the question
arose as to how to get the president’s approval of certain proposed
improvements in the Watchtower magazine. Someone suggested
that Lyman Swingle, who was present as one of the writers, broach
the matter to Knorr. Swingle’s reply was brief but spoke volumes
as to the reality of the situation. He said: “Why me? What can |
do? I’m only a Director.”

Not only do the statements by the vice president at the Scotland
trial bear on the issue of the existence of a genuine “governing
body” at that time, they also show how fictitious the claim is that
the “spiritual food” provided proceeds from a “faithful and discreet
slave class.” Two, or at best, three men determined what in-
formation would appear in the Watchtower magazine and other
publications—Nathan Knorr, Fred Franz and Karl Adams, the last
of these not of the so-called “anointed class.” As the vice
president’s statements clearly show, not even the members of the
Board of Directors, all supposedly members of the “faithful and
discreet slave class,” were invited to express approval of the
“spiritual food” to be presented.

Thus, even as Russell up until the year 1916 exercised full and
unique control over what was published by the Watch Tower Society,
and just as Rutherford did so throughout his presidency until 1942,
similarly during Knorr’s presidency the exercise of authority as to the
preparation and serving up of the “spiritual food” for the Witness
community was limited to two or three men, not something carried
out by a “class” of persons, supposedly assigned by Christ to be “over
all his belongings.”*

35 Although the vice president makes reference to an “editorial committee” he later
identifies only himselfand President Knorr as on that committee from among the Board
members. Inactuality there was no official “editorial committee” aside from these two.
In 1965 Karl Adams was the only other one whose signature was regularly required on
material to be published and he was not on the Board of Directors nor does he profess
to be of the “anointed” class.

36 Matthew 24:47.
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The situation remained the same even after the enlargement of
the Governing Body to include more than the seven Directors. In
1975 during one session some material the vice president had
prepared for use as a convention talk came up for discussion. It
dealt with the parable of the mustard seed and the parable of the
leaven (found in Matthew chapter 13) and argued in detail that the
“kingdom of the heavens” Jesus referred to in these parables was
actually a “fake” kingdom, a counterfeit. One member of the Body
who had read the material felt unconvinced by the argumentation.

After discussion, of the fourteen members present only five (in-
cluding Knorr and Fred Franz) voted in favor of using the material
as a convention talk, the other nine did not. So it was not used—as a
talk—but the material appeared in a book released at the convention
and within a few months also appeared in the Watchtower magazine.®’
The fact that nearly two-thirds of the Body members present had
expressed at least some lack of confidence in the material did not
affect the president’s decision to go ahead with publishing it.

Not only the contents of the magazines and other literature, but
every other feature of the worldwide activity of Jehovah’s Witnesses
—the direction of the 90 or more Branch Offices (each Overseer of
a Branch being described as the “presiding minister of Christianity
for and within the territory to which he has been appointed”), the
supervision of all the work of all traveling representatives, the direc-
tion of the missionary School of Gilead and the assignment and work
of all missionaries, the planning of conventions and convention
programs—all this and much more ultimately were the sole prerogative
of one person: the president of the corporation. Whatever the Gov-
erning Body discussed or did not discuss in any of these areas was
strictly as the result of his decision and at his discretion.

All this was difficult to reconcile with the articles published after
the vice president’s “tail wagging the dog talk.” The language there
had been so forceful, so conclusive:

(Acts 20:28) Thus, too, even though
there were no apostles of Christ on hand
in the nineteenth century, God’s holy spir-
it must have been operative toward the
formation of the governing body for his
anointed remnant of the “faithful and dis-

37 See the book Man’s Salvation Out of World Distress At Hand!, published in 1975, pp.
206-215; also the Watchtower, October 1, 1975, pp. 589-608.



78 CRISIS OF CONSCIENCE

creet slave” class. The facts speak for
themselves. There came on the scene a
body of anointed Christians who accepted
and undertook the responsibilities of gov-
erning the affairs of Jehovah’s dedicated,
baptized, anointed people who were fol-
lowing in the footsteps of Jesus Christ and
endeavoring to fulfill the work stated in
Jesus’ prophecy at Matthew 24:45-47.
Facts speak louder than words. The gov-
erning body is there. Thankfully Jehovah’s
Christian witnesses know and assert that
this is no one-man religious organization,
but that it has a governing body of spirit-
anointed Christians. %

Unfortunately the picture presented simply was not true. The facts
do “speak for themselves,” and the facts, already presented from the
Watch Tower Society’s own approved publications and from state-
ments of Directors, clearly show there was no governing body in any
factual sense in the nineteenth century during Russell’s presidency,
none in the twentieth century during Rutherford’s presidency, and
there had been none in the sense described in this same Watchtower
article during Knorr’s presidency.

It was an impressive-sounding picture presented but it was
illusory, fictional. The fact is that a monarchical arrangement
prevailed from the very inception of the organization (the word
“monarch” being of Greek origin and meaning “one who governs
alone,” also defined in dictionaries as “one holding preeminent po-
sition and power’). That the first president was benign, the next stern
and autocratic, and the third very businesslike, in no way alters
the fact that each of the three presidents exercised monarchical
authority.

The great majority of Witnesses forming what the 1971 Watch-
tower article had referred to as the “rank and file”—and including
most of the “anointed” composing the “faithful and discreet slave
class”—were totally unaware of this. Those in positions close enough
to the seat of authority knew it to be the case; the closer they were
the more they were aware of the facts.

This was particularly true of the members of the Governing
Body and in 1975 the “dog” decided it was time to “wag the tail.”

38 The Watchtower, December 15, 1971, p. 761.
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Most of the members felt that it was time that the facts finally
started matching the words being spoken and published.

Interestingly, what was done was essentially the same as what the
four Directors in 1917 had proposed, a reorganization, an effort on
their part that had consistently been described thereafter in the Watch
Tower publications as an “ambitious plot” and ‘a rebellious conspiracy,’
one that, ‘by God’s grace, did not succeed!” Fifty-five years later
basically the same proposition did succeed, but only after months of
turmoil for the Governing Body.



INTERNAL UPHEAVAL AND
RESTRUCTURE

So never make mere men a cause for pride.
There is nothing to boast about in anything
human.—1 Corinthians 3:21, New English
Bible and Jerusalem Bible.

HE information the book Aid to Bible Understanding presented
about elders doubtless began the process. Till then congregations
had been under the supervision of a single person, the “Congregation
Overseer.” His replacement by a body of elders of necessity raised
questions about Branch organizations where one man was the “Over-
seer” for a whole country, much as a bishop or archbishop has under
his supervision a large region composed of many congregations. And
the central headquarters had its president, to whom | had personally
referred (in addressing a seminar for Branch Overseers in Brooklyn)
as “the Presiding Overseer for all congregations earthwide.”*
Evidently the apparent anomaly, the contrast between the situation
in the congregations and that at the international headquarters is what
led to the “tail wagging the dog” talk and Watchtower articles, since
these endeavored to explain away the difference existing between the
situation in the congregations and that at the central headquarters. It is
almost certain that at the same time these articles were meant to send
out a signal to voting members of the corporation that they should
not try to express themselves through vote to effect some change in
the headquarters structure or to express themselves as regards the
membership of the Governing Body and its administration.
The year of that talk, 1971, President Knorr decided to allow the
Governing Body to review and pass judgment on a book entitled
Organization for Kingdom-Preaching and Disciple-Making, a form

1 President Knorr was sitting on the platform at the time and expressed no disagreement
with the description.
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of church manual setting out organizational structure and policy
governing the entire arrangement, from the headquarters through to
the branches, districts and circuits, and on to the congregations. The
Governing Body was not asked to supply the material for the book.
The president had assigned the project of the book’s development to Karl
Adams, the overseer of the Writing Department (not a Governing Body
member nor one professing to be of the “anointed”). He in turn had as-
signed Ed Dunlap and myself to collaborate with him in the manual’s
development, each of us writing about one-third of the material.?

The material we developed presented the relationship of the
Governing Body and the corporations in harmony with the Watch-
tower articles stressing that the “dog should wag the tail”” and not vice
versa. When certain points relating to this came before the Body,
they provoked rather heated discussion. President Knorr expressed
himself clearly as feeling that there was an effort to “take over” his
responsibility and work. He stressed that the Governing Body was
to concern itself strictly with the “spiritual matters” and that the cor-
poration would handle the rest. But, as the Body members knew, the
“spiritual matters” allotted to them at that stage consisted almost
entirely of the near ritual of approving appointments of largely un-
known persons to traveling overseer work and the handling of the
constant flow of questions about “disfellowshiping matters.”

Governing Body members in 1975. First row: Ewart Chitty, Fred Franz, Nathan
Knorr, George Gangas, John Booth, Charles Fekel. Second row: Dan Sydlik,
Raymond Franz, Lloyd Barry, William Jackson, Grant Suiter, Leo Greenlees. Back
row: Theodore Jaracz, Lyman Swingle, Milton Henschel, KarlKlein, Albert Schroeder.

2 1 was assigned chapters on “Your Service to God,” ‘Safeguarding the Cleanness of the
Congregation,” and “Endurance That Results in Divine Approval.”
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At certain points in the discussion I expressed my understanding
that other matters of a spiritual nature were likewise the responsibility
of the Body. (I could not personally harmonize the existing monarchi-
cal arrangement with Jesus’ statement that “all you are brothers” and
“your Leader is one, the Christ”; that “the rulers of the nations lord
it over them and the great men wield authority over them,” but “this is
not the way among you.” It simply did not seem honest to say what had
been said in the 1971 Watchtower articles and then not carry it out.)

In each case of my doing so, however, the president took the
remarks very personally, speaking at great length, his voice tense and
forceful, saying that ‘evidently some were not satisfied with the way
he was handling his job.” He would go into great detail as to the work
he was performing and then would say, “now apparently some don’t
want me to handle things anymore” and that perhaps he should “bring
it all down here and turn it over to Ray Franz and let him handle it.”

| found it hard to believe that he could so totally miss the essential
point of my comments, that | was expressing myself in favor of a body
arrangement, not in favor of a transferral of authority from one
individual administrator to another individual administrator. Each
time 1 would explain this to him, making plain that what was said was
never meant as any kind of personal attack, that I did not feel that
ANY one individual should take on the responsibilities under
discussion, but rather that my understanding from the Bible and
from the Watchtower was that they were matters for a body of
persons to deal with. | said again and again that if it were a matter of
one person handling everything, then he would be my choice; that | felt
he had simply been doing what he felt he should do and what had al-
ways been done in the past; that | had no complaint about his doing so.

This did not seem to make any impression, however, and, realizing
that anything | said along this line would simply provoke anger,
after a few attempts I gave up. On these occasions the remainder of the
Body members sat, observed and said nothing. What happened a few
years later therefore came as a surprise.

Nothing further developed until the year 1975. Consider now
what the organization’s 1993 history book Jehovah’s Witnesses—
Proclaimers of God’s Kingdom relates as to what then took place,
an event described as “one of the most significant organizational
readjustments in the modern-day history of Jehovah’s Witnesses.”
On pages 108 and 109, we read:

3 Matthew 23:8, 10; 20:25, 26.
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Organizational Readjustments

By 1976, Brother Knorr had worked diligently as president of the Watch
Tower Society for over three decades. He had traveled the globe many times
over, visiting and encouraging missionaries, teaching and instructing branch-
office personnel. He was privileged to see the number of active Witnesses in-
crease from 117,209 in 1942 to 2,248,390 in 1976.

But by the summer of 1976, 71-year-old N. H. Knorr had noticed that he
had a tendency to bump into things. Subsequent tests indicated that he was
suffering from an inoperable brain tumor. He struggled to continue to carry a
work load for some months, but his physical prognosis was poor. Would his
failing health impede the forward movement of the work?

Enlargement of the Governing Body had already begun in 1971. During
1975, there were 17 members. Throughout much of that year, the Governing
Body had given serious and prayerful consideration to how they could best care
tor all that is involved in the global preaching and teaching work outlined in
God’s Word for our day. ( Matt. 28:19, 20) On December 4, 1975, the Gov-
erning Body had unanimously approved one of the most significant organiza-
tional readjustments in the modern-day history of Jehovah’s Witnesses.

Starting January 1, 1976, all the activities of the Watch Tower Society and
of the congregations of Jehovah’s Witnesses around the earth had been brought
under the supervision of six administrative committees of the Governing
Body. In harmony with that arrangement, on February 1, 1976, changes had
been put into effect in all branch offices of the Society around the earth. No
longer was each branch supervised by one branch overseer, but three or more
mature men served as a Branch Committee, with one member serving as the
permanent coordinator.” After the committees had been operating for some
months, the Governing Body observed: “It has proved beneficial to have a
number of brothers taking counsel together to consider the mterests of the

Kingdom work.—Prov. 11:14; 15:22; 24:6.”

The book thus leads the reader to believe that the failing health of
the Society’s third president, Nathan Knorr, in late 1975 was somehow
involved in this major event in the organization’s history, was
perhaps a motivating reason for it. All the men who were on the
Governing Body at that time know that this picture is not true.
Knorr’s health problem in reality became evident after the issue had
arisen leading to the change, and hence was purely coincidental. It
neither gave rise to the issue nor was it a factor in the Governing Body
discussions and decisions. There is a clear lack of candor in the
picture presented.

What then did happen?

In 1975, two Bethel Elders (Malcolm Allen, a senior member of
the Service Department and Robert Lang, the Assistant Bethel Home
Overseer) wrote letters to the Governing Body expressing concern
over certain conditions prevalent within the headquarters staff,
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specifically referring to an atmosphere of fear generated by those hav-
ing oversight and a growing feeling of discouragement and resultant
discontent.

At that time anyone applying for service at headquarters (“Bethel
Service”) had to agree to stay a minimum of four years. Most of the
applicants were young men, 19 and 20 years of age. Four years
equalled one-fifth of the life they had thus far lived. When at the meal
tables, I often asked the person next to me, “How long have you been
here?” In the ten years | had by now spent at headquarters | had never
heard one of these young men respond by saying in round figures,
“About a year’ or “about two years.” Invariably the answer was, “One
and seven,” “two and five,” “three and one” and so forth, always
giving the year or years and the exact number of months. I could not
help but think of the way men serving a prison sentence often follow a
similar practice of marking off time.

Generally it was difficult to get these young men to express
themselves about their service at headquarters. As | learned from
friends who worked more closely with them, they were unwilling to
say much in an open way since they feared that anything they said
that was not positive would cause them to be classed as what was
popularly called a “B.A.”, someone with a “bad attitude.”

Many felt like “cogs in a machine,” viewed as workers but not as
persons. Job insecurity resulted from knowing that they could be
shifted at any time to another work assignment without any previous
discussion and often with no explanation for the change made.
“Management-employee” lines were clearly drawn and carefully
maintained.

The monthly allowance of fourteen dollars often barely covered
(and in some cases was less than) their transportation costs going
to and from Kingdom Hall meetings. Those whose family or
friends were more affluent had no problems as they received out-
side assistance. But others rarely could afford anything beyond bare
necessities. Those from more distant points, particularly those from the
western states, might find it virtually impossible to travel and spend
vacations with their families, particularly if they came from a poor
family. Yet they were regularly hearing greetings passed on to the
Bethel Family from members of the Governing Body and others as
they traveled around the country and to other parts of the world giv-
ing talks. They saw the corporation officers driving new Oldsmobiles
bought by the Society and serviced and cleaned by workers like them-
selves. Their work schedule, then consisting of eight hours and forty
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minutes each day, and four hours on Saturday morning, combined
with attendance at meetings three times a week, plus the weekly “wit-
nessing” activity, seemed to many to make their lives very cramped,
routine, tiring. But they knew that to lessen up in any of these areas
would undoubtedly put them in the “B.A.” class and result in their
being called to a meeting designed to correct their attitude.

The letters by the two Bethel Elders touched on these areas but
without going into detail. The president again seemed to feel,
unfortunately, that this constituted criticism of his administration. He
expressed himself to the Governing Body as wanting a hearing to be
held on the matter and on April 2, 1975, this was done. A number of
Bethel Elders spoke and many of the earlier-mentioned specifics were
there aired. Those speaking did not indulge in personalities and made
no demands, but they stressed the need for more consideration of the
individual, for brotherly communication and the benefit of letting
those close to problems share in decisions and solutions. As the
Assistant Bethel Home Overseer, Robert Lang, put it, “we seem more
concerned about production than people.” The staff doctor, Dr. Dixon,
related that he frequently received visits from married couples dis-
tressed due to the inability of the wives to cope with the pressures
and keep up with the demanding schedule, many of the women break-
ing into tears when talking to him.

A week later, April 9, the official “Minutes” of the Governing
Body session stated:

Comments were made on the relationship of the Governing Body and the
corporations and what was published in the Watchtower of December 15,
1971. It was agreed that a committee of five made up of L. K. Greenlees, A.
D. Schroeder, R. V. Franz, D. Sydlik, and J. C. Booth go into matters
concerning this subject and the duties of the officers of the corporations and
related matters and take into consideration the thoughts of N. H. Knorr, F.
W. Franz and G. Suiter who are officers of the two societies, and then bring
recommendations. The whole idea is to strengthen the unity of the organi-
zation.

At a session three weeks later, April 30, President Knorr surprised
us by making a motion that thenceforth all matters be decided by a
two-thirds vote of the active membership (which by then numbered sev-
enteen).* Following this, the official “Minutes” of that session relate:

4 The College of Cardinals of the Catholic Church requires a similar two-thirds majority
when voting for a papal successor. | think it quite possible that Knorr and Fred Franz felt
it unlikely that such a decisive majority of members would vote for a change.
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L. K. Greenlees then began his report from the committee of five on
Brother Knorr’s request to tell him what he should do.® The committee
considered the Watchtower of December 15, 1971, paragraph 29 very
carefully, also page 760. The committee feels that today the Governing Body
should be directing the corporations and not the other way around. The
corporations should recognize that the Governing Body of seventeen mem-
bers has the responsibility to administer the work in the congregations
throughout the world. There has been adelay of putting the arrangement into
effect at Bethel as compared to the congregations. There has been confusion.
We do not want a dual organization.

There followed a lengthy discussion of questions relating to the Govern-
ing Body and the corporations and to the president, with comments by all
members present. At the close of the day a motion was proposed by N. H.
Knorr, followed by a comment by E. C. Chitty. L. K. Greenlees also
presented a motion. It was agreed that the three should be Xeroxed and
copies given to all members and meet again the next day at 8 a.m. There
would be time to pray over the matter which is so important.

The Xeroxed motions referred to read as follows:

N. H. Knorr: “I move the Governing Body take over responsibility
of looking after the work directed in the Charter of the Pennsylvania
Corporation and assume the responsibilities set out in the Charter of the
Pennsylvania Corporation and all other corporations throughout the
world used by Jehovah’s Witnesses.”

E. C. Chitty said: “To ‘take over’ means relieve the other party. |
believe for my part the responsibility stays as it is. Rather it would be
right to say ‘supervise the responsibility.””

L. K. Greenlees said: “I move that the Governing Body undertake
in harmony with the Scriptures the full responsibility and authority for
the administration and supervision of the worldwide association of
Jehovah’s Witnesses and their activities; that all members and officers
of any and all corporations used by Jehovah’s Witnesses will act in
harmony with and under direction of this Governing Body; that this
enhanced relationship between the Governing Body and the corpora-
tions go into effect as soon as can reasonably be done without hurt or
damage to the Kingdom Work.”

On the next day, May 1, 1975, there was again a long discussion.
In particular the vice president (who had written the Watchtower

5 Itwas President Knorr who had nominated the five of us serving on this committee. At
the first meeting of the “Committee of Five” it was voted, on my motion, that Leo
Greenlees serve as Chairman.
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articles referred to) objected to the proposals made and to any
change in the existing setup, any reduction of the corporation
president’s authority. (This brought to mind, and was in harmony
with, his remarks to me back in 1971 that he thought Jesus Christ would
direct the organization through a single person on down to the time
when the New Order came.) He made no comment on the evident
contradiction between the presentation made in the Watchtower
articles (and their bold statements about the Governing Body us-
ing the corporations as mere instruments) and the three motions
made, each of which showed that the makers (including the president
himself) recognized that the Governing Body did not at that time
supervise the corporations.

Discussion went back and forth. A turning point seemed to come
with remarks made by Grant Suiter, the crisp-speaking secretary-
treasurer of the Society’s principal corporations.
Different from the comments made till then by those
favoring a change, his expressions were quite per-
sonal, seemingly the release of a long pent-up feel-
ing about the president, whom he directly named.
While discussing the authority structure he made no
specific charges, except as regards the right to make
a certain change in his personal room that he had
requested and had been denied, but as he went on his
face became flushed, his jaw muscles flexed and his words became
more intense. He closed with the remark:

G. Suiter

| say if we are going to be a Governing Body, then let’s get to
governing! | haven’t been doing any governing till now.

Those words hit me hard enough that | am satisfied that | have
remembered and recorded them as said. Whether they were meant to
convey the sense they did is, of course, beyond my knowing and they
may well have been merely a momentary outburst, not indicative of
any heartfelt motive. At any rate they served to make me think very
seriously about the matter of right motivation and | felt considerable
concern that whatever should come of this whole affair might be the
result of a sincere desire on the part of all involved to hold more
closely to Bible principles and patterns and not for any other reason.
| found the whole session disturbing, mainly because the general spirit
did not seem to conform to what one would expect of a Christian
body. However, shortly after these last-mentioned comments by the
secretary-treasurer, Nathan Knorr evidently reached a decision and
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made a lengthy statement, taken down in shorthand by Milton
Henschel, who had made certain suggestions himself and who then
acted as secretary for the Body.® As recorded in the official “Minutes”
the president’s statement included these expressions:

I think it would be a very good thing for the Governing Body to
follow through along the lines that Brother Henschel has mentioned
and design a program having in mind what the Watchtower says, that
the Governing Body is Governing Body of Jehovah’s Witnesses. | am
not going to argue for or against it. In my opinion it is not necessary.
The Watchtower has stated it.

It will be the Governing Body who will have overall guiding
power and influence. They will take their responsibility as Governing
Body and direct through different divisions they will set up and they
will have an organization.

At the end he said, “I make that a motion.” Somewhat to my
surprise, his motion was seconded by F. W. Franz, the vice presi-
dent. It was adopted unanimously by the Body as a whole.

The bold language of the Watchtower of four years previous
seemed about to change from mere words into fact. From the expres-
sions made by the president it appeared that a smooth transition lay
ahead. That is the picture of harmonious unity the book Jehovah’s
Witnesses—Proclaimers of God’s Kingdom portrays. It was, instead,
only a lull preceding the stormiest period of all.

In the months that followed, the appointed “Committee of Five”
met with all members of the Governing Body individually and with
thirty-three other longtime members of the headquarters staff. By far
the majority favored a reorganization. The Committee drew up detailed
proposals for an arrangement of Governing Body Committees to
handle different facets of the worldwide activity. Of the seventeen
Governing Body members personally interviewed, eleven indicated
basic approval.

Of the remaining six, George Gangas, a warm and effervescent
Greek, and one of the oldest members of the Body, was very uncertain,
changeable in his expressions according to the mood of the moment.
Charles Fekel, an eastern European, had been a Society Director many
years before but had been removed under the charge of having
compromised his integrity by the oath he took when obtaining

6 Milton Henschel, tall and of generally serious mien, spoke fairly seldom in discussions
but when he did it was usually with considerable firmness, definiteness. In his younger
years he had been President Knorr’s personal secretary; at the time here being discussed,
he was in his middle fifties.
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American citizenship. He was now among the most recent appointees
to the Body and, of a very mild nature, rarely shared in the discussion,
consistently voting whichever way the majority went, and he had little
to say on this issue. Lloyd Barry, a New Zealander and also a recent
addition to the Body, had come to Brooklyn after a number of years
as Branch Overseer of Japan, where Witness activity had seen
phenomenal growth. He expressed very strong misgivings about the
recommendations, particularly the decentralizing effect it would have
as regards the presidency; in a letter dated September 5, 1975, he
characterized the recommended change as “revolutionary.” Bill Jackson,
a down-to-earth, unassuming Texan (not as rare as some would make it
appear), had spent most of his life at headquarters, and, like Barry,
he felt that things should be left very much as they were, especially
since such good numerical increases had come under the existing
administration.

The strongest voices of opposition were those of the president and
vice president, the maker and seconder of the motion earlier quoted!
They were, in fact, publicly vocal in their opposition.

During the period the appointed “Committee of Five” was inter-
viewing longtime staff members to get their viewpoint, the president’s
turn to preside at the head of the Bethel table for one week came up.
For several mornings he used the opportunity to discuss before the
1,200 or more “Bethel Family” members in the several dining rooms
(all tied in by sound and television) what he called the “investigation”
going on (the Committee of Five’s interviews), saying that “some
persons” favored changing things that had been done a certain way
for the whole life of the organization. He asked again and again,
“Where is their proof that things aren’t working well, that a change
is needed?” He said that the “investigation” was endeavoring to
“prove this family is bad,” but said he was confident that “a few
complainers” would not “overwhelm the joy of the majority.” He
urged all to “have faith in the Society,” pointing to its many
accomplishments. At one point he said with great force and feeling
that the changes some wanted to make as to the Bethel Family and
its work and organization “will be made over my dead body.”’

In all fairness to Nathan Knorr, it must be said that he undoubt-
edly believed that the then-existing arrangement was the right one.
He knew that the vice president, the organization’s most respected
scholar and the one he relied upon to handle Scriptural matters, felt

7  Words in quotations are from notes written down at the time the words were spoken; they
were, of course, heard by over a thousand persons in each case.
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that way. Knorr was basically an affable person, capable of warmth.
When he was not in his president’s “uniform” or role, | genuinely en-
joyed my association with him. However, his official position, as is
so often the case, did not generally let that side of him be seen and
(again, doubtless due to his feeling that the role he carried out was
according to God’s will) he inclined to react very quickly and force-
fully to any apparent infringement upon his presidential authority. People
learned not to do this. For all that, I seriously doubt that Nathan
would have gone along with some of the harsh actions that were later
to come from the collective body that inherited his presidential
authority.

I can empathize with his feelings and reaction, having served for
many years as a Branch Overseer in both Puerto Rico and the
Dominican Republic where | was to be, according to the prevailing
organizational viewpoint, the “top man” in the country, the
president’s personal representative. My efforts to act in accord with
this viewpoint made me constantly aware of “position” and the need
to uphold that “position.” | found by hard experience, however, that
trying to live up to that organizational concept did not contribute to
pleasant relations with others and that it made my own life unpleasant;
the confrontations it produced were not something | felt at all suited
for by nature and, after a while, | simply gave up trying to emulate what
I had seen at headquarters. My life became much more enjoyable as a
result and | found the overall effect far more productive and beneficial.

The president’s last-mentioned words (“over my dead body”)
nearly proved prophetic. At the time of saying them he evidently had
already developed a malignant tumor on his brain, though this did not
become known until after the reorganization was definitely a fait
accompli, its completion taking place officially on January 1, 1976,
and Knorr’s death occurring a year and a half later, on June 8, 1977.

The president’s quite vocal opposition was
matched, perhaps even surpassed, by that of the
vice president. At the September 7, 1975, gradu-
ation program for the missionary school of Gilead,
attended by the Bethel Family members and in-
vited guests (largely relatives and friends of the
graduating class), the vice president gave a talk,

a customary feature of each graduation program.

Fred Franz had an inimitable, often dramatic F. W. Franz
(even melodramatic) speaking style. What follows
is from an exact copy of his talk, but the written words cannot convey
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the inflections, the spirit, the “flavor,” even the occasional sar-
casm, that came through in the talk itself.®

His opening words gave a clear indication as to where the talk was
headed. Having in mind that a committee duly appointed by the
Governing Body was at that very time making a proposal that the
training, assignment and supervision of missionaries be directed by
the Governing Body rather than by the corporations, we may note his
opening expression. He began saying:

This class is being sent forth in collaboration with the Watchtower Bible
and Tract Society of New York, Incorporated, by the Watch Tower Bible and
Tract Society of Pennsylvania. Now the question is raised today, What right
does the Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society have to send missionaries out
into the field? ... Who authorized the Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society
of Pennsylvania to send missionaries all around the globe?

Now, such a challenging question may be raised with an earlier
circumstance. And that is based on the fact that the Watch Tower Bible
and Tract Society was founded by a man who became an evangelizer of
world note, one of the most eminent evangelizers of this twentieth
century and who especially attained global fame when he made his trip
around the world in the year 1912. That man was Charles Taze Russell
of Allegheny, Pennsylvania.

The focus was clearly on the corporation; the Governing Body was
not mentioned. Of course no one had raised the “challenging question”
he was here describing; the real issue in the Governing Body was
whether the talk he had given four years before about the relationship
between the Body and the corporation was to be taken seriously.
However, he went on to say in his distinctive manner:

Now I’ve wondered about this matter. Maybe you have too. Just how
did Russell become an evangelizer? Who made him an evangelizer? .. . the
various religious establishments of Christendom were in operation. For
instance, there was the Anglican Church with its ruling body, and the
Protestant Episcopal Church with its ruling body. There was the Meth-
odist Church with its Conference; there was also the Presbyterian
Church, to which Russell used to belong, with its Synod. There was also
the Congregational Church, which Russell joined, with its Central
Congregation.

But by none of these controlling organizations . . . was Russell made an
evangelizer or missionary.

8 A tape recording of this entire talk, with accompanying brief observations, is now
available through Commentary Press.
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Without directly or openly referring to the Governing Body he had
managed to introduce it into the discussion indirectly by referring to
these “ruling bodies,” under their various names. (He could also have
mentioned the Jesuits, who have an administration bearing this name:
Governing Body.) But the point made was that no such a Governing
Body had anything to do with or exercised any authority toward
this founder of the Watch Tower corporation. Russell was an
“independent,” not subject to any of them.

The Governing Body had appointed the “Committee of Five” and
that committee was recommending that permanent committees be
formed to care for the direction of the work worldwide. Thus these
following words of the vice president’s talk take on added signifi-
cance as, after speaking of the seventy disciples Jesus sent out, he told
the graduating class:

Now we’re not to imagine that by sending the seventy evangelizers.. . . by
sending them forth by twos, the Lord Jesus Christ was not making each two
a committee, so that for the seventy evangelizers there were thirty-five
committees of two. . . . You’re being sent forth today after your graduation
as missionaries . . . two being sent to Bolivia, and then there are others who
are being sent, maybe four or six or eight, to a different country asassignment
forwork. Now, don’tyou missionaries think because you are being sent forth
two together, or maybe four or six or maybe eight, that you are being sent
forth as a committee to take over the work for the land to which you are
assigned. No such thing! You are being sent forth as individual missionaries
to cooperate together and to cooperate with the Branch of the Watch Tower
Bible and Tract Society which is operating and directing the work in the land
to which you are assigned to act as an evangelizer. So don’t get this
committee idea into your head.

In all this, the Governing Body remained “conspicuous by its
absence,” eclipsed by the corporation. Not a single person had sug-
gested that the missionaries be sent out as “committees” or that they
“take over the work” in their assigned lands, and the idea of their
doing so had undoubtedly never entered their minds, but this served
as a means for introducing the idea of committees and discrediting
the concept.

The talk then went on to discuss Philip “the evangelizer,” raising
once more the question as to “who made him an evangelizer or
missionary?”° The vice president referred to the account in Acts,
chapter six, where the apostles as a body found it necessary to appoint

9 See Acts 8:5-13; 21:8.
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seven men, including Philip, to care for food distribution so as to end
complaints being made of discrimination against certain widows. He
then said:

Well, now, if you look up the McClintock and Strong’s Cyclopedia of
Religious Knowledge you’ll find that the work that the apostles assigned to
these seven menis called a“semi-secular work.” But the apostles didn’t want
that semi-secular work; they unloaded it onto these seven men and said “you
take care of that. Well, we’re going to specialize on prayers and teaching.”
Now were these twelve apostles of the Lord Jesus Christ, by unloading this
responsibility for taking care of tables, were they making of themselves mere
figureheads in the congregation of God and of Jesus Christ? They certainly
were not making themselves figureheads because they specialized on
spiritual things.

To those Governing Body members who had heard the president
emphasize that the Governing Body should care for the “strictly
spiritual things” and leave the rest to the corporation, the vice
president’s words had a familiar ring. Strangely, however, about half
of the men on the Body were spending their eight hours and forty
minutes of each day in just such “semi-secular work.” Dan Sydlik and
Charles Fekel worked in the factory; Leo Greenlees handled insur-
ance and related matters for the Secretary-Treasurer’s office; John
Booth had oversight of the Bethel kitchen; Bill Jackson handled
legal matters and documents; Grant Suiter was daily occupied in
financial matters, investments, stocks, wills; and Milton Henschel
and the president himself (who controlled all these assignments of work)
spent considerable time in the kind of “semi-secular” work that the vice
president said should be “unloaded” for others to care for.

The vice president’s exposition now took a strange turn, one that
actually contradicted the official teaching as to the divine authority
for a governing body from the first century onward. The history of Paul,
the converted Saul, was first related; that, after his conversion, when
he went to Jerusalem he saw only two of the apostles, not the whole
body of them; how he eventually came to Antioch in Syria. Having
remarked that, in selecting and appointing Saul of Tarsus, Christ
“took direct action without consulting any man or body of men
on earth,” the vice president now presented a sort of “Tale of Two
Cities,” in which the role of Antioch was set over against that of
Jerusalem as regards the missionary activity of Paul and Barnabas.
In what follows, keep in mind the existing official Watch Tower
teaching that there was a governing body based in Jerusalem that
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exercised supervisory direction over all congregations of Chris-
tians in all places and that in this it was the model for the present-day
governing body of Jehovah’s Witnesses.

In relating the holy Spirit’s calling of Paul and Barnabas to
missionary activity, the vice president continually emphasized
that all this was done through the Antioch congregation (hence not
through Jerusalem where the apostolic body was located).*® He said:

And then, all of a sudden as he [Paul] was serving in Antioch, in Syria,
not in Israel but in Syria, why God’s spirit spoke to that congregation there
in Antioch and said, “Now of all things, you set aside, YOU, this congrega-
tion in Antioch, you set aside these two men, namely Barnabas and Saul for
the work for which | have commissioned them.” And so the Antioch
congregation did that and they laid their hands upon Paul (or Saul) and
Barnabas and sent them forth . . . and they went forth by the holy spirit
operating through the Antioch congregation and they went out on their first
missionary assignment.

So, you see the Lord Jesus Christ was acting as the Head of the
congregation and taking action directly, without consulting anybody here on
earth what he could do and what he could not do. And he acted in that way
in regard to Saul and Barnabas and they were both apostles of the Antioch
congregation.

At this point of the talk I recall sitting there and saying to myself,
“Does the man realize what he is saying? | know what his goal is, to
de-emphasize the Governing Body so as to maintain the authority of
the corporation and its president, but does he realize the implication
of what he is saying? In the process of attaining his goal he is under-
mining the whole teaching and claim about the existence of a
centralized, first-century governing body operating out of Jerusalem
with earthwide authority to supervise and direct all congregations of
true Christians everywhere in all matters, a concept that the Society’s
publications have built up in the minds of all of Jehovah’s Witnesses
and to which the vast majority hold today.”

But the vice president had by no means finished and he drove the
idea home with even greater force. Describing the completion of Paul
and Barnabas’ first missionary tour, he continued with growing inten-
sity and dramatization:

...and where did they go, where did they report? There’s the record, you

10 Itshould be remembered that the whole basis for the Witnesses’ teaching of a “governing
body” arrangement and authority is that there was such an arrangement operating from
Jerusalem in Bible times.
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read it for yourself in the closing verses of the fourteenth chapter of Acts.
They went back to Antioch, to the congregation there, and the account says
that they related things in detail to them; to this congregation that had
committed them to the undeserved kindness of God for the work they had
performed. So there’s where they reported.

Sotherecord also says they stayed in Antioch not a little time. Now, what
happened? All of a sudden something occurred and Paul and Barnabas, they
go up to Jerusalem. Well, what’s the matter? What brings them up to
Jerusalem?

Well, is it the body of apostles and of other elders of the Jerusalem
congregation that summoned them up there and say, “Look here! We
have heard that you two men have gone out on amissionary tour and finished
it and you haven’t come up here to Jerusalem to report to us. DO YOU
KNOW WHO WE ARE? We are the council of Jerusalem. DON’T YOU
RECOGNIZE THE HEADSHIP OF THE LORD JESUS CHRIST? If you
don’tcome up here inahurry, we’re going to take disciplinary action against
you!”

Is that what the account says? Well, if they had acted that way toward
Paul and Barnabas because they reported to the congregation by means of
which the holy spirit had sent them out, then this council of apostles at
Jerusalem and other elders of the Jewish congregation would have put
themselves above the headship of the Lord Jesus Christ.

His points were completely valid. They were also completely
contrary to the view presented in the Society’s publications, which
present a picture of Jerusalem as the seat of a governing body ex-
ercising full authority and direction over all Christians as Christ’s
agency, acting with divine authority. That is doubtless why, unlike
other talks the vice president had given, this one was never used as
the basis for articles in the Watchtower magazine.

For any individual Witness to present such an argument today
would be counted as heretical, rebellious speech. If actually applied
as stated, his words would mean that any congregation on earth could
send out its own missionaries if they believed Christ Jesus and holy
Spirit so directed, doing so without consulting anyone else, whether
in Brooklyn or in a Branch Office. There was no question in my mind
as to the quick and adverse reaction this would provoke from the
Society’s headquarters and its offices. It would be viewed as a threat
to their centralized authority and any congregation doing this would
in so many words be asked, “Do you know who we are? Don’t you
recognize the headship of the Lord Jesus Christ operating through
us?” All that he said in this area was true, perfectly true. But it was
evidently no more meant to be applied in full force than the points
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that he made about four years earlier in the “tail wagging the dog” talk,
except that, by the references to Antioch, he was clearly endeavoring
to establish a parallel with the corporation as operating apart from the
Governing Body.

The talk went on to show that the real reason Paul and Barnabas
went to Jerusalem, as recorded in Acts, chapter fifteen, was because
Jerusalem itself had been the source of a serious problem for the
Antioch congregation, men coming down from Jerusalem and stirring
up trouble over the issue of lawkeeping and circumcision. Hence the
trip to Jerusalem was, not an evidence of submission to a governing
body, but for the purpose of overturning the effect of the teaching of
these Jerusalem troublemakers.

Continuing the argument, he dealt with the second missionary tour
of Paul and his new partner Silas and emphasized again that it was
from the Antioch congregation that they went forth, so that “again,
the Antioch congregation was being used to send out missionaries of
great eminence in Bible history.” That they returned to Antioch and
that from Antioch Paul embarked on his third tour. Winding up the
account from the book of Acts, the vice president said:

And so as we examine this account of these two most outstanding
among the missionaries recorded in Bible history, we find that they were
sent out especially by the Lord Jesus Christ, the Head of the church, a
fact which the Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society has upheld and
accepted ever since the Society was formed. So, we see how the Lord
Jesus Christ is the Head of the church and has a right to act direct,
without whatever other organizations in view, no matter who they are.
He is the Head of the church. We can’t challenge what HE DOES.

Those last three sentences spoken by the vice president represent
the position that had been taken in recent times by a number of Wit-
nesses. For taking that identical position, they were and are now la-
beled “apostates.”

Again, however, those statements, seemingly expressing deep
respect for the superior authority of Christ, actually conveyed a dif-
ferent concept, one placing emphasis on a different source of author-
ity. For the vice president was at the very same time saying that to
challenge the authority of the Watch Tower Bible and Tract Soci-
ety and the authority of its president was to challenge the Lord Jesus
Christ. He did not believe the thinking or action of the Governing
Body-appointed “Committee of Five” could in any way be repre-
sentative of the direction of the Head of the church, for the simple
reason that He, Jesus Christ, had caused the corporation to be
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formed and was dealing through it. This seemed to me to be a case
of mixed-up reasoning.

That this was the whole thrust of his talk could be seen in that,
coming to the crux of the matter, he now applied all these points to
modern times. He spoke of the raising up of Charles Taze Russell,
his starting a new religious magazine, the Watch Tower, and, “Who
authorized this man to do that?” Then, on to Russell’s incorporating
Zion’s Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society, and here he added:

And mind you, friends, when he founded that Society, the Watch Tower
Bible and Tract Society, he was not founding a DO-NOTHING society or
organization.

The Lord Jesus Christ and God’s spirit had raised Russell up, he
said, and also backed the formation of the corporation, “this active,
do-something Society.” The vice president then described the origin
of the Gilead School; that it had been the corporation president’s idea;
that, when informed, the Board of Directors had given its backing and
that the president was to have supervision of the School. Nathan
Knorr was sitting on the platform while the vice president gave his
talk and Fred Franz gestured toward him in the course of these
following remarks:

So you see, dear friends, that the Boards of Directors of the New York
corporation and of the Pennsylvania, as constituted back there, they had
respect for the office of the president and they did not treat the president of
these organizations as a poker-faced, immobilized figurehead presiding over
a society, a do-nothing society.

From the start of the talk | had thought this was the goal aimed at
and so it came as no surprise to me, though the language used did.
From this stage of the presentation, the tone of the talk now softened
and he went on to highlight that particular day, September 7, 1975, say-

ing:

And do you know what that means? According to this diary, Hebrew
diary, from the land of Israel [referring now to a small booklet he held in his
hand], why this is the second day of the month Tishri of the lunar year 1976,
and do you know what that means? That here on this day of your graduation,
why it is the second day of the seventh millennium of man’s existence here
on earth. Isn’t that something? Isn’t that something grand [applause here]
that the opening day of the seventh millennium of mankind’s existence is
signalized by the operation of the Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society in
full compliance of the terms of its charter sending out the 59th class of the
Gilead School for missionaries.
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Jehovah God certainly has blessed it, and by its fruit, why, it has become
known as an approved agency in the hand of Jehovah God and so that there
is no need to challenge the right and the authority of this Society to send out
missionaries.

And, friends, notice this, that just as God used the Antioch congregation
to send out the two of the most outstanding missionaries of the first century,
Paul and Barnabas, so today Jehovah God is using the Watch Tower Bible
and Tract Society of Pennsylvania, in collaboration with the New York
corporation, to send out further missionaries and they are determined to keep
on in that course. That’s something very, very gratifying.**

There could be no question but that in the vice president’s mind
someone had “thrown down the gauntlet” in a challenge to the
corporation presidency. By this talk the battle lines had been
carefully and emphatically drawn. The corporation had its sovereign
terrain and it was off limits to the Governing Body. The sad effect
of all this was that many of his fellow members of the Governing
Body were distinctly cast in the role of aggressor and openly dis-
played as disrespectful of the authority of the Lord Jesus Christ
vested in this “approved agency,” the corporation.

The guests present, parents and friends of the graduating class,
were generally mystified by many of the things said and by the
whole thrust of the talk, the biting language at times employed.
The Bethel Family members, though having a vague idea of
difficulties because of comments made by the president and vice
president when acting as head of the table, now had reinforced
their suspicion that there was indeed a quarrel going on in the
Governing Body, apparently a power struggle.

The contrast between this talk and the talk using the metaphor
of the dog and its tail, given four years previously (in which the
“dog” “represented the Governing Body and the “tail”—which
should be wagged and not do the wagging—represented the cor-
poration) could hardly have been greater. They were given by the
same man, yet they seemed to go in totally opposite directions. I
would be less than honest if | did not admit that I left the auditorium
that day feeling not only deeply disturbed but also somewhat ill.
It seemed that God’s Word was something that could be made to
fit one argument when circumstances made it advisable, and an
opposite argument when circumstances were different. This dis-
turbed me more than any other aspect of the matter.

11 Following thetalk. President Knorr spoke, visibly moved and almost choked with emotion.

He expressed great appreciation for what had been said. And | am sure he was thoroughly
sincere in his feelings. He then gave a pleasant talk on “Wholesomeness of Speech.”
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As in Nathan Knorr’s case, so, too, certain factors help in under-
standing Fred Franz’s actions. In late 1941, when Judge Rutherford
lay on his deathbed at Beth Sarim in San Diego, California, he had
called three men to his side: Nathan Knorr, Fred Franz and Hayden
Covington. Rutherford told them that he wanted them to carry on
after his death and that they should “stick together” as a team. That
action was reminiscent of Pastor Russell’s “Will,” though here given
orally rather than in writing. Twenty years later, in 1961, in writing
the book ““Let Your Name Be Sanctified,”” Fred Franz alluded to that
occasion when discussing the account of the passing on of Elijah’s pro-
phetic mantle (*official garment” in the New World Translation) to his
successor Elisha.'? He presented this as a prophetic drama and stated:

¢+ Rutherford was abed on the Pacific Coast
when the United States of America was plunged
into World War II Sunday, December 7, 1941. Two
men of the anointed remnant (one since 1913 and
one since 1922) and one of the “other sheep” (since
1934) were summoned from Brooklyn headquar-
ters out to Rutherford’s bedside at the home called
“Beth-sarim,” San Diego, California. On December
24, 1941, he gave these three his final instructions.
For years he had been hoping to see the faithful
prophets, including Elijah and Elisha, resurrected
from the dead and installed as Kingdom “princes
in all the earth” in God’s new world. (Psalm
45:16) But on Thursday, January 8, 1942, Ruther-
ford died at seventy-two years of age, as a faithful
witness of Jehovah God, completely devoted to the
interests of God’s kingdom. He had proved himself
fearless in support of Jehovah’s side of the
paramount issue of Universal Domination.

5 As viewed from our present time, it appears
that there the Elijah work passed, to be succeeded
by the Elisha work. It was as when Elijah and
Elisha had crossed the Jordan River by means of a
dividing of the waters to the east shore and were
walking along, awaiting the removal of Elijah.

Elisha became heir to Elijah’s
official garment that had fallen from him. With
it went its powers. 13

12 2 Kings 2:8, 11-14.
13 *““Let Your Name Be Sanctified,” published in 1961, pp. 335-337.
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When the Governing Body discussed the proposed reorganization,
the vice president made direct reference to this assignment from the
dying Judge Rutherford. | have no doubt that Fred Franz felt that a
certain “mantle-izing” had occurred at that time. As has been stated,
Nathan Knorr succeeded Rutherford to the presidency. Hayden
Covington, the big Texas lawyer who defended Jehovah’s Witnesses
in many cases before the U.S. Supreme Court, was asked by Knorr
to become vice president, this despite the fact that Covington made
no profession then of being of the “anointed” class. (This shows that
neither Judge Rutherford nor, initially, Nathan Knorr felt that being
of the “anointed” was essential for directing the work worldwide.)
Covington’s own testimony, given during the Walsh case in Scotland,
indicates that it was not until some correspondence came in a couple
of years later asking how this could be, that he and Knorr talked about
his not being of the “anointed” and Covington decided he should
resign.'* Relations between the two deteriorated as time went on and
Covington eventually left the headquarters staff to go into private
practice.’® Fred Franz was elected as vice president following
Covington’s resignation in 1944,

Though the three heirs to Rutherford’s deathbed transference of
responsibility (which, incidentally shows there was no “governing
body” in operation) had now reduced to two, there was evidently still
a definite feeling that a role in fulfilling prophecy was in effect. In
1978, at a large convention in Cincinnati, Ohio, when Fred Franz,
now the Society’s president, was asked to speak to the audience
of over 30,000 persons about his life experience as a Witness, he
chose to spend the bulk of the time discussing his relationship with
the now deceased Nathan Knorr, particularly emphasizing Judge
Rutherford’s dying words to them. It can very truthfully be said
that the talk took on the aspect of a eulogy as Fred Franz described
Knorr’s qualities and stressed that he had stuck by Nathan Knorr
right to the end “just as the Judge had urged” and that he was
proud of having done so.

Perhaps even more illuminating as regards this view of being
“mantle-ized” was an expression made that same year, 1978, during a
session of what was now the Writing Committee of the Governing Body.

14 From the official court record, pp. 387, 388.

15 Covington had had a severe struggle with alcoholism and had undergone one “drying
out” treatment while still in headquarters service. He went through another at Speers
Hospital in Dayton, Kentucky, after being disfellowshiped in the 1970s, and finally
conquered the problem. He was reinstated and continued association until his death.
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Present were Lyman Swingle, Ewart Chitty, Lloyd Barry, Fred Franz and
myself. A commentary on the Letter of James was being written by Ed
Dunlap, and Fred Franz had asked for an adjustment to Dunlap’s discus-
sion of James, chapter three, verse 1, where the disciple says:

Not many of you should become teachers, my brothers, knowing
that we shall receive heavier judgment.

The material Dunlap had prepared said that this evidently was a
warning against unqualified individuals seeking to serve as teachers
simply because of a desire for prominence. Fred Franz asked for the
elimination of most of the material but gave no particular explanation
for his objections except to ask in writing:

If Jesus gave some to be teachers, how many was he to give? And
since Jesus does the giving, how could James tell the men “not many
of you should become teachers”? How did James himself become a
teacher?

Since | had been assigned to oversee the project of the commentary’s
development, at the Committee hearing | asked Fred Franz to clarify
his objection and tell us just what he thought was meant by this text.
He stated that he believed it meant that it was God’s will that there
be just a few men in the entire Christian congregation who could
rightly be called “teachers.” I inquired who such would be in our time.
Speaking very calmly his reply was:

Well, I believe that I am. | have been here at headquarters for over
fifty years and have been involved in the field of writing and research
during most of that time, so | believe that | am. And—there are some
other brothers throughout the earth who are.

This response was another occasion when the effect was so startling
that the words were, in effect, burned into my memory. | was not the
only witness to them since they were spoken before the other three
members of the Writing Committee. By his remark we had had
identified for us only one teacher on earth by name: Fred Franz. Who
the others were, we were left to speculate. As | told Lyman Swingle
on more than one occasion thereafter, | regretted not having pursued
the matter further by asking for names of the other “teachers” of our
time. But the response left me momentarily speechless.

In the same material in which he presented his objection to Dun-
lap’s material, President Franz had also suggested the addition of the
following points in the forthcoming commentary (here presented in a
photocopy from page 2 of his writeup, containing his initials):
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CORRECTIONS AND CHANGES THAT SHOULD BE MADE ON JAMES 3 cowmzﬂé%ﬁfﬂg%ﬂ
James 3, page 2

After paragraph 5 I would insert the following paragraph:

How James himself became a teacher we do not know, except
that his half brother, Jesus Christ, appeared to him after his
resurrection. (1 Cor. 15:7; Acts 1:14) Not every dedicated,
baptized Christian man who may want to 'become a teacher'! does sc
out of a selfish, ambitious motive. Such a rightly motivated
teacher was seen in the case of the 27-year-ocld "Editor and

Publisher" of the magazine Zion'!s Watch Tower and Herald of

Christ's Presence in July of 1879.

This brought memories of his Gilead Graduation talk in 1975 when
he had made clear his conviction that Christ Jesus had personally
raised up Pastor Russell to carry out a special role. This material three
years later indicated that he felt such personal, individual selection
by Christ was continuing in other cases, with the result that only a few
select persons were raised up as special “teachers” for the congregation.®

The above-suggested material bringing Russell into the picture
was not used, however, and the information found on pages 99 to the
top of 102 in the Commentary on the Letter of James is a replace-
ment of Dunlap’s material which | wrote so that President Franz’s
objections would be met. It was in a certain sense a refutation of his
view since Jesus’ words at Matthew, chapter twenty-three, verse 8,
“But you, do not you be called Rabbi, for one is your teacher, whereas
all you are brothers,” seemed to be completely contrary to the idea of a
very small number of men forming a somewhat exclusive group of spe-
cially selected “teachers,” the chosen few. The rewrite | submit-
ted was approved in committee and published.

There is another reason why there was such an evident contradiction
between certain bold, forceful statements made in print and the com-
paratively timid, puny reality actually existing at the time. The rea-
son is that the officers of the corporation could rationalize that a small,
representative change or reform would suffice as substitution for, or
a “token” of, a larger, genuinely meaningful change.

16 Karl Klein on several occasions during Governing Body sessions referred to Fred Franz
as having been the “oracle” of the organization for many years. Though generally said
with a smile, his repeated use of the term implied more than mere jesting.
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As an example of this, the mere fact that in 1971 President Knorr
had decided to relinquish his monopoly of the chairmanship at the
Bethel dining tables, sharing it with the other members of the
Board of Directors and also had decided to allow them to serve on a rota-
tional basis as chairmen of the Governing Body sessions was viewed as
all that was needed to demonstrate that the corporations (and their
officers) were in fact directed by and submissive to the Governing Body
and that the “dog was indeed wagging the tail.” No other tangible action
or significant change had taken place in the authority structure, nor was
it viewed as necessary to fulfill the impressive picture painted.

That Fred Franz could so view matters seems evident, particularly
so since, surprisingly, over twenty years earlier, back in 1944 he had
written articles for the Watchtower that contained all the basic points
on elders and overseers that appeared in the Aid book.'” Despite this,
no change whatsoever took place back then in the congregational ar-
rangement. But it had been said, it had been published, and this was
viewed as enough.

In those articles, 1944 was presented as a marked year in Bible
prophecy, and this mainly because an amendment had been passed
whereby voting rights in the corporation would no longer be based
on a $10 donation as previously. Instead a maximum number of 500
persons, selected by the corporation’s Board, would be the only ones
with a right to vote. Anyone who has attended an annual meeting of
the Watch Tower Society where elections of Directors take place
knows that it is extremely routine and that voting is mainly a mere
formality. The bulk of the voting members know virtually nothing
of the inner workings of the organization and have neither influence,
voice or control as to the policies and programs of the organization.
The actual business part of the meeting usually takes no more than
one hour; then it is over until another year passes.

Yet the adoption of this amendment as to voting members was
presented in articles in the Watchtower of December 1, 1971 (written by
Fred Franz) as being an occasion of such significance and magnitude
that it became a focal point in the explanation of the prophecy of
Daniel 8:14, regarding the 2,300 prophetic days connected with the
‘bringing of the sanctuary into its proper condition.” I doubt that one
Witness in a thousand, if shown that verse today, would ever connect it
up with 1944 and the corporation amendment made then. Yet that
remains the official explanation of that prophecy to this day. It was

17 The Watchtower. October 15. 1944. See the book Pay Attention to Daniel’s Prophecy
(1999), pp. 178, 179.
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another example of the ability to take an event of relatively minor effect
and then to clothe it with symbolic value as being of great significance.

On August 15, 1975, the Committee of Five finally presented its
findings and recommendations. On behalf of the committee | prepared
a document of 45 pages, setting out the historical and, particularly,
the Scriptural reasons for recommending that the basically monarchical
structure should change, plus 19 pages outlining a system of Gov-
erning Body Committees for directing the different areas of activ-
ity. The initial document ended with the following paragraph:

All the deliberations of the committee of five have been made with
much prayer and careful thought. We sincerely hope that God’s spirit
has guided in the results and pray that they will be of some assistance
to the body in reaching a decision. It is hoped that the adjustments
recommended, if approved, will contribute toward an even more pleas-
ant, peaceful relationship among the members of the Governing Body,
helping to eliminate the tension that at times has surfaced in our
meetings. (Ps. 133:1; Jas. 3:17, 18) It is also hoped that the recom-
mended adjustments will, if accepted, serve to enhance and make yet
more prominent the headship of Christ Jesus and the spirit of genuine
brotherhood found among his disciples—Mark 9:50.

Those words expressed my sincere feelings and hope. | could not see
how they could be viewed as a challenge to Christ Jesus’ direction of
his congregation.®

The material came before the Governing Body, and in the session
on September 10, 1975, it was now obvious that by far the majority
favored the basic change recommended. However, a second Committee
of Five was assigned to make final adjustments.'* The Body did not
select either the president or vice president to serve on this committee
since their opposition had been clearly stated.

The president’s comments at this point mainly expressed doubt as
to the practicality of the change. The vice president, however, made
plain that he viewed the presentation as an “attack on the presidency.”
When the president’s own motion was read out to him, he replied that
Brother Knorr had made that statement “under duress.”

18 A covering letter, written by Leo Greenlees, accompanied the document and included
this statement: “Our recommendations are not motivated by dissatisfaction with the
work as it has been administered heretofore, but mainly out of concern for the direction
indicated by the Bible and Watchtower articles, we believe that once the Scriptural prin-
ciples are brought to bear on the matter, then the direction we should take is evident.”

19 The second committee was composed of Milton Henschel, Ewart Chitty, Lyman Swingle,
Lloyd Barry and Ted Jaracz.
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Lyman Swingle expressed himself as feeling that all members of
the Body had respect for the president and did not view him as a
“poker-faced, immobilized figurehead of a do-nothing Society,” here
using the vice president’s language at the graduation exercises. He
stressed that the president could still use his energy, drive and initiative
within the proposed arrangement. Later in the discussion, the vice
president insisted that the Committee of Five’s document did just
what he had said was being done. He stated that at the coming annual
meeting his vote would be for the corporation powers to continue and
said that his talk at the Gilead Graduation owed to a feeling of
obligation to let the brothers know this so that they would not feel
that a “hoax” had been practiced on them.

After the second committee completed its recommendations and
submitted these on December 3, 1975, the matter came down to a final
vote.? The Chairman called for a show of hands. All but two raised
their hands in favor of the motion to implement the recommendations.

The two who did not raise their hands were the president and the
vice president.

The following day the Body met again. The vice president said he had
taken no part in the discussion the day before since he “didn’t want to
have anything more to do with it”; to participate would mean he
was in favor and he “conscientiously could not do so.” He referred
repeatedly to Nathan Knorr as the “chief executive” of the Soci-
ety, the “chief executive of the Lord’s people on earth,” and said
that “Jesus Christ is not down here on earth and so is using agents
to carry out his will.”

Dan Sydlik, a square-built, deep-voiced man of Slavic descent, said
he would have been “happy to see Brother Knorr or Brother Franz
turn to the Scriptures or even to the Watchtower publications to
support their position but that was not the case.” Leo Greenlees
remarked that if all the congregations were glad to submit to the
direction of the Governing Body, why not the corporations also?

The president basically confined his remarks to saying that he
thought the corporation would act “parallel” to the Governing Body
but that, instead, the proposed arrangement subordinated the corpo-
ration, adding, “which is probably correct.” The vice president said
he too thought the two organizations were going to run parallel (per-
haps like Antioch and Jerusalem?) and said: “I never had in mind
what the Governing Body wants to do now.”

20 About the only major change the second committee made in the recommendations of the

first committee was that, in addition to arotating chairmanship of each proposed Governing
Body Committee, there should be a permanent “Coordinator” for each Committee.
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It was obvious that the president and vice president were
maintaining their opposition. Lloyd Barry, his voice strained and
shaking with emotion, now pleaded with them that they make the
matter unanimous since it was obvious that it would pass anyway.

Another vote was taken and this time President Knorr raised his
hand and the vice president followed suit.

Four years later, in 1979, in a Governing Body session, Fred Franz,
now president, stated that his vote for the change back then was made
“under duress.” |1 would agree. When Nathan Knorr conceded, Fred
Franz felt compelled to join him. He went on to say that he had not
been in favor of the change then and that from that point forward he
had “just been watching” to see what would result.

Contrast the above information with the idealistic picture Watch
Tower publications seek to convey. Quoting Isaiah 60:17, which
gives Jehovah’s promise to replace ‘bronze with gold,” “iron with sil-
ver,” and to appoint “Peace as your overseer and Righteousness as your
taskmaster,” the Watchtower of March 15, 1990 contains articles
describing “progressive improvements” and “continual refinements” in
organization, as if organizational changes have come smoothly, in an
atmosphere of peace and harmony. They present the fiction that a gov-
erning body was operative throughout Watch Tower history.

As has been shown, the reality is quite different. During the first seven
decades of the organization’s history no one spoke of, or thought in terms
of, a governing body. Russell had arranged that after his death commit-
tees would handle matters and share authority and responsibility. Ruth-
erford promptly and effectively eliminated these, crushed any opposi-
tion, and for the following two decades autocratically exercised total
control as corporation president. While moderating the existing atmo-
sphere, Knorr retained that total control until a sort of “palace revolu-
tion” stripped the corporation presidency of its power. As of 1976, the
authority passed from one man to a number of men, and, after nearly half
a century, committees once again became operative. This back-and-forth
scenario hardly fits the picture of a harmonious process of “progressive
improvements” and “continual refinements.”

The Watch Tower’s 1993 history book, Jehovah’s Witnesses—
Proclaimers of God’s Kingdom, in its “Foreword” comments that
while others have written about Jehovah’s Witnesses, this was “not
always impartially.” It then states:

The editors of this volume have endeavored to be objective and to
present a candid history.
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The book, on pages 108, 109, describes the1975/1976 major restruc-
turing of the administration as “one of the most significant organizational
readjustments in the modern-day history of Jehovah’s Witnesses.” (See
pages 83 of this chapter for the text of those pages.) How “objective”
and “candid” is their presentation of that major event?

The change is presented as if achieved in peaceful harmony. If
the anonymous “editors” of the book were themselves ignorant of the
months of acrimonious inner struggle that preceded this change,
it is certain that every one of the hundreds of men and women who
were members of the Brooklyn headquarters staff at the time, and who
heard the angry expressions of the president in morning text discussions,
knew that the change did not come peacefully. Of all these, the mem-
bers of the Governing Body knew most intimately the intensity of the
struggle. As of 1993, when the history book was published, all those then
members of the Body had personally lived through that experience. They
knew that the change from a one-man rule to that of a body rule was
achieved in the face of intense, even caustic opposition from both the
president and the vice president, and that the ‘unanimous approving’ of
the change the history book refers to was achieved only as a result of
these two men, Knorr and Fred Franz, being faced with obvious defeat
and finally capitulating (reluctantly and “under duress,” as the vice presi-
dent himself expressed it). Any candor in this published account is clearly
conspicuous for its absence. To allow this fictional picture of peaceful,
harmonious change to be published does not speak well for the moral
standards of those knowing the reality.
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The preceding chart, prepared by the second Committee of Five,
shows the arrangement that went into effect on January 1, 1976.

John Booth, a member of the first Committee of Five, and in early
life a farmer from upstate New York, a gentle man who thought
deeply but normally had difficulty in expressing those thoughts well,
seemed to have best described what now became the case with the
corporation. In one of the Committee of Five’s first meetings, he had said:

A corporation is just a legal tool. It’s like a pen lying on the desk.
When | want to use the pen | pick it up. When I’m finished I just lay
it down until I want to use it again.

That now became the position of the Watch Tower Bible and Tract
Society of Pennsylvania and its subsidiary corporations. Inevitably that
meant that the power of the presidency was decimated and virtually dis-
appeared, that office now serving an almost purely legal function.

When Nathan Knorr died, the Governing Body considered the
matter of his successor. The most likely candidates were Vice Presi-
dent Franz and Milton Henschel, who had worked closely with Knorr
in Administration. Henschel moved that Fred Franz become presi-
dent and this was unanimously approved. When replacement for
Knorr’s position as “Coordinator” of the Publishing Committee then
came up, Henschel seemed the logical successor, but Fred Franz, now
president, spoke in favor of Lloyd Barry. Relations between Knorr
and Henschel had been poor in recent years and in one interview
with the first Committee of Five, Knorr had implied that he felt Barry
could take over his job (his presidential work) if necessary. Evidently
Fred Franz viewed this somewhat in the light of Judge Rutherford’s
deathbed instructions and felt that some transfer of “mantle” to Barry was
thus in order, but the Body voted Henschel into the position.

An article in Time magazine, reporting the election of Fred Franz
as the new president, stated:

Though few people know his name, he has acquired more-than-papal
power over 2.2 million souls around the world.?

That statement could hardly have been more wrong. It would have
been true a year or so earlier, but the office of president, though still
carrying a measure of prestige and prominence, was no longer the
earthwide power base it had been. Few persons outside the Body
could appreciate how drastic a change had taken place.

21 Time, July 11, 1977, p. 64.
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If the president previously had indeed had power of papal scope,
though with none of the trappings and pomp of the papacy, the Branch
Overseers had been equivalent in domain to archbishops, each being
the “presiding minister of Christianity for and within the territory to
which he has been appointed.”?Here, too, a change entered as Branch
Committees took on this responsibility.

The years of 1976 and 1977 brought some pleasant moments. A
very different climate seemed to be in evidence at the international
headquarters, a spirit of greater brotherliness, openness and equality.
Some compared it to the “window” that Pope John XXI11 had opened
in the Catholic Church to ‘let a breath of fresh air in.”

The new Governing Body Committees put into effect a number
of changes to improve Bethel Family circumstances, both in Brook-
lyn and among the more than ninety Branches. Greater consideration
was given to financial needs of the so-called “rank and file” members,
to the special needs of women and to those who were older. During
1976 a series of meetings was held with respected and esteemed men
in various categories: representatives from the Branches around the
world were first brought in; then traveling representatives across the
United States; finally congregation elders representing the different
sectors of the country were invited to Brooklyn. In all cases there was
a freedom of discussion and expression that most found refreshingly
different from any experienced in the past.

On the congregational level, | doubt that much of this was felt,
since the many suggestions made by the men in these meetings were
not implemented to any major extent. Still, many Witnesses expressed
appreciation that, for a time at least, published material gave stronger
emphasis to the authority of the Scriptures and the headship of Jesus
Christ and less to the authority of a human organization. They felt
overall that a more moderate, balanced, compassionate approach was
being taken. As one longtime Witness put it, “l used to feel like | had
to do things; now I’m beginning to feel like I want to do them.”

The sessions of the Governing Body manifested this changed
atmosphere in some measure. The passing of the much publicized
year of 1975 without the hoped-for arrival of a millennial jubilee
doubtless had a somewhat humbling effect, as dogmatism diminished
perceptibly. More caution as to imposing new rulings on the lives of
people and less inclination to categorize specific actions as

22 Quoted from pages 5 and 6 of the Branch Office Procedure book, a manual for all Branch
Offices in effect at the time.
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“disfellowshiping offenses” were reflected in the voting, though never
in a complete sense.

It was during this year (1976), that Nathan Knorr’s health began to
deteriorate. Yet, as long as he was able to attend, he shared in discus-
sions and, though clearly not happy with changes made, showed a gen-
erally cooperative and helpful attitude. His expressions at times helped
to overcome extreme points of view. Though rarely based on Scriptural
argument, they reflected his common sense approach to matters.

Throughout most of this period Vice President Franz preferred to
sit and listen, only occasionally participating in discussions and,
almost without fail, what he had to say would come toward the close
of the discussion, just before voting took place. By that point the
general consensus of thinking was fairly evident (based on the indi-
vidual comments made) and often his remarks were opposite to the
trend of the majority. Perhaps nothing illustrates more strikingly the
changed thinking of the Body during this period as does the fact that
the voting, while sometimes showing a shift due to the influence of
the vice president’s last-minute remarks, often went contrary to his
expressions. In the main, however, during this period he gave no
indication of his thinking until the customary show of hands was
called for and, as the official “Minutes” record, there were numer-
ous cases Where the vote read “Sixteen [or whatever the figure might
be] in favor; one abstention,” that one being the vice president. This
was generally where issues involved moderations of policy regarding so-
called “disfellowshiping matters.” Matters in the secular or semi-secu-
lar field (such as purchases of property, office procedures) or appoint-
ments to membership in Branch Committees were usually unanimous.

When the new arrangement was voted in, | found it hard to believe
that such a major change in the authority structure had actually taken
place, particularly in view of the intense opposition it had met from
the most prominent men in the organization, as well as from some
of their close associates outside the Body. My earnest hope was that
the “leveling” and equalizing effect of the change would allow for greater
moderation, a reduction of dogmatism, a greater concern for individuals
and their individual circumstances and problems, and perhaps, some day,
the elimination of the authoritarian approach that produced so many rules
and assumed such great control over the personal lives of people.

As has been noted, some of that came. It came for a while. Then,
within about two years, like a chilling breeze in late autumn that
signals the approach of winter coldness, evidence of a very clear
swing back to earlier approaches began surfacing again and again.



TRADITION AND LEGALISM

Thus you nullify the word of God for the sake
of your tradition. . . . their teachings are but
rules made by man.—Matthew 15:6, 9, New
International Version.

M ost of Jehovah’s Witnesses envision Governing Body sessions
as meetings of men who spend a great amount of their time in
intense study of God’s Word. They think of them as meeting together
to consider humbly how they can better help their brothers understand
the Scriptures, to discuss constructive and positive ways to build them
up in faith and love, the qualities that motivate genuine Christian
works, doing all this in sessions where Scripture is always appealed
to as the only valid and final and supreme authority. Since all
Governing Body sessions are completely private, only its members
are witnesses of what actually occurs in those sessions.

As has been noted, the Governing Body members, better than
anyone, knew that the Watchtower articles describing the relationship
between the corporation and the Governing Body presented a picture
that did not accord with reality. So, too, members of the Governing
Body know, better than anyone else, that the picture described in
the preceding paragraph differs measurably from reality.

I spent nine years on the Governing Body. Going over the records
of meeting after meeting after meeting, the most prominent, constant
and time-occupying feature found is the discussion of issues ulti-
mately coming down to this question: “Is it a disfellowshiping mat-
ter?”

I would liken the Governing Body (and in my mind | often did)
to a group of men backed up against a wall with numerous persons
tossing balls at them for them to catch and throw back. The balls came
so frequently and in such number that there was little time for any-
thing else. Indeed, it seemed that every disfellowshiping ruling made
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and sent out only brought additional questions thrown at us from
new angles, leaving little time for thought, study, discussion and ac-
tion of a truly positive, constructive nature .

Over the years | sat through many, many sessions where issues
that could seriously affect the lives of people were discussed, yet
where the Bible did not come into the hands or even on the lips
of practically any of those participating. There were reasons, a
combination of reasons, for this.

Many Governing Body members admitted that they found them-
selves so occupied with various matters that there was little time for
Bible study. It is no exaggeration to say that the average member
spent no more time, and sometimes less, in such study than many
Witnesses among the so-called “rank and file.” Some of those on the
Publishing Committee (which included the officers and directors of
the Pennsylvania corporation) were notable in this regard, for a
tremendous amount of paper work came their way and they evidently
felt that they could not or should not delegate this to anyone else to
review and present conclusions or recommendations.

On the few occasions when some purely Scriptural discussion
was programmed it was generally to discuss an article or articles
for the Watchtower that an individual had prepared and to which there
was some objection. In these cases it regularly occurred that, even
though notified a week or two in advance of the matter, Milton
Henschel, Grant Suiter or another member of this Committee felt
obliged to say, “l only had time to look this over briefly, I’ve been
S0 busy.”

There was no reason to doubt that they were truly busy. The
question that came to mind was, How then can they vote in good
conscience on approval of the material when they have not been able
to meditate on it, search the Scriptures to test it out? Once published
it was to be viewed as “truth” by millions of people. What paper work
could equal this in importance?

But these brothers were by no means alone, for the discussions
themselves clearly demonstrated that by far the majority of the Body
had done little else than read the material written. The subject was
often one that had originated and developed in the mind of the writer
without consultation with the Body, even though it represented some
“new” understanding of Scripture, and often the writer had then
worked up all his arguments and put the material in final form
without having talked things over, tested his thinking, with even one
other person. (Even during Nathan Knorr’s lifetime this was the
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normal procedure followed by the Society’s principal writer, Fred
Franz. Only when put in completed form did anyone else—and usually
only the president—have opportunity to consider and discuss the
ideas or interpretations developed.) The argumentation was frequently
complex, involved, of a kind that no superficial reading could ever
allow for sufficient analysis to test its validity and determine if it
was Scripturally solid or just a case of “acrobatical logic,” a skillful
juggling of texts that made them say something other than what they
really said. Those who had only read the material usually voted in
favor; those who had done extra study and research were those most
likely to raise serious questions.

Thus, after one discussion of an article by Fred Franz which pre-
sented the view that the “festival of the harvest ingathering” (cel-
ebrated, according to the Bible, at the close of the harvest season)
pictured a circumstance in the history of the Witnesses at the start of
their spiritual harvesting, sufficient members voted in favor for it to be
accepted.’ Lyman Swingle, who had not voted in favor and who was
currently serving as Coordinator of the Writing Committee, then said:
“All right, if that’s what you want to do I’ll send it over to the fac-
tory for printing. But that does not mean that I believe it. It is just one
more stone piled on the enormous monument of testimony that the
Watchtower is not infallible.”

A second reason for lack of real Bible discussion, follows
obviously, I believe, from the preceding one. And that is that most
of the Body were actually not that well versed in the Scriptures, for
their “busyness” was not something of recent origin. In my own case,
right up until 1965 | had been on such a “treadmill” of activity
that | had found little time for truly serious study. But I think the mat-
ter goes deeper than that. | believe that the feeling prevailed that
such study and research were really not all that essential, that
the policies and teachings of the organization—developed over
many decades—were a reliable guide in themselves, so that, what-
ever motion might be made in the Body, as long as it conformed satis-
factorily to such traditional policy or teaching, it must be all right.

The facts point to this conclusion. At times a long discussion
on some “disfellowshiping” issue would suddenly be resolved
because one member had found a statement related to the matter
in the Society’s Organization book, or, more likely, in the book
called “Aid to Answering Branch Office Correspondence,” a

1 See the Watchtower of February 15, 1980, pp. 8-24.
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compendium of policies arranged alphabetically on a broad range
of subjects—employment, marriage, divorce, politics, military mat-
ters, labor unions, blood and scores of others. When such statement
was found, even though no Scripture was cited in support of the par-
ticular point of policy, this seemed to settle the matter for most of the
Body members and they would usually vote without hesitation in
favor of any motion that conformed to the printed policy. | saw this
happen on several occasions and | never ceased to be impressed by
the way that kind of printed policy statement could effect such a sudden
transformation in the progress and resolution of a discussion.

A final reason for the Bible’s playing little part in such discussion
is that in case after case the issue involved something on which the
Scriptures themselves were silent.

To cite specific examples, the discussion might be to decide
whether the injection of serums should be viewed the same as blood
transfusions, or whether platelets should be considered just as objec-
tionable for acceptance as packed red blood cells. Or the discussion
might center on the policy that a wife who committed one act of
unfaithfulness was obliged to confess this to her husband (even
though he was known to be extremely violent in nature) or else her
claim of repentance would not be considered valid, leaving her liable
for disfellowshiping. What scriptures discuss such matters?

Consider this case that came up for discussion and decision by the
Governing Body. One of Jehovah’s Witnesses, driving a truck for the
Coca-Cola Company, had as his route a large military base where
numerous deliveries were made. The question: Could he do this and
remain a member in good standing or is this a disfellowshiping
offense? (The crucial factor here being that military property and
personnel were involved.)

Again, what scriptures discuss such matters—in a way that can be
clearly and reasonably seen, in a way that obviates the need for
involved reasonings and interpretations? None were brought forward,
yet the majority of the Body decided that this work was not acceptable
and that the man would have to obtain another route to remain in good
standing. A similar case came up involving a Witness musician who
played ina “combo” at an officers’ club on a military base. This, too,
was ruled unacceptable by the majority of the Body. The Scriptures
being silent, human reasoning supplied the answer.

Generally, in discussions of this type, if any appeal was made to
Scripture by those favoring condemnation of the act or conduct, that
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appeal was to very broad statements such as, “You are no part of the
world,” found at John, chapter fifteen, verse 19. If a Governing Body
member personally scrupled against the action or conduct under
discussion and could think of no other argument against it, often he
would fall back on this text, extending it and applying it to fit what-
ever the circumstances were. The need to let the rest of the Scriptures
define what such a broad statement means and how it applies often
seemed to be considered unnecessary or irrelevant.

A major factor in Governing Body decisions was the two-thirds
majority rule. This produced some strange effects at times.

The rule was that a two-thirds majority (of the total active
membership) was needed to carry a motion. | personally appreci-
ated the opportunity this allowed for a member to vote differently
from the majority or simply to abstain without feeling that he was,
in effect, exercising ‘*veto power.” On minor matters, even when
not in complete agreement, | generally voted with the majority.
But when issues came up that genuinely affected my conscience |
frequently found myself in the minority—seldom alone but often with
only one, two or three other members expressing conscientious ob-
jection by not voting for the motion.2 This was not so often the case
during the first two years or so after the major change effected in
the authority structure (officially put in motion on January 1, 1976).
In the final two years of my membership, however, a strong trend
toward a “hard line” approach obliged me either to vote differently from
the majority—or to abstain—with greater frequency.

But consider now what sometimes happened when the Body was
quite divided in its viewpoint, not nearly so uncommon an occurrence
as some might think.

An issue might be under discussion involving conduct that had,
somewhere in the Society’s past, been designated a “disfellowshiping
offense,” perhaps a person’s having a particular blood fraction
injected to control a potentially fatal ailment; or possibly the case
of a wife who had a non-Witness husband in military service and who
worked in a commissary on her husband’s military base.

At times in such discussions the Body might be quite divided,
sometimes even split right down the middle. Or there might be a
majority who favored removing the particular action, conduct or type

2 lcanrecall,and my records indicate, only a couple of occasions in over eight years where
I found myself completely alone in voting contrary to the majority or in abstaining.
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of employment from the “disfellowshiping offense” category.
Consider what might happen because of the two-thirds majority rule:

If out of fourteen members present, nine favored removing the
disfellowshiping offense “label”” and only five favored retaining it,
the majority was not sufficient to change the disfellowshiping label.
Though a clear majority, the nine were not a two-thirds majority.
(Even if there were ten of them favoring change this was still not
enough, for though they would be two-thirds majority of the fourteen
present, the rule was two-thirds majority of the total active member-
ship, which during much of the time was seventeen.) If someone from
the nine favoring removal of the disfellowshiping category ad-
vanced a motion it would fail, because twelve votes were needed for
it to pass. If someone from the five favoring retention of the
disfellowshiping offense category advanced a motion that the policy
be maintained, the motion would, of course, fail also. But even the
failure of the motion in favor of retaining the category would not re-
sult in the removal of that disfellowshiping category. Why not?
Because the policy was that some motion had to carry before any
change would be made in previous policy. In one of the first of these
instances of such a divided vote, Milton Henschel had expressed the
view that, where there was no two-thirds majority, then “status quo
should prevail,” nothing should change. It was quite uncommon in
these cases for any member to change over on his vote and so a stale-
mate usually resulted.

That meant that the Witness taking the particular action or having
the particular employment involved would continue to be subject to
disfellowshiping, even though a majority of the Body had made clear
their feeling that he or she should not be!

On more than one occasion when a sizeable minority or even a
majority (though not two-thirds) felt that a matter should not be a
disfellowshiping offense, | voiced my feelings that our position was
unreasonable, even incomprehensible. How could we let things go
on as before, with people being disfellowshiped for such things, when
right within the Governing Body there were a number of us, some-
times a majority, who felt that the action involved did not merit such se-
vere judgment? How would the brothers and sisters feel to know that
this was the case and yet they were being disfellowshiped??

3 The secret nature of Governing Body sessions, of course, allows little likelihood for any
to come to know this. The “Minutes” of the meetings are never opened for other
Witnesses to see them.
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To illustrate, if five congregational elders forming a “judicial
committee” were to hear a case and three of the five did not believe
that the person’s action or conduct called for disfellowshiping, would
the fact that they were only a three-fifths majority and not a two-thirds
majority make their position invalid?* Would the person then be
disfellowshiped? Surely not. How could we, then, let a mere proce-
dural rule of voting cause a traditional stand on disfellowshiping to
prevail when most of the Body members felt otherwise? Should we
not at least take the position that, in all disfellowshiping matters, when
even a considerable minority (and especially a majority, however
small) felt that there were not sufficient grounds for disfellowshiping,
then no disfellowshiping ruling should be sustained?

These questions put to the Body brought no response, but again
and again in such cases the previously-established traditional policy
was kept in force, and this was done as a matter of course, as normal.
The effect on people’s lives somehow did not carry enough weight
to make the members feel moved to set aside their “standard” policy
in such cases. Somewhere in the past history of the organization a
disfellowshiping policy had been formulated (often the product of one
man’s thinking, a man all too often pathetically isolated from the
circumstances being dealt with) and that policy had been put into
effect; a rule had been adopted and that rule controlled unless a two-
thirds majority could overturn it.

In all these controversial cases the “disfellowshiping offense” was
not something clearly identified in Scripture as sinful. It was purely
the result of organizational policy. Once published, that policy became
fixed on the worldwide brotherhood for them to bear, along with the
consequences of the policy. Is it wrong in such circumstances to feel
that Jesus” words apply: “They tie up heavy loads and put them on
men’s shoulders, but they themselves are not willing to lift a finger
to move them”?°| leave that to the reader to decide. I only know what
my conscience told me and the stand | felt compelled to take.

Nonetheless, | feel that in these various disputed issues the Gov-
erning Body members favoring disfellowshiping generally believed
they were doing the right thing. What thinking could cause them to
hold to a disfellowshiping stand in the face of objection from a size-
able minority or possibly from half or more of their fellow members?

4 Three out of five is only 60%, not 662/3%, as in a two-thirds majority.
5 Matthew 23:4, NIV.



118 CRISIS OF CONSCIENCE

In one case where prolonged discussion had made such a situation
predictable, Ted Jaracz voiced a view that may well reflect the thinking
of others. Of Slavic descent (Polish) like Dan Sydlik, Jaracz was
different both in build and in temperament. Whereas Sydlik often
was moved by a “gut” feeling as to the rightness or wrongness of
an issue, Jaracz was of a more dispassionate nature. In this particular
session he acknowledged that “the existing policy might work a measure
of hardship on some individuals in the particular situation being
discussed,” and said, “It is not that we don’t feel for them in the matter,
but we have to always keep in mind that we are not dealing with just
two or three persons—we have a large, worldwide organization to
keep in view and we have to think of the effect on that worldwide
organization.”®

This view, that what is good for the organization is what is good for
the people in it, and that the interests of the individual are, in effect
“expendable” when the interests of the large organization appear to
require it, seemed to be accepted as a valid position by many members.

Additionally, some might advance the argument that any softening
of position could “open the way” to a floodtide of wrongdoing. If one
or more extreme examples of bad conduct were known that could be
related to the issue under discussion, these were presented as strong
evidence of the potential danger. The ominous spectre of such danger
was usually brought forth in those cases where, even before a motion
had been offered, it was fairly evident that a considerable number of
the Body inclined toward a change. In one such case, Milton Henschel
seriously urged caution, making the point that, “If we let the brothers do
this, there is no telling how far they will go.”

| believe that he, and others who made the same point on other
occasions, doubtless felt convinced that it was necessary to hold
firmly to certain longtime policies in order to ‘keep people in line,’
to hold them within a protective “fence” so that they would not stray off.

If the protective “fence” of these policies had actually been one
plainly outlined in God’s Word, | would have had to agree and would
gladly have voted accordingly. But so often that was not the case, and
that it was not was clearly indicated by the fact that the particular
elders (often men on Branch Committees) who had written in
about the subject had found nothing in Scripture dealing with the
matter, and by the fact that the Body itself had not found anything

6 These points may also have been substantially what Milton Henschel meant when he
frequently commented on the need to “be practical” in our approach to such matters,
for in voting his position and that of Ted Jaracz regularly coincided.



Tradition and Legalism 119

either. Thus the members had to resort to their own reasoning in
a prolonged discussion, in many respects, a debate.

On the occasion earlier mentioned, following Milton Henschel’s
expression, my comment was that | did not believe that it was up
to us to “let” the brothers do anything. Rather, | believed that God is
the One who “lets” them do certain things, either because his Word
approves it or because it is silent on the matter, and that He is the One
that prohibits, when his Word clearly condemns the action, either
explicitly or by clear principle. That I did not believe that as imperfect,
error-prone men we were ever authorized by God to decide what
should be allowed or disallowed for others. My question before the
Body was, “When the matter is not clear in Scripture, why should
we try to play God? We do so poorly at it. Why not let Him be
the Judge of these people in such cases?” | repeated that view on
other occasions when the same line of argument was being advanced,
but I do not feel that the majority saw it in that light and their
decisions indicated that they did not.

To paint a foreboding picture of potential unrestrained wrongdo-
ing on the part of the brothers simply because we, as a Governing
Body, removed some existing regulation, appealed to me as saying
that we suspected our brothers of lacking true love of righteousness,
of inwardly wanting to sin and being held in check only by organi-
zational regulations.

An article published some years earlier in the Society’s magazine
Awake! came to mind. It described a police strike in Montreal, Canada,
and showed that the absence of the police force for a day or so led to
all kinds of lawless deeds by usually law-abiding citizens. The Awake!
article pointed out that genuine Christians did not have to be subject
to law enforcement in order to act in a lawful manner.’

Why, then, | wondered, was the position taken by the Governing
Body that it was dangerous to remove a traditional regulation, in the
belief that this could “open the way” for widespread immorality and
misconduct on the part of the brothers? What did that say about our
attitude toward, and our confidence in, those brothers? How different
did we feel that these brothers were from those individuals who
violated laws during the police strike in Montreal, and how deep
and genuine did we believe their love of righteousness really was?
At times it seemed that the prevailing sentiment within the Body
was, trust no one but ourselves. That, too, did not seem to reflect
commendable modesty to me.

7 See Awake!, December 8, 1969, pp. 21-23.
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The results that came out of these divided decisions were by no
means inconsequential. Failure to conform to a Governing Body
decision once published or made known could, and did, bring
disfellowshiping, being cut off from congregation, family and friends.
To conform, on the other hand, might require giving up a certain
employment, sometimes when jobs were scarce and costs of caring
for a family were great. It could mean taking a stand against a marriage
partner’s wishes, a stand that could, and sometimes did, lead to
divorce, the breaking up of marriage, home and family, separating
children from father or mother. It could mean feeling compelled to
refuse to obey a certain law and then being arrested and sent away
from family and home to a place of imprisonment. It could, in fact,
mean loss of life itself, or what can be even more difficult to bear, to
see loved ones lost in death.

To illustrate the difficulties that might arise even when a
change was made in some earlier ruling, consider the organiza-
tional position taken regarding hemophiliacs and the use of blood
fractions (such as Factor V111, a clotting factor) to control against
fatal bleeding.

For many years inquiries sent by hemophiliacs to the headquarters
organization (or its Branch Offices) received the reply that to accept
such blood fraction one time could be viewed as not objectionable,
as, in effect, “medication.” But to do so more than once would
constitute a “feeding” on such blood fraction and therefore be considered
a violation of the Scriptural injunction against eating blood.?

Years later, this ruling changed. Those staff members who worked
at answering correspondence knew that in the past they had sent out
letters to the contrary and that hemophiliacs who had taken their “one
time” injection were still under the impression that to do so again
would be counted as a violation of Scripture. They could bleed to
death because of holding to such a stand.

The administration was not in favor of publishing the new position
in print since the old position had never been put in print but only
conveyed to the particular individuals inquiring. To publish some-
thing would require first explaining what the old position had been
and then explaining that it was now obsolete. This did not seem
desirable. So the staff workers made a diligent search through their
files to try to find the names and addresses of all those persons who

8 Texts referred to included Genesis 9:3, 4; Leviticus 17:10-12; Acts 15:28, 29.
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had written inquiries and another letter was sent to each advising
of the change. The staff workers felt better about this.

Then they realized that many of the inquiries had come in by phone
and that they had no record of such phone calls and absolutely no way
of determining who such inquiring hemophiliacs were. Whether, in
the interim between the old ruling and the new, some had died, they
did not know; whether some whom they had not been able to contact
would yet die because of holding to the old ruling, they did not know.
They only knew that they had followed instructions, being loyally
obedient to their superiors in the organization.

This change in policy was made official at the June 11, 1975, ses-
sion of the Governing Body. It was not until three years later, in 1978,
however, that the change was finally put into print, though rather
obscurely stated and, strangely, listed in with the issue of the use of
serum injections to combat disease (whereas hemophilia is not a
disease but a hereditary defect), in the June 15, 1978, issue of the
Watchtower. It still was not acknowledged that this represented a
change in the previous policy as to multiple use of blood fractions
by hemophiliacs.

Another clue to the thinking of Governing Body members in such
cases was the emphasis often placed on the long-standing nature of a
particular policy. This meant that through the years thousands had
abided by the Society’s policy even though it created a severe
burden for them, perhaps leading to imprisonment or other suffering.
To change now, it was argued, might make such ones feel that
what they had undergone had been unnecessary and, whereas they
had found personal satisfaction in suffering in such way, viewing
it as ‘suffering for righteousness sake,” now they might feel
disillusioned, possibly even feel it unfair that they had endured a
form of martyrdom while others now could escape such.

| found that potential attitude a poor reason for holding back on
making a change where there was sound evidence in favor of it. It
seemed that such ones who had suffered could rejoice in knowing that
others would not be called upon to undergo that burden in order to
stay in good standing in the organization. If, as an illustration, an
individual had lost a farm due to heavy—even unjust—taxation,
should he not rejoice on behalf of friends, faced with a similar loss,
if he learned that the heavy tax was lifted? Should not a coal miner
suffering with a lung ailment be happy if conditions in mines
improved, even though he could no longer benefit from this? It
seemed that a genuine Christian would. Particularly so if the source
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of the unjust policy accepted its responsibility and expressed re-
gret for harm done. It appeared to me that we needed to ask our-
selves how much of the concern expressed might not actually be
traceable to a concern over the Governing Body’s own “image,” its
credibility, and its hold on people’s confidence, being affected by
fear that admitting error could weaken this.

Listening to some of the arguments presented in the Governing
Body sessions brought to mind the many cases that Jehovah’s
Witnesses had carried before the Supreme Court of the United States.
Opposing lawyers had used arguments similar in many respects to
those used by men on the Governing Body. Such lawyers stressed
potential dangers. They claimed that there was a strong danger that
door-to-door visitation might become a serious nuisance or a blind for
thievery and other criminal activity and that this justified placing
restrictions on the Witnesses’ freedom to carry on this activity. They
said that to allow the Witnesses freedom to carry on their public
activity or to give talks in parks in certain communities could lead
to mob violence, due to the adverse and hostile attitude of the commu-
nity as a whole, and therefore that restrictions should be placed. They
argued that to allow the Witnesses to express their views on such
subjects as saluting the flag, or their attitude toward worldly govern-
ments as being “part of the Devil’s organization,” could be detrimen-
tal to the interests of the larger community, could tend to create wide-
spread disloyalty, hence be seditious; restrictions were necessary.

The Supreme Court justices in many cases showed remarkable
insight and clarity of mind in cutting through such arguments, demon-
strating them to be specious. They did not agree that the rights of
the individual or of a small unpopular minority could properly be
curtailed just because the fear of possible or imagined danger or
because the claimed interests of the larger majority made this appear
desirable. They held that before any rightful restriction could be applied
limiting such freedoms, the danger must be more than a “fear,”
something presumed to be likely to develop. It must be proven a
““clear and present danger,” one actually existing °

How many favorable decisions would the Witnesses have received
if the Supreme Court justices had not shown such judicious wisdom,
such ability to see where the real issue lay, such concern for the
individual? Their decisions were applauded in the Society’s publi-
cations. Sadly, however, the high standards of judgment and the

9 Seethe Society’s publication Defending and Legally Establishing the Good News, p. 58.
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approach to emotionally charged issues shown by these judges often
appeared to be on a higher level than that manifested in many
Governing Body sessions. The expression of one Supreme Court justice
in a particular Witness case comes to mind. He stated:

The case is made difficult not because the principles of its decision
are obscure but because the flag involved is our own. Nevertheless,
we apply the limitations of the Constitution with no fear that freedom
to be intelligently and spiritually diverse or even contrary will
disintegrate the social organization. . .. freedom to differis not limited
to things that do not matter much. That would be a mere shadow of
freedom. The test of its substance is the right to differ as to things that
touch the heart of the existing order.1?

The confidence that the justice expressed in the ‘existing social
order’ and the freedoms it espoused seemed considerably greater than
the confidence expressed by some Governing Body members in their
fellow Witnesses and the effect their freedom of conscience, if exer-
cised, could have on the existing “Theocratic order.” If the Supreme
Court justices had reasoned as some of the Governing Body members
reasoned, the Witnesses would likely have lost case after case.

Court decisions are judged by history. The Scriptural declaration
that, on a day certain to come, each Christian elder will “render an
account” to the Supreme Judge regarding his dealings with, and treat-
ment of, God’s sheep, should surely give those exercising great
authority among Christians a serious reason for weighing carefully
what they do.™

The way in which recent major changes of policy have been
presented in the organization’s official publications demonstrates
that concern over the effect of the change indeed has not been so
much for the individuals who had suffered needlessly but concern
for the “image” of the organization as God’s channel and of the
Governing Body as a body of divinely appointed and divinely
guided administrators. Perhaps the most striking example of this
is with regard to the major change as to acceptance of “alternative
service.”

“Alternative service” describes civil service (such as hospital work
or other forms of community service) offered by a government as an
alternative for those who conscientiously object to participation in
compulsory military service. Many enlightened countries offer this

10 lbid., p. 62.
11 Hebrews 13:17.
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alternative to such ones among their citizens. What developed
within the Witness organization and its Governing Body in this
connection is of particular interest in view of a policy change in
1996.

The official position of the Watch Tower Society, developed
in the early 1940s during the Second World War, was that if one of
Jehovah’s Witnesses accepted such alternative service he had “com-
promised,” had broken integrity with God. The reasoning behind this
was that because this service was a “substitute” it therefore took
the place of what it substituted for and (so the reasoning appar-
ently went) came to stand for the same thing.*? Since it was of-
fered in place of military service and since military service in-
volved (potentially at least) the shedding of blood, then anyone
accepting the substitute became “bloodguilty.” This remarkable
policy developed before the Governing Body became a genuine
reality and was evidently decided upon by Fred Franz and Nathan
Knorr during the period when they produced all major policy de-
cisions. Failure to adhere to this policy would mean being viewed
automatically as “disassociated” and being treated the same as if
disfellowshiped.

The May 1, 1996, Watchtower reversed this policy. In an ar-
ticle titled “Paying Back Caesar’s Things to Caesar,” the para-
graphs shown in the Appendix (for Chapter 5) appeared. These
gave the readers none of the history of the policy that had existed
up to this point, a policy that had been in effect for more than 50
years. Similarly, they told the readers nothing of what had taken
place within the Governing Body some two decades earlier regard-
ing this same policy. Perhaps nothing illustrates so forcefully the
effect of the “two-thirds majority” voting rule on people’s lives
as does that information. Consider:

It was over twenty years ago, in November 1977, that a letter
arrived in Brooklyn from a Witness in Belgium, Michel Weber,
questioning the reasoning on which this organizational policy was
based. See the following page for some of the points his letter
raised:

12 As late as the November 1, 1990 Watchtower this was alluded to as a “compromising
substitute” for an unscriptural service.
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What are the arguments which can be considered in connection
with this law?

The civil service is a substitution of the military service.
This is quite evident. However it is not a reason to refuse.
When we refuse a blood transfusion, we are gratefull to the

doctors when they give us a product which is able to replace
the volume of the blood. Or when offered meat with blood we

refuse but are happy to accept any other meat.

If a war should occur, the conscientious objector should join
the army. It is not true. On the contrary, the conscientious ob-
jector will never morei‘allowed to have or to wear a weapon, oY
to work in a weapon factory, etc. What concerns the brother who
have been condemned and have been in prison, they will be among
the first ones to be called to join the army. :

"During the civil service, the voung christian will never partici-

pate to any war effort. He wears no un®iform and is completely

_free to go back home after the normal working hoGUTs. That means
he coutd manage to participate to the meetings, If not with his
own congregation with another one. He can still participate to

the predication, except if he was i pioneer. .

Personnaly, I do not see why why it would be against the chris-
tian law to accept this solution.

To summarize, do you, brothers, consider that the question to
decide whether or not to accept this law of 1969 is a matter

of personal decision? If your answer is affirmative, this should
be urgently communicated to the congregations. Many brothers

do think indeed that they will be excluded when they accept these
opportunities instead of going in prison. The overseers should .
know exactly what attitude to adopt when a member of the congrega-
tion takes such a decision. They should be able to explain that
their decision is a matter of personal conscience. B

I hope brothers you will understand that it is urgent to help our
young brothers. I pray Jehovah to bless the efforts which will
be do