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Introduction
This year, 2015 the Adventist church is noting the centenary of the death of an 87 year old American woman who recently was listed by the Smithsonian Magazine as amongst the 100 most influential Americans ever.
 We try to avoid the word “celebrate” when we speak of the death of someone.  But even “commemorating” or “noting” a centenary event like this one in a movement so focused as ours is on the imminence of the eschatos sets up tensions and creates cognitive dissonance.  There will be much debate about the basis of the Smithsonian attempt at establishing who were the most influential Americans but the attempt at least highlights for us the question of how do you really assess a person’s legacy.

The assignment I have set for myself this morning is to address the question of the legacy of Ellen White.
  What was her legacy and how should it be assessed?  How has it been assessed in the past 100 years and how should we assess it now?
What is a legacy? That which is bequeathed.  Something passed on from someone who has died.  Something handed down, passed on from a forebear or ancestor. The challenge is how to condense or distill into forty minutes a century of reflection, debate and doctrinal development and do justice to it all.  Any attempt will surely be inadequate.
Identifying the legacy
The first task is to identify the legacy.  I would like to suggest that Ellen White’s legacy can be seen to have two primary dimensions.

1. Ellen White played a vital part as a leader in helping establish an enduring international community of faith.  The recent Oxford Press book says she exercised “the principal role.”  That community is distinguished by a focus on “the world to come” and a conviction that “this present world” would very soon end.  
Other teachings of this leader developed into a distinctive “present-world” emphasis on education and health care that led to the establishment of numerous schools, col​leges, and hospitals. While many institutions have not survived the exigencies of time and changing circumstances, most did, and they continue into the twenty-first century. Many more have been added since her death. Paradoxically, Ellen White’s emphasis on the “imminence” of the end of the world helped create a rapidly expanding movement that at the time of her death was already contributing to the long-term here and now social betterment of many communities.  100 years later, the movement continues to expand, now numbering 18 million adherents, and continues to make significant contributions to the development of society. That can be seen as a formidable legacy.

2. The second dimension of Ellen White’s legacy is the extensive body of writings that she has left.  During her life time she generated 17,000 pages of manuscript and 40 books that have been widely translated and have achieved an immense distribution. 

 A question to ponder is which of these two aspects is Ellen White’s most distinctive contribution?  Is it her personal involvement in shaping her religious com​munity (and therefore we should talk about the community itself) or is it the extensive body of writings she left to her community?

This afternoon I’ll focus on an assessment of the literary legacy posthumously – exploring that element of her work which as far as pages of text are able to do so, keeps her voice alive.  It is a task that involves more than simply identifying and describing a bibliography.

In order to understand the story and the impact of Ellen White’s writings posthumously one needs to study the people and the entities who controlled them and interacted with them as well as the influence of the writings themselves and the authority attributed to them?  
Accounting for the Legacy

With the death of Ellen White on Friday afternoon July 16, 1915, the church was confronted with major challenges that it had not faced before.  

The church and its leadership had learned to live with a live prophet (and that had not been easy) but now it had to learn to live with a dead one and the challenges relating to that were not so simple either.  There were two dominant or primary questions to be resolved.  And both took considerable time to resolve.  One is not resolved yet.

 Both of the issues had to do with authority. The first major issue was “Who was to exercise authority over the Corpus of Ellen White’s writings.”  The second was “What authority did the corpus have?” Or rather, what authority should be attributed to it?  Lets explore these two problems of authority.

The first question -  who was to have authority over the writings?

During her life, of course Ellen White was the one who exercised the authority over what she wrote.  She determined when an article should be written and published. When a book was needed on the life of Jesus or on health.  Decisions of course were shaped by a deep sense of conviction that the Spirit was guiding.  But ultimately she determined when a letter should be sent – or whether she should lay it aside for a week or a month.  She determined to whom to send the material – whether a letter to an individual without copies, or a letter with copies, or a letter with blind copies to others.

As her life neared its end, Ellen White also gave a good deal of thought as to how best to arrange for the care for her writings posthumously. She framed several wills in an attempt to get it right.  At first she wanted her sons to be in charge and then a mixed group appointed by the GC.  But she was suspicious of the power of the GC and definitely did not trust some of the officials and thus finally determined on a group of what she hoped would be an independent set of self-perpetuating trustees.   But these careful plans came unstuck.

As is fairly widely known now Ellen White died in considerable debt and both her family and the General Conference were embarrassed. (Liabilities totaled 87,000 equivalent to 93 years of annual salary at the time)  If we use a ministers raw annual salary figures as a benchmark the amount the spending capability represented by the amount would be equivalent to about 4.5 – 5.0 million US Dollars.  Assets balanced that out – if they were able to be sold off – but the gap after the assessors had done their work was still $25,000.  The indebtedness problem was exacerbated by the fact that death meant the freezing of the assets and it was quickly discovered to the chagrin of church leaders that the probate court would take at least 10 months to sort out affairs.  In the meantime there were many trusting church members and workers who had loaned money to Ellen White and who were counting on the regular interest payments to cover their monthly living expenses.

To cut a long story short, an embarrassed General Conference took responsibility for the entire debt in exchange for the assets.  A Mutual Agreement document was signed with the family that the assets would be handed over to the General Conference until such time as the loan had been repaid through future royalties.  The probate court for legal purposes regarded the agreement as a straight legal sale.  Internally however, by gentleman’s agreement, the money was regarded as a long-term loan.  It was an irregular procedure.  Normally in the settlement of probate the court would have overseen the legal setting up of the Trustees in law as per the will.  In this case it didn’t because now the Church in effect owned the properties and the church itself set up the trustees (really on an internal informal non-legal basis) so as to comply with the intent of the will.  And that is how it stayed – in a kind of legal never-never land.

Maintaining the promotion and distribution of already published volumes was not a problem for the trustees and the church.  But the large question that dogged the heels of the trustees was what to do with the unpublished materials – many of them sensitive.  For many years they did nothing.

I won’t go into the details because you can read about them elsewhere.  But eventually by the 1930s there developed an intense conflict over what should be released, how, and who should give the approval – the trustees or the General Conference.  The trustee system was not working well, not meeting regularly, and their role was not altogether clear.  W. C. White who was functioning as the day to day custodian of the literary estate began to see himself as wearing the mantle of his mother (subconsciously to some degree).  At one point he launched a direct attack on the church’s senior administration in a widely circulated set of selections from very negative testimonies about church leadership.  The attack prompted a biting response from the administration and led to a major summit of church leaders over who was in charge.  W. C. White’s support for independent ministries had put him even further offside with the General Conference.

The question was complicated and the issues of finance, incorporation and the legal status of the trustees ebbed and flowed and took some time to resolve but eventually the church came to realize that behind the legal and financial complexities lay the larger theological question of the role of gifts in the church and the question was – had the charismatic gift that Ellen White exercised been placed in a family or had it been placed in the church.  Church administrators under the leadership of C. H. Watson, came to see that the answer must be, according to NT teaching, that the gifts of the spirit had been placed in the church as a community - for the common good.  If that were so, then it should then be the church as a community that exercised authority over the residue of the gift in the sense of determining what it would be appropriate to release, what it would be appropriate to promote and determining what the church needed from the publications and when and how.  A representative committee called the Spirit of Prophecy Committee was eventually set up with the assignment to work in partnership with the trustees.  This committee made assessments of what publications were needed, where and when etc.

The struggle over who had authority to release new materials and produce new books continued all during the 1930s with a tug of war between the estate and the church administration.  Church leaders argued on a theological basis that as representatives of the larger church community they should retain the final say. And of course legally, it was the church that still owned the properties.  It set the annual budget for the estate and employed its staff.  It still does.

The matter has now largely been settled although at times behind the scenes the tension still rears its head.  Are the trustees’ custodians of the copyrights on manuscripts or are they custodians of the gift – or the residue of the gift?

The question of what to release and when has now also been resolved.  Recent hacking attacks by groups trying to force the release of everything have highlighted again the dilemma of when and how to release materials and the church has now moved toward total release.  The advent of the centenary of Ellen White’s death is providing a good occasion for the release of not only all the correspondence files but also the letters of James White, the letters of W. C. White and younger son Edson as well. And all the incoming correspondence is being released as well.  It is a massive project.  The release of new materials for context is also a major achievement. Encyclopedia and annotated volumes or papers. (Release of original handwritten materials is not projected).

The second Question:  What Authority Does the Corpus have?
If the question of who had authority over the corpus was difficult to resolve, the complicated second question of what authority should be attributed to the corpus has been even more complex, complicated and more painful for the church.  It is a problem still being resolved.
The outbreak of World War I greatly exacerbated the problem and it became acute in the decades immediately after Ellen White’s death.  It has proved to be a disruptive and costly issue for the church – costly in terms of the money invested in trying to resolve the issue through conferences and study groups and costly in the loss of highly trained, thoughtful and talented personnel as the church has struggled to arrive at a consensus in understanding.  
In July 1915, Guy Dail, the secretary of the European Division thought he detected “a broadening of interpretation of the Spirit of Prophecy from what was held in the past.”
 But his hope proved elusive and tensions continued to mount over the issue of Ellen White’s authority.  These tensions needs to be understood against the backdrop of the prevailing view throughout the church of an “inerrant” Ellen White.
  

Popular youth revivalist Luther Warren was typical of most ministers at the time when he preached and taught that Ellen White’s writings were “infallible.” Spicer, on the other hand, asserted to Warren that she had never claimed this for herself.  Spicer’s assertions did little to change Warren’s mind or the dominant view in the church.
 
Luther Warren’s inerrantist view of Ellen White was normative for Adventism in the years prior to her death and in the years immediately afterwards.
  This view had been fostered by preachers, teachers and church leaders as a way of reinforcing the authority of the prophetic gift.  After her voice ceased in 1915 the idealizing process intensified. While “inerrancy” was theoretically and formally denied with regard to both scripture and Ellen White’s writings nevertheless there were no actual mistakes or inadequacies publicly identified or acknowledged and the result was a “practical inerrancy” attributed to her writings. Finding adequate and appropriate theological constructs in order to be able to affirm the special quality of the writings and on the other hand acknowledge the realities of the complex human dimensions of the phenomenon proved particularly challenging and costly for the church. 
A series of developments connected with the outbreak of war in Europe began to crystallize the growing convictions of several key church leaders concerning the second question of the nature of the authority of the Ellen White corpus. These developments in Europe helped bring about a serious challenge to the generally accepted understanding of the “practical inerrancy” of Ellen White’s writings although the discussions about the problem were confined largely to an inner circle of leadership at the highest levels of the church.  Within this inner circle, discussions led to the development of a consensus around a much more nuanced view of the authority of the Ellen White corpus.  Men such as A. G. Daniells, W. A. Spicer, W. W. Prescott, L. R. Conradi, Guy Dail, A. O. Tait, W. C. White, C. C. Crisler, and M. C. Wilcox, for example, were able to work their way toward a position that valued her spiritual power and influence and the uniqueness of her charisma as a counselor to the church.  They manifested an attitude of submission and respect.  At the same time however, they qualified her authority. She became for them not an authority on history, geography, science or even doctrine.  When she wrote about scripture, for example, she wrote “as a homilist rather than as an exegete,” Clarence Crisler pointed out.  He explained to Wilcox that the Elmshaven staff had come to an established position sometime previously where “we take it for granted” that Ellen White did not deal with scripture “in an exegetical manner” in her writings.
  But there were only a very few who held such nuanced perspectives. 

Letters from Spicer, Prescott, and Conradi in the period between 1915 and 1919 are quite clear of the need for a qualified perspective and they clearly warned of large trouble ahead for the church if the more idealized “infallible” view was nurtured.  But their voices were in effect drowned out in the clamor to affirming the other side – largely because of attacks from outside the community on the validity of the gift. The fundamentalist movement of the 1920s reinforced the prevailing inerrantist view.  College teaching, widely distributed publications and ministerial preaching generally emphasized the inerrantist and idealized view of Ellen White as a way of bolstering her authority.  The more moderate view which surfaced briefly in 1919 and the problem of unreaslistic, innacurate views, like a long ignored infection festered away in the church.

The festering infection like a boil, broke open again in the 1970s. The particular question of what authority the writings should be given in terms of determining doctrine and determining the meaning of scripture became particularly vexing and acute in the decades following the publication of Questions on Doctrine (1957).  Ellen White was quoted as an authority so frequently on both sides of theological issues of QoD that people like Geoffrey Paxton,
 began to refer to her as having a “wax nose” that could be bent whichever way was desired. 

The inerrantist view was seriously challenged during the 70s with a series of literary, cultural and historical studies by Adventist scholars (names such as Jonathan Butler, Ron Graybill, Ronald Numbers, William Peterson, Donald McAdams) that demonstrated Ellen White’s reliance on other sources and the shaping of cultural influences, the implications of perspective, bias and historical and scientific error. Walter Rea’s studies and public discussion at the end of 70s if not very scholarly nevertheless obliged the church leaders to “admit that Ellen White probably used a great many more sources than we have normally thought to be the case.” It took time for the implications of these studies to be understood.  And the pain of disillusionment in many cases was so strong that over-reaching conclusions were drawn.

The church became very defensive.  As General Conference President Neal Wilson noted in 1980, the church not want to “admit” that it had “made claims about her that cannot be supported and substantiated.”
 but overtime it has become clear that the idealized and sanitized image of Ellen White that had been fostered was not sustainable.  Beginning in the 1980s largely under the initiative of George Knight and his students further studies were undertaken that began to acknowledge the difficulty but adopted a more moderate stance.  With Knights persistence and persuasion church publishing houses became open to publications that helped to contextualize Ellen White, absorb and interpret the new data and present her in a more realistic light.  This continued through the 1980s.

This issue of the nature of her authority intensified in the controversy that erupted over Desmond Ford’s emphasis on soteriology and his perspective on prophetic interpretation.  Many theologians and scholars who went to Glacier View in 1980 thought that the church had moved beyond the understanding that Ellen White was the inspired interpreter of scripture and the determiner of its doctrine but they were profoundly disappointed.

For senior church administrators the question at issue in the Ford crisis was not the strength or validity of any textual, linguistic, hermeneutical or theological arguments.  Rather it boiled down to one simple issue.  As Neal Wilson wrote to Robert Pierson in February 1980,

Des Ford is working hard on the assignment we have given him, but basically the whole matter revolves around his understanding of the role and work of Ellen White.  He unfortunately does not consider Ellen White to be authoritative in the areas of doctrinal theology, and does not consider that she has teaching authority comparable to the prophets that are in the Scripture.  We hope that he will be able to adjust his thinking and to see that it is impossible to limit Ellen White’s inspiration and accord her something less than that which is intended when the Lord chooses a human vessel to be an extension of his self-revelation.  He needs our prayers.”

The decisions made to in eventually resolving the Glacier View issue from a church management perspective were based on the maintenance of the principle that Ellen White was to be given a determinative voice in doctrinal and theological authority.  By the end of the century (2000) the controversy had subsided and the theological discussion had gone underground.  But it had not gone away. 

In broad perspective, the dilemma for Adventists has been how to understand the prophetic ministry of Ellen White in relationship to the prophetic authority of the Canon.  In his 2011 work Sacred Borders, David Holland insightfully addresses the question of continuing revelation and the tension with canonical restraint imposed by the concept of a closed canon.
 The tension has a long history in America and it has manifested itself in different ways and at different times during the deistic period and on through the evangelical revivals where the immediacy of the encounter of the believer with the spirit such as in the heated revivals of Methodism would stretch the concept of continuing revelation and the tension thereby created with the boundaries of the canon.  But during the 19th century the tightly closed canons of religious truth encountered a more open religious environment and not every stretch of the border of the canon could be defended.  Anna Lee and her Shaker communities moved beyond the border with the production in 1843 of a new “Shaker Bible.”
  Boiling hot Methodism, Holland argues, also forms the backdrop to the experience of Joseph Smith and the Mormon church which also produced a revelation that moved beyond the borders of the canon and stood at odds with mainstream Christian tradition.  This book for many was a puzzle “too full of Christian beauty to be the product of evil, too gross a violation of the canonical border to be a pious fraud.” But Joseph Smith was accepted as a prophet and his community made a commitment to the possibility of ongoing revelation.  The canon was not closed. “If a closed Bible established a religious rule of law, a living prophet represented the rule of will.”
  

Holland suggests that Adventist’s found themselves in a difficult position.  “If God spoke through Ellen White, how is what He said not a rule of faith?  And how is a rule not a canon? .  . . . Seventh-day Adventists found themselves under the warring pressure of two very powerful influences.”  They were Bible-loving protestants passionately a “sola scriptura” movement.  We defended both the authority of the extant canon and the necessity of a living oracle. But Adventists have had difficulty maintaining that stance.  “More than any other homegrown American religion,” suggests Holland, “Seventh-day Adventists straddled the canonical border.”  “The internal debates over this issue have never fully settled.”

“What is remarkable, in the midst of so many conflicting factors, is not that Ellen White’s prophetic role has proved so perplexing, but that she managed to define it and maintain it as well as she did.  She took up residence on the canonical borderlands and resolutely stayed there the rest of her life.”
  Many of her descendants it seems have moved beyond the borderlands and are now seeking to incorporate her within the canon.

On the other hand, the question of what kind of authority should be accorded to the Ellen White corpus still deeply troubles the community and now thirty-four years after Glacier View there remain widely and sharply divergent views.

On the one hand there are new scholarly studies that attempt to understand Ellen White in her context, valuing her unique contribution to the building of the movement but underscoring the pragmatic and time-conditioned nature of that contribution. In more recent decades, studies by George Knight and his students have attempted to build on the valued critical work of the 1970s and facilitate the needed adjustment in perhaps a less disturbing way although some might feel that this approach has still been too apologetic.  Knight has, however, been able to coax church publishing houses towards a new openness to a broader perspective and toward a renewed sense of duty to educate the church about a more realistic view of Ellen White and her work.  Over time it has become increasingly clear to the church’s scholarly community that the idealized and sanitized image of Ellen White that had been fostered in the past is not sustainable.  

But while there are new scholarly studies that attempt to understand Ellen White in her context, valuing her unique contribution to the building of the movement but underscoring the pragmatic and time-conditioned nature of that contribution and the circumscribed limits to its authority in the community.
  And on the other hand there is also an increasing trend to idealize, sanitize and now “canonize” the Ellen White writings by associating them with and even including them in the publication of scripture.
  Note the call by Chuck Scriven for the church to be honest about Ellen White.
On the other hand among conservatives there is an increasing trend to “canonize” the Ellen White writings by associating them with and even including them in the publication of scripture.  The Clear Word Bible and the Remnant Study Bible are examples of this.
These tensions it seems are set to increase and to become more acute and increasingly significant as new debates emerge in the church in a number of areas involved in the relationship between the various sciences and religion.

Ellen White had said in 1907 “Whether or not my life is spared, my writings will constantly speak, and their work will go forward as long as time shall last.”  What that actually means as the church continues to fulfill its mission in a world that has not yet ended we will still have to think about as a community.  It becomes more acute as time continues into another century after the living voice of Ellen White fell silent. 
What does it mean, “My writings will constantly speak . . .”?
In the years following Glacier View studies by Baillie Gillespie show that there are steadily declining numbers of Adventist youth who acknowledge her authority or read her books.  And what is true of the youth in terms of lack of reading at least is even more widely evidenced in areas where the church is growing in the developing world where English is not the first language. In places such as Thailand or Pakistan for example church life and witness reflects little use of Ellen White’s writings. In the Western World reading campaigns have been tried, paraphrases to update the language have been attempted.  Heavy abridging and condensing of the longer books to make them easier to cope with have been tried.  But the latest figures suggest that the decline continues.

Conclusion:

How do we assess the contribution of Ellen White 100 years on?  How do we put this contribution in perspective?

Two questions to serve as prompts for reflection.  
The first question suggested itself in February when on a Sunday night recently as Kendra and I listened to the LA Philharmonic under the baton of Gustav Dudamel perform Tchaikovsky’s powerful and exquisitely beautiful “pathetique” sympohony.  This was his very moving 6th symphony in D Minor written in the last year of his life 1893 and performed in St Petersburg under his baton on October 28 just nine days before he died.  He tells us that he found the theme so deeply moving that while he was mentally composing it he frequently broke into tears.

The Walt Disney Hall was packed and the performance from the 109 musicians was breathtaking.  It was one of those occasions where there are stretched moments of absolute silence as the last lingering notes drift and fade through the vault of the hall.

The performance was part of a two-week long Tchaikovsky Fest.  And the wildly appreciative audience was drawn from every walk of life and every faith tradition.  And I thought, Tchaikovsky had a magnificent gift that has blessed and moved millions and it still does and here 120 years after his death his work is played and listened to in cities around the world.  We hear it on radio stations, on TV channels, in concert halls.

How would the work of Ellen White compare in the terms of public awareness and public celebration as compared with Tchaikovsky.  Perhaps it is not a fair question – or an appropriate one.

The sixty-six year old Ellen White in 1893 was in New Zealand at the time when Tchaikovsky was composing his symphony.  She was laboring with every energy of her being to establish the church there in the face of very strong prejudice against new American religions.  She was having Bible studies with families and organizing Evangelistic meetings when Tchaikovsky’s 6th was being first performed  – and her Review articles were being read to the Church in Battle Creek which was under the very strong conviction, encouraged by Ellen White that in a very short time perhaps in the next year the world would come to an end. The Loud Cry had begun.  But here a little more than a century later after her death.
Five days after they began their evangelistic meetings in Wellington, the capital, the parliament voted approval for women to vote.  The first of any nation and a hugely important step in the world-wide women’s suffrage campaign.  Ellen White had used the temperance platform in northern cities to get a hearing for Adventists.
How do we assess the contribution of Ellen White in the wide realm of what was happening in the world of the 19th century?

The second question. A church member asked me very recently why Ellen White’s writings had not been picked up by other religious publishers and their spiritual value recognized by other Christians.  He was thinking of writers like Luther, Spurgeon, Wesley, C. S. Lewis. Authors who had been spiritually helpful to many Christians across wide.  Was Ellen White’s work constricted to the Adventist community?  Would her works have had the spiritual power and appeal to carry themselves without the investment of an Adventist publisher and promoter?
I had to ponder that question and the cognitive dissonance it caused.
Maybe it will need more time for her contribution to be recognized and appreciated.  And isn’t that in itself a paradox.  The new Oxford book in a way is addressing that.  

� The article “Meet the 100 Most Significant Americans of All Time” by Tom Trail (November 17, 2014) is based on Who’s Bigger?  Where Do Historical Figures Really Rank? by Steven Skiena and Charles Ward and published by Cambridge University Press (2014).  Skienna and Ward developed a complex algorithm for ranking historical figures by their historical significance, which they define as “the result of social and cultural forces acting on the mass of an individual’s achievement.” The ranking prioritizes Internet notoriety over individuals' achievements and is based on internet data (visits to Wikipedia pages, length of time of visit, references/citations, and number of pages among the 15 million books scanned by Google).   So in this list an individuals' “historical significance” depends to a large extent on the volume of extant online data available for each historical figure and in that sense focuses on what might be termed the “celebrity” status of a person.


� This presentation is loosely based on my article jointly authored with Paul McGraw in Ellen Harmon White: American Prophet edited by Terrie Armodt, Ronald Numbers and Gary Land, (New York: Oxford University Press, 2014), pp 


� G. Dail to T. E. Bowen, July 18, 1915.  The problematic military conscription issues were to be discussed at the 1915 Annual Council and Dail hoped, in a postscript to a letter to General Conference Secretary W. A. Spicer, that “there may not be a reaction too far back to the other side of the Spirit of Prophecy view we have held in the past – we have [sic] been inclined to make too much of this gift then.”�  Associate Secretary Bowen read the postscript on Dail’s letter to Spicer (Spicer was out of the office) and became apprehensive about Dail’s shifting understanding.  


� T. E. Bowen to G. Dail, November 4, 1915.


� Luther Warren to “Brother” February 23, 1915; W. A. Spicer to Luther Warren, June 13, 1916.


� Alberto Timm documents the widespread dominance of inerrantist views of both scripture and of Ellen White among the church’s preachers, teachers and authors during this period.  He sees this understanding as an inheritance from Millerism which was fostered in the early years of Adventism by such authors as Moses Hull and D. M. Canright, and later nurtured in the Review by periodic citations from authors like Louis Gaussen and H. L Hastings both of whom advocated a Scripture without error.  The same pattern dominated in the period after Ellen White’s death.  See A. Timm, “A History Seventh-day Adventist Views on Biblical and Prophetic Inspiration (1844 – 2000)” in Journal of the Adventist Theological Society, 10: 1-2 (1999): 486-542.


� C. C. Crisler to M. C. Wilcox December 14, 1914.  I am indebted to Bert Haloviak for drawing this letter to my attention.  A wider awareness of this important understanding by the Elmshaven staff would have helped the church avoid much confusion about the status of the corpus.


� The Shaking of Adventism, (1977)


� Neal C Wilson to Elder & Mrs R. H. Pierson February 4, 1980.


� Ibid


� Sacred Borders, (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011).


� Holy, Sacred and Divine Roll and Book; from the Lord God of Heaven, to the inhabitants of Earth. Holland p 130.


� Holland p 151.


� Holland p 168


� See for example, Gilbert M. Valentine, The Prophet and the Presidents, (Nampa, Idaho: Pacific Press Publishing Association, 2011) and Ellen Harmon White: American Prophet, edited by Terrie Aaamodt, Gary Land and Ronald L Numbers (New York, Oxford University Press, 2014).


� This is being done via paraphrase such as in The Clear Word Bible.  Following criticism of the title, the Review and Herald deleted the word “Bible” from the original title The Clear Word Bible, and the words “An Expanded Paraphrase” were added in subsequent printings. The text of the paraphrase utilizes fragments, quotes, and paraphrases from the writings of Ellen G. White. More recently in a more flagrant way the Remnant Study Bible gives between one-quarter and one-third of the page space to interpretive and devotional extracts from Ellen White.   





